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THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

MONDAY, AUGUST 24, 1970

U.S. SENATE,

0 COMIrEE ON FINANCE,
Wash ington, D.C.

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

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

The CHAIRNAN. This hearing will conic 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
quorum in the Senate, and then proceed to complete the rollcall 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 committee 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
am pleased to call the Honorable. John V. Lindsay, mayor of New YorkCity.

f Mayor, the press requested that, you stand at.your place for a 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 LINDSAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do appre-
ciate this opportunity to join with the Finance Committee and talk
about the Family Assistance Act of 1970.

(1303)
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My associate and colleague, )r. Mitchell Ginsberg, is with me this
morning. I think lie is well familiar to the members of the committee
and the staff on this subject iaing worked with then for a long,
lo)g period of time to formulate a good program.

We begin with this proposition, that is that 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.y ou need me to tell you that. Every-
one alrea(y knows it.

All you iave to do is ask the statistician at tE1W or ask the overtaxed
family in Iran Nuys or a hmgry child in Mississippi. They all corn-
plain'that welfare costs too nuch 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
adinnist ration.

Time administration's current proposal represents some real ad-
vances-and suffers from some rear 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 helre, I will
recommend amendments to the bill, and I will focus mainly on those
rather than any detailed analysis of the aspects of the bill as we see
them.

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

No one can wait. The poor cannot live on promises. Our middle-in-
come citizens, the Americans who work for a decent share of the better
life, are 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 tlie 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 veoi)le
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 are 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 than some of us
l)ay for a good dinner. We can afford to relieve the deprivation of the
working poor-committed 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 cali 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
6y the absence of any serious encouragement to the States to increase
tfieir own benefit levels; the exclusion of impoverished single persons
and e hildless couples from the Federal program; the failure to l)rovide
jobs for welfare recipients; the lack of an adequate definition of what
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constitutes "suitable employment."; the comlpulsory 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 l)erhaps the most tragic
itstake of tile present welfare mess by encouraging the break-up of

families. Moreover, the proposed reduction in health care 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
tile 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 prol)osal. America
should adopt, as a national goal, the creation of a Federal system
of income maintenance by 1976-the 200th anniversary of tis 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
to do it any other way.

With a complete commitment of Federal resources and talent per-
haps we can celebrate the 200th birthday of America by really wiq)ingv
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 mainfactur-
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
time estimated relief is not sufficient and that the estimates themselves
exaggerate the extent to which the bill will ease State and local fiscal
burdens. New York, for example-vith 11 percent of the Nation's
welfare population and approximately 13 percent of its total costs, will
receive, according to the HEW411r 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 Sul)plementing AI1)C-UP )aymnent
where there is an unemployed father in the house at. a cost of $2 million
a )ear; that it will not ab'andon 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. lhe
administration has l)roposed 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 !sida be diverted to increas-
ing the Federal share of the welfare program. This would make possi-
ble an immediate step toward tile goal of a federalized income mainte-
nance system by 1976. It would immediately lift some of the crushing
burden of State and local taxes. It would ease the quiet desperation of
the deprived. It is a good way to spend money allocated to a program
which apparently will not be* approved in tile near future.

Obviously, I Iave some reservations about tile legislation-
The CHmIRMAN.. 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 LiNDsAY. It is a very important program. Our 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 see 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.

However, 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 is going
to enact revenue sharing, in which case 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.

'Ihe CrIm.r4 x. 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 lie wants to
do it. The difficulty is trying to get that many peol)le to agree on
how it is to be done. But I see your point and tiat is that if you are
not going to vote that through you suggest that that munch additional
money be allocated to this program, and I think that is a good point.,
I really do.

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 lave often been raised before
this committee and by members of the committee.

As I understand it, some members of this committee are concerned
by the possibility that supplementing the income of the working ))or
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 eml)loVment incentive. It encourages seff-reliance and self-
helpl. Moreover, our research, which is described in detail in the length-
ier statement I am submitting for tie record, indicates that, no matter
'What you call the program, a predictionn of 12 million is a vast over-
estimate. Based on experiences in the six States that now extend sup-
plements to the working poo, we can predict that no more than 3
or 4 million among the working poor will apply for aid in tie,
first 2 years of a Federal family assistance plan. PFurthermnore, time
evidence in New York City is that the employed heads of families re-ceiving sll)lenlelts (to not desert their wives or quit, working.

So I ani not disturbed by the provisions for supplementing the iln-
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 time so-called
"notches" or inequities as they relate to cash and in-kind benefits.
They exist, under tle current program to a far greater extent. he
family assistance i)lan goes a long way toward reducing them.

Tihe lengthier statement I am submitting for inclusion in the reord
discusses in detail the issues I have briefly touched upon just now, anld
ima kes specific legislative recommendat ions.

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

1. Establishment of an intent to achieve full Federal financing and
administration of the welfare program by 1976, starting with the use.
of proposed revenue-sharing funds right niow.

2. Mandatory supplementation of the Federal benefits for the work-
ing 1)ool at, Federal expense.

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

4. Establishment, of a community service job creation program.
a. A clear definition of the kind of employment clients are require(to take.6. Built in cost-of-living increases for the minimum Federal benefits

and the State sul)plements, and a liberalization of the eligibility level
for free social services.

These should be among the goals of this committee and the Con-
gress. I, and the mayors of other lai'ge cities whose citizens at all inl-
come levels are suffering from the present system, have pledged to
do everything we can to work for tfie speedy enactment of realistic
welfare reform. The governors htave endorsed a progressive welfare
platform. By proposing a family assistance plan, the administration
has made a good beginning. Now you have the op)ortnnity to createe
something better than the present welfare mess. You can' fashion a
system that is effective and efficient.
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I hope you will move quickly for action in this session. It is crucial
to kee l) il 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 Ipoverty 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.
Tie CiRMAN. 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 flieve 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 for it?

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 tine public service employment funded in large
pait by OEO, and those are persons who are trained in and working
in fields such as health care, hospitals, housing and developments, and
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 productive.

The CHIRm AN. It seems to me, Mr. Mayor, that we would bewell
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 opportunities 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 hel ping 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 place, and also helping to keep it cleaner and more sanitary I

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 this kind 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 collectiv; bargaining which is a national pheno-
menon now of very large proportions. go all local governments are
faced with crying and desperate needs of their citizens for more serv-

I 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
program of community service activity which would help the poor and
help these hard-pressed local governments.

Sanitation is obviously one of them. 'T here 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-
grain in New York is beginning to have a very important sanitation
input which I will predict in due course will make a meaningful im-
pact in those communities and obviously free tip pressures from other
parts of the city.

The CAllmAN. I will call on Senator Curtis and I will be back here
in a few minutes after I vote.

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

I 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. However, from 1969 to 1970, for those same months it was
only 4.8 percent, a drop from 22 percent to less than 5 percent. To
what do you attribute that?

Mr. GINSBERG. Well, Senator, I 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, one has been the iml)act 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 clearly made a difference ini 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 CURTIS. It has often been stated, Secretary Richardson in
his testimony before this committee indicated that, probably about one-
half of the people who were eligible for welfare have actually applied
for benefits. Do you believe that is true ?

Mr. GINSBERO. I believe that is true nationally, Senator. Ther6 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 CURTIS. That is in New York.
Mr. GINSBERG. 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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stantially more than the $4 billion. Would you tell us why you think
that ?

Mr. G.NSEmRG. Well, I might comment at that time I dealt partic-
ularly with the AFDC and AFDC-UP program. I felt those figures
were'based primarilyy in the 1968 estimate. Regardless of what hap-
l)eied, whether you passed a new program by 1972 or 1973, you would
have a substantially increased caseload in th.t there would b'e a signifi-
cant additional cost whether a new program went into effect or not.

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

Mr. Gixsmwno. 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 l(( 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'be 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 CURTIS. One of the reasons they have not applied was
because they did not have the information.

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

Senator CURTIS. Mayor Lindsay, the New York Times quoted the
City Commissioners lHospitals, Joseph Terenzio-is that the way you
1)ren;Iounlce it?

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

Senator CURTIS. ie called time 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 LmNDsAY. I think medicaid, on the whole, has been a positive
thing in our city. It, has been in some respects a nightmare to admin-
ister, amd a perSon like Commissioner Terenzio, the former Commis-
siomer 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, I 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. Wh9lat, they need is the computerization of health care needs by
people, and they are still struggling toward that. It is very difficult
to build a Comluter 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 CURTIS. That is all, Mr. Chairman, thank you.
Senator HARRms. Mr. Mayor, the buzzer sounded a roll call, and I

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 1)0 possible
for you to remain here, say, I imagine it would I)e probably 5 or 10
minutes until the chairman could get back and the others, and we could
proceed then further. Is that satisfactory?

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

Senator HARRMs. All right, we will stamid in recess, then, for about
10 minutes.

(Short recess.)
'Ie CHAIRMAN. 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 hell) 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
l)eople to Work and were very disal)l)ointed 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 \elfare populatiQns. New York was
not able to use iRs 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
problemm 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.
Th Department, of Labor statistics, however showed that only

4,500 persons were currently listed as being enrolled 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.

I think that would be well to clear up for tle record.
Moreover, even 1)y April 20, 1970, less than 4,000 individuals were

in training and almost 3,000 people were in. holding in New YorkCity.
1i. 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, M1r. Mayor, with
regard to item 4 establisllnents of a community service job creation
program.
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As to getting 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 lie comments.

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

The CHAIRMAN. 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 LiNDSAY. Right.
The CHAIR3M1AN. We are not talking about. the same data, but let's

get together if we can on the problem.
Mayor LINDSAY. Okay. lWe 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 program; 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 stenographer, ana that is why public service em-
ployment, we think is vastly better.

Incidentally, in Kew York City on public 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-
]ic service, and its shortcomings are manifest. I would 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. GINSBERG. Thank you Mf.,yor. 'Well, our figures are substantially
different, Senator, than the figures that. you have indicated. And I have
a report in front of me dated August 1, 1970.

For the weeks ending July 24, t hat 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
informiat ion 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 seems to me that is always the payoff
question, and I think the record there is a poor one, an(l that is true
across the count ry.

The State does not provide those figures. I made some rough esti-
mates which would indicate about. 050 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 stafi
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 LAWOR - IMAXPOWE ADnNISTRATbCV,
WORINCENTMV PR0GRAIM

Current enrollment by program component, by Region, :tate anda 2fojeet,
as of April 30, 1970

RMION - STATE
PRJECT NUMBER

UCION 11. total

Mev Jersey. total
Atlantic 9613
Camden 9614
Essex 9615
Rudson 9616
Mercer 9617
Kiddlesex 9618
Monmouth 9619
Pasaic 9620
Union 9621

Iv York. total *New York City. 5 Counties
9603

Erie 9604 
=

Iuroe 9605
Nassau 9606

iagara 9607
Oneida 9608
Oondaga 9609
Suffolk 9610
Westchester 9611
Albany 9623

Puerto Rico. total
6 Areas 9601

Total"
current
enroll-

Holding I

Appli-

o£'On. Apr 0 --9 7

15,839 I1,078 I3.864 IO 1RQ7

173
196
590
323
201
217
297
254
141

10,349

7 036

108
259
307
297
331
468
344

3.061

358
8

6
105
42
27
43
70
34
23

439

368

14
0
9
13
21
0
2

281

2716
18
15
101
43
10
22
39
15
13

2.564

22
44
46

115
64

161
864

1.3

102
102

147
175
384
238
164
152
1b8
205

105

4.104

83
201
261
173
254
286
260

31

2,678

Orien-

Other
Basic pre-
educa.J voca-

In-
stitu-

on-the-
job

train-

tner
voca-
tional
train-

WLN
OJT
f'ull-

me.-t 6 I ag - n cost I rnt shio ject

general 1Spec-
educa- i 1al
tion Work workdevelop- intern- pro-

1589 ,78 384 089 .00 /6 I I LAI

508
43
50
51
74
74
53
66
71
26

1.436

46
30
9

21
52

86
5

1.4309
1,309

90
3

23
0

22
3
1
32
4
2

119

67

3
0
8
9
1

10

51I0

51

412
8

1142

114
0
4

18
14

744

595
32
0

30
6

21
13
16
21
10

110
110

* Current enrollment through March. April data not available.

295
28
40
83
36
26
9
9

34
30

808

49
100
21
52
85
22
3

788
788

0
z

0
0
0
0
0

1

J
0
2

0

0
0

43

20
0
0
0
0
0
7

13
0
0

37

7

3
0
3
0
0
0

17
0

50

o
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0
~0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0a

330
29
10

133
66
34
17
15
8

18

944

609

35
56
13
44
38
22
12

187
T87

105

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

68

64

0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0

37

0

0

00
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0~
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
.0

0

inten-
live Regular

ollov.- follow-

181 1 78

0 401

0 41
0 75
0 39
0 13
0 6:
0 48
0 69
0 15

181 07

11l0 401
65- . 156-
0 25
0 49
5 73
0 86
1 79
0 113
0 91
0 1

0 103Z 103

Office of Manpower Management Date Systems
6/2/70
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TiE CITY OF NEW YORK,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES,

New York, N.Y.
lion.-MITCHELL I. GINSBERG,
Adviser to the Mayor,
Hum an Re8ourccs Administ ration,
New York, N.Y.

DEAR MITC: Plhse 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 fiscal year 1970, an
addition of 2-J00 slots. They were allocated as follows:

For year 1969 For year 1970
original new alloca-

allocation Increase tion

New York City .................................................... 8,400 1,200 19, 6W
Nassau --------------------------------------------------------- 200 200 400
Suffolk ---------------------------------------------------------- 600 200 800
Westchester ----------------------------------------------------- 200 200 400
Erie ------------------------------------------------------------ 1,200 2M0 1,400
Tricounty ------------------------------------------------------- 0 400 2 400

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

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

Mrs. Laura Valdes, New York City WIN coordinator for tile 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 tile slot allocation for tile 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
4,468 were enrolled, and the Department of Labor had not made decisions on
enrollment for 1.040. Of the 4,468 enrolled, 2,05S were in "holding" status after
enrollment by the Labor Department.

As of April 30, 1970, 14,453 persons were referred; 7,859 of these persons h)ad
been enrolled, and the Labor Department had not made deciseions on 1,075
referrals, Of the 7,859 enrollees, 4,252 were in various training components; 55-1
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 ------------------------------------------ 551
Basic education -------------------------------------------------- 2,575
Prevocational ------------------------------------------------------- 69
Institutional training ----------------------------------------------- 909
Regular on-the-job training ------------------------------------------- 7
Other funded programs (training contracted out) ---------------------- 106
Other vocational training --------------------------------------------- 5
Followup (employed) ----------------------------------------------- 581
Holding --------------------------------------------------------- 3,053

Total --------------------------------------------------------- 7. 859

As of May 30. 1970, 15,603 persons were referred; 10,640 of these persons had
been enrolled, but due to terminations for various reasons, only 8,392 were
actively participating In the program. The Labor Department had not made
decisions on 1,135 referrals and 3,00 enrollees were in "hold".

Under the WIN process in New York City at any given time there will be
substantial numbers of enrollees in "holding status" who are nevertheless in-
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volved in varied activities 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 unit he starts training in
another component. The New York State Labor 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 soonl as lie is assigned, rather than when lie actually starts (this.
of course effectively reduces your hold percentage), you still have the problem
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 lie or she does not
possess 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 our 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, 1970, we had a total enrollment of
11,436 and were awaiting 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 enrolled since the beginning of the program, and we are
awaiting decisions by the Labor Department 6n 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 uip 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 sufficient 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 Labor
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
I sent you for June 1970.

Because of the many problems associated with turning on a new program on a
massive scale, the New York City WIN effort did not really get undorway until
January 1969. We feel that we have made substantial progress toward making the
program a viable one in our city. We have developed sufficient 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 ADO 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 if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely yours, MAx WALDGEIBS,
Acting Commi8toner of Social Service8.

MEMORANDUM

STATE OF NEW YORK,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES,

June 10, 1969.
To:

(1) Area directors, area Nos. 1-6.
(2) Commissioners and WIN Coordinators of Participating 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 year fiscal yearProj ec t 65 1970

New York City ------------------------------------------------------------------ 8,400+1,200 19,600
Erie --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1,200 1,400
Niagara ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 400 400

'Nassau ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 200+200 400
Suffolk ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 600+200 800
Oneida ----------------------------------------------------------------------- 400 400
Onondaga ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 400 400
Monroe ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 200 200
Westchester -------------------------------------------------------------------- 200+200 400
Tricounty (Albany, Rensselaer, Schenectady) -------------------------------------- 0 400

Total .................................................................... 12,000 14,400

1 To phase up to 10,200.

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

The CHAIRSIAN. Now under the work incentive program for public
service employment, it may have been a 1)roblem because the Federal
Government would put up only 80 percent, but there was no way he,
under that prograin-of assuring that the 20 percent would be avail-
able from the tate or local government. Has that been a problem in
New York City?

Mr. GiNsEBOW . 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-
grain, and a year f rom now if that program 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 witi that program because it is simply an unwork-
able one as it is presently organized.

The CO AIRMfAN. Well, 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 tlose individuals, I would think that those who are
responsible, who have the responsibility, should come in and show
us how it could be made workable. V

Do you have, any suggestion as to how that can be done?
Mr. GiNsisEo. Yes; we do.
We have a number of suggestions. I think the proposals made by

Senators Ribicoff and Harris go to a different approach that makes
sense. As the mayor has indicated, we are all for public service, it is
the most successful employment and training program in New York
City by far.

We iave 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 call operate
that program and it is not going to work now or it has not worked
in the past.

The CJrARMIAnm. That is one of the problemss 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 responsibilities 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 wvay that they make it fail rather than making
it work, it seems to me that that is a prima face case; they are not
the ones who should )e administering it..

That is something to study and consider when we take a look at the
1)ublic service area a second tie.

I m, 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 examl)le it sets for their children. I know that you,
[r. Mayor, and Mr. Ginsberg, who is here with you today, have'felt

that there, are plenty of mothers who would volunteer fo r 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. GINSB:RO. lVell, the program we financed through OEO, I
think we have at the moment 750 peol)le 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. 1e, 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 mames
of peoll in the past who volunteered for that program but could not
be placed.

Tile CHAIRM3AN,-,. Iow many volunteered for the program, that is
what. I want to know. Iow many volunteered for the incentive pro-
grain?

Mr. GiNsBERG. You mean work incentive or public service?
'The CHAIR-MAN. For the work incentive program.
Alr. GINs-EG. Well, as of July 24, we had referred 18,400 people on

that program to the work incentive program.
TIhe CimiumIr,x. How many volunteered?
Mr. GNsII:zIm. 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
llell.

I (1o not have the exact figure, but that was largely a volunteer
program.

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

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

'Tlie CmirivrAN. Fine.
I am going to call on Senator Anderson if he has any questions.
Senator Bennett?
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Senator BEx NjLTr. I was, unfortunately, not here to be able to hear
the summary of the mayor's testimony.

The CAIRMAN. I will call on you later then.
Senator Ribicoff?
Senator RIBICoFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Either 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-
grain would disclose experiences that would be helpful for IL.R. 16311.

Mayor LXIDSAY. 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 this committee
may have with tie working poor portions of the House bill would
mean that there would be upward of 13 million Americans who would
coie forward to be involve( 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
il) under any test, is that that is not going to happen in any evelt. Our
best guess is that it would come forward in the next 2 years w ith a
maximmn of 3 to 4 million persons.

Senator RmlcOrr. About a third?
Mayor LiNDSAY. About a third.
Senator RumicoFF. Do you think that once the program got known

over what might be the next couple of years-the next 5 years-p)lob-
ably a larger portion might accept it?

Mayor LINI)SAY. Well, it might over a period of time, but, on the
other'land, New York State and in the live other States that have
been involved in programs for the working poor, we have been at it
now for how many years?

Mr. GINSBERO. TCwelty-onle years.
Mayor LiNDSAY. Iwenty-one years and the percentages have not

changed that much.
Senator RimcoFri. Now, if a program of public service employment

was included, what type of jobs would be available in New York
City ?

Mayor LiNDSAY. Ahlost any type of public service job that you
could think of would be available. At tile present time, approximately
10,000 public service jobs of one kind or another some funded by title
I of tile education program, some through Model Cities, some through
an OEO program that has been in effect for a short period of time,
they range from paral)rofessionals in schools to assistants in hos-
1)it4ls, l)ersons who are aiding in laboratories or assisting technicians,
or becoming technicians in (ie course themselves, to hiouising people
who are working in tie neighborhoods taking inventory, or working
in rehabilitation )rograms; to sanitation, which is chiefly in Model
Cities in New York, where there are tile beginnings of a very uhl)or-
tant sanitation public service programs; to police where we have a
thousand cadets in what is in elf'ec' a public service program; to
tenant, patrols in public housing.
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eVe have a very effective tenant patrol p0rg rain now which is funded
largely by city funds, but a tiny part by Feederal funds; to fire, which
is again in Model Cities.

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

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

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

Senator -RIBIcOFF. 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.

1 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 East Side Park Avenue or Fifth Avenue, any place, it is there.
How many peo le today on welfare, on your work programs, are used
just to help pick up debris and keep the streets of New York clean?

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

Senator RiBicoFF. I want to say, I think this is very important to go
into.

Mayor LINDSAY. 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,
equipment 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 RiBicoFF. Now, you see, let's say we passed a bill like this,
and wo 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 LnDSAY. 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
problem exists and where it needs the most attention, and I do not
have to tell you that that may also relieve pressures all over when
that happens. The sanitation union has been cooperative and the
program is 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 n.
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 lire and other areas to train poor pei.sons
and to bring them into those uniformed services and obviously there
is a high application for it, too. We are oversubscribed 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
empoynments.

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 RIBIcoF'. 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. GiNSBURO. 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 fune-
tionally illiterate. They cannot read' or white. It also includes a sub-
stantial number of addicts. So while we classify them because of
categorical problems as employable, the truth is that I do not believe
that half that number is employable in any significant sense.

Senator RmICOFF. All right..
Let's say you have got 14,000.
Mr. GINSBERG. Yes.
Senator RuilcoFF. 14,000 people on welfare and what, is tie average

that you pay, what is the average amount being received by these
28,000?

Mr. GINSBERG. Well, of course, it varies as to whether it is a single
person-

Senator RiBcoFF. I know.
Mr. GINSBERG (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 RIBIcoFF. All right.
Let us say you have had this prvgram that we are talking about,

14,000 able-bodiied men and wonen, these are men, not women.
Mr. GINSBERG. No; these are men.
Senator RImCOFF. How many are women, after all, a woman can

pick up a piece of paper front the street, too, how many are able
bodied?

Mr. GINSBERG. We have about 160,000 to 165,000 mothers, AFDC
mothers.

Senator RImcoFr. 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, tle loss of population in New

York. It. does not surprise me. I know people, I think tie mayor knows
them, too, who love Now York. Who 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
is true, I see this with my own eyes.

Mayor LID sAY. Yoi see it in Stamford and Bridgeport, Semator.
Senator RimcoFP. I don't think it is quite as filthy as New York.
Mayor LixDSAY. Pretty close.
Senator Rimcomr I do not think the main street of Stamford or

Bridgeport is as dirty as Fifth Avenue or any main street.
Mayor LINDSAY. I will argue with that.
Senator RuIcoFF. I stayed at the Stanhope Hotel one weekend. I

get u ) early in the morning and like to take a walk right across from
the Metrololitan 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 lie 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 gei. 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
ul) a piece of paper?

I want to put l)eol)le to work. I believe in public service eml)loy-
ment, and I believe that people on welfare, if they can work aid if
you can train them, should work. But there are many people, I realize,
who are functionally illiterates, who have limited intelligence. But
how much training do you need to have to have people pick ul) debris,
people in the streets of Hartford, Bridgeport, and Stamford as well as
New York City'?

Mayor Lix smy. Don't, you think it is desirable-we have poor peo-
ple ill 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
il) their own neighborhoods?

Senator Rimicor'. Oh,yes.
I-low 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 IJINDSAY. If you care to come with me to New York City-
Selnator IRIIovFF. I will.
Mayor LiNDSY (continuing). To see the sanitation effort. being

made by people in those three poo- areas
Senator ]RnucoFF. I will do that.
Mayor LIxsAY. I believe it is the only city in America that. is

doi(m it, including tie cities in Connecticit.
Senator RImIco'F. I will do that.
I will come with you because to me it is very important. You can

go to any E1uropean city, come home late at night, at 3 o'clock in the
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morning, and see people hosing down the streets. I want it. cleaned
up ill tie Bronx and Brooklyn. But if we are talking about giving
people a job, I don't care where they clean ul) the debris, it. is impor
tant in Bedford-Stuyvesant as well as important on Fifth Avenue.

Mr. GIxSBERto. But, Senator, youl would agree there should be jobs
and the point the mayor is making is nowhere ill this legislation is
there a single job.

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

Mr. GINsEao. That is right.
Senator RmICOFv. It is only a start. My feeling is to the fullest ex-

tent )ou 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
call be done and people who call be paid to do the simple things that
are important for America.

Mr. GINSBEo. Well, Senator
Senator RHIICOFF. And your city and my cities in Connecticut as well

as in New York.
Mayor LIxnsAY. If I may interject. here, our city call use, ally city

call use, all the public service hel l) we can get and w7e hope very'nmuch
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 ill his bedo'
a very simple one indeed. But if you call translate your frustration andl
rine into all input, ill this legislation, this year, that will give use some
public service employment of poor )eol)le, I caln assure you we call do
a much more effective 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 are providing ill police,
fire, sanitation, nursing, beach and llaygromid 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 call do, either
through publicc service employment or through revenue sharing or
both, to assist us ill taking care of the cost of doing business in flese
near fiscally bankrupt cities will lhelJ) time whole country. So I con-
mend you on the legislation that you have introduced for public, serv-
ice emj)lovflient.

I think'you and Se'nator Harris and my own Senator, Senator ,Javits
from New\ York in this area have done a service. Tihe challenge before
the Congress is whether or not. they are willing to enact that program.

Senator Rmicor'. One final question for my 7-year-old grandson
who lives in New York and he asked me this on Sunday. lie is puzzled.
lie cannot understand it, when tile sanitation trucks go il) alid down
the street with brushes and they do not. pick up the debris and the dirt
but scatter them around. Ie say's, "11lby don't. those sanitation trucks,
Grandfather, have vacuum cleaners to pick up time debris instead of
scattering it ill the streets ?" I ask you that.

Mayor L.xs.v. I will give you al 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 tile mooi and
has done absolutely nothing by way of incentive leadeshi) or enI-
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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 willing to put as a first pr i-
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 so you don't have it to burn the garbage, you can comn-
l)ress 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 RImCOFF. You mean there is no sanitation truck that picks
up the dirt by vacuum process?Mayor LINIsAY. To a limited extent there are vacuum rocesses
there are hand-vacuum cleaners that we are now designing to use
on the sidewalks of New York. We are using and have been using hand
vacuum in the sidewalks of central Brooklyn in connection with the
model cities program in central Brooklyn but for the most part we do
not have it.

I brought in from Europe a 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 RInICOFF. Very interesting.
I wrote to practically every large industry in America concerning

their desire to be involved ini 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 Vietnium war was over. If the Government does not do it
or give the incentive 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?
Mayo: LIN.Dxs9y. 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 RiBIcoFF. 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?

MIaNor LINDSAY. You Would think so.
I have just been passed a note by one of my colleagues saving 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
Thot. is a smantll size model.

The vacuum truck that we imported came from England, and it was
partially effective.
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Senator Rimcorr. I would like to call you on one of these future
trips ini 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 LINDSAY. I would be delighted to take you or any other
members of this committee on a personally conducted tour, Senator,
to show you some of the things going on.

SMnatoi RSIiCOM'r. Thank you.
The CHIRMAN4 w. Senator Harris?
Senator Il~mus. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mayor Lindsay, I appreciate very much your testimony. As I said

earlier, I am particularly iml)ressed 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 LI NDSAY. '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 regulations that are prescribed by th
Federal Government and the State of New York.

Those two sets of governments then do two things: One, the State
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 is a very costly item to the city.

Then secondly, the local government is required to administer the
whole thing. Tle 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 imagine 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 n place like
New York all three; in effect, what we are suggesting here is that
we come to the point where, for the most part, when it comes to
persons who are handicapped, not just because they are blind or be-
cause they are old, but because they are in such a position that they
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simply cannot make a go of it in a free system and in a free market,
those persons should, in effect, come under a system which is akin to
social security. And if that system is going to he 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 tfie Federal Government.

Senator 11 mun's. I agre with that.
What about, the fear which has been expressed by some that l)eople

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 your experience in New
York City.

Mfayor'LiNDsAty. Well, I think that fear goes largely to the working
poor aspects of the proposed legislation. Our experience in New York,
based 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, approxximately 15,000 families, which means 80,000
persons, involved In supplemental payments to the working poor. It is
interesting to note that, what is the figure?

Mr. GIsBmo. Seventy-fivo percent.Mayor LINDsAY. Seventy-five percent of the population of our day

cam centers are working ;oor families, indicating they are taking ad-
vantages of day care and they are working.

The other thiing that is interesting to note is that whereas in AFDC
probably: 90 percent of the participiants in AF)C are black and are
women, in the working pool- 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 )ercent, of the day care centers are filled with working poor
children indicates that, you are talking also of mothers with children,
and our experience witl the working poor has been that they stay with
it, they do not leave their jobs in order to go on welfare, and I think
my l)rel)ared testimony, which I 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 figures are remarkable.

How do they go, if I can turn to the Commissioner, he can give you
those.Mr. GIsmao. May 1 comment on that?

e 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: Iow many of them would end up, on
AFDC, and how many of them would end up on AFD--UP, the
unemployed, and we found that for those 13 months the rate that. ended
u)oln AF]DC 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 (lone 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 same 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 lRIus. I appreciate that very much.
I want an answer to one last, questi on 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 l)aymnents;

"Iwo, that welfare mothers have additional children because that
will increase their welfare payments; and,

Three, that there is a large percentage, 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.

Mr. GINSBERO. WVell, we have examined all three of those rather care-
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 for less 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 ihat better than 80 percent of the people oi 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 combination of reasons, and in
a study we did on family planning, the biggest, reason the) did not
use it was ignorance or fear of family planning, they did inot. 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-
tide of a million people, whether welfare, income tax, or anything else,
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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 oni it.

Senator IISns. I said that, was my last question, this last one, Mr.
Chairman, if I may.

Mayor Lindsa , 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 LINDsAY. Well, the notch problem is a problem because it
is going to be very difficult to arrive at nii.vana 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 are in the record and that Commissioner Ginsberg
has just been talking about, indicates that people neither quit their

job 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 newspaper ever finds out about that exception,
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-
rience.

What you are considering before you, and what Congress has an
opportunity to do is to create a program under which tho 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 knows
Senator, you have been supporting in this Congress and all over the
country, has that provision in 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. GiisEm. May I add one word?
Senator HAitRRIS. Yes, sir, Dr. Ginsberg.
Mr. GINSBERO. Because I know of what deep concern this notch

problem is. As time mayor said, it is there now and it is in exaggerated
form. There is no one piece of legslation that this committee or thisCongress can pass today that will completely eliminate that problem,
because in dealing with certain aspects atd different ends of the scale
;there 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.

When you seek to eliminate all these notch things and then say you
are not going to spend more than w dollars, thosw 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 l sHAIis. Thank you very much.
Senator ANDERSON (p.'es'iding). Senator Bennett?
Senator BENNEwr. First, all 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 is worth looking at.

Mr. GINsBERo. 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 BENNFrIe-. 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 160,0C0 to 170,000 women in the
age area that might be considered employable realizing that there are
limitations of literacy and other things.

Mayor LINDsAY. Yes.
Senator BENNETr. Can you absorb 200,000 people in public service

in New York?
Mayor LINDSAY. 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." I 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 he
employable, you will find 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. GiXSBF.RG. 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 BENNE'Tr. Of course, these are dead-end jobs. There is not
much promotion prospect, not much chance to pull your-elf out of the
minimum level as I understand the proposal. You cannot. absorb these
people unless the Federal Government is prepared to pay the totalcost, am I right in assuming that?

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 BENNFr. Some of those have Federal matching.
Mayor L NDSAY. Some of them do.
Senator BrxNNrnr. Yes.
Mayor LINDSAY. 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 BP.NN -r. If the law were so written that these people were
made available to you, Would this aggravate your union situation,.
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could you get them. on the job without running into union pressure
whichmiglit make it iinpossible for you to use them?

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 BENNExTT.. Yes, I was here when you were telling him.
Mayor LINDSAy. 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 elective, and it has been worked out to-
gether with the union leadership in a very effective way.

Senator BENN T. But these people a'e confined literally to the
area of it covered by the model cities 1)rogram.

Mayor LINDSAY. That is correct.
Senator BEINNETT. So they cannot be used generally.
11ow much of an attempt has been mad3 to get part f 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 LINDS,\Y. No.
Senator BNNxE.Tr (continuing). That these people should now de-

pend entirely on public service jobs and the Federal Government
should finance them?

Mayor LI.DskY. As you know, Senator, there have been a number
of recommendations made by various commissions, including the
Kerner Commission of which Senator Harris was a member, that the
-rivate sector be encouraged by various incentives, tax credits in-

cluded, to become a part of a, "in effect, public service employment
a rel,.

Just recently we 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 tie private sector, providingg
there was training; there had to be training, otherwise it was impossi-
ble because, again, most poor people must have training, but also more
importantly or equally important it hoped for elevation on the ladder,
one of the problems larenthetically 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. GiNsBFito. Yes, I think it'is too early to evaluate that.
I would like to add another comment, if I may, Senator. I agree

with the mayor, I think the bulk of them will have to be in the )rivate
industry. While I 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 BNxXETr. I agree.
Mayor INDSAY. 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 tile 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 tlt the man
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or woman who finishes fit program successfully gets a job and that
guarantee ought to be in advance.

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

Senator BE-\xh-rr. 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 LINDsAY . 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
l)erhalps at some competitive disadvantage in some cases, are those
who in essence are locked into the central cities, that includes the
utilities like telel)ione, and banks, that find if they want, to get clerical
help they must go into the business of job training 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 begining to work. The l)roblem
is, will it go fast enough in order to meet the crisis that these central
cities have on their hands?

Senator Brt-xFrr. One final comment, Mr. Chairman. I listened
with interest to your discussion with Senator Ribicoll about impacted
or the machinery for impaction.

Mayor LINDSAY. Compaction.
Senator BE-iN-irr. By your implication the Federal Govermnent

has the obligation to sul)sidize the development of this machine. It
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 Washmgton, and apl)arently the
inspectors had told them they cannot burn the trash any longer.

Mayor LIxSAY. Riglit.
Senator BE\NNE'rr. So we have got a machine that backs up to the

door as often as is necessary and it may not be effective but it is im-
pacting the stuff that does down the tube.

Mayor LINDSAY. What1 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 Bwinx-'r. All right.
A city ordinance with maybe a, year or so to give enough lead time

would do much more to develop that..
Mayor LiNDSAY. We have that ordinance in New York, Senator.
Senator BNxN-mr. Well, come back and tell us, how much lead time

have you plut on it?
Mayor LITNDSAY. WVell, 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
efficient 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 wheth,.r it is a compaction unit, or you name it, the
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industry is simply not geared up that fast in oraer to do what should
be done.

Senator BE.NNF-r. The market has suddenly appeared.
Mayor LINDSAY. It is getting there. It needs some help.
Senator B.N NE.TT. 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 LINDSAY. Correct.
Senator BFNNETT. That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Jordan?
Senator JORDAx. 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 summary where you would hope that the
Federal Government can take over the full financing of the welfare
program by 1976. Is that your first recommendation?

Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, siir, that is correct, Senator.
Senator JORDAN. 'Would you recommend an orderly phasing out be-

tween now and 1976 or would you do it abruptly?
Mayor LINDSAY. No, we recommend a step-by-step change. Our rec-

ommendation is that the 30 percent Federal contribution figure be
moved to 50 percent in this Congress with this bill, and that it escalate
10percent each year for then next 5 years.

Senator JORDAN. 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 LINDSAY. That is correct.
Senator JORDAN. Your second recommendation is that the manda-

tory supplementation of all benefits be at Federal expense.
ho you have an estimate of the costs of those three provisions?
Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, we do.
Senator Jo"mwx. Have you given it for the record?
Mayor LINDSAY. What are the figures?
Mr. GINSBERG. Or, item 2, on the assumption which I believe strongly,

is accurate, in the next several vears you will have under the working-
poor program 3 to 4 million p;eople-in that program at a maximum,
and Ihappen 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 12million people was $1.1 billion. Using their figures, which check with
some we have done, I would estimate that item is somfbwhprp. nrrnrl
$300 million.

Senator JORDAN. This is your recommendation No. 2?
Mr. GINSBERG. That is right.
Senator JORDAN. The mandatory supplementation?
Mr. GINSBERG. That. is right.
Senator JORDAN. How muoh for recommendation No. 1?
Mr. GINSBERG. Well, if by 1976, we are assuming by that time you

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-
pends on what happens to the caseload, it. will be somPwhrA rkr^1r,
$8 billion extra.
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Senator JORD3AN. Eight billion extra?
Mr. GIxSBERG. That would be Federal. There would be a savings to

States and cities.
Senator JORDAN. All right.
Have you all estimate of the amount of cost going from 30 to 50

percent of Federal participation in the welfare program in?
Mayor LINDSAY. In the 1 year, the first year?
Senator JORDAN. Yes.
Mr. GINSBERG. That would, of course, depend on what you did on

item 2 because that would have some effect 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 JORDA,. Your estimate then for the first three recommenda-
t ions would be between $8 billion and $10 billion?

Mr. Gi.NsRo. 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 ani estimate of somewhere around
$8 billion by 1976 is a fairly accurate one.

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

Mayor LINDSAY. Y es. We would think that, we would strongly favor
legislation of the kind that has been introduced by Senators Ribicoif,
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 bills introduced.

Senator WILLIAMS. Would the Senator yield?
Was your estimate on the basis of only'three million to four million

extra people taking the benefit of the working poor?
Mr. GiNSBERG. 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. l

Senator WVu s. When Secretary Richardson was testifying, he
said it was their experience that ultimately the eligibles reached the
level of the potentials.

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

Mr. GiNSBERG. Well, if I may change that a little Senator, when
I was talking about meeting, moving up toward full participation,
I forgot who asked me that, that was on the AFDC program. I think
the percentage of participation in the AFDC program will always
be substantially higher than the working poor. You run into a whole
set of factors with the working poor, primarily that a large number
of them simply do not want to-b% oni w 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.

If it had gone to that 12 to 14 which is the HEW estimation, that
would cost about $1.1 billion to $1.6 billion; vhen they submitted their
estimate, it was submitted on full participation, which is not possible.

Senator JORDAN. Your recommendation No. 6 would recommend
cost-of-living increases for the minimum Federal benefits and State
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su)plements, and I assume that would be geared to the cost-of-
living index as put out-

Mayor LINDSAY. By the Department of Labor.
Senator JORDAN. (ontinuing). By the Department of Labor.
What do you think about the $1,600 base? Is that too low, too high,

or about right?
.Mayor IANDSAY. 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 passionately, if I
may, use that word, for the 50 percent rather than the 30 percent.

Senator JORDAN. If You are hieaded 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 INxi)sAY. Y es. W are talking, in either event, whether you
adjust it to a $1,600 base or whether you, move upward, the per-
centage of Federal 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 adninistration and financing.

Mr. GINSBERG. May I add a word, Senator?
Senator JoRDAN.. Please do.
Mr. GINSBERG. 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 give the fact that the program must be held
within the budget limits that the administration has proposed, it is
realistically notpossible to go up above that.

But the'fact is, Senator by tihe time this program goes into effect,
assuming its passage by c ongress, 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 JORDAN. What should it be?
Mr. GIN-SBERG. 1We 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 JfORDAN. What. is the poverty level, and how do you define it?
Mr. GixsmEo. The official definition is $3,720 for a family of four.
Senator JORDAN. 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 WVestehester County. fow do you account for that?

fayor LIINDSAY. Well, there are a lot of factors in that, Senator.
It is 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 affluent 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 poor people from central cities, increasing movement of per-
sons directly bypassing central cities areas 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 l)oor are
beginning to grow in enormous fashion in suburban communities,
ind icating 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?
Mr: GINSBERG. I think there is greater awareness that these benefits

are availabel to poor people and that is a significant factor.
Senator JORDAN. Do you think the government, and when I 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 LINDSAY. Well, that is a very difficult, 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 havee to discover the tax revenues for them, hut are not under my
control like education or transit, if you include those, 300,000 em-
ployees, it, is to our advantage to keel) our cities stable and move for-
ward to employ as many people who need employ meant 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 eml)loyer of last, or first resort because the way I see it, a
healthy communi[V is one where there are jobs and wliere people are
working and I know sadly in my city that we, you know, we would like
to have more schoolteachers, ani 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 JORDAN. 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 LINDSAY. Well, no, I do not think it'is a place that people
come to because of welfare. That is a common notion, I 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 didthey come to New York and it is a story that I imagine has been told
over and over again over the decade. They came to New York because
they are seeking a. htter life.

New York tries to be a citv of compassion, and it does well because
of that. It also takes a lot of blame because of tlalt.
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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 10th
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 Jom ,,\. Did I understand you to say in answer to a previous
question that, you thought your city could assimilate another 200,000
people?

Mayor LINDSAY. I tried to amend that to 100,000 public service em-
ployees.

senator JORDAN. One hundred thousand?
Meoyor LIINDSAY. I would be tempted to try 200,000, but I think it

would be attempting to bite off too big a piece of the apple. I think
100,000-

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

Mayor LNsAY. Our city is one of the lowest, unemployment. One
of the good things that can be said about. my town, unemployment
rates are lower thman most other places and imost 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, in rill,
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 th'e commissioner, are
not employable for other reasons. Narcotics 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 measure employability in
terms of physical capacity as well as the ca acity to be productive, it
stills down to a very small group, the numbers, again I will have to
turn to the commissioner.

Mr. GI sBF.o. Well, now as I indicated-
Senator JORDAN. Just a moment. Are you eliminating the addicts

and alcoholics as not being employable?
Mayor LiNDSAY. No, I am not.AI am just saying how big the problem

Senator JoRDAN. Yes.
Mayor LiNDSAY. 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 expensive.
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The per capita cost of training an addict for a productive life both
at home and in the office is probably the biggest, that we have of
any government assistance programs around.

Senator JODAN. Commissioner, (o you want to add anything?
Mr. GINswR.. I would say we have about. 15,000 enployable men,

unskilled that I think could be employable. We have about 7,000 men
in the AFDC with an unemployed aren't, 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 I 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 availabilityv of day care, would
be available for work in a short time.

Senator JoRDAN. Thank you. My time has expired.
The CAIR3JAN. Senator Fannin.
Senator F,,xiN. 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
WVestchester County, 370 percent increase in the welfare rolls, what
has been the increase, in population durinfr that same period of time?

Mayor LINDSAY. In Westchester County?
Senator FANNIN. Yes, I was just wondering.
Mayor LINDSAY. I cannot give you that figure off the top of my head.

I willb be happy to supply it.-It has been substantial as in all suburban
counties.

Senator FAXNIX. 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 LINDSAY. I think it has had something to do with it.
Mr: GINsnF.Ro. I just by chance saw tei 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 FANNixN. 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 Rican bave moved in in the past. 10 years,
would that be approximately right?

Mr. GiNsnERo. You mean In New York City?
Senator Fxxix. New York City.
Mr. GIxSnERO. 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. I see.
Have you any idea of what percentage of those people, let's take

the Puerto Ricans who are on welfare.
Mr. GINsnETIo. 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.

44-527-70-pt. 3-5
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Senator FANNI' .What percentage of Puerto Ricans?
Mr. GINSBERG. It is very difficult 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 FAN-NIN. Very, very high. I know you disagree with the
conclusion that some of us ha ve 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.

For 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 LINDSAY. 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 andworking
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 ulso
minorities have become so common in the country, obviously with a
greater degree in some parts, usually in the cities tfhan in others, have
become so common that it is very difficult to detect much difference
anymore.

fr. GINsBERo. May I add a word?
Senator FANNIN. Yes.
Mr. GiNsBERG. Because I think it is a very key question, I would

claim the percentage of people in the areas we are talking about would
be significantly lower than in the big cities and there am some reasons
for that. The program is better known, there are groups who are better
known in the poverty groups. We. hav e 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 lower percentage, I think a
very good weight of the argument is in the areas 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 feeling that is easy to overcome. And that will be more
marked in the areas that you are talking about.

Senator FANiN. I know in the Nation-you have great experience
in the peol)le 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. Weo have more In-
dians than other states. We have unemployment of 60 to 70 percent, so
I am just not taking exception to the ride 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 cannot, take an area in New York and coml)aire 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 unions 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 I
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. GINSBERG. Well, I 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 Cink the AFIC t()
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 FNNiN. 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 LINDSAY. I (lid not mean to leave the impression, Senator

Fannn, 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 FANNIN. That is exactly what I was arriving at.
You made the statement concerning employing these people to do

this work we were talking about, picking 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 a(-
ministration that will insist upon the rights of the general public
rather than just the union officials, so this is what I am talking about.

I am vitally concerned about that.
Mayor LINDSAY. A good reason.
Senator FANIN. Another problem we are talking about, unions

getting involved, I think the wage rates at which these people could
be employed on these public service jobs is quite a factor, is it not?

Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, it is.
What municipal and other unions are concerned about, and you can

understand their concern is that a competing structure might be set
up, funded with Federal lunds, 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
everybody 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 FAN-TN. Yes. I understand that.
Mayor LiNDSAY. That is not bad, incidentally.
Senator FANNIN. I understand.
Mayor ILANDSAY. 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 the overall goal that, you have because after all, if you have
a good city, they benefit tremendously by it because if you do not
ha've a city where people want to live'and you cannot be prosperous,
then of course they suffer from it, and we dio 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, l)ecause 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 1, 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 LINDSAY. Thank you, Senator.
The Cn4 IRMfAN. Senator Hansen?
Senator HANsEN. 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, T believe that was your testimony.
Mayor LINDSAY. 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 I 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 are in this statement,
between State and local tax burdens as contrasted with Federal tax
burdens.

Mayor LNDSAY. Correct..
Senator HANSEN. It is your thought that people will more will-

ingl ay Federal taxes than State and local taxes, is that what you
impiy 
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Mayor LINDSAX. 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.

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

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 impact 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 farminworke-s or anything else, we take a look
at it and see what the country can do.

Senator 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 Federal Government.

Mayor LINDSAY. Certainly.
Senator HANSENx. 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 LINDSAY. 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 the past 25 years and in that fashion,
I would think, would discourage nuigration on the part of those per-
sons who are going elsewhere to find a better life.

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

fayor LINDSAY. 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 caine 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 the streets 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.

I 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, Centre1 Brooklyn, alongside Bedford-Stuyvesant. It makes Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant look like Fil'-fth Avenue and at random I took him
into a tenement building that was one of the worst slums you would
ever find, and we 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 f would throw out, and
there was a woman tiere 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.
I said, "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 else.
She saifd, "Yes"; very difficult for anyone to understand, but that

was the answer.
Senator HANSEN. She was not on welfare?
Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, she was. She had worked, and I said, "You

want to work?", and she said "Yes."
I said, "Why don't ybu?"
She said, "Because I have to get a place for my children," day care

in other words.
Senator HANSEN. 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 Mississippi represented an improvement for
her insofar as she and her children were concerned; would that be
right?

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 HANs.N,. 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 I 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 LINDSAY. 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 LIN)DSAY. 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
be 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, because increasinglyit is a suburban question too.

Senator HANSEN. A little further down on the first page 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 wliv 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 feeling that we
have been too lenient in terminating people on welfare rolls because of
their unwillingness to accept employment?

Mayor LINDSAY. 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 HANSF.N. What do you mean by suitable employment?
Mayor LINDSAY. Well, suitable employment was placed in here be-

cause of the massive objections by labor, AFL-CIO, to the working
poor 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
supplementary 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 HA.,NxSFN. And do you agree with all of those objections

raised by the AFI-CIO?
Mayor LINDSAY. 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 a-e the worst, and I think in other parts, too, that
it is impossible for a person to really live half decently if they are notpaid the minimum wage or the prevailing wage. You simly cannot
do it and the first thing you know you arem going to find a welfare case
on your hands that you should not lave.

Senator HANSEN. 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 fearI
Mayor LINDSAY. I think it is-
Senator HANsEN. Why?
Mayor LINSAY. I think, I agree with you-
Seniator IHANsEN. What sort of a situation would arise-
Mayor LINDSAY. I agree with you the fear may be greater than

Labor thinks it is but I can see their point.
Senator HANSEN. And you do agree with that point, you say gen-

erally.
Mayor LINDSAY. 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. Gi sBiwii. If I may add a word there, Senator, it has not been
unknown in this country particularly with welfare recipients that
under the penalty of losig their benefits they are forced to take some
jobs that do not meet those requirements.

I am not saying that hal)pens 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 happen.

"Senator HANSEN. Would i happen if we had effective, efficient 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 HEIV. I repeat my question, then.

Mayor LINDSAY. 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.

Senator 11AN-SEN. Even though the AFL-CIO might not like that
situation.

Mayor LINDSAY. Well, again I think that it would be, in New York
City it 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 is, 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 employablfe an d refused employment
that person is off of welfare, and is taken off the rolls.

Mr. GINSBERG. 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 munici alities ana coun-
ties and so forth and you simply get an impossible kind 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 followthrough by another
department of Government removes only 200 you feel this would be an
improvement over the present situation you have in New York.

Mr. GINSBERG. I think it is iust not in New York. I think Federal
administration would be an improvement over the administration
over the whole country.

I do not know the example 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, HEVW and Imbor.

Mr. GINsBERG. Yes, but they must have brought it to the attention
of the State because the Federal Government by itself could not have
taken the action that you believe it should have taken.
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Senator HANSEN. I was saying the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare should have taken the action and it (lid not take
the action.

Mr. GIssBRo. 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 HlANSEN. 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 refei 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 l)resent, 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 thal in your judgmilent that would be ade-
quate; is that right.?

Mayor LiNDSAY. I testified that being, I hope, a practical politician,
tMat ,1,600 under all the circumstances is OK because I do not see
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
urban America-north, south, east, and west-that definition is at
$3,700.

Senator HN.\-sEN. $3,720, I believe, is that right.?
Mayor Li DsAY. $3,720. It is a little bit lower for rural America.
Senator HANSEN. 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
favor it?

Mayor LINDSAY. I would favor it.
Senator HANsEN. You would favor it?
Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, sir.
Senator H-NSX. 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 u) to
or perhal)s in some cases exceeding the $3,720? Is that a reasonable
assumption to make?

Mayor LINDSAY. I do not think anybody would argue it. should be
above the l)overty 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
five 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 haOring by the Federal Government in the portion of
supplementation.

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

Mayor LINDsAY. Yes.
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Senator HANsFN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have no further questions.
The CIfAIIIA,,. Thank you.
Might I 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
impedinent to providing work?

Mayor LINDSAY. 8ure'y.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you tell us-
Mfayor LINDSAY. Right.
The CHAIRMAN (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 LINDSAY. We have about 13 000 youngsters in day care in New

York..I just got through receiving a fairl, elaborate report by a spl)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 ChAIRMAN. 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 LINDSAY. 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 wenhave the resources for it, are in the neighborhood of about
100,000, approximately 100,000.

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

Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, sir.
The CITIRwMAN. How many of them are in day care now?
Mayor LINDSAY. 13,000.
The CHAIRMAN. SO 'Ou would need about eight times the day cam

that you presently have. I see Commissioner Ginsberg is nodding his
head as well.

Mayor LINDSAY. Correct.
Tie CHIAIRMAIN. I personally feel in a city the size of New York

where have the people 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 LINDSAY. Positive.
The CHAIRM AN. That is the way it seems to me.
I just say I was se%,erely 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 have '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 do not have the money for it now, do you?
Mayor LINmDsAY. Don't have the resources to provide as much day care

as we would like.
Mr. GINsEJIG. Senator, in 1965, I believe (lay 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 tli last year there has been any sig-
nificant Federal contribution at all, and then there is the problem as
you know becauseyou have been very close to all construction and there
is a 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 CmIRANIMAN. 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
get 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. GiNSBERo. 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 in 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 CHAIRMAN. If we have a, frustrating experience for a mother
who has seven or eight children or more it has been suggested to me
we might just as well pay the mother to stay home and look after her
children. What is your experience?

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

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

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

Mr. GINSBE.Ro. 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
ad antages. 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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gather all the time. The notion it is always better to hive the mother
taking care of the children is an utter myth to me.

TVhe CHAIRIMAN. 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. GINSBEF, R0. So call the kids.
The CHAIRMAMN. Senator Williams.
Senator WVILTAM8. 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 $3,700?
Mayor iANI)sY. What I was saying was there ought to be full Fed-

eral financing by 1976 and whether it is done by increasing the base
level from $1,60 upwards to the poverty level by 1976 or whether it
is done by a, Federal )ickul) of the State supplenentation-it makes
little difference which way it, is done.

Senator WILLM-ms. Are you familiar with the Harris bill, the bill
introduced by Senator Harris, S. 3433, which would raise the $1,600
fora family of fourto around $3,200 to $3,300?

Mayor LINDSAY. Yes.
Senator TLAI-.rs. Do you endorse that bill?
Mayor LINDSAY. '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 WILLIAM3S. Well, of course, merely offering a bill does not

mean anything unless you act on it, and my utiestion is, do you recom,
mend that bill be accepted or rejected?

Mayor LINDSAY. I would like to see it accepted obviously.
Senator VILLIAMS. You would like to see it, accepted?
Mayor LiNDSAY. Obviously.
Senator WIu~IM. s. The estimated cost on that bill by the Secretary

of HEV 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 above the bill that was passed by the House. Do
you think we can afford it?

Mayor LiNDSAY. 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 experience, 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 better 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 WILLIAM s. 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 !e 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
estiiate of the costs and limit the expenditures to the amount set by
your estimate.

Would you support such a proposal?
Mayor LiNDSAY. No, sir.
Senator WILLI, 1\is. So you have a, little more confidence in the ad-

ministration's estimate than appears on the surface; is that correct?
Mayor LINDSAY. I do not. I (1o not think their cost, the administra-

tion's cost estimates are accurate.
Senator WILIAMs. I was just wondering. I understood you to say

you would not be willing to accept your own estimate frozen into the
law.

Mayor LINDSAY. No; I do not say that.
Senator WVILLIA-3s. What did you say ?
Mayor LTN)sAY. What I sai was tliit 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 WILLIAMS. Of course, if you are correct, then the administ ra'-
tion has substantially overestimated the cost of the program.

Mayor LINDSAY. Correct.
Senator WILLI[AS. 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 LiNDSAY. For the working poor?
Senator Vim,ixs. Yes.
Mayor LINDSAY. I would buy that.
Senator MILLER. It is good to see you, INr. Mayor andl Mr.

Commissioner.
I would like to follow along on this question raised by Senator

Hansen because, as I understood your response, you favored, although
granted that the political realities (to not, indicate that this will haIp-
pen, increasing the $1,600 to $3,722, the poverty level.

Mayor IANDSAY. By 1976.
Senator MiLLn. If that understanding is correct, perhaps the ques-

tion was not clearly understood.
Mayor LINDS,%Y. By 1976.
I do not think you can do it all in 1 year.
Senator MuLLER. All right. But does this' mean you 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 staml)s, State supplements, medic-
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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 just 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. GINSBERo. 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 MILLER. You would be over what?
Mr. GINSBERG. $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 MILLE . All right.
So you are then talking about adding on the $3,720 the medicaid

benefits, the food stamp, and the public housing?
.Mr. GINSBERG. 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 (hat as a problem.

Public housing I do not believe, I know we discussed that before,
as you know, I 3o 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. GI.NSBERO. I happen to think rent supplements are a good idea.
Senator M.LLEM So do I, but what about includi ng them ?
Mr. GiNSBERG. 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, personally like to see some, form of medical
insurance available for al1 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 see 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. GINsERo. The proposal for next year I have studied it, yes.
Senator MILLER. Do you favor it?
Mr. GINsmo. 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 ?

M r. GI*SBERG. Absolutely not, Senator.
Our experience in our State and many others would indicate that

is not so.
Senator M.ILLER. I gueSS what I am getting at is that, there is in-

creasing concern about all of these categorical prograins, 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 pay ment 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 LINDSAY. Not bad.
Mr. GINSBERG. 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 1. think it would be a great
step 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 PThoenix, Ariz., it is about, a $3,900 plan, probably considerably

higher in New York by the time you take ail 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, (10 I mm-
derstand that New 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. GINSBERG. New York City and tie metropolitan count ies around
the city and I think Erie County upstate have a basic pay ment, 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 t0 New York
Cit but to the city and the metropolitan counties.

Senator MILLER. What about upstate, Syracuse, that would be $208,
would it not?
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Mr. GiNSBERG. Two hundred eight dollars for a family of four plus
rent.

Senator MILLER. Plus rent?
Mr. Gixsm:io. Right.Senator MILurm All right now is there any dilferentiation between

Syracuse and some little community, population 500?
Mr. GINSBERo. 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. GI.NSBE.Ro. I would suspect there is, but I would say, based on
their study, they did not find there was a significant enough difference.

Seiator MILLER. Is there any difference in payment?
Mr. GiN-SBERG. No, on the payment there is no difference, just

two categories.
Senator MAli.R. 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 prsunie that it could refine that still more as between
farm dwellers and nonfarm dwellers. Do you not think that could be
do ne in this bill?

Mr. GINSEaRo. Senator, one point that gets overlooked here is that in
a sense, on the national basis, that has been done because the State
supplements vary so much from one State to another. As far as some
of the Souther., tates that are more rural, their payments are si8gnif-
icantly lower than those in, say, the urban States in the rest of the
country. So you have done sonie 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.

Senator MILLER. There may be a differentiation in what we have nlow
but it is hardly a scientific differentiation; is it?

ir. GiNSBERo. No; it is not. Very little about welfare is scientific.
Senator MILLER. One last question, 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?

TJhe 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 LINDSAY. I do not believe you are going 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 MUi.unz. It could happen next year.
.Mayor LiNDSAY. 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 going to happen this year and I am thinking about this fiscal year
too because I know tile 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 pas a revenue-sharing proposal in
this Congress that noney 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 l)articipation by the Federal Government, 50 percent shar-
ing this year or in the first year of operation of tile supplement, the
State supplement, and then each year after that an additional 10
l)ercent.

What I an trying to suggest is that the argument, I know, is being
made that the elhange 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 is already allocated by this administration that is not going
to be used for revenue sharing-we do not think so-therefore it could
be available for this purpose.

Senator M .-Lmi. You are talking about the $500 million
Mayor LIXDSAY. Yes, and the $1 billion in the second year.
Selnator MILLER (continuing). Set forth in the budget for the first

year.
Mayor LINDSAY. 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 might delay revenue sharing because of budgetary
considerations.

Senator Mmm~i. But I must say I am inclined to agree with you that
it does not appear that revenue sliaring has a very good chance in this
Congress because this Congress, the life of this Congress, is somewhat
limited.

IMayor LINDSAY. But this bill has a chance.
Senator [mxitI. Yes, but the effective date of this bill can miake

some difference, too, from a fiscal year's standpoint.
Mayor LINDSAY. Yes, it can, but then the next Congress comes back

full oft-wholly charged up and wanting to serve the public interest,
it will fill in any gaps that may have been left by this Congress, 1
would assume. If 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
administrations would come down in its budget estimated with the
revenues to do that.

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

That is all I have.
It is nice to see you.
Mayor LINDSAY. It is nice to see you.

enator ANDERSON. Mr. Mayor, we all appreciate this very much.
(Mayor Lindsay's prepare(l statement, follows. IHearing continues

on page 1363.)

STATEMENT OF lIoN. JOHN V. LINDSAY, 'MAYOR OF THE C1IY OF NEW YORK

I am particularly grateful to the Committee for this early opportunity to
testify on the welfare bill before you; first, because the experience of New Yorh
City's welfare program has led me to the firm convlc'Ion that the system Itself
Imust be reformed now, and second, because I would like to comment on soie of
the Information about our experience tluit has figured so prominently lit your
deliberations.

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

It is certainly true that the provisions of 11.11. 10311 and its recent admiis-
trative revisions do not embody Ideal solutions to the nation's Income imain-
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tenance problems. The proposals have many shortcomings and even take some
backward steps.

But 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 wvill be reduced. Gentle-
men, we are not starting from scratch. Far from creating the inequities 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-
flppear 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
objective 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 revisions that
have been suggested and will be repeated during these hearings--can make
progress toward that goal In ways that will be both fiscally and socially respon-
sible.

Briefly, the key forward steps include Federal aid for intact families with
full-time working heads-the so-called working poor; establishment of a mini-
mum Federal floor for assistance layments-Increaslng benefits in four or five
states, or for less than 10 percent of the current AFDC recipients; and the cre-
ation 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, including the
absence of any serious encouragement to states to increase their benefit levels;
the exclusion of needy single persons and childless couples from the Federal 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 PAP recipients; and the
limited fiscal relief for New York and other large urban states which now
shoulder the heaviest financial burdens of welfare. I

In addition, the most recent revisions made by the Administration include a
few serious backward steps. The exclusion of intact families with unemployed
or underemployed fathers from the state supplementation mandate does nothing
to discourage family breakup, and retreats from the Administration's original
l)roposal. Also the proposed reduction in medical care and the proposal that the
secretary 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 eligibility 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 cities and states.

TME WORKING POOR

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 case for including these families in the national income maintenance pro-
grain has been made over and over again. It is their exclusion that most dramati-
(ally creates the present program's major faIlures--disincentive to employment
and lack of encouragement for family stability.

We cannot continue a system that falls to encourage independence and family
stability. While it is tragically true that we are lacking In the research facts
to establish cause and effect in this area, simple equity dictates the development
of sound social policy with regard to family life and work. As a matter of policy,



1355

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
level 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. .omie 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 million 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, Federal supplemental pro-
gram for the working poor.
'otentlal FAP Btrollment

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 eligible for assistance, not those expected to enroll. Nonetheless, the
vision has been conjured up of 9 to 12 million 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-llilnols, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania and Rhode
Island-bhave 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 since that time.)

After all these years, New York City has only about 15,400 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 $WO0 a year disregarded.
They receive no further earnings disregard but the level of earnings to which
they are still eliglb!e Is substantially higher than in the proposed PAP 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 result.

What is the potential eligibility? The New York State Department of Labor,
Division of Employment, estimated last January that 270,500 familic3 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 shows 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 relatively high levels of assistance, the publicity given to the pro-
gram, and the growing acceptance of welfare as an entitlement.

The expert ce in the other states shows even lower rates of utilization.
One can only speculate about the reasons for this reluctance to apply for the

aid to which these families are entitled. Hostility to the whole idea of welfare
Is especially marked In the lower working class, unions emphasize raising 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 can certainly expect increased utilization of a Federal program with
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Federal information dissemination, it will take many years before participation,
will cone anywhere near the figure of 12 million.

The stigma of welfare will take niany years to erode. An example: In New
York City, the Medicaid applications 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 caseloaO0 as a result. The two nil-
liol of more families who are eligible for less than $300 a year in PAP 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.

For all these reasons, tile enrollment of 3 to 4 million of the working poor in
FAl' within twso years would seem to be the best estimate of participation.

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

Desertion
Much has been made of the concept of fiscal abandonment-the theory that

the APDC increase is largely due to situations in which fathers move out of the
family home specifically to increase total family income by adding AFDC beie-
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 fiscal 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 earlier stop working or desert his family so it can
receive higher benefits from state supplemented PAP?

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 available 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
al average annual rate of 2.55 percent moving to APDC-ineaning that the
father either (lied, 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 53S were analyzed. This analysis indicates that in 93 percent of the
3,000 cases, fiscal abandonment could not have been a factor. In the remaining
7 ivrcent, 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, definitive statements about these Issues must await much more sub-
stantial research. But tim first, pr-eliminary studies show little tendency to de-
sertion or uneml)loynent when a family is receiving supplementary aid, and far
less fiscal abandonment than has been alleged in theory.
A dm in ist rat ive concerns

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

Since coverage (if the working poor is, as I have said, one of the most crucial
parts of the program, holding out the most hope of real reform, 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 ex)erlence of the six states now covering the working poor cat)
be studied by the Federal Government, and many lessons call be learned from
pre-testing tie 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 liblcoff in the development of his plan.
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I 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 sUlpport-
the aged, the emotionally and physically disable(, and young children-for niost
people employment must remain the number one source of income.

To complement the Family Assistance Plan, a practical prograin that would
l)rovlde jobs at decent wages is urgently needed. The training pro'isions in
IR 16311, while desirable, merely extend the Work Incentive concept of the IUPW
amendments and, therefore, can be expected to achieve only the same minilia[
results.

It is true that in many states and cities, there were serious problems in
getting the WIN program underway, and some serious criticism of the jiaiple-
inentation of the program is justified. But, ia 'he end, the results were, ill
New York for example, that almost every WIN hlit is being filled: 9,80 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 numbe.7, there were few real, steady,
wage-paying jobs at the end of the education-training route.

Again using New York City as an example of what I know exists all over
the nation, there are thousands of necessary communnity 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 hell).

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
)rogram, and I wholeheartedy support their new amendment for the Federal

financing of 30,000 public service jobs.
It appears to me that such a program could be financed within the overall

cost of the PAP budget, since for every PAP recipient who received a salary
under this program, part of his FAPI payment would be saved. Most of the bal-
ance could probably be made up from part of the $300 million allocated to job
training in IR 16311. This would represent a signifleant beginning and soul be
seen as complementary to the much larger program proposed in the Nelson man-
power bill.

Senator T1almadge's amendment also includes a provision substantially improv-
ing the House bill's requirements for work registration. Ills priority system for

registration, recognizing that concentration should be on the part of the welfare
population front 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 demonstration.

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
111 16311 before it was amended on the floor of the House.

TIlE "NOTCO" 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-called notch
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 financial incentive to take a job or Increase employ-
ment since in many areas more can be gained from welfare. Under PAP, this
problem is reduced through the supplements to the working poor and the provi-
sion of income disregards to all recipients.

Today, the broken family headed by a woman in some states can gain more
frown 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 PAP, 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 judgment, this cure is worse than the disease.

First, it will reduce benefits to some 90,000 families currently enrolled in the
AFDC-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, it violates the President's
pledge that no poor person would suffer from the passage of this legislation.

It 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 PAP 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 PAP 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 csti-
mated, and therefore the Increased cost of supplementing them would be sub-
stantially less.

If 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 ill 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 INCREASES-COST OF LIVING

11.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 families and the aged and disabled
would remedy one of its outstanding omissions-the failure to provide a mecha-
nism for 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 PAP budget, at least in the first year of its implementation, despite the
fact that the basic PAP 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 would
be desirable to include in the legislation some schedule for increases over
the years.
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A method for doing so would be to adopt tile cost of living increase principle
and apply it to the basic Federal benefit, the state benefit 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 preschool 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 work and train-
ing depends on her ingenuity in securing day care 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. Ills 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 sonic 1Fed-
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 sonic 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 PAP, Title IV, the Administration's proposed Title XX or other
child development legislation. Even under the recent provision of 75 percent
Federal funding for day care, states and localities have had difficulty con-
tributing the remaining 25 percent necessary to create a comprehensive network
of facilities. Several new bills 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 PAP has conflicting provisions wth
respect to serving low-income families currently served as "former" and "pon-
tial" recipients of public assistance. If those groups were to be excluded, it might.
well force many families onto the welfare rolls because the lack of child care
would prevent them from working. Ironically, once they began receiving FAt',
they would then be eligible for child care.

As for the problem of creating facilities, I very much welcome the 1111 10311
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
8,340 children enrolled in group day care, the greatest deterrent to rapid ex-
pansion is the scarcity of appropriate facilities in neighborhoods where they
are most needed.

We have an additional 4,900 children enrolled in the Family Day Care pro-
gram-in which up to five children are cared for in the home of a welfare
mother, while their own mothers are working or in training. I would lie 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 sonic 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 food
stamps, I notice that the charts reflect what I understand to be a new schedule
to be promulgated by the Department of Agriculture or IINW.

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 xt *h an average bonus
today of about $300. Families 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

Tits 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. I hope that the Committee will review the new food
stamnp schedule and recommend revisions that will protect poor people who are
most in need.

ADM IN ISTRATION

After nearly five years as Mayor of the nation's largest city-In a state where
the cities and state share financing 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 a 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 11.11. 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 (o 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 social services-asIde from protective services
for children-would eliminate many people front present public programs, or
would require a partial payment that would erode already minimal incomes
and would be prohibitive iii administrative cost.

In addition to day care, which I have already mentioned, tinch 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 is In leir 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 b(- Identified 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 a closed end on services
in the Federal Budget for fiscal 1971. I believe the budget Is still pending before
Senator Magnuson's committee i the Senate.

Before the two committees Johit testimony was presented by the City of New
York, lie State of Pennsylvania, the National Conference of Mayors, the Na-
tional Urban League and the American Public Welfare Association. All these
groups were agreed that an arbitrary limit on state and local expansion of social
services would cut off many valuable programs now being developed under the
1967 amendments, would fall to cover the i creased costs of present programs--
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.

ADM INISTRIATIVE ISSUES

There are several administrative issues receiving relatively little attention
that seem 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 See. 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, he imposition of a inaximun ceiling, IIEW
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 estinvited 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, unon-
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 1111 16311's mandate that a declaration form of
application be used by the aged, blind and disabled; no mention of this require-
ment Is made in relation to families.

Many states and cities throughout the country have been using tie decla-
ration form of application for AFDC for some time, both in the interests of
efficiency 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 eflielency
and responsible simplicity be pursued.

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

A third Issue: the definition of child support auid alimony payments as un.
earned Income, and therefore subject to 100 percent tax.

Such payments are, ill effect, income earned by the separated father. States
should not be discouraged from seeking and collecting 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 tile families and the states would have more incentive to pursue
support payments and alimony.

Senator Rlibcoff introduced an amendnmnt to this effect. I believe it deserves
support.
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A fourth issue involves the life-time liability of a putative father, whether
or not he knows that he has the children for whom he is held responsible and
no matter how small the Social Security 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 rehabilitation 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, I ask the Committee to consider the plight of the nation's
large cities. 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 329 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 afflicted too many Americans for too long.

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

The Committee has been informed that some fiscal relief will flow from the
pending welfare reform provisions. I submit, however, that it is not only in-
sufficient as it appears, but is 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 W11W
charts, about 8 percent of the fiscal relief. That, on the face of it, is inequitable.

However, 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 $80 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 fiscal relief-
will cost the City money unless some basic changes are made.

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

In addition, I strongly urge an Increase in the rate of Federal particpation in
the supplement at least from 30 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 tiould be achieved
by 1976, the 200th anniversary of the Republic.

There are various methods that might be considered 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 goal 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 billion 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 tho
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 a Federalized
Income maintenance system by 1976.

EXISTING WORKING POOR PROGRAMS.-NONFEDERALLY AIDEO

Average Average Ave rage
family monthly monthlysup-

State Cases size earnings plementation Supplementation formula

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

Massawhusetts .----------- 1. 2D3 4.0 249.0) 53. 10 Standard minus net irniome.
Illinois ---------------- 1 1,200 8.7 325.00 155.00 Standard minus net income,

working expenses.
New Jersey -------------- 6,130 7.0 360.00 246.71 Standard minus net income,

working expenses, and $30
and 30 percent.

Rhode Island ------------- 250 7.0 290.00 125.00 Standard minus net income.
New York City (90 percent 15,400 6.0 312.00 171.24 Standard minus net income,

of State load), working expenses.

Total ................ 26,40

Senator ANm.HsoN. Next we will hear from the Honorable Lee
MeItcalf, the junior Senator from the State of Montana.

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

Senator M'Yrc.kTF. 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 )our
committee, the measure has been revised and submitted as an aln'end-
ment with the cosponsorship of Senators Iansfield, 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, Eskimos, or other aboriginal
)erons. Existing law provides special Federal payment of 80 per-

cent for expenditures by the States in behalf of the Navajo and H1opi
receiving assistance in three categories, old-age assistance, aid to de-
pendent children, and gid to the needy blind. Our amendment would
provide Federal J)ayments for old age assistance, aid to the needy
bind, aid to the disabled, and medicaid. In addition, Federal payments
would reimburse the States 100 percent of the supplemental )a. ment,
to families contemplated in the Family Assistance Act.

In April 1950, the distinguished ranking member of this coni-
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 f rom 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 ijt 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. He said:

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,
education * * * services which would presumably allow Indian communities
to enjoy a standard of living comparable to that of other Americans.

The message went on to say:
Because 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 directly and as substantially by programs such as the new Family Assist-
mince 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 therefore
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 foe a Family Assistance Program is a major step
toward restoring dignity to the !ndivlduals involved. We support the concept of
this program and urge Its ei-actment and adequate funding. (Emphasis mine.)

Unless the Congress amends H.R. 16311. to provide adequate fund-
ing, it is my opinion that still another promise to the American 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 adopted 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. MNoreover, the admilis-
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 $11 million in the biennium to provi d e assistance to udians
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in State-approved plans for old-age 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
w ill be further strained.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Department of Health, Education, 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 1)e spent, if they had
the. money, after approval o H.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 H.R. 16311.

I would be grateful if the table and the text evaluating amendment
796 might be incorporated in the record of this Iearing so that it will
1)0 readily available to all Members.

Mfr. Chairman, I have one final plea.'There are many, many hopeful signs on Indian reservations and
among Indian people today. In Montana there are several economic
development programs that are changing life on the reservations from
one of hol)elessness and joblessness to 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. TJ'he enterprise has employed 120
peol)le and has brought a payroll to the reservation that has in tunl
brought pride and stability. I am convinced that we are on the right
track. I am convinced that the Senate, with approval of the Alaska
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-
(ians has achieved national recognition. The l)roject is a crash pro-
gram of education, vocational training, health, home economic, and
involves both children and adults. I1he 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 slrirply.

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

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

We 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 FEDERAL COSTS
[Dollar Amounts in millions

Current' Projected I

Recipients Amount Recipients Amount

Total ........................................ 114,000 $45. 171,000 $70.

Maintenance assistance ------------------------------------------- 25 ............... 37.Medical assistance ------------------------------------------------ -20 -------------- 33.

1 Represents the additional costs under the proposal for the estimated number of Indians currently receiving publicassistance under the lederall, aided programs.
'Represents the additionalcosts under the proposal for those currently aided plus the estimated number of Indiansthat will become e:ibigle under the less restrictive welfare policies specified in H.R. 16311 for all groups of recipients andfor higher assistance standards in the adult categories.

COST ESTIMATE: SENATOR METCALF'S PROPOSAL

Method for estimat!ng 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
AFDO recipients.

2. Compared the recipient rates for all recipients by eligibility factor for
the period corresponding to study yr-ar with rate for all public assistance
recipients as of December 1969.

3. Estimated rate for !ndians 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 1969.1

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

B. Costs for maintenance assistance--
1. For time adult categories, we used the estimated U.S. State share of the

average payment under I1R 16311 times 12 times the estimated number of
adult Indian recipients.

2. For tihe AFDO 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. Inflated amount in (1) above by 8 percent to give effect to the costs for"other" medicaid recipients, ie., Individuals age 21-64 not categorically

related and other children tinder 21.
3. The State share was estimated at 49.2 percent (non-Federal share of

total payments in fiscal year 1969) of the total payments for the money
payment recipients, categorically related recipients, and other children
under 21 plus the total cost for individuals age 21-64 which represented the
additional Federal cost under the proposal.

1 Numbers receiving AFDC also were estimated by applying 1.3 percent (percent In-
dinns In 1969 study) to total child recipients, which yieded a lower figure. The lower figurewas 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 NAVAJO AND IoPI INDIANS: PUJICIC LAW 174

(By Wilbur J. Cohen$)

On April 19, President Truman approved Public Law 474, providing for the
rehabilitation of Navajo and Hopi lndians. 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, 1950. It provides that with respect to
assistance payments for these Indians the Federal Government will pay, iII addi-
tion to its regular share under titles I, IV, and X of the Soclal Security Act, So
percent of the State's regular share. The maximums for individual payaients
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 $11)
out of the $20 l)ayment. The Federal share in such a payment would thus twe
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 aecom-
panying table Illustrates the effect of section 9 on public assistance payments to
Navajo and Hopi Indians.

FEDERAL SHARE OF ILLUSTRATIVE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS TO:NEEDY MEMBERS OF THE NAVAJO AND
HOPI TRIBES

Federal share of payment, by specified amount

To I depend- To 3 depend.
To aged or blind individual ent child 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 $4 ).50
Public Law 474 (1950) ....................... 19.00 37.00 46.00 46.00 24.90 24.90 58.50 !8.50

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The first form (S. 1407) of the legislation that became Public Law .474 was
introduced on March 25, 1949, by Senators O'Mahoney, Ilaydeu, Chavez, Mc-
Farland and Anderson. Companion bills, II.R. 3476 and H.R. 34b.. were intro-
duced in the House of Representatives .' S. 1407 passed the Senate on July 0, 1949,
with amendments, and passed the House with some further amendments on
July 14, 1949.1 In the Conference Committee a new provision dealing with in-
creased Federal grants to the States for public assistance to Navajo aud loli
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 hill.

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.
Inndiate consideration of the bill in the louse on October 18 was objected to by

Representative Kean, a member of the House Committee on Ways and Means.'

*Technical Adviser to the Commissioner for Social Security.
'The above figures and those In the table are used only .s general Illustr.itions of thc

amount of Federal participation. They are based on hyapothetical Individual payments.
whereas actually under the basic formula of the Social Security Act, the Federal percent-
ages are riot appiied to individual payments but rather to the average payments of a State
under each title. That part of any payment for a month In excess of $50 to an aged or
blind recipient and in excess of $27 with respect to one dependent child In a home and t1s
with respect to each of the other dependent children in a home is not counted in computing
the averages.

' For the history of legislative proposals before 1949 see Heartngs Before a Senate Sub-
committee of the Committee on interior and Insular Affatrs on S. 107 (81st Cong., lst
sesa.), pp. 3-7. Hearings were also held on 1H.R. 3476 by the House Committee on Public
Lan s.

'For proceedings in the House see Congreestonal Record (daily edition), July 14, 1949.
PP. 9682-,2.

'Ibid., Oct. 17, 1049, pp. 15119-20.
5 Ibid., Oct. 19, 1949, pp. 15243-46.



1368

With the adjournment of Congress, S. 2734 went over to the second session in
1950. 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 erroneous 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 tie 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 .bill on April 19,
1950.

The basic 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 S. 1407 to make all
Indians within the Navajo and HIopi reservations subject to the laws of the Stato
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
describes the difference of opinion between the two houses:

"Tile 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 nmke available the benefits of the State social security laws to reserva-
tion Indians, 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." 8

Tile Conference Report also explains tile justification for the "80-percent for-
niila :

"Iess than 20 percent of the Navajo and Ilopl Indians speak the English
language. The States have indicated 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 tile large area of taxfree land and tile dif-
ficulty in the administration of the law to 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.

"Tihe percentage to be paid by the States under this section, other than the
cost of administration, is the same as was worked out in a conference at Santa
Fe, New Mexico, between representatives of the Federal Security Agency, Bu-
reau 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 Mexico, on April 28 and 29, 1949. At this conference, 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 to 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 tihe States' assuming full
responsibility for the admiistering of this law, and it would assure a con-
tinued assistance whtch would not be dependent upon appropriations through tile
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. Tile
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 opinion
that the amendment which was adopted Is a fair and equitable division of the
expense." '

Ibid., Feb. 21, 1950, p. 2129.See Conference Report on S. 2734, Congresstonal Record (daily edition), Apr. 5, 1950,
p. 4835.

s House Report 1338 to accompany S. 1407, Sept. 22, 1049, p. 7.
' Ibid., pp. 7-8.
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The 80-percent formula embodied in Public Law 474 is based upon a formula
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 IHR. 1921,10 but the Committee
did not report that bill out nor did it include any special provision for Indians
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 considered in the Senate, a pro-
vision for payment by the Federal Government of the full cost of Indian 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." " Tils amendment was sponsored by Senator Norbeck of South Dakota.
It was dropped, however, by the Ccnference Committee and was not included in
tile final 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 considerable Indian population, some of whom
are still wards of the Federal Government. The Board believes that, with regard
to certain Indians 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 aid 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 agencies so that aid to these Il-
dians may be given in the same manner as to other persons in the State, the only
difference being in the amount of the Federal contribution. The Board believes
that it should also be given authority to grant funds to the Office of Indian
Affairs for this purpose, if that appears more dicirable In certain circum-
stances.," s
The House Committee on Ways and Means, however, did not include any

provision concerning Indians in the 1939 social security bill. The Senate Com-
imittee on Finance considered all amendment affecting Indians but did not r'e-
port it out. On the floor of the Senate, an amendment was offered which pro-
vided that "notwithstanding any other provisions of law, tile 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 .'as 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 a,' the United States
on account of race. Twenty-four of the 26 States in which there are Indians
residing oim reservations provide public assistance under the Social Security
Act to these individuals. Il Arizona and New Mexico, however, questions have
been raised over the years by both State agencies 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

l0Hearings before the Ilo1s0 Committee on Ways and Means on H.R. 2892 (81st Cong.,
1st sees.), pp. 791-801.
it Congressional Record, June 18. 1035, p. 0540; see also letter from the CozAnassloner

of Indian Affairs stating that he was "in sympathy with this proposal," pp. 9540-41.tt Hearings Relative tot the Social Security Act Amendment4 off 1939 Before the House
Committee on Ways and Means (70th Cong., 1st sess.), February 1039, p. 15. The Secre-
tary. of the Interior also urged that "social securlt3l benefits for Indians be administered
as a part of the general plan for the citizens of the United States' (Hearings 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. 9027-28.
44-527-70--pt. 3-7
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and insofar as the expedIiture of State money for their welfare is concerned."
At about the same time the Arizona State departmentt of Public Welfare also
took a position that it would not make payments to reservation Indians.

T'' Social Security Administration discussed the subject with the State
agencies in an effort to resolve the conflict between the position they had as-
sumed and the requirement of the Social Security Act that assistance must be
available to all eligible persons within the State. I)iscusslons continued over a
period of time, and the States were informed that the continue( receipt of Fed-
eral funds for their public assistance programs was dependent on whether the
State programs were operating in conformity with the )rinciple that applica-
tions are to be accepted from all who apply and assistance granted to all eligible
lwr.-ois. urgingg the same period time Bureau of Indian Affairs mmde some pay-
ments, as their funds permitted, to needy Inilans in the two States.

Finally, after all efforts to bring the States Into conformnity with the require-
iments of the Social Security Act had failed, the Commissioner for Social Se-

curity, after due notice, held hearings to (letermine 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 heal
oin February 8. 1949, and on Arizona on February 15, 1949. Before findings or
determination based upon these hearings were ma de, the arrangements de-
scribed in the quotations from the Conference Relrt on S. 1407 were completed
at Santa Fe, New Mexico. on April 28 and 29, 1949, and assistance was provided
for reservation Indians in these two States. It was the purpose of Public Law
474 to solve, by congressional action, the 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 ANDERSON. 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. EBERLE. Thank you very nuch.
Mr. Chairman and nenber s of the finance committee, I au al)ear-

ing on behalf of tile Common Cause, formerly the Urban Coalition
Action Council.

John Gardner is our chairman an( I am one, of our coclairlen.
We rel)resent a. broad constituency of business, labor, civil rights,

a(I colmlunity groups and we are vely much in favor of this louse
bill 16311.

Mr. Chairman, I have submitted a coml)lete written statemelitt and,
in view of the time, I am 1)repared to stand on that statement and sub-
nit it, in full. I would either be delighted to answer questions or cover

a few of the highlights at. yoiir convenience, wiicherver is most al))ro-
)riate for yoiu.

Senator Axwitsox. 11o will include it. in full in the record. I think
any supplementar~y statement you may want to give we will be glad
to have. We are sorry.

Ml. EBEIRLE. I apologize for having a meeting out of the State in
Connecticut this afternoon but. I (lid want to l)e lere because, lis one

14 On December 27, 1940, the Arizona State Boeard of Public Welfare adopted a resolution
stating that it would not discontinue its policy of excluding crippled reservation Indian
children in the provision of treatment "rvices. The Commissioner of the State department
in transmitting the Board'i resolution to the Chicf of the Children's Bureau of the Social
Security Administration stated that it was "necessary to sever our connections." No
Federal funds have been paid to Arizona under part 2 of title V of the Social Security Act
.itnce December 22, 1949.
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of tile business executives who lave taken a real interest in this bill,
I can only urge you again that it is time we have a change.

Thele are many i nprovements that could be made but we think this
bill should be passed at, this time -rnd start us on reform.

Senator AxNi)isoIs. Thank yo i e,'Wy, very rmich.
Mr. EiEJuJE. Thank you.
(Mr. Eberle's prepared statement follows:)

STATnMI:NT OF W. I). EiEImLE. ('OCIIAIRMAN, COMMONN ('AUSE (FORNMEI.y. UIIBAN
(OAIATION ACTION ('oirXcil.)

My name is W. 1). Elierle an1( I appear today as s1)kesnian for Common
Cause (formerly tie Ilrban C'oalitlin Action Council). Its chairman is John
W. Gardner, former Secretary of health. Education and Welfare; and I ant a
co-chairman.

Common Cause represents a broad constituency of business, labor. church,
civil rights, and community groups that have joined together to speak as one
on the need for welfare reform. We have made the passage of a meaningful wel-
fare reform bill a primary objective of our organization. As a body we have
endorsed the basic principles embodied in the lFamily Assistance Act of 1970
(11.11. 16311).

I am one of the many business executives who have taken an active interest
it. seeking solutions for the doeiestle ills that heset our country. Most of us %Ito
have studied the programs by which oxiu- government attempts to ald the k..th
ol' our nation trapped in poverty are appalled at the chaos in our lresent wel-
fare system. It is a "crazy-quilt" structure of 5-1 separate programs. This Jerry-
liit system is bound to fall of its own wucight. It not only does not work. hut
more tragically does nothing to encourage people to get off welfare. It Is de-
humnanizing and promotes welfare dependency. We must begin to junk this creaky
machinery now.

Congress has in this session the rare opportunity to (1o just that. An Impor-
tant initial legislative step has been taken. The Hlouse of ltloresentatives has
passed IIR. 16311 by a substantial margin. Welfare bills are not politically
popular. The Melemers of the lHouse should lie comnineimed for uniting behind
a bill that includes substantial reforms. Tills bill it now before you. It is not a
lperfect bill. It Is innovative and, therefore, perplexlumg, controversial aiid l roubhe-

somle.

Your Committee asked the Administration to redraft the bill to resolve somie
of the lprohlems created toy a new system. The President has submitted the new
drafr. It retains the basic unique feature.A of the House-passed bill : the national
miinuni benefit level filnalced 1y the Federal (loverintmit ; uniform standards
of eligibility ; and Inclusion of coverage of the working poor. The retention of
these key features Is commendale.
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-asslsted welfare available to needy families with
a working father. Ilow discouraging this must be. for these working men des-
I)-rately trying to )tol their families together. This bll for the first time will
provide an Income supplelnent for these families.

lit 1967 your Committee pioneered in the move to correct the disinentive to
work Inherent i the welfare system. This bill Improves the work Incentive and
extends its coverage to families headed by a working father.

This is one nation and every citizen should be treated In a like manner. 11.11.
1M311 establishes a single set of eligibility rules and program standards for all
state.:. Except for the variations In supplemental payments by tile 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 hI.E.\\W. to establish the principle of the
Federal government providing a minimum level of payment throughout the na-
tion and financing It. It is a historic step aid must be considered a major advance
in Federal pollcy.
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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-
eniployed 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 families In 23 states would have their benefits
reduced. The "Grandfather Clause" proposal by Secretary Richardson will aid
these families. but will not help future beneficiaries, 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, 11.R. 16311 needs to
be 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 accept
Jobs with employers who provide substandard wages and working conditions.
The work requirement fcr 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 believe we can afford under present
budget constraints. This reasoning accepts the budget as it now stands without
tile possibility of change.

A nation with an almost trillion dollar gross national product has 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 budget of $435 million not re-
quested by the Administration would allow us to immediately raise the benefit
level to over $1,700 for a family of four. Further reductions in defense spending
would free even more funds. We must start this process of examining our
priorities. Promise of an adequate benefit level in tlls bill will assure this
re-examination. I would like to assume that the ultimate goal of this Act Is
to reach the poverty level, but. there is no provision for such ai increase even
with the proposed state participation. Nor is there a sufficient incentive for
states to raise benefits. If state supplementation 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 thne.

FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION

EXperlence with Federal programs is that local and state administration
too often results ii a grudging and discriminatory distribution of benefits.
This was most recently documented by two West 'oint 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 eligible beneficiaries from the food
stamp rolls.

There Is not sufficient Incentive in 11.11. 16311 to Induce most states to contract
with II.E.W. for Federal administration. Therefore, administration of the Family
Assistance Program will be left in time 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 tile
pay Is less than the prevailing or minimum wage, whichever is higher.
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W1ork Requirements for Mothers of School-age Children
The exemption from the work requirement 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 tme 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 so on. No bureaucracy should want to second-guess a mother in such matters.
Needy Indlriduals and Cou ples 1i'Ithoit Childrcn

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-
coined 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 alle to care for all its needy.
Job Creation Program

A- program for Job creation is necessary so that training oplrtunitles won't
be a revolving door into continued unemployment. This need will be even more
comlpelling if unemployment continues to rise. It would be tragic to Put welfare
recipients into direct competition with laid-off workers when private emlloy-
ment is falling. There is a special works project included in this bill. Chalirian
Mills has stated that the purpose is to see that those peoplle who do not 1ind 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 such
a bill. A beginning has been made in the manpower bill recently reported hy
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Conimittee.

"NOTCHES"

Any program that has dollar limitations will have "notches". Our income tax
system is full of "notches" that govern the daily decision-niaking 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 iot. Withili the
terms of the money allotted in the proposal before you, much progress has lben
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 hellxd, while they get nothing. Federal benefit coverage,
for these families is important progress, though in 45 states that pay more than
the Federal benefit, a notch will remain. Only the family headed by a working
mother will get the additional state suppleneit. This problent can be solved
with more funds, an estimated billion dollars, to provide an equivalent sun
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 23 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 Jurisdiction will have a program at least to the extent of the Federal
benefits. More funds again would 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 cnniot retreat as the Administration proposed by cutting
back on the unemployed father program.

"0-CAJLEi)" DISINCENTIVES CAUSED BY OTIER PROGRAMS

The disincentives that may occur when additional earnings result in reduced
benefits to the recipient from other programs such -is Medicaid, Food Stamps,
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lmblie housing, etc. present another notch problem. President Nixon's resubmis-
slon to your committee addres.sed Itself to some of these problems. The lrOlOSe(!
revision hi the food stamp price whedule to make It rise evenly with Increases
In licoeii should eliminate that disincentive. The check off system for the
stamps Is a district improvement. The plan for health Insurance for poor families
and the Housing Act proposals to vary public housing rents directly witli Income
will be (lisClissed by this and other appolprinte Committees in the near future.
We Ore hopeful that Congressional reviewV will lead to Improvements in the.se
Important programs.

The iied for tie Family Assistance Act, however, Is immediate and passage
should not await Congressional resolution of these complex separate problems.

CONCLUSION

Most of the 'olntry is tired of the existing patehwork of ineffective and de-
meanilg welfare progralls. They want change. Tiey want a system that will
work and give those traolKld in poverty a way oit. The problem has been studied
by elmlillelt groilp5: The President's Commiuission on Incomlie Maintenance Pro-
grams (Ileinenian Commission) ; the National commissionon on the Causes and
Prevention of Violence (lisenhower Commission) ; and the prestigious Com-
mittee for Econoic I)evelopment. All agree that a national system of income
maintenance is what Is needed; tiat such a system will help people to hell
tiimiselves; pre.:erve individual dignity ; and aid those left behind by society.

II.R. 10311 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 basic benelit floor, federally financed, will Ie a beginning toward equitable
methods of aiding our poor. The work inl'elitives and broadened (OVe'rage il-
eluding the working poor give the program a positive thrust. They empiasiz,
the importance of Jobs 1111(l encourage those who are able to work.

liblic support is evident everywhere. Within a 48-hour 1ieriod we wvri- ;ible
to gather the support of more than 85 corl orte heads who endorse the Family
Assistance Act of 1970.

Iml their statement they said, "The Act contains important new and innovative
sections. It (ould be strengthened further; however, it is an important break-
through alld deserve z great stlpport !" I asked the Commications divisionn of
the National 'rbian coalitionn to monitor editorial (omments on this issue. They
report to ilIe that editorials from the major newspalpers throigholut the cmintry
are running 10 to 1 In favor of welfare reform.

Our 2:) million poor are a distinct and outcast group. They are hidden froi
1.5. They live on the other side of the tracks, beyond the sti5)or highway, or off
the main road in rural poverty. They are politically l4)werless. They suffer apart.
They are different. This separation reminds ine of a famous literary conversation
between F. Stcott. Fitzgerald and Ernest 1Iemingwaiy. Fitzgerald said to Ilelming-
way. "The very rich are different from us." Ilemingway replied, "Yes, they have
more niomney." 'lue poor too are very different ; they (o not have enough Illolley.
At a certain point the quantity of niOiiey dovs iideod change the quality of per-
sonality. Assurance of an adequate income will give those now alienated ftrom our
society an Investment in It and1! thus it interest in nmaklmng its institulion.A work.

Congress must not le timild. Your Committee has the opliortunilty to make this
bill a vehhile and commitment to ending the evils of poverty in America.

Mr. ('lairmaji. tMat concludes my testimony. I ait grateful for this Oplqmrtinity
tO exjiress ti11y vliws.

Senator AN,)E:IsoN. We will adjourn until 2 o'clock.
(Whereupoln, t 1 p.m., the committee was recesse( to reconveie at

2 p.m., the F-ame day.)
AF\ITNOON SESS1()N

The (, -. m.. Roy S. Nick,. is lie iiere?
Wi!l 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. Chairmn, and members of the committee, muy name
is Roy Nicks. I ri the Chancellor of the University of 'T'ennesee at
Nashv'ille, 'enl. I appear before y'ou today as president of the Ameri-
can. Public Welfare Association. I am haly to have with me Wilbur
Schmidt, who is tile secretary of the Wisconsin State l)epartment of
I health and Social Services. Mr. Schmidt is here as the chairman of the
National Council of State Public Wrelfare 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 Cii im.vx. We will print the entire statement.'
,Mr. NICKS. Thank you.
W\rith your permission, I would like to give a brief oral summar-y of

the major points in that statement. Our 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 l)1oposed
family assistance plal 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 ina(lequate, of itself it does not cause tie
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 mIade
on all fronts, but an adequate level of living must be assured as the
basic element.

W e. are fully aware of the number of inequities, disincentives, and
"notches" tha. could only be smoothed out by making adjustments in
other programs such as t(ood stamps, l)ul)lic housing and medical care.
We agree that. these steps should be taken as soon as possible. One of the
side benefits of the present )roposal is that it has served to focus atten-
tion on these conflicting effects, some of which have been developing
for many years. liit the inequity in the present system of denying
assistance to a male family head working full time outweighs abl of
these other irregularities aid should not be further l)erpettuted pend-
ing a total solution.

Wo believe the level of $1,600 for a family of four is not. sufficient
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 tie national minimum standard is no less than the
poverty level.

I See p. 13S2.
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11Te are plea(1 to endorse the objective of tie FAP legislation to
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
syste,. but also to strengthen and augment the parallel structure of
services designed to meet the specific needs of persons who require
special help to compete in the world of work. The renewed emphasis
on job training and placement, the increased number and variety of
child-care facilities, and the array of supportive services prol)o.osol 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 publicc welfare
system should sustain both of these virtues, wh-ich tim present pro-
posal is designed to do. However, we have a sense, which is heightened
)y the supporting rhetoric, that much greater emphasis is placed

oh 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 r~lls.

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 receiving assistance should be given an opportunity,
through job training and placement and child-care facilities, to take
employment. 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 others 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 adeiluate to take care
of all the mothers who would take eml)loyment or job training vol-
untarily. It is therefore our recommendations 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 CIji ,IAx. Would you say that mothers of all school-age Ail-
dren should be expected not to go to work unless they want to go to
work?

Mr. NicES. No, sir; that is not, what we intended to say. 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 w'hen children are home from school and there is
olmortunityfor employment, certainly she could work.

The CHAIR MAN. Do you subscribe to this idea that the job must be
a suitable job, and thai kind of thing also?
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Mr. Nicis. I would have to have some definition of suitable, I Slp-
pose, Senator. I think it should be a job, where the mother or the per-
son or individual could make a satisfactory income to support their
family. What is suitable work would be something, of course, that the
l)hysicl condition of the person is such she would be able to (t1 the Jol).
Other than that, we would have to have some definition of suitability.

The CI lnIAN. Well, 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--pleasant surroundings, air-colitioniiig, and various and sun(lry
other t himigs to go with it-it. means no 'ob. Apparently you don't want
it to be mandatory. You want to provide the aid to suhs'titue for work,
and I am familiar with tIme 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. Ihey
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 tmat person called in and sai(, "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. I 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. I 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 personi 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 with the past to ask them to go to work.

Mfr. NICKS. Mr. Chairman, I am certain there are instances of people
who will not or do not have any intention to work. On the other hand,
I think it is my experience when I served as welfare commissioner
of the State of 'rennessee for about 3 years, and this is some 4 years
back, that a large percentage of people that I talked with person'ally,
and I (lid make it a point to talk with a lot of welfare recipients in
the State of Tennessee, that, they certainly wanted to work and ie-
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 be
adequately taken care of, certainly they should l)e working and should
be encouraged to work.

Mr. Schmidt. who is in this business and on the fitrin line every
(lay now, I am not, might have some comment on this. Wilbur.

[r.,ScIImT. Thank you, Roy.
Mr. Chairman, I woild 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, m othel 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 adiministrc'tors with whom I am acquainted to start to



1378

lay down tight. conditions about what kinds of jo) will be Qatis-
factory, but one in the sense tlhat suitable employment used to be
thoult of, for example, in unemployment compensation.

I think it is more the situation not to tear up the home, not to
force children into undesirable tellporary situations Oil account of
the work pressure and more than it is this other kind, although I
would say that I am quite sure the association membership) would be
concerned if we were to view these people as ones wiho could be ex-
l)loited 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 )ecause they ought to he )aid according to what
they can produce by getting other work, anl so the assumption that
they, cannot be producers, and, therefore, can show you or otherwise
Ie sent to work for le:s should not be a basic tl'emise.

'lbe Ci. JR.-. We would expect that. for a minimum wage a Iper-
son is supposed to be fairly productive. A great number of these
people we would like to work have never done anything. You would
take a look at. some of them and you wouldn't hire them oi any basiz
whatever. You wouldn't want them around, but if we are trying to
help l)people and take the view that it is better for them to work than
not to work, while I am perfectly content to (1o whatever is nics-
sary to provide day care for the children, once we take care of that
for them, it would seem to me, that they ought to be willing to yo
to work. I don't see how you expect them to start out at the 1)iV 'o!
hope for them to make until they have worked at it for awhile and
acquired some. ability tG; do somethingg. Why would you expect that
they should receive a minimum wage when they are already getting
food stamps, free houses, various and sunlr' other things as a ,on-
dition of going to work ?

Mr. ScJMJDN'Ir. Well, I would think that during their training period,
during training status wh-lien they are trying to develop their produe-
tivity that some other arrangement is acceptable and one that would
not have to meet the full reoirements. I am only thinking that, once a
person is trained and l)laced in a productive job and becomes therefore
an employee and, of course. what, we would be expecting at. the same
time and we hope they should then be regarded as part, of the work
force and be as independent in that enterprise as any body else. I think
we can see in their training status, a building-up period, and I say this
with the exception, of course, of )eople who fall within the si)eeial
han(licas and disabilities. I mean when we get over into things like
retarded and something else, that is something else, but I am thinking
of those where there is the physical health, and the. ability to learn
can le built upon.

Mr. Nicus. Mr. Chairman, if I might comment on that, I think, Mh'.
Chairman, your pointt that a number of these people have never
worked and certainly do not have the work habits that you would
want. and this is, I think. another reason for the great, emphasis on
training is to )roduce the work habits and the work attitude in the
training session that they may go through for several months or sev-
eral weeks m'ior to being'l)lace(1 on a full-time job and there you wolmld
expect productivity as you would expect. of any other employee.

Senator BAXNE''. May I just have one conment ?
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I would like to relate an experience 1 had with a woman who came
oil of welfare, a woman with children, who siid several things that are
very significant.

First, it. was til most difficult (decision she ever made in her life to
give ill) the security of a welfare check for the insecurity of a job. 'rie
second was that. after a month or so she was very lial)l)v to ble able to
decide what she was going to feed her children an( not have tihe wel-
fire, worker tell her that her children could not have any milk on
Thursday. 'ie. had to wait until Friday.

The third was that she said she sat. lme one evening and heard lmr
children out in the vard quarreling vith the neighbor's chil(lreu, and
the neighbor's children said, "We (lont like to come to wour hou:e
anymore because your mother is strict. Before she went to work we
could (10 anything we pleased in the house. But now she is trying to
keep it clean and orderly and she won't let us run over her."

I womider if there isn't a deadening psychological effect that goes
hiroim.gh to tie children that the woman has no hope beyond the wel-

fare check, if she has no choice beyond the choice of the welfare
worker. an( if here children aren't growing il) in that kind of an
at mosphere.

This woman said, in effect, that it was, as T say, the toughest (leeision
she had ever mad. but she was as very happy at tlie change in he c!hil-
(Iren who reco._,nized that Fhe was more, really more. concerned ahout
their attitudes an(! about tile lome she was keeping for them than she
was before.

I remember her saying before that, the only interest. she had in life
mder tie. other situation was the television which she had and getting
down to the tavern in the evening and having a, drink of beer but
now she was concerned about lier children, and I think that is one of
the unwritten values, tie. unrecognized values, when the woman and
her children get back into the mainstream of American society and
are not living in what must be a kind of a pointless, hopeless situation.

Mr. SeIsmHyT. I think, Senator, that is a description of a classical
example of a situation and I think that first. decision, the one that,
vou called decisionn 1, which was the fear of leaving the rolls, the
security because that check is always going to be there, taking tile
chance to go out and not knowing -hether the job is going to work,
is the big step and there is no doubt that the longer the family remains
oi the roPs the harder this decisionn is to make.

There are people there in the mainstream that take just as many
chances every day, do not, get. things done any better than the capa-
lilities of sonie of these families in the prog-am with the exception
they have been out. there trying and they are willing to take a chance.

The big thing they lose, of course, when they leave the rolls in most
inltances is mnemlin.i, ,mista ane. 'ld they are fearful of that. They mav
go to a company factory job where tile emp)loyment includes some kind
of health insurance but, if teiy do not, they just fear the time when
just the first couple of doctor'bills are going to push them back and
this is one of the

Senator B1:NNE-r. Presumably this legislation will he supplemented
vith a health insurance program for tl:ese peol)le.
Mr. SC. MIDT. Yes.
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Senator BENNE'TT. But the point that this woman left in my mind
is that she had a kind of security on welfare, and it was a deadening
kind of security and it took a lot of courage to move off of it. Then
she began to see some of the benefits.

I can't resist another story, Mr. Chairman. Talk about suitable em-
ployment: I was in Germany 13 years ago and was being shown
through the housing that was provided for the refugees from East
Germany. The Berlin Wall wasn't up then, and we went into a small
apartment occupied by a man and a fairly large family, and I com-
mented that the apartment was not big enough for the family, and
the answer was, "This is all lie rates so long as he insists on staying in
the situation of being a refugee. We have got employment for hlim,
and he refuses to take it because he says it isn't suitable."

And I said, "WVell, what was his work in Germany?" They said
he was the assistant to a )rofessor in college who taught beekeeping
and until we can find another professor who teaches beekeeping, he is
going to insist that lie hasn't got suitable employment,.

I know that sounds ridiculous but I imagine there is a lot of that
kind of thinking going on here. I have no further comments.

Mr. NiCKS. We would further like to recommend that the authoriza-
tion for Federal matching at 30 percentt for assistance to families of
unemployed fathers be retained as passed by the Hous-. We are in
agreement with the objective that. an employa)le male who is the head
of a family should always he better off the more he works. We also
understand the dilemma "of the practical alternatives which are either
to increase the benefits for a male working full time or to offer no
supplementatioi for a male working less than full-time or not work-
ing at. all. The decision of the administration to accept the latter alter-
native because. the first is too costly, however, would perpetuate the
discredited incentive for family breakup. Whether the label is FAP
or A FDC, it, comes out. the same.

The FAP and all of the related income maintenance programs such
as the supplementary payments, general assistance, food stamps, and
the determination of eligibility for medicaid, should be administered
at the point of delivery by a single agency. Provision should be made
for the orderly transfer, with protected pension rights and other ac-
cumulated benefits, of personnel from State and local welfare agencies
to FAP employment.

Caseloads and expenditures for l)ublic assistance continue to rise,
and the end is not in sight. [le financial burdens upon the States
is becoming intolerable, but the States anticipate further increases in
expenditures for social services, medicaid, the cost, of living, and ad-
ministration, none of which would be covered 1)v the )rotection of the
"hold harmless" clause. The long-term objective should be for full
Federal financing of all income maintenance programs. The new FAP
should be designed at the outset so that the costs to the States would
never rise above the present level, but instead would )rogressively
decline.

The authorization to use day-care funds for the construction of
facilities when necessary is a much-needed improvement in the legis-
lation, which we strongly support. A further needed improvement is
for "seed money"' to help(lay-care facilities get started.
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'We endorse the proposal to establish a national minimum stai(lard
of assistance for the adult, category. This is a fundamental reform
which is long overdue.

We applaud the recognition that. the "income strategy" by itself
is not enough, and endorse the general purposes of the )l'Ioposed new
title XX for individual and family services. However, we have mis-
givings about the organizational structure which would be imposed
upon the States by the mechanism of the prime local sponsor. We also
believe that. the role and responsibility of the State government would
be weakened with respect to both policy planning and administration,
while at the same time it would be necessary for the State to carry
the major part. of the non-Federal costs.

We recommend that the service authorization under title IV lbe
retained for the time being, to allow more time to draft a bill on
social services.

Other features of the service amendment should be enacted now-
funds for foster care, the national adoption information exchange
system, and the Government assistance 1)rogram.

In summary, ve recommend the passage of this legislation this
year with the modifications that we have indicate(.

The C) RM1tAN,. Thank you very much, sir.
Mr. NicKs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIMIAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator CumRis. Would you elaborate on what you mean by Na-

tional Adoption and Infornation Exchange System ?
Mr. SCI.NiDr. Yes. This is an agreement to lit some more order

and a greater access of American families.
Senator CuRis. Greater what?
Mr. Sciuiiiur. Greater access of adoption of foreign children and

be sure that these have placements which are done according to stand-
ard and therefore the children not be abused or any other way. I
haven't any experience with the operation of it but it. is an attempt.
to put some structure into the national enterprise iil this area.

Senator Curris. What States do they have abuses where adopted
children are abused?

Mr. ScnmDT. I wouldn't have any answer to that, sir.
Mr. NICKs. I am sorry, Senator Curtis, I couldn't give you any

specific example of this. The Child Welfare League has had a project
along this line. A part of it, of course, is to get, children and especially
children from minority groups placed with )arents and it may be in
other States where they can be placed and can cut across State lines
this way. This has been one of the primary advantages of the Child
Welfare League project as I understand it.

Mr. SOHmTr. Another thing I overlooked is this is an interstate thing
as well.

Senator CuRTiS. Interstate adoptions have been taking place for a
long time, haven't they?

Mr. SciMimr. Yes, they have.
Senator CumRIs. I am wondering, I am not. saying there is not a

demonstrated need for Federal legislation in this regard, but I think
our record is pretty lacking on that up to the present.

Mr. SciiMIDT. Pretty what, sir?
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Senator CURTIS. Our record is rather lacking with reference to any
l)articular iieed for Federal legislation in the Fteld of adoption.

Mr. ScJI.mitrr. I think that there will be otlwr testimony and we
could even sup)l)ly some additional for you on details of this, if you
wolll wish, and I think-I do not personally happen to have a very
close comection with it and I am in charge of a department in Wis-
consin which has adoptions to handle but the affairs of the National
Adoption and Information Center I am not that familiar with it. in my
work, so we can ad(1 some information for your benetit if you would
like.

Senator Cuims. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CIAIJ l IN. 'I'haiik you very much.
(Mr. Nicks' l)rel)ared statement follows:)

STA'IE)IENT BY )R. ROY S. NICKS, I'RESIDFNT, AMERICAN I'lTBLIc WELFAl
A SSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Roy S. Nicks. I
am the Chancellor of the University of Tennessee, in Nashville, Tennessee. I ap-
pear before you today lin my capacity as President of the American Public Velfare
Association. While I have no present program responsiilities in tile field of
public welfare, I served as the Commissioner of the Tennessee State department
of Public welfare from 1963 to 1966, and I continue to maintain an active in-
terest in the activities and objectives of this important area of public services.

The membership of the Association consists primarily of state and local de-
partment of public welfare and the personnel who work in public welfare pro-
grams. Our purpose is to give leadership for the improvement of programs and
practices in the field of public welfare throughout the country. To that end our
Board of l)irectors adopts positions on pertinent issues, which will be reflected
in my remarks here today.

TiE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Our Association is fully aware of the urgent need to overcome the serious limni-
tations and inequities in the public welfare system as it exists in this country
today. After giving careful consideration to the proposed Family Assistance Plan
we have concluded that, in principle, it would be a significant and constructive
step In the direction of welfare reform. We also Ilieve that It would establish
a base upon which further Improvements could be built. It is therefore our recom-
niendation that this legislation be enacted by Congress this year.

Our endorsement of this proposal Is mieasured against the existing deficiencies.
and the elements essential for a sound program as set forth in the objectives
which this Association has advocated ovei many years.

In brief, our position Is that:
Financial assistance sufficient to maintain a basic level of living should be

available for all persons in need.
Training, assistance and opportunity to become self-supporting should be

available to everyone who can benefit from such services.
The program should contribute to maintaining andl strengthening whole-

some family life, especially where children are concerned.
Assistance and services should lie readily available to those who need

them. Procedures should be uniform and simple.
The federal government should assume the major part of the financial costs,

an(l should move toward the assumption of full responsibility.
The caseloads and expenditures for public assistance. especially in the AFDC

category, continue to rise and tile end Is not in sight. While on the one hand the
financial burden upon the states is becoming intolerable, on the other hand imany
people, whether because of inadequate assistance or low wages, are living In
desperate need. Gros. disparities prevail In levels of assistance from one state to
another. And fantastic administrative complexities have grown up around the
accumulated patchwork of amendments and various federal and state require-
meats.

Those who speak for public welfare have often pointed out that even though
the system Is Inadequate, of itself it does not cause the social and economic ills
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which bring peol)Ie oil the assistance rolls. Limited education, lack of skills antl
work habits, illness disability, old age, and lack of job oPlport nitiles are not
caused by the welfare systci. Conversely, it cannot be claimed that a reformed
welfare system will overcome these causes of dependency. Progress must be nmide
on all fronts, but an adequate level of living must be assured as the basic element.
Nothing else can succeed without it.

The maintenance of an ad(quate and workable public welfare system is a
national problem that requires a national solution. Tilt federal government can
no longer assume that primary responsibility rests with the states and localitles.

It must no longer be satislied to offer financial assistance for certain categories
of need and ignore others. The federal government gives shape and substance to
state programs as minueh by staying out as by coming in, and it cannot entirely
disclaim responsibility for the prevailing inequities and Imbalances from state to
state .and among programs within states. There are great pressures upon states
to allocate their resources to those activities that bring federal matching, re-
gardless of what the other priorities might lie, or of how other state priorities
might thereby be skewed. The ipact of federal matching grants is so over-
whelming that the choice of take-it-or-leave-it is practically tion-existent. It be-
clnies increasingly so when take-it-or-leave-it becomes all-or-nothing-when the
availability of funds for one program is conditioned ol tile state's participation
in another. That would be the effect of thel proposal to withhold federal grants for
other programs such as Maternal and Child Health and Crippled Children,, Serv-
ices if a sttae failed to meet the requirements of the FAP. It is therefore of the
utmost importance that there be a national design for public welfare which is
comprehensive and balanced.

The first retirement for a comprehensive and balanced public welfare program
is tMat it must provide for a national mnlinum standard of living for all persons
it ecololnice need. In this respect the proposed coverage of working families with
both parents in the home--the working poor-is, in our view, the heart of th
proposed Family Assistance Plan, and constitutes the primary Ihasis for car
endorsement. This would go a long way toward overcoming the most g!lamibg
inequity of all in the present system-namely, that in too many instances fauifiies
with low Incomes are better off If they receive as-istance and work les., thai
fult time or not at all.

We are fully aware of the number of other inequities, disincentives. and
"notches" that could only be smoothed out by making adjustment, in other
programs such as food stamps, public housing and medic 'al care. Wr, agree that
these steps should he taken as soon as possible. One of the side I-neflts of the
present proposal is that it has served to focus attention on the-se conflicting effects.
some of which have been developing for many years. We agree that every effort
.houl be made to harmonize these v-arious provisions so that they all hull in the
same direction. But the inequity in the present system of denying assistance to
a male family head working full time far outweighs all of these other irregulari-
ties and should not be further perpetuated pending a total ,.-olution.

One source of concern is that the states anticipate continuing increases in
expenditures for social services, Medicaid, the cost of !living, and administra-
tion, none of whieh would be covered by the protectoml of the "hold harmless"
clause under the PAP proposal. If the long-term objective Is for the full federal
financing of all income maintenance, which in our view It should lie, the tOew pro-
grain should be designed at the outset so that the co, s to the states would never
rise above the present level, but instead would progr-ssively decline.

Leel of aRsislance
It Is generally recognized that the proposed minimum of $1600 for a family

of four is not sufficient to maintain an 'adequate level of living. Yet it would be
better than the minimum now provided by the lowest-paying states, and there-
fore would constitute progress it that respect. Our Assoclation advocates that
the national minimum standard should be nct lower than the recognized poverty
level. While the practical obstacles to the establishment of the minimum stand-
ardi at the poverty level might be insurmountable at the outset of the FAP, we be-
lieve that even as a starting point level than $1600 should e feasible. Thil' act
should then contain a statement of long-term objectives for tihe improvement of
standards, and for the extension of coverage to Include all persons In financial
need. There should also be some kind of a mechanism and a specific statutory
schedule for reaching this objective. A parallel long-term objective should lie
that the federal government would absorb these additional costs, and ultimately
assume full responsibility for flnancin:.; FAP.
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As a start we believe the amendment proposed by Sen. Javits offers a workable
course to follow. It provides a series or orderly steps toward the attainment of
tile goal of setting the poverty level as the minimure standard, although we be-
lieve the pace is too slow (50 percent of the poverty level by 1974, and full poverty
level by 1979). If the states are to r:.i'tieipate in the short run In the costs of
raising the benefit levels, the matching t,.'-nula should ie so geared as to give then
substantial assistance and encouragement.

With these progressive Inl)rovements, we would expect that more members
of the next generation would real) the benefits of greater family stability and
op)ortunlity resulting from this assured minimum level of living. This is not to
say that the "income strategy" by Itself can accomplish these results, but with-
out a basic family income these intended objectives are not likely of attainment.

Work and training
We are pleased to endorse the objective of the FAP legislation to assist an(

encourage families to become self-supporting as being consistent with our own
long-held position. Iu order to attain this objective, we believe it is necessary
not only to reform the basic welfare system, but also to strengthen and augment
the parallel structure of services designed to meet the specific needs of persons
who require special help to compete in the world of work. The renewed emphasis
on job trzinlng and placement, the increased number and variety of child care
facilities, and the array of supportive services proposed in this legislation are
major steps In that direction.

We believe that able-bodied males should be required to work or take jot) traiin-
Ing as a condition to receiving assistance. We believe that mothers receiving
assistance should be given an opportunity, through job training and placement
and child care facilities, to take employment. In this latter regard, however, I
must express our concern that the work and training provisions as now drafted
might well result In compelling some mothers to work when it would be contrary
to the best interests of the children. We believe that. many mothers would work
if they had a genuine opportunity. But it is apparent to us that, under the best
of circumstances, It will be a long time before the training slots, the child care
facilities, the job opportunities, and the supportive services will be adequate to
take care of all the mothers who would take employment or job training volun-
tarily. It Is therefore our recommendation that the compulsory work and train-
ing provision for mothers of school-age children be deleted from this legislation.
Until genuine opportunities are made available, such a requirement is a gratuitous
and hollow challenge to those who are seeking their own way out of dependency,
and whose need Is not so much for an Incentive as It is for an opportunity.

In this regard we believe the priorities listed by Senator Talmadge in proposed
amendment no. 788 would be a sound and practical guide. These priorities among
persons registered for employment and training, to be followed by the Secretary
of Labor, are as follows:

1. Unemployed fathers;
2. Dependent children and relatives age 16 and over who are not in school,

working, or in training
3. Mothers who volunteer for participation;
4. Individuals working full time who wish to participate;
5. All other persons.

One of the sources of Americas 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 both of these virtues,
which the present proposal is designed to do. However, we have a sense, which Is
heightened by the supporting rhetoric, that much greater emphasis is placed
on the objectives of putting people to work and of reducing the numbers of
those receiving assistance. We must confess to some concern that the strengthen-
ing of family life might be overlooked and that the merit of the rPamily Assist-
ance Plan would be measured almost exclusivel. by the success of the work pro-
gram In reducing the assistance rolls.

The emphasis on job placement and self-support In AFDC In a sense marks
a reversal of long-term policy. At the outset the concept was that the public
assistance categories were to cover Individuals and families who were outside
the labor market-the aged, the blind, and mothers (with absent or disabled
husbands) of dependent children. As President Roosevelt said, the federal gov-
ernment should not get involved in "this business of relief," by which he meant
what we call general assistance for that group of persons in need who are largely
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made up of families headed by an able-bodied male, whether unemployed, under-
employed, or fully employed at low wages. Thus, while the addition of the APTD
category in 1950 did extend federal matching to a group previously not covered,
it was still consistent with the basic concept of not assisting employable per-
sons. There was not a stated purpose of enabling or assisting individuals or
families to become self-supporting. There were no authorization for social serv-
ices, although most public welfare agencies attempted to provide some sevr% lc.s
by reporting them as administrative costs, which then laid the agencies open
to charges o finefficient management.

The first real change came in 1961, when a one-year authorization was enacted
for assistance to children of unemployed parents-later extended and changed to
dependent children of unemployed fathers. Then in 1962 came the expanded
statement of the purpose of AFDC, to include "rehabilitation and other services
. . . to help maintain and strengthen family life and to help such parents and
relatives to attain or retain capability for the maximum self-support and personal
independence consistent with the maintenance of continuing parental care and
protection ... " While it has not been widely noted, this in a sense redirected the
purpose of the program by the implicit recognition for the first time that re-
cipients of AFDC actually should be considered potential participants in the
labor market.

This Association has held that the traditional narrow concept was inadequate
from the beginning, and we have steadfastly supported the various steps in the
progression I have outlined. We take the position that full employment at ade-
quate wages should be the goal for all persons able to work, and whose services
are not required in the home. To the fullest extent possible, jobs should be avail-
able through the private enterprise system and normal operations of government
as it maintains public services and facilities. There should be a full range of
manpower training services to afford the opportunity, as needed, to acquire
necessary skills.

Efforts are sometimes made to project the cost of job training and placement
services and day care against the benefits of income earned from employment,
taxes paid, stimulation of the economy, and so forth. While the methodology
for making such measurements is not precise, at least some kind of plau"ilife
figures can be derived. The cost-effectiveness of preserving and strengthening
the institution of the family is vastly more difficult, if not impossible, to set
forth in cost-benefit terms. But the costs will be paid and the results will be forth-
coming in one way or another. In short, we believe that opportunity and even
encouragement should be given for mothers to be assured of adequate income
when the best interest of the children would be served by their day-to-day pres-
ence in the home.

While, as I have indicated earlier, we strongly support programs designed to
provide training opportunities, job placement, and child care services, we would
caution against the reduction of the assistance rolls as the only, or perhaps even
the primary test of success. First, the job training and child care facilities must
be developed. But beyond that, we have a strong impression that the basic prob-
lems are more far-reaching than has been generally recognized, and that the sharp
rise in the AFDC rolls in recent years has not yet exhausted the reservoir of
families who would be eligible for assistance if they were to apply. Thus, whether
the PAP is enacted, or the present AFDC category is retained, we expect the
caseloads to go up. In passing it might be observed that the rising AFDC figures
may not necessarily mean that the system is a failure. If the system provides
assistance to those who are in need, that is what it was set up to do. The hard
question, of course, is whether the system perpetuates dependency.

In recognizing the importance of work and training we are nevertheless con-
cerned that the genuine potentialities of the work and training features of FAP
may be overshadowed by unrealistic expectations, as has perhaps been the case in
the Work Experience and Training Program (title V, Economic Opportunity Act)
and the WIN program. It should be noted that the current emphasis on self-
support is of fairly recent origin. The first authorization of federal funds for Job
training through a public assistance title of the Social Security Act was for the
WIN program, which has even now been in operation for scarcely two years.
Just at the time when the OEO title V program was beginning to find Its stride, it
was phased out and replaced by the WIN program. WIN, in turn, is now to be
replaced by the new Comprehensive Manpower Program. It is our impression
that these programs are dismantled just about the time they begin to work. What

44-527-70--pt. 3-8



1386

is iie,dv't more than anything else is some continuity and stabllity for whatever
Program is decided upon.

Another source of discouragement with the past and present manpower pro-
grains is that too often Jobs are not available when training has beeni completed.
This has been true to some extent even during periods of high employment, and
it Is intensified as jobs become more scarce. Rather than providing continuing
assistance to persons who are seeking emliloyment, it would be more constructive.
in our view, to maintain a program of public service employment. This need not,
and should not, be "leaf raking" or artificially created Jobs, since there Is a vast
backlog of useful and productive work that urgently needs to be done, and which
could be (lone by those who would otherwise be on assistance. Such a program
could provide a genuine public service in such fields as education, recreation,
anti-politilion, housing, (lay care, health, conservation, and rural develolnent.

A administration
Obvimsly, the way the plan is set lp in the beginning would become the base

for future developments, and is therefore of the highest importance. Thus. while
tht PAP would be a mnove in the direction of unification of organization and
administration. there would remain a diversity of income maintenance programs
with a variety of funding and administrative authorizations which are separate
from the basic PAL' system. In addition to the consolidated adult category and
ite supplementation of PA1P benefits, there would also be food stamps, general
.assistance, and tile determination of eligibility for Medicaid. Regardless of
whether direct administrative responsibility for PAP would be carried by the
federal government or by the state, in our view it is essential that, at least at the
point of delivery, all of these related income-maintenance programs be handled by
a single agency. The basic PAL' payment and the state supplementary payment
should come in a single check. And application for general assistance anti food
stamps anti Medicaid should also be handled by the same agency. With the present
diversity of jurisdictions and sources of funds, this would require a fairly exten-
sive network of agreements among different levels of government, but to leave
themn apart would be to perpetuate, and even multiply, the present confusion.

We believe that the long-term objective should be the full federalization of
all Income maintenance progranis. This is necessary primarily because the tax
resources of the states and localities are no longer equal to the task. But it would
also facilitate common standards and procedures and unified and simplified
administration. We believe that this should be generally agreed upon so that
it call lie accomplished In deliberate steps. The combination, at the beginning,
of all existing income maintenance programs for administrative lrposes
wou'd provide a sold basis for all orderly progression toward that objective.
At the same time we support the option for the federal government to contract
with a state to administer the program, if satisfactory arrangements can be
made. Regardless of the shortcomings of the present system, the states, in
varying degrees, do have ani existing capability which should not be auto-
matically ruled out as an available alternative when conditions are otherwise
favorable.
When the PAP is set illp in a state as a federally administered program, there

will lie many new jobs to be filled. We believe that every effort should be made
to transfer the personnel of the present state and local public welfare agencies
to the new program. This would not only be a matter of simple fairness, but
it will be administratively valid, since here Is a ready-made corps of personnel,
selected through a muerit system and qualified by training and experience in the
administration of an income maintenance program. We also recommend that
provision be made, so far as possible, for protecting pension rights and other
benefits which have been accumulated through past state and local employment.
We do not know whether this requires specific legislative mention in the
present bill, or whether it calm be handled in other ways, and we are aware that
the Department of HEW is giving this matter careful attention. However, we
take this occasion to express support for action along the lines we have suggested.

Unemployed Fathers
One of the revisions in the bill recommended by the Administration Is the

deletion of the requirement for state supplementation of the PAP benefit for
'amilles headed by an unemployed father, and the elimination of federal match-
ing for any such payments which a state might make.
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It is our recolnmendation that federal matching for state supplementary pay-
nients to families with unemployed fathers be authorized at 30) percent as passed
by the House of Representatives and] orginally supported before your Committee
by the Administration. This nmtching should lie available for every state wishing
to partici)ate. We concur in the point made by Secretary Finch before your
('onnittee ii April that, in terms of family stability, one of the key advantages
of the PAP, as drawn at that time, was that it would treat male- and female-
headed families equally.

If the father Is unemployed the family needs more assistance than If le is
emplolyed. If the family receives FAP benefits, the father would be required to
register with the employment service, which would find him a job or place in
in a training program. But if neither work nor training is available to hii, ti
program has not helped hini to become self-supporting, and no purpose Is served
boy giving him an incentive to leave home. The better course would Ibe to offer
him a job in a public service work program, and if lie then refused, lie could
ibe denied assistance.

We are in agreement with the objective that an employable niale who Is the
head of a family should always be better off the more he works. We also under-
stand the dilemma of the practical alternatives which are either to increase the
benefits for a niale working full time or to offer no supplementation for a male
working less than full tine, or not at all. The decision to accept tihe latter
alternative because the first Is too costly, however, branches Into two other
dilemmas which, In our view, are even less acceptable. The first Is that it
iierpntuates the discredited Incentive for family breakup. This Is one of the
defects cited by the President in lroclaiming time failure of the present system.
We recognize that this negative Incentive would be mitigated by the PAP heneflt.
But the fact remains that If a state were to supplement the PAP Ibenefit for a
family headed by the another, but not for a family headed by an unemployel
father, the family would be financially better off if the father left home. Whether
time label Is PAP or AFDC, it comes out the same.
The other dilenna bears directly on the states which have elected to partici-

pate in the Unemployed Father feature of the AFDC .ategory. These states are
now extending asslstance to this group of families because the families are in
financial need. If the federal government under PAP does refuse to artiilmte
in the supl)lementary payments for these families, it Is quite probable that these
states would find It. necessary to continue the sipplementation from their own
funds. Thus, while the federal government might espouse its policy of sharpen-
ing the disadvantages of not working, the effects of the policy would not in fact
lie felt by these families because the amount of assistance they actually receive
would not change. The only difference Is that the states would pay the entire
supplement with no federal matching. However, the state's previous UP match-
ing share would raise the level of state expenditures at which the "hold ha'm-
less" protection would become operative. This would then serve as just one more
reminder to the states that those who move first pay the most.

tcnicral Cominents
We concur In the proposal for a checkoff arrangement for food stamps for

FAP beneficiaries. This would be to the advantage of the recipients as well as the
administrative agency. We also recommend that the food stamp program be
phased out entirely as soon as possible and the equivalent benefits be paid in
cash. The purposes of unification and coordination are not well served when
committees and departments primarily concerned with other Interests, such as
agriculture, take responsibility for establishing and administering a welfare pro-
.gram, which the food stamp program has completely become. We note that a
bill recently reported would require the beginning of state matching, vith pro-
gressive annual Increases, of the cost of the bonus food stamps. While this ineas-
tre Is not in the jurisdiction of your Committee, it gives us concern as an illus-
tration of the difficulties Inherent in resolving the Irregularities In the frag-
niented and uncoordinated income maintenance structure that has grown up
over the years.

Provisions in see. 443 in the PAP bill would require that all unearned income
be deducted first from the federal benefit before any reduction in the state sup-
plement could be made. While the "hold harmless" clause would protect the
states from the Immediate results of this situation, there would be related conse-
quences which would leave the state unprotected from added costs. These would
result primarily from the fact that there would be a number of circumstances



1388

In which families would (rawv state supplementary payenicts only, and would
thus be eligible for Medicaid, and this would also add to the administrative costs
of the state. We recommend that unearned income be deducted first from the
supplementary payment, and the remainder, if any, from the basic FAP benefit.

A somewhat similar situation would exist with respect to collections made from
deserting parents, in which the state might have an investment in the administra-
tive costs involved in making the collection, as well as in supplementary emme-
fits. Yet the federal government would apparently have first claim on all collec-
tions. To say the least, the state would not have an incentive to put forth its
own time and money to make these collections for the federal government.

The authorization to use day care funds for the construction of facilities when
necessary Is a muchi-ecded Improvement in this legislation, which we strongly
supl)ort.

TIlE ADULT CATEGORY

The establishment of a national minimum standard of assistance for recipients
under a consolidated "adult" category is a fundamental and long-needed in-
provement in the public welfare system. Persons in this group, who are essen-
tially outside the labor market, must depend for the most part on the adequacy
of the cash assistance payment. At the same time, all assistance and encourage-
ment should be given to those who do have the capacity to contribute to their
own care and support. For the purpose of equity and incentives, we recommend
that the standard for Income "disregards" should be the same for all recipients
in the adult category.

One specific inequity which we would call to the Committee's attention is the
provision which would permit a state to hold parents financially responsible for
the support of children over the age of twenty-one who are blind or severely dis-
abled. We believe that adults who are blind or disabled should be entitled, in
their own right, to whatever assistance they require (sec. 1603).

THE SOCIAL SERVICES AMENDMENT

While we agree that income sufficient to maintain an adequate level of living
must come first, we are also encouraged by the administration's recognition that
the "income strategy" by Itself is not enough. We applaud the general purposes
of the proposed new title XX, which would provide individual and family services
to low-income people to strengthen family life; to help people attain capacity for
self-support and self-care; to promote the welfare of children; to protect any
adults in danger of neglect; and to combat dependency.

There are several features in the proposed social services legislation which
we are pleased to endorse more or less as they stand. Specifically they are the
proposals to authorize greater federal participation in foster care, the new Na-
tional Adoption Information Exchange, and the proposed Government Assistance
Program, which would provide aid to governors and the chief executives of gen-
eral purpose local governments to strengthen the capacity of their offices to
plan and evaluate health, education, and welfare programs on an effectively
coordinated basis.

We regret to report, however, that we have a number of reservations with
respect to some of time core features of th, proposed Individual and Family Serv-
ices. It is our impression that there are slnificant aspects of this program which
have not been thoroughly worked out, either in concept or in specific legislative
provisions. Our main concern is with the proposed device which is called the
"prime local sponsor" and tihe consequences which would flow from using this
as a basic unit upon which the social services programs in a state would be
constructed.

We recognize the desirability of giving local governments genuine responsibility
for developing programs of social services designed to their special requirements.
At tihe same time we believe it essential that there be an agency of state govern-
ment with the responsibility and authority to develop and carry out an overall
state policy on public social services. It appears to us that the proposed legis-
lation is deficient in the latter respect.

There is no reason why a single state plan could not be sufficiently flexible to
allow for a wide range of local differences. It might be advisable for the federal
government to establish certain requirements for local planning and operating
responsibilities, and for a minimum range and coverage of services. But we have
serious misgivings as to whether it Is appropriate or necessary for the Internal
state structure to be spelled out in as much detail as this bill would do. If for no



1389

other reason, a state could rightfully claim a role commensurate with its financial
input, which would of necessity be substantial.

While we believe that the services proposal should be recast in major ways,
we a!so have a few specific comurents to apply lht case the bill should be enacted
along the lines as now drawn. We are in full agreement that there should be a
reasonable balance among the services and there should be minimum standards
of performance. We also agree that the details of these provisions should be
e-stablished by regulation rather than by statute, but we would feel more coin-
fortable if we had some indication as to how these terms would be defined by
the secretary.

We are more seriously concerned by the idea of requiring a means test for
social services. While this would probably affect only a few of the recipients and
not all of the services, some kind of a determination of eligibility would have to
lie made for everyone receiving the chargeable services. In most instances these
services are as beneficial to the community as to the individual and family, and
every effort should be made to see that they are readily available to all who need
then. A means test is more likely to deter those on the edge of eligibility who
may seriously require services, and if not eligible now, may be in the near future.
For such services as foster care and homemaker services, where a charge niust be
paid to a provider, a determination must be made as to the ability of the recipi-
ents to pay. But in the general area of such services as those directed to self-
support and self-care or for family counseling and family planning, we believe
there should be no charge to anyone who requests them. We believe that at least
for the time being it would be better to make no charge and see how It works. If
exlkrlence should prove otherwise then adjustments could be made. But we know
fro n 35 years of experience that the greater problem is how to make services
available to and utilized by those who need them. A means test would also per-
petuate the assistance-relatedness of the service programs, which is what we
have been trying to get away from.

The Importance of maintaining effective staff training programs by the states
should be emphasized by naming that as a specific function for which the 90 per-
cent federal grants could be used, along with "administrative and other
activities."

The HEW statement on services in tile green II.R. 16311 "Committee Print"
points out that the social service programs which have developed tinder public
assistance have been short on "hard" services having specific objectives and
measurable outcome, and that "states have tended to respond to the most favor-
able matching formula, rather than to the needs of their citizens, and tile site-
cess of different services in meeting specified goals."

As I have pointed out earlier the state programs are, in very Important ways,
given shape and substance by the conditions set out by the federal grants-in-aid.
It is not a startling revelation that states respond to the most favorable matching
formula. What should also be said Is that the federal government has not always
set tip matching formulas that will bring forth balanced programs in the states.
It should be noted that the states were spending substantial sunis on "services"
during the years when the federal financial participation was classified as ad-
mniistrative expenses, which was not only a deterrent, but showed up as an In-
dicator of inefficiency, and that only within the last couple of years could funds
be paid directly for such "hard" services as (lay care and homemaker services.

We are well aware of the pressures to close the end on appropriations for
social services. In response we point out that, as experience has shown, it is
often difficult to maintain continuing support for social services at an adequate
level. The closed-end authorization for Child Welfare Services (formerly title
V, now in title IV B, of the Social Security Act) is a good case in point. That
program, which has been on the books for 35 years, has from the beginning had
the potential for becoming a comprehensive social service program, capable of
meeting a wide range of community needs. But it is a closed-end program and as
such it has remained small and limited. Authorizations have increased slowly.
and even so, for many years past the appropriations have not come up to the full
authorization. The present federal authorization Is for $110 million dollars, but
the appropriation for the current fiscal year will be $46 million, and in spite of
the rising program costs, the federal appropriation has not gone up a nickel for
the past four years.

In the Committee Print on the revised H.R. 10M11, HtEW says that in 19069
the federal expenditure was only 8 percent of child welfare expenditures nation-
wide. The proposed new title XX would authorize 75 percent federal matching
for social services, hut that would only be to the extent that federal funds are
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available. We are not highly confident that the federal appropriation would keep
pace here any lwtter than it has in the other Instances we have eited. In fact we
are already getting some dlistirbng signals as to how this might work. Thf, fill
lwovides that funds would be allocated to states on the basis of the amount of
federal funds expended in each state for services in fiscal 1071. But at this very
moment the administration Is asking Congress to put a ceiling on service fullds
to states for 1971 at 110 percent of last year's expenditures. Thus, on the one
band states are being urged to Improve their service programs, while on the other
hand efforts are being made not only to close the end, but to restrict the base
upon which funds would be allocated as well.

Whether or not the other features of the service legislation are passed this
year, we urge the enactment of the proposed authorization for federal funds for
foster care, for tile National Adopting Information Exchange System, and for the
Government Assistance programs.

We believe funds should also be made availahle fior subsidizing the costs of
e:iring for adopted children, but the present proposal is deficient in that it
would authorize payment only for medical and other remedial needs of children
who are physically or mentally handleappyed and who therefore may be difficult
to place for adoption. While assistance for this l Irpose is needed, there is a
greater need for funds to subsidize the continuing maintenance costs after
atloftion of children who are hard to place because of handicaps, or lersonalify
iroblems. or because they are members of racial minorities. Many more urgently
needed adoptive homes would become available for these children if there were
suffileent fund,; to help proslx'etive adoptive parents bear the added costs. This
me:h1od has been well tested and has demonstrated its merit as all effective way
to oawn up adoptive homes for children who would otherwise be kept in foster
homes or Institutions.

The greatest financial burden ulmn the states and localities iN the fied of
Mhild welfair" s for foster care. Ior many years this Association has urged the
-xpansion of the Child Welfare Services grants to states to assist with these
costs. The current proposal, i-th funds specifically appropriated for that pur-
pose, would be equally helpful.

Tie ARENA (Adoption Resource. Exchange of North America) project. main-
tailled under tie auspices of the Child Welfare League of America. has nijnly
demonstratedd the value of a system to interchange Information on children
awaiting adoption and on prospective adoptive parents. We endorse the proposal
as set forth in the bill.

In some ways the problems of program planning and evaluation and the
delivery of services are as difficult to solve as finding the money to operate the
programs. With the large sums now being expended for these purposes by gov-
ernments at all levels it is only prudent to protect the Investment by measures
to improve their effectiveness. The proposed authorization of grants to assist
units of general government in projects for planning, evaluation, training and
systenis analysis. and for providing technical assistance would, in our view.
be a step of major significance in strengthening the eaahilitles of shite .11(d
local governments for upgrading their programs in the fields of health, eduie-
tion. and welfare.

It .;unmmarv. it is our view that the central features of the proposed Individual
and Family Services legislation would set up n program structure that has Many
shortcomings and would result in unnecessary organizational and administra-
tive complications. Basically. the continuinge authorization for grants to states
for service programs under parts A and B of title IV. as passed by the House,
would provide as broad a base for services as tile proposed amendments. It is
therefore our recommendation that the language of the bill as passed by tile
house it this reset be retained, with the modification that funding he specif-
ically authorized for foster care in all instances where public funds are require(],
for subsidizing adoptive homes, for a national adoption information exchange
system, and for assistance to general governments for planning, staff training,
and technical assistance.

We reeogilze that this would not be an adequate solution for the long teri,
Iut it would be readily workable, and an Improvement over what we now have,
and it would allow needed time for more careful planning" for the future.

The ClTAwxrA.1. Our n1ext witilo'~s will lip lhornee B. MCKena S.,J..
moderator of the, parish. ,t. Vincent de Pail Society Conference of
Vas1hinton. We are certainly pleased to have you w0ith us.
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STATEMENT OF REV. HORACE B. McKENNA, S.3., ASSISTANT PAS-
TOR, ST. ALOYSIUS CHURCH, MODERATOR OF ST. VINCENT DE
PAUL CONFERENCE

Father ICKENN.. Mr. chairman , and Senator (Curtis, thmk you
for this opportunity to say a few words l)riefly about what I think
would be the effect of greater emphasis on tile hinan dignity in regard
to the welfare provisions.

The National Welfare League in November proposed that people
try that provision that, President Nixon made of $1,600 per family,
which would be about 1.t00 per l)ersohI, and for a family of fori and
would allow a food allowance of about 42 cents per (lav.'So one of t lie
Senators of the United States tried it. with his family, I believe, antd
I tried it myself and I would like to remark about its effect. I didn't
follow their restrictions because I considered them too limited. I
cheeked, for instance, I take a couple of pieces of toast and a couple
of cups of coffee and for lunch a couple of pieces of bologna and a
piece of bread and a glass of milk which is about 8 for bIreakfast and
12 for lunch, and a certain amount of meat and vegetables and a dish
of fruit which would be l)out 02 cents, so their waNs the 42 cenls.

The effect was there was a continued weakness, a disability and
weariness and it affected the spirit too. If I wanted to do sometlimg,
you didn't have the energy to (10 it.

Now, T imagine this thing must affect families. Of (our.e this $1,00
per family would not. count, what the States would give, but still the
States don't give adequately. Here in W.ashington, I think we only
have 75 to 80 percent, of poverty allotment and therefore you have tlL'
same restrictions, the same disability, the same weakness, same inabil-
ity to follow your spirit and what effect that must have on the chil-
dren and on the parents and on the community and on tile neighbor-
hood. I think that, is why we have so man fbroken-down neighbor-
hoods. The. neighborhoods afraid, the people are afraid, the cities are
afraid, tile citizens don't trust their area, their government; and really
we haven't got pockets of l)overty, we have blankets of poverty, and
our cities look like urban broom sage with so many boarded up stores
and houses, and we don't have any means of progressive living and it
comes from the inability to realize the persons are the ones we are
dealing with ; they need their strength, their opportunities; they need
their ambition; ald i if we could provide them with adequate s'lpport
for that, I think a great deal would be effected.

When we try to restrict ourselves, like, I think the Supreme Court
a year or two ago threw out the restriction that an absentee father
could come home find have his family ge welfare, that was a sample,
I think, of how useless restrictions are because you think for every
absentee father you had to have a v)oliceman on the street to control
his teenage sons and so also these other restrictions are more defeating
than they are regressivee and helpful.

1rotecting a fe-v chiselers, why we restrict the whole multitude. I
think the welfare rolls on tile country have 12 million, and it costs
$111/, million. it is about a billion fo' a million and only 4 percent.
chiselers. Well, I think we all have that, amount of chiselinu every (ay
of our lives, so when we have it. in welfare, it shouldn't be too alarming.
It. shouldn't allow us to be. disgusted with the system.
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Now, then, if we took adequate care of tile sl)irit, of the people and
gave the children, the parents, tile mother and father, we gave them
adequate provision, I think it. would awaken the spirit of the country.
America has built, a wonderful middle class, the best middle class in
the worl(1, but we have not litilt-insead of building a poor or instead
of having a poor, we have a subculture, an anticulture of poverty that
isH t able even to reach up to the level of poverty, so we are suffering.

About 4 or 5 years ago, A. Philip Randolph and Baynard Rustin pro-
posed what they called a freedom budget which remarkably seems to
keel) in touch with the figures that we heard here today. Thee proposed
an $8) billion budget over 8 years, and about $10 billion a year and that
was really almost the range that. it, would take to give the present wel-
fare rolls and full amount of their needs, and really it would l)roduce,
I think happy peol)le, children that could learn'in school, had the
physical means to pay attention in school ; it would restore happiness
an(il confidence to the'neighborhoods; it would restore vitality to buisi-
ness and growth in the cities. In other words we would have a progres-
sive poor. If we could have a great realization of the personal dignity
and the personal potential of the welfare children and their families,
their parents, and I think that would produce the vitality that this
country needs to overcome its lag, its discouragements, its fear, es)e-
cially the cities, and give it the spirit that it needs to make progress so
tlat we can always have the Ameriacn dream that we all cherish in our
hearts.

Senator A-.DFRs-O. Thank you very much, Father.
(Father McKemna's prepared statement follows:)

TESTIMONY OF hIORACE B. McKENNA, .J., ASSISTANT PASTOR, ST. ALOYSIUS
CHURCH, MODERATOR, ST. VINCENT DE PAUL CONFERENCE

Last November, living for a week on Welfare Diet was recommended by the
National Welfare Rights Organization, and it was practiced even by one Senator
ond his family. i practiced it myself for one week. The basis was President
Nixon's plan of $1600 per family of four, which would allow about forty-two
cents per day for food. (No account was taken of supplementary State and local
allowance, because these vary greatly). So the Federal allotment must be con-
sidered a basie experience with improvements more or less aL'cording to States.

Now the results of an eight-cent breakfast (bread, coffee, one egg), a twelve-
(cnt lunch (bread, bologna, milk), and a twenty-two cent dinner (roughly twice
the lunch), the results were strain. weakness, ad discouragement. One never
felt satisfied, prepared, strong, ready, resolute. There was always the feeling of
wishing with powerlessness, wanting with hopelessness, spirit pressing, body
dragging.

This feeling of want and weakness and failure In parents, It children, in the
family is lifelong, an outlook unbroken by hope of a filling soon. as is the expe-
rience in a religious fast. But It produces the dangers of temperamental and
psyehlc breakdowns which are at times observable lin religious fasts and call for
their cancellation.

In families and in neighborhoods these Welfare Strains produce restlessness,
hopelessmess, and breed violence and press for a special tantrum, which some
call a riot.

This weakness and disappointment are only the dietary effects of Welfare. There
are other discouragement arising from miserable housing, confused education,
and unfriendly urban relations, last-call employment.

Other more advantaged groups have a critlcil, unfriendly, feeling toward
Welfaro receivers. They look upon them as nonproducers, not willing to work,
tax-layers' burdens.

The whole welfare system is planned now to give only about eighty percent of
poverty living. This Induces weakness and discouragement as a way of life,
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Inherited and perpetual. It can only produce a decline of persons, and a decay
of city and country.

We need a new basis of outlook upon the needy, one that will swe their
membership in the nation, in the human brotherhood. We need to se the human
dignity of tMe poor, their value as persons, their spirit, their desires, their poten-
tial. The poor are the greatest undeveloped resource of the country.

The Welfare ellelts are not various, only twelve million persons ill all
categories, costing only eleven and a half billion, with less than four percent
chiselers.

If Welfare payments and advantages were made equal at least to ipoverty
levels, life could be normal, peaceful, progressive and productive for these four
million families. About five years ago Mr. A. Philip Randolph, the great Negro
Patriarch of Labor Rights and Human Relations, proposed Ills Freedom idget.
to wipe out poverty. It called for spending ten billion dollars yearly for eight
years to bring the poor onto the moving belt of American living. Ils vision pro-
duced his plan. We must raise the standard of provision for Welfare so that it
will at least equal the Poverty Standard, of which it is now only about eighty
percent. This is a necessity. Anything less does not build a family or a neighbor-
hood, or a culture. Sub-human provisions produce not a Sub-culture. but nit anti-
culture. The cure is not armored police cars that make holes in bodies, but a new
vision that sees the depth and value of persons* spirits, where their liersollaaity
and deepest potential lie.

Tie true basis for Welfare provision is the human dignity of the [it rson a d
of the family unit. Here is the meaiiing of their person, their unilitited poten-
tial, their restless desire, their need and want of family love and neighhorlhod
respect, protection and development. Then, based on hunan dignity and family
unity and value our homes WiIll be centers of Joy, peace, our neighborhoods will
breathe a good will, storing not guns but property and sharing provisions, our
cities will not be lanes of closed shops and vacant dwellings like urban broom sage
and cactus waste, but communities of thriving, united and peaceful citizens and
Joyful children. Base our Welfare not on substandards, but on human ieeds in
our industrial and agricultural omnipotence, and God whose Face we should set,
it every being, will guard our cities and our country and Ills total world.

The CITAIRMAN. The next witne, will be Mr. Edward T. Anderson of
the Friends Committee on National Legislation. We are pleased to
have you here, Mr. Anderson.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD T. ANDERSON, ASSOCIATE SECRETARY
FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
LEGISLATION

Mr. ANDERSOX. Thank you, Mr. Long.
My name is Edward TJ. Anderson, associate secretary for human

rights with the FIriends Committee on National Legislatin.
The CHAI31ANx. It is a very fine organization you have and a very

thoughtful group . I have on occasion enjoyed participating in sonie
of their discussions.

Mr. AN.mmsoNx. Thank you. I speak today on behalf of the Friends
Committee on National Legislation, an organization which seeks to
represent the concerns of many Friends in the fields of peace an(l, lii-
nman rights, but, which does not purport to speak for all Friends. 'ile
democratic organization of the Religious Society of Friends and
Friends' own right to speak for themselves as individuals prevents any
one Quaker organization from assuming that mantle.

For a number of years the Friends Committee on National Legisla-
lation has viewed w;ith concern the inability of this Nation's welfare
system to meet the needs of poor people. A year and a half ago our
annual meeting approved a policy statement in which we formulated
criteria for the effective program; of income maintenance we. consid-
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erled niecessary. These criteria have provided tile benchmark against
which we examine current proposals for welfare reform:

A federally assured income should be a matter of right for all
])ersolls.

It. should res)ect, the freedom of peisons to manage their own affairs.
lPayment should l)e based primarily on the individual's certification

of i come rather than ul)on degrading, cumbersome, and costly in-
vest igative procedures.

It. should be adequate to nia;ntain health and human decency.
It. should reflect. changes in thc (e9st of living.
It should provide incentives for lecipients to do whatever they can

to support themselves.
It should be designed to foster the integrity of the family.
It should be set, up for efficient, and inexpensive administration.
These criteria nuke it clear that mere revision of the current hodge-

pxige of welfare systems is not suffiicient. They call for a complete
reorientation in the l)hilosophy and practice of 'public assistance. We
have kept, them in mind as we have examined tile proposed FIAP and
followed tile debate in this committee. We had hoped for reform, but,
so far we have been disal))ointed.

PH1ILOSOPIIY OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

In the discussionn of various methods to reform the welfare system,
we have been deel)ly disturbed by the attitude of many policymakers.
By their questions and comments, these men indicate that they per-
ceive the goal of reform as essentially one of reducing tie nmber of

people on welfare. Poorly designed alil1 inadequately funded, the wel-far system has come to rel)resent to them the ultimate evil. They haveheei ularm~d by tie hopelessness of what they call welfare living

but they fail to recognize that what. is hopeless and what is alarming
is not receiving welfare assistance, lit being so poor as to need it in
the first. place. These policymakers seem to want to do away with tile
distasteful problem of l)overty by limiting or cutting back the number
of welfare recipients. This attitude does not show a true recogni-
tion of tile reality of poverty in this Nation.

A most distressing argument that we sometimes hear is that the
welfare system begets "welfare l)eol)le"-that extending assistance to
some people somehow creates more poor people who need assistance.
Growth in the numbers of welfare recipients in the last several years
i- used to support. this assertion. Others speculate that the numbers of
recipients are growing because young people have become accustolned
to seeing their parents live idle lives and have come to accept the
same for tlhmselves. I should ho,)v that, such myths are now discarded.
Reports by tihe Committee on Hunger and Malnutrition and other
groups, a(led to our knowledge of migrations and economic disloca-
tions 1,i our country, should leave no room for these immnfouinded and
misleadiling notions.

The growth in tile number of public assistance recipients reflects a
growing recognition of the existimur poor and an increasing-if nig-
gardly.attention to their needs. In the past 2 years much of this
growth has reflected the gradual inclusion of persons who had l)re-
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viously been excluded because of residency requirements and other
formal and informal restrictions.

The 1)oo are with us today for much the same reason they were
with us a generation ago. Our society generates poverty today as it
has in the l)ast-as a sad byproduct of economic transitions ald sudden
dislocations. Production becomes more mechanized, services are auto-
mated and certain industries are either move(l geograluhically or phased
out entirely. Thousands of southern blacks Who moved to California
during tihe Second Worl(l War were left jobless when wartime indhlstry
-ontracted, just as their parents had been as a result of the lnechaniza-

lion of the agricultural economy. lJieml)loyed miners, auto workers,
aircraft builders, and railroad( employees have suffered such disloca-
tiolls in their own lifetimes, while unemployed an(d uideremiployed resi-
(ilts of our big city ghettos are often the children and grandchildren
of Such victims. WVe mist recognize that any increasing need for l)ub-
lie assistance reflects tile failure of our economy to meet the basic lceds
of idOre people.

As peol)le are )hased out of eml)loyment-emp)loy'lent which was
often pitifully low 1)aid to start with-and their lives are made irrele-
vant to the productive activity of the Nation, they and their childrell
are depriveI of a stake in the Nation's growth. Their well-ueilig (loe
not come about automatically-as is sometimes assimied-as a result
of the natural growth of the economy.

It takes a long time to reorient, retrain, aid reeml)loy a labor force.
WVe have found that, even with the assistance of traiiiing programs,

such transitions often cannot be comlleted within the lifetimes of the
jobless. The difficulties of reincorporating the poor into tie j)roductive
ec(;Gioiiy are compounded by the trend toward more fully automated
p oduction which uses little inskilled labor.

We are faced, then, With fellow citizens whose l)overty will not be
siml)ly wished away. Declarations (lel)ating the morality of their
existence do not. alter the legitimacy and reality of their plight. Brand-
ing poor people lazy or irresponsible, or assuminl they are immature
and incal)able of making decisions is grossly unfair.'A laissez-faire
attitude toward their survival in our economy is equally ina)p)rol)riate
and criminal, as this is a period of great Government involvement
ill many aspects of our natioial life. What is called for is hlonest recog-
litiomn that l)overty is a byproduct of our tecliological growth. We
must, see that it, is likely tlhat at any given time there will be those who
cannot, occupy A niche in the productive economy. In choosing the pro-
duction advantages of a teclmological economy, we must understand
and accept, the implications of that, choice. As technology wi)es out
jobs, the people whose displacement has made increased'l)roduction
possible should share in its benefits.

We must unburden ourselves of the notion that there is national
disgrace in extending assistance to people. Moreover, we must free our
assistance programs from every vestige of the notion that, it is shame-
ful to receive assistance. (Such notions permeate FAP-as we will
elaborate below-and it, is our earnest ho)e that this committee will
redesign the bill in order to purge it, of this orientation.)

If there is shame in public assistance, it, is not that the jobless should
be receiving hell), but that they should receive so little assistance. The
shame of public assistance is'that it is crippled by myth and over-
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burdened by paternalism and hypocrisy and fails to deal frankly with
the task of sustaining people whom the, economy has bypassed.

The welfare system does not beget "welfare people." P poverty results
from the vagaries of a highly industrialized economy which benefits
only those peol)le it can l)rofitably utilize. Extending assistance to
those whom the economy rejects does not keep them poor-it keeps
them from starving, going naked and unsheltered. The roadblocks to
self-help for the poor are many, brt adequate diet and shelter are not
along them. Low wages, unsteady employment opportunities in agri-
culture and industry, discrimination, poor schools-all these help to
beget, "welfare people." Public assistance programs could provide not
only a decent existence today for these people, but the hope and the
stake in our country that their children deserve. This is what. we look
for in a reformed public assistance )rogram.

What we find in FAP is the appearance of reform, but FAP incor-
porates only a limited application of new principles and falls far short
of the needled change. We applaud the establishment of a national
minimum income floor and the extension of assistance coverage to the
working poor; we regret that FAP is so riddled with exceptions that
it fails in its declared objectives. Establishing a uniform national floor
under income acknowledges assistance as a national responsibility, and
it is a step forward erasing the inequity of payments that vary from
State to State by as much as 700 percent for persons of equal need.
Supplementing the earnings of persons who work but do not earn a
liveable income is a long overdue acknowledgement of simple economic
justice. Crippling restrictions on these positive innovations help make
FAP an inadequate and unrealistic response to today's needs. FAP
fails in two general areas-benefit levels and structure.

IN.%)EQV.ACY OF PAYMENT IEVEIS

The basic payment level of $1,600 for a family of four is wholly
inadequate for subsistence. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics sets
$6,567 as the minimum income required by a nonfarm family of four.
When work-related expenses are eliminated, a minimum of $5,500 is
required-and this is the basic income recommended by the White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition, and Health in December 1969.
Furtlierniore, the FAP $1,600 base is less than half the federally es-
tablished poverty-level income, which is itself inadequate to provide
a family's bare necessities, according to the l resident's Commission on
Income Maintenance. The poverty level figure is based in part on the
U.S. Department of Agriculture's low-cost food plan, which USI)A
says provides adequate nutrition for short emergency periods of time
an(1 only umider very special circumstances.

FAP's own efforts to supplement its meager income floor are half-
hearted measures that effectively negate its promise of uniform na-
tional standards. For instance, PAP assumes, but does not require, the
availability of food stamlps--even though nearly half of al eligible
counties do not now participate in the food stamp program. .iAP
l)rovides for federally asisted State supplements to the uneml)loyed--
in amounts not to exceed the poverty level. That provision is an incen-
tive for several States to cut benefit's back to the poverty level. The eii-
actment of FAP should not mean reduced benefits for anyone.
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s.rRUcTURAI, DEFECTS: THE CATEGORIOAL APFRAOH

At least as serious as the patently inadequate scale of benefits, are

the structural weaknesses in IAP, for these indicate how far thlis pro-

posal is from establishing the principle tbat need should be the sole

criterion for help. The categorical approach of current prolams is

built, into PAP. Single persons an(l childless couples are. exchu ed f voin

coverage. In minimum income guarantees, FAP continues the present

discrimination between recipients of aid to the blind, aged, and dis-

abled ($1,320 per year) and those whose need arises from involuntary

uneml)loyment orinadequate income ($500 per adult per year). nhe

time has come to stop this cruel gaime of picking and choosing among

the nieedy to aid only those who fit. appealing nices. Our concern must

be directed toward meeting human needs, and needs do not, always fit

neatly into categorical classifications. The completely arbitrary deci-

sion to exclude single persons and childless couples betrays a cruel

indifference to their )light. We sometimes forget that we are not spen(l-

in, money on categories but on people-individual human beings.

the administration now proposes that federally assisted State sup-

plements to families headed by unem )loyed males be wiped out with a

single, stroke of the pen. This is the backdoor method of making sure

that unemployed nales do not get higher benefits than the working

p' 1., who are excluded from State supplements. This potential work

disincentive could better be overcome by supplementing the working

poor but. the administration prefers to eliminate a category from

coverage. This regressive step perpetuates one of the evils of the cur-

rent. system in that it encourages family breakup. By abandoning his

family the unemlployed father might lelp increase its benefits, since

families headed by unemployed mothers can receive State supple-

ments. Ironically, the PAP has been touted as eliminating the present

system's incentive for family breakup. W e recommend that State sup-

Ilements be extended to both the working poor and the unemployed.

STRUGTUIIAha Di;FEC,'rS: TIE WORK REQUIREMENT

Much has been said before this committee on the subject of work

requirements. We recognize the social necessity of productive work

and-even more important-the sincere desire of the poor to work.

However, we find that the so-called work incentives of the FAP are

both futile and prone to serious abuse.
First, we must. make clear that the income disregard, which is

sometimes called a work incentive, is a positive although scarcely

original feature of the FAP. This feature, which )roVide"; that a

family's assistance payment be reduced by an amount equal to only

a portion of its earned income, is based on the correct premise that

most people will want to take a job, that. work is normal, and that an

assistance program should not discourage people from trying to sup-
port themselves.

Unfortunately, we can only regard as benighted the FAP require-
ment that recipients accept training or employment, or face a very
serious cutback in their assistance. This requirement assumes that peo-
ple are poor because they refuse to work. It fails to take into account
the possibility of any number of contingencies which might lead a

mother or father to refuse training or a job at a given time. A mother
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may consider the currently available child care facilities inadequate.
She nmy reasonably believe that caring for a number of young sclool-
age children and cooking for a large family already co)nstitutes full
employment. No law or public agency slh, would be expected unilaterally
to mAe such personal determinations. "The legitimate judges of what.
is bet for the family are the parents themselves.

Ihe work requirement-with its need for costly enforcement proce-
(lures-opens the (oor1 for abuses from which thei registrant will have
little or no recourse. Requiring registrants in a given community either
to accept the employment they are offered or to face serious depriva-
tion, invites exploitation by. marginal businesses using the subsidized
poor as labor. These enterprises might pay very low wages for work of
Uncertain duration, offer no possi ilities for advancement and have
highly undesirable working conditions, but. they could rely on local
manpower agencies for a steady supply of labor-slave labor.
FAP work requirements traml)le needlessly on peoples' right to

make l)ersonal decisions. The Secretary of Labor recently stated be-
fore this committee that "the job an individual should take should not
be a matter of choice on the part of the individual, but should be a ie-
termination on the l)art of the manpower agency." 1 This is a frighten-
ing indication of how much we have agreed to restrict time freedom and
dignity of the poor.

Why should this sort of coercion be deemed necessary? Why dou t
the poor work for a living? Wle believe that proponents 'of these meas-
ures do not face squarely some of the realities about the poor and about
the. jobs that they are to be taking.

Overemphasis on "moving people from welfare rolls to payrolls"
ignores basic facts about aid recil)ients. Of the 10 million currently
receiving public assistance, only 90,000 are men who are physically
employable and mentally competent. TIhe largest categories by far are
children and the aged.'Mothers, often supporting several children,
make up about 1.5 million. "Work fare"-reliance on the private econ-
only to provide jobs and adequate income-promises little to women.
Even the average woman who now works full time receives an income
lower than the poverty level for a family of four. Coercion is not going
to solve the 1)overtv problem for l)eopl( who cannot work or who can-
not obtain a( equately paying jobs.

We must also examine why it, is that the economic incentives of the
iob market are not sufficientto lead to employment of the poor. In our
desire to uphold our national ideals of independence and self-suf-
iciency, we must not. l)e slow to um(lerstand that some sorts of work are

so underpaid, so unsteady, and often so hazardous that people may
have to expect to depend omi public assistance during much of the year.
We must not be slow to recognize that even when national statistics
indicate moderate to low levels of unemployment, areas of great un-
employment do exist.. We must totally discard our notions that public
assistance is a purely temporary necessity, that it. runs counter to our
national ideals, and that recil)ients should be ashamed to collect it. We
must abolish the notion that it, is an undeserved bonanza which war-
rants the total violation of the recipients' rights to privacy and sel f-
determination.

"Statement of James D. Ilodgson, Secretary of Labor Before the Senate Finance Com.
mittee on the Family Assistance Act, Aug. 4, 1070 (p. 11).
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Tile work requirement of the FAP points ul) the need for Govern-
ment to take positive steps ill the area of job creation. If tile intention
of the bill really is to fight poverty by getting people "onto )ay1olls,"
we should reasonably expect that, legislation will now be enacted to in-
crease the number of jobs available. The public service employment
bill, recently approved by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare ('om-
mittee, deserves serious consideration. If this or similar legislation to
create jobs is not enacted, we believe that the work requirement of the
FAP will indeed be an exercise in futility-amd be all the more op-
)ressive because of its futility.

PROVISIONS FOR CHILD CAIIE

I .1R. 16311 includes provisions for child care-a subject that merits
most careful attention, more out of consideration of the needs of the
children than the employability of the mothers. The Office of Economic
Opportunity rel)ort to the House Education and Labor Subcommittee,
"Expanding lead Start," estimates that 2.5 million economically dis-
advantaged children are not, now being served by day care or child
development programs. In view of this great needl, we are.(listressed
by the limited perspective of the provisions of this bill. The child
care provisions are designed primarily to enable mothers to accept jol)
or training-the developmental needs of the childie are of secondary
iml)ortance.
We have examined the various child care proposalss offered in Con-

gress, including the bill introduced by the chairman of this commit-
tee, Mr. Long. There is grvat disparity among these proposals. We urge
enactment, of a child care program that emphasizes the child's need
for developmental care and recognizes that. it must be calculated ill-
dependently f omn the employability of the mother.

In a report entitled "Optimnum Condit.ons for Mtinorit v Involve-
ment in Quality Child Development Programing," the Black Child
Development Education Center analyzes the need for child care and
suggests al)l)roaches. I have requested from the Center a copy of this
report, which I would like to submit to the committee for its considelr-
ation. I hope to bring the recommendations of this and other organi-
zations to the attention of the individual members of this committee
at a later date.

COXC IUSION

Gentlemen, after a thorough study of the )roposed bill-and, as
is usual in Quaker decisionmaking, much discussion- ilnm suggest ing
that FCNL might. best go on record as o)p)osing the passage of II.l.
16311.

Our disappointment in the FAP has been great. Instead of the nec-
essary universal income floor, ve would continue to have a collection
of assistance categories. Instead of uniform national benefits, we would
have supplement levels that differ among the various States. Instead
of equitable income maintenance for all the working poor, we would
deny, State supplementary paymentss to intact families. Instead of uni-
form Federal administration, we might have State, or joint, Federal
and State administration.

This bill, even with a number of improving amendments, would 1e
cumbersome, inconsistent, and essentially inadequate. We would find
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ourselves embroiled for years in the task of repairing the damage
caused by its hasty passage. It may be preferable to remain lean and
have dignity and freedom than to be "well fed slaves"--dependent on
the determinations of the local welfare director and the benign sup-
port of recalcitrant State governments.

Perhaps the committee will regard these hearings as an opportunity
to see the dimensions of the problem in a new light, and will return the
first, of the year to develop a totally new bill. Or, perhaps the com-
mittee will decide in mark up session to report a greatly improved bill
this year. In either case, we will totally support a bill which:

1. establishes a genuine national income floor that will cover all
peo)lo noncategorically.

2. provi(les for uniform Federal administration of income supple-
ments.

3. provides for the creation of socially useful jobs which will pay
adequate salaries.

4. recognizes developmental child care as a national right, and pro-
vi(les for parental and community involvement in the operation of the
)rogram.
,5. provides an income floor equal to no less than the current poverty

level.
Thank you.
The Ci,,%.jP3LxN. Let me get your reaction to one problem that con-

cerls Me.
I am aware of a situation where a very good Negro woman and herhusband established a small business. They are trying to get someone to

work for them. They can pay $2 an hou'. That is about all they can
pay if they are going to make a profit in their business. They do most
of the work themselves. It is pleasant surroundings, not hard work.
Now they have had two or three people they tried to employ, one says
the Governmnent AN-ill pay her more to go to college, another says she
had a call from a social' worker saying "Don't take the job, you can
get, your ford staml)s and you can get your welfare payments and
housing and by the time you are through you will make more not
taking the job than you will taking it."

Now, it would seem to me that whatever we can do to help people,
aid I want to help peol)le, wve ought to ask these people to help them-
selves. What we do for them should be in addition to what they can
do to help themselves. Do you think those people ought to be turning
down their job at, $2 an hlr, in pleasant surroundings, air-conditioned
comfort, doing easy work and still draw welfare while they are de-
clining to (to anything to help themselves?

Mr. ANDFRsoN. I think one of the three people you mentioned in
this case was going to school, and I think you would agree it woul(
be more I)rofitable in the long run for that individual or her family
to contime in school rather than to see a short-term advantage of
working at $2 an hour. I am not denying the value of $2 an hour.
I am saying for that particular case.

The O1HuIRNItI. Assuming here will be a job at the end of it, yes.
How about, the other person who is not going to school?

Afi. A DERSOIN. I would like to know what the caseworker's justifica-
tion was.
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Tie CIrAIRMAN. W'rell, her Justification was that this person could
get more out of welfare than they can by working at $2 an hour. My
thought about that would be that perhal)s we ought, to be paying the
person something in addition to the $2 an hour but I think they ought
to make the $2 as a matter of self-help and what the Government
should do should be in addition to what they can (1o to hel l) themselves
not as a substitute for going to work.

Mr. ANDFIRSoN. I don't, know which local jurisdiction this example
conies from, but I can think of a number of jurisdictions where when
you go to work those expenses and now here is an advantage of the
VAP program it does take into account the expense of going to and
from work. it does take into account the child-care expenses and what-
ever training you may have to have can be deducted as I un(lerstand
it from your basic payment.

Under the present system in that area, and I don't know where it
is-

The CHAiRMAN. I am talking about IWashington D.C.
Mr. ANDERSON. That person may, the social worker must have put

together some combination of facts that says, "You will lose" I don't
know what those, are. I would like to talk to the caseworker.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Anderson.
Mr. Curtis.
,Senator CUaris. I understand you object, to the work requirement

and also understand that your first criterion is "A federally assured
income should be a matter of right for all per ions." Would that be a
matter of right for an able-bodied adult who chose not to work, is that
your recommendation?

•Mr. ANlERSON. When we made that statement, "A federally assured
income to all. persons," we had a. long, serious discussion over work
and the traditional definition of work and how some people may -see
themselves working. We left that sort of open because we know work
can be flexible. Is the community organizer who tells people what is
going on in the neighborhood, keeps them informed of changes, ad-
vises them on how to get a street light put in, is that work? And we
had a terrible time trying to come down with a concrete definition of
work taking into consideration all the new changes coining about, so
we recognize we are subsidizing a number of different kinds of activity
that may or may not be considered work by all people, so we never said
that a person should not totally work but we should leave that defini-
tion of work sort of flexible.

Now we did not say we were opposed to all work requirements, but
we have wrestled with the language that was in the original bill as
passed by the Ways and Means Committee that had the language
stricken from it defining a job, the safeguards put in, and we talked
to and we have heard Seretary Hodgson testify before this very com-
mittee saying that, you know, tie poor should not have a right to deter-
mine what job they are going to take. The manpower administration
or the manpower agency of the local area would be the determiner,
and we questioned that.

Senator CuRTis. What do you recommend in reference to the indi-
vidual, able-bodied adult, who chooses just not to work at all, doesn't
offer himself for hire at all? Are you for a program that would give a
federally assured income to that. personn as a matter of right?

44-527 0-70-pt. 3-9
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Mr. ANDERSON. That is right.. As long as he is alive, there are certain
basic needs he has that will either be met in the confines of his own
home or be met in the confines of another public institution, it is very
simple. He still has to eat. He still has to have shelter. He still has to
have some semblance of clothes on him and those basic needs must
be met one way or another as long as he is alive.

Senator Curis. Even without cause, this able-bodied adult chooses
not to work.

Mr. ANDERSON. We are going to meet those needs.
Senator CuRis. Of course, you realize what you are doing. You

are requiring neighbors to work for him. Everytime somebody eats
or is provided shelter or clothing or medicine, somebody has to work
to provide that.. For every person who doesn't work, it means that his
fellow men would have to work that much harder to do the work for
him. I am sure that they are anxious to do that for children, for the
disabled, and for the handicapped, but I understand your testimony to
be you say that an individual has a right to a guaranteed income even
if lie just chooses not to carry his part of the load.

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me respond to that, Senator Curtis
Senator CURTIs. Yes.
Mr. ANDERSON (continuing). With a personal example. I have an

aunt and uncle who have spent all of their working years raising 10
kids and sharecropping. My uncle is now 55-57, his kids are all grown,
there is no one at home now but lie and his wife. He had an accident
in a truck that caused his back to be dislocated in such a way that he
is not totally disabled, lie is not dismembered. By statistics, that man
is, you know, able-bodied and not looking for work. But we know in
fact that he cannot work.

Senator CuRIs. Then he is not able-bodied?
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, the statistics say he is, he is not old enough for

an old-age pension, lie is not disabled enough for disability insur-
ance-

Senator CURTIS. But he is disabled.
Mr. ANDERSOm. He is disabled.
Senator CURTIS. Then lie is not able-bodied?
Mr. ANDERSON. But I am saying that the statistics say that he is not

dismembered or he is not permanently paralyzed.
Senator CURTS. Not to prolong this, but of course, my question very

clearly confined it to the able-bodied.
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, I am saying, my uncle, by some standards

would be considered able-bodied and I think it is my duty and it is
my responsibility as one member of that, this particular family and
a member of the greater American family to assume and acknowledge
and not really quibble about the fact we are going to have to carry the
loads for some people. I make the analogy to kids in speeches that I
would rather, if I had the full Frigidaire and my neighbor had no food,
I would rather share my food with my neighbor than have my neigh-
bor take my Frigidaire. There is also a matter of self-interest involved.
Even the able-bodied man Who has no visible means of income will eat.
Now if that is socially acceptable or not., that is something society must
grapple with there. But I would hate to see us get to the point where
Britain was when they had laws where they cutoff your hand if you
stole a loaf of bread.
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The CIIAIRMAN. That is not Britain, that is the Arab countries, if
you steal anything they will chop your hands off. They are very much
against thievery over there.Senator CuRTIS. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CRAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Our next witness, then, will be Mrs. Mary 1)ublin Keyserling,

speaking for the National Council of Jewish W1omen, the Church
Women United, National Council of Catholic 'Women, National Coun-
cilof Negro Women and National Consumers League.

STATEMENT OF MRS. MARY DUBLIA KEYSERLING, ON BEHALF OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN; NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
CATHOLIC WOMEN; NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN;
CHURCH WOMEN UNITED, THE NATIONAL BOARD OF MAN.
AGERS; NATIONAL 0ONSUMEIRS LEAGUE

Mrs. KEYSERIAXO. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
we are very grateful for this opportunity to testify today. My name is
Mary Dublin Keyserling. I am a consulting economist. I served from
1964 until 1969 as Director of the Women's Bureau of the U.S. De-
partment of Labor. In my present work, before that in my work with
the Women's Bureau, and, in earlier years in other Government eco-
nomic posts, as associate director of the Conference on Economic Prog-
ress, as executive director of the National Consumer's League, and
as a teacher of economics, I have been actively concerned with the
problems of poverty and its causes, and with welfare programs.

I am a member of the National Council of Jewish Women, estab-
lished in 1892, and with a membership of over 100,000 in local units
throughout the United States. Throughout its existence the council
has been concerned with welfare problems. Over the years the dele-
gates to our conventions have made commitments to work for an im-
proved welfare system and at the last biennial convention resolved:
"To work for a program of income maintenance which will provide
at least a minimum standard of living for all people."

The National Council of Catholic Women, the National Council of
Negro Women of which I am a member, Church Women United, and
the National Consumers League on whose board I serve, vish to join in
this statement and have authorized me to testify also on their behalf.

The organizations for which I speak today, and which have a com-
bined membership of over 2b million, are committed to the lifting of
living standards particularly of those now living in poverty. It is un-
conscionable that our country, so amply able to provide adequately
for all its people should still subject 24 million men, women, and chil-
Oren to the intolerable hardships of poverty. WP concur in the view
that a sound program of income maintenance, to provide at least a
minimum standard of living for all Americans, is feasible and desir-
able. We believe such a program should maintain work incentives and
uphold the rights and dignity of recipients. For these reasons we are
grateful for this opportunity to testify today.

We support the excellent basic purposes of H.R. 16311, the Family
Assistance Act of 1970--the provision of a minimum income floor for
all Americans and the reform of our welfare system. There are, how-
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ever, specific aspects of the bill, as ,passed by the House, and as revised
and resubmitted by the administration, which in our judgment should
be amended. We offer for the consideration of your committee our
views with respect to certain major aspects of this proposed legislation
with which We are most concerned:

1. The proposed Federal income floor of $1,600 a year for a family
of four is grossly inadequate.

The definition of pove..y, now in common usage, assumes that a
family of four was poor, in 1959, if its income was less than about
$2,950. Correcting for subsequent price changes, this poverty level was
$3,720 in 1969 and, as ef mid-1970, was about $3,940. 'Wo contend that
the, poverty level shohild have been increased not only to correct for
only with price changes since 1959 but with subsequent advances in
the economy and its increasing capacity to meet the needs of all Amer-
icans. A decade is far too long a period for our concept of poverty to
remai static. If we update the definition of poverty to kee ) pace not
only with price changes since 1959 but with subsequent advances in
average per capita real disposable income, the current definition of
poverty for a family of four would now be over $5,400. The proposed
Federal income floor of $1,600 for a family of four is less than a third
of this amount.

We cannot., at this point in our history, set an income floor of only
$1,600 a year for a family of four, or even $2,464, including the value
of the proposed food stamp allotment, and call it "income inainte-
n1anc,1 .

According to the Department of Agriculture, a family of four must
spend $1,778 a year to meet absolute minimum food needs alone in
a financial emergency. Even a skilled dietician would be hard put to
make that a nutritionally adequate diet.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that a family of four needs
an income of $6,567 a year to maintain a low-cost living standard.

The conscience of America has awakened in recent years. We are
convinced that a more adequate income floor than that proposed would
be supported by a majority of the Nation.

We would suggest that the Federal family assistance benefit for a
family of four be at least $3,000 initially.

We are fully aware that such a change in the bill would raisq the
cost of welfare reform above the $4.1 billion estimated Federal cost
level of the bill, as revised by the administration. This should be
regarded as a necessary investment in people-one that would pay in
economic as well as human terms. We are now members of a trillion
dollar economy. Were the family assistance level raised as suggested,
the added cost would be a small fractional part of 1 percent of our
total annual output of goods and services. To take all families with
children above the poverty line, as defined in the bill, would cost
considerably less than one-half of 1 percent of current output. Our
gross national product was $66 billion higher in 1969 than it was in
1968, and was $71 billion higher in 1968 than in 1967. We can expect
even larger annual increments in the future. The costs involved in
more humane welfare standards would represent a relatively small
part of the yearly increase in our national wealth. Hence meeting our
fundamental human responsibilities to the disadvantaged need not be
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thought of as calling for onerous sacrifice on the part, of those of us
on whom the responsibility would largely fall.

The Tax Reform Act o f 1969 provided bout $9 billion in tax relief
primarily to those of us who are comfortable and more especially to
the affluent. This benefit will be recurrent each year. Relatively speak-
ing, this measure did far too little for people of low income. in addi-
tion, the tax cuts of 1962-5 had an annual initial value in excess
of $19 billion and were even more slanted in favor of those above the
poverty level. We speak for millions of Americans who would have
given a higher priority to meeting the needs of the poor than to lifting
the living standards of those already living on easy street. We man
afford to meet the urgent needs of our most disadvantaged people. We
cannot afford their continued neglect.

2. Not only can we afford a more adequate income base; we can
afford to cover those who need coverage.

Family assistance benefits under H.R. 16311 would be available only
to families with children. The bill would provide a minimum of $110
a month to needy individuals who are 65 years of age ind over, and
to the blind or disabled-an income floor we also regard as too low.
But the bill leaves out the men and women not yet 65, with no children
in the household, who live in poverty. It also leaves out more than
2 million individuals living in households of their own and in poverty.
An income floor is a universal need and should be extended to the poor
now excluded in the bill.

3. H.R. 16311 would provide for Federal agreements with the Statees
under which the Federal Government would pay the States 30 percent
of their supplementary payments over and above the four-person
family $1,600 family assistance payment, up to the poverty line,
t.rsently defined in the bill as $3,720 for a family of four.We have earlier recommended that $3,000 be the accepted initial
level for family assistance payments to a family of four. We recom-
mend that the poverty line be set at $4,800, as coming closer to a
more realistic definition of poverty for a family of four, considering
the need for adjustment for price rises and the rising living standards
of others.

Accepting a principle suggested by Senator Javits in his proposed
amendment 801, we would recommend that the Federal eligibility
and payment standard be increased by 10 percent a year until the pov-
erty level of $4,800 is reached. This' would enable the Federal Gov-
ernment to take over State welfare costs and administration in full
in about 5 years. The bill should call for periodic revision of the
poverty definition thereafter in the light of subsequent price rises
and general income advances.

The principle of full Federal assumption of welfare costs has been
endorsed by the National Governors' Conference and by the commit-
tee for economic development composed of 200 leading businessmen,
educators, and other distinguished citizen leaders.

In the interim, until full Federal assumption of welfare costs, we
would urge the retention of the provisions in the bill which would
require the States to continue their payments, so that combined Fed-
eral State assistance would not be lower than State benefit levels when
the act becomes effective. Upward adjustment in State supplements
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for cost of living and general rates of income advance are also recom-
mended during the interim period.

Also in line with the concept suggested by Senator Javits, we
would suggest a variable formula for Federal matching of State sup-
plements and that all States be required to attain a specified minimum
level of supplementation until Federal assumption of full cost and
administration responsibility.

The higher cash benefit levels proposed would obviously reduce
the costs of the food stamp program.

H:R. 16311, as passed by the House, provides for three possible
administrative arrangements:

(1) Federal administration of both the Federal assistance program
and, the State supplementary program with the Federal Government
paying all administrative costs;

(2) Federal administration of the family assistance program and
State administration of the State supplementary program;

(3) State administration of both the Federal assistance and State
supplementary program.

In view of our recommendation for the assumption by the Federal
Government of full cost and administrative responsibility within 5
years, we recommend that no contract arrangements with the States
be authorized for State administration of the two programs. Such
an arrangement, in any case, poses serious problems with respect to
the enforcement and administration of Federal standards inherent in
the program.

4. We would like to comment on eligibility requirements for Federal
family assistance as set forth in H.R. 16311.

(a) We concur in the need for efforts to encourage those able
to work and not now working or working only part time, to regis-
ter for training and employment. In our judgment, however, it is
neither necessary nor desirable that training and work requirements
be mandatory.

H.R. 16311 would exclude from the mandatory registration and em-ployment requirements mothers caring for ehil~lren under the age of
6, and mothers of older children whose husbands are in the home
and are able to work. It would require, however, mothers who head
their own households, and whose children are of school age, to register
for training and employment. We believe such mothers should be free
to decide whether to work or to take care of their own children. We
regard this matter of choice as a fundamental right in our society-a
right which must be preserved. Apart from the issue of rights, the
mandatory work requirement for mothers who head their households
is unrealistic. There are eight times as many mothers noi: in tlh labor
force as there were in 1940. They number over 12 million. Childcare
services are in acutely short supply. Good after-school care is-virtuadly
nonexistent. The amount of additional child-care services which H.R.
16311 would provide is not enough significantly to relieve existing
shortages. Unless much more far-reaching legislation is enacted more
adequately to provide facilities, mandatory registration and training
of a large number of AFDC mothers who head their households and
who have young school-age children would be an exercise in futility.
This has been conclusively proved by experience under the WIN
program.
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A mandatory work requirement is not necessary. There is much evi-
dence that most women welfare recipients would1( take employment
voluntarily rather than stay at home, were jobs available. Let me cite
one illustration: A survey in New York City indicated that of the wel-
fare mothers asked, "Would you prefer to work for pay or stay at
home? " seven out of 10 replied they would prefer to work.

We believe that a mandatory work requirement is not needed for
either men or women and urge its deletion. Both are eager to take jobs
when they are available and at a living wage. A recent HEW public
assistance census which indicated that fewer than 50,000 employable
men were on the Nation's welfare rolls at the time of the census, attests
to this.

(b) We note that Federal family assistance benefits would be denied
or reduced if a family member refused to work if the wages, hours,
or other terms or conditions of work offered are contrary to or less
than those prescribed by Federal, State, or local law or are substan-
tially less favorable to the individual than those prevailing for similar
work in the locality.

We recommend the revision of this provision. As written it could
deny benefits to a man or woman who turned down a 60-cent-an-hour
job, for there is still work where starvation wages prevail. About. 16.5
million nonsupervisory workers are not covered by the Federal Fair
Labor Standards Act. Federal minimum vage rates are considerably
above those set by most of the 39 States which have minimum wage
laws in effect. Some States set hourly minimums as low as 60-75 cents
an hour. All State laws have serious gaps in coverage. Nearly 12 mil-
lion nonsupervisory workers are not protected by either the Federal
or State statutes.

We would, therefore, recommend that hand-in-hand with welfare
reform should go the strengthening of the Federal Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act to provide a more adequate minimum wage to meet current
living costs and the extension of coverage to all workers, including
migratory workers and household employees. And we would recom-
mend that H.R. 16311 be revised to require that, workers not, be
referred to jobs paying less than the Federal minimum.

A full-time worker should, we believe, take home enough pay to
maintain his family above poverty levels without welfare assistance.
Providing this assurance would be the be-st way we know of to reduce
assistance costs.

5. H.R. 16311, as revised and resubmitted by the administration,
contains a provision with which we are in strong disagreement, with
respect to Federal matching assistance for recipients in the unemployed
fathers category.

The bill, as passed by the House, provides that unemployed fathers
and those working ess than 30 hours a week would be entitled both
to family assistance and State supplementary benefits no less in total
than what they now receive. TIe Federal Government would con-
tribute 30 percent of such supplementary funds up to the poverty level.
Parents working full time would be entitled to Federal assistance
benefits only. No Federal matching funds would be available should
the State elect to supplement. this benefit. We recog'nize that this dis-
tinction in benefit eligibility between fathers whio work full time
and those who are unemployed or underemployed, posed a difficult
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problem. Some families ill which the father works full time might
actually receive less income than those families ill which the father was
unemployed or underenl)loyed. It was understandable that this might
be regarded as a work disinientive.

Two alternative courses were open: (1) To deprive all poor families
with fathers of income supl)lementation of the Federal family assist-
ance benefit, or (2) to assure all poor families with fathers of income
supplementation including those in which the fathers work full time.
We understand that the second alternative-a mandatory extension
of State supplementation to the working pooi-was rejected btautse
of tile cost.

1We recognize that tI.R. 16311, as revised and resubmitted by the
administration, represents some improvement in the present situation
in that all needy families with both parents in the home would receive
the basic family assistance benefit. But were the first alternative to be
elected-no supplementary l)ayments to families with fathers whether
they are unem ployed, partly employed, or fully employed-we would
repeat our earlier error of providing an incentive to family breakup.
ID our judgment, good social cost accounting would weigh the price
we would pay in consequence and the second alternative--supple-
mentation of the income of all poor families with fathers-would be
accepted.

6. W1eare heartened by the recognition given by H.R. 16311 to the
need for the expansion o)f child day care and after school care. As I
have earlier indicated, we believe the inadequate supply of child-care
facilities is one of the major items of unfinished business on the
American agenda.

Today nearly 6 million children under the age of 6 have working
mothers. There are l)resently licensed facilities for the care of only
about 600,000 preschool youngsters. While the number of facilities
has been increasing in recent years, the rate of expansion has not kept
pace with growing need.

If we are to meet existing demands of the highest priority and in
addition provide care to help more mothers move from assistance to
self-sufficiency, we shall have to set child care sights far higher than
those contemplated umidr IM.R. 16311-150,000 day-care places and
300,000 after school places. These targets are entirely too small to bemeaningful.

Moreover, we are doubtful that anything like this number of day-
care places can be provided for the outlays apparently contemplated.
Accoixing to administration testimony, ii is assumed that the 150,000
full-day, year-round day-care places can be provided at a cost of
$1,600 per child. We strongly query this $1,600 day-care cost estimate.

The cost of day care in the District of Columbia now averages about
$2,300 a year per child in the 17 day-care centers operated by the Na-
tional Capital Area Day Care Association and which are caring pre-
dominantly for children of mothers in WIN and other work training
programs. We understand that average costs of care for children of
mothers in the WIN program in August 1969 in Maryland, exceeded
$2,500, at an annual rate.

Oi a national basis, we understand that the 1967 costs of day-care
services toward which the Federal Government contributed 85 to 90
percent, and which met the definition of "adequate," ranged from
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$1,862 to $2,032 per child. Costs have risen considerably above those
levels by now.

This suggests either a cut, in quality or quantity in the places to be
provided under FAP.

We would rue the day if dangerously low quality is contemplated.
We must not think in terms of just custodial care, lacking in the edu-
cational, health, nutritional, and related service components necessary
to healthy child development.

If day care of at least minimum adequate quality is to be provided-
and it must be--at least $2,200 a year per child must be factored into
estimates, and unless the programed outlays are greatly expanded,
far fewer than 150,000 plreschool children could be cared for during
the plan's first year of operation.

We therefore believe that if day -care services are to be expanded
sufficiently to be meaningful, a bill with additional outlay target at
least as large as those proposed in S. 4101, and introduced*by Senator
Long, must be supported.

May I add that we were glad to see that M.R. 16311, as it passed the
House, improved earlier language by authorizing outlays not only for
alteration, remodeling, and renovation of child-care facilities, but for
construction as well in the case of grants to and contracts NN ith public
and nonprofit private agencies and organizations. However, with the

vord "construction" added, costly as construction necessarily is, the
$600 million child-care outlay estimate shrinks still further with, re-
spect to the number of children who could be cared for.

The bill does not specifically refer to this, but if day care services
are to be provided, training of needed personnel at the professional
and subprofessional levels is of the essence. Allowance for this pur-
pose shrinks the child care capacity of the outlay estimate still further.

I would like to make one other point in this connection. As we read
the bill and the administration testimony, it would seem al)l)aent
that contemplated is the use of tax credits and the voucher system
for the purchase of day care by some FAP mothers in training or
employment. In the light of today's day-care shortage or minimum
adequate day-care facilities, this could lead to the use on a larger
scale of unqualified babysitters and of other custodial types of care
which could be harmful in the extreme.
7. It is our hope that the bill will be amended not only to provide

more adequately for child care services but for other child welfare
and additional essential services as well, operated under Federal stand-
ards. Especially do we urge the adoption of a health insurance pro-
gram for all families and individuals"and not solely for poor families
with children, as proposed by the administration.

8. We find heartening the emphasis placed in H.R. 16311 on the
further expansion of training opportunities to raise employment po-
tentials. This is good as far as it goes, but it doesn't go far enough.
Unless there are job openings which the trained can enter, frustra-
tion and bitterness will result. Urgently needed are job-creation
programs.

In times such as these, with the total number of unemployed above 4
million, we need public programs to assure employment through the
provision of education, health, recreation, and other vital community
services. It is for these reasons we regard S. 3867, a bill introduced by
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Senator Nelson (and cosponsored by Senators Bayl, Cranston, Hart,
Hartke, Hughes, Kennedy, McGovern, Mondale, ]Randolph, Williams,
and Yarborough) "To assure opportunities for employment and train-
ing to unemployed and underemployed persons and to assist the States
and local communities in providing needed services," as a highly de-
sirable companion bill to H.R. 16311.
Two years ago, when unemployment was 1.3 million lower than it

is today, the Kerner Commnission called for 1 million new public serv-
ice jobs. The Nelson bill, providing for an estimated 150,000 to 200,000
new State and local public service jobs, sets a modest target but it
would make an important beginning.

9. A vital part of a sound income maintenance program necessary to
the minimization of the need for assistance, is the increase of our so-
cial security payments, and the unduly delayed improvement of unem-
ployment insurance and the workmani's compensation system. Wesup-
port amendment of the Social Security Act to provide for automAtic
adjustment in benefits for cost-of-living advances. We believe that the
5-percent increase in benefits proposed in HR. 17550 is insufficient sig-
nificantly to improve the plight of the elderly, far too many of whom
live on incomes below the established poverty level. We urge a more
substantial increase in social security benefits.

In conclusion, may I say we are heartened by the growing public
acceptance of our responsibility as a nation for the assurance of mini-
mum adequate living standards especially as reflected by H.R. 16311.
Strengthened along the lines we have suggested and buttessed by com-
plementary action designed to strike at the root causes of poverty, the
bill can truly spell the beginning of the end of poverty in our land.

We appreciate this opportunity to present our views to the
committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mrs. Keyserling. I notice you are an
economist. Are you related to Leon Keyserling?

Mrs. KEYSERLINo. Yes; by marriage. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. I have long admired him. I think he is a great

economist and I suppose you share some of his views.
Thank you very much, Mrs. Keyserling.
Thank you very much for your statement.
The next witness will be br. Amitai Etzioni who is director of the

Conter'for Policy Research of New York City.

STATEMENT OF DR. AMITAI RTZIONI, DIRECTOR OF THE CENTER
FOR POLICY RESEARCH, NEW YORK CITY, N.Y., PRESENTED BY
MISS ELAINE DUTKA, ASSISTANT TO DIRECTOR

Miss DUTKA. Dr. Etzioni who is head of the center has taken ill and
regrets he cannot be here with you. My name is Elaine Dutka and as
his assistant I will read his prepared statement. Should you have any
questions I would appreciate you referring them to the center as I
have not been directly involved in the research of this particular proj-
ect and I would not want to misrepresent the findings of the study.

President Nixon's income maintenance plan would add an estimated
$4 billion a year to the welfare bills of the Nation's taxpayers. It would
be paid for out of existing taxes and administered by the Government;
the private sector would not participate.
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However, it, is essential to mobilize private industry to help solve
domestic social problems. Private industry should not be exempted
from social responsibility; for one thing it has more resources than
the public sector; for another, it is more etlicient than the Government,
in certain areas.

Clearly, some sort of antipoverty plan seems justified in this affluent
Nation. Ideally, it should be able to distribute money more efficiently
than do current plans, it should cost less, and, at the same time, it
should be able to win support from middle-class citizens.

The center offers one possibility-an insurance policy which pro-
tects subscribers against poverty-specifically against the risk of their
income from all sources falling below a specified minimum. To sustain
the desire to work and save, the insurance would make up only half
the difference between an agreed upon level of income and the actual
income.

Two distinct policies would be issued; "job insurance," providing
benefits only for those temporarily out of work after they have pro-
vided proof that they cannot find a job; and "subsistance insurance,"
for persons unable to work, such as many aged 65 or over, the perna-
nently disabled, or mothers with two or more children under school
age.

The plan would be issued on a national basis, administered by a new
insurance corporation created for this purpose by a consortium of ex-
isting insurance companies, and run by a board of directors whose
members would come from Government and private industry.

The premiums might cost from $4 to $9 a month per family sub-
scriber, depending on the level of guaranteed income and the amount
of congressional subsidy. Premiums would be higher if the plan were
voluntary, lower, if it were mandatory. In a voluntary plan, Congress
would have to pay part of the costs in order to kee ) the premiums
from being too high and to cover persons who are already poor.

There is a good-reason for insuring those who are not now poor. The
popular idea that the number of poor people is gradually declining
is far from accurate. Each year, it is estimated, a million people be-
come poor. If they could protect, themselves by taking out insurance
against such a contingency, the load on all other antipoverty programs
would be significantly reduced.

However, the plan could not tolerate continually open subscription
rolls. There would be no motivation for the nonpoor to purchase the
insuince policy if they could simply- wait until the time when, due
to some unfortunate circumstance, they became poor. For this reason,
the right to ap ly for insurance at any time would have to be limited;
for instance, the rolls might be opened to new subscribers only once
every 3 years after the initial enrollment period.

The same insurance plan would also cover those who are already
poor. When the plan is started, people with an income below the
poverty line would be allowed to subscribe and to draw benefits im-
mediately. This would, of course, significantly increase the cost of
the program, and it is the reason why considerable public underwriting
seems justified. In effect, for the already poor, the plan would be rather
like an efficient, privately administered welfare system.

Since a large part of the costs would be covered by subscribers
rather than by taxpayers, this plan would be less costly to the public
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than any equivalent antipoverty program, and at the same time, would
offer superior coverage and benefits. The size of the saving would de-
pend upon the level at which the premiums are pegged, the number
of nonpoor subscribers, and the number of newly impoverished who
might be forced to draw benefits in any 1 year. in addition, the ad-
ministrative costs of the antipoverty insurance program would run
to not more than 2 percent due to the simple nature of the operation
involved, There would be no need for an army of administrators but
only for an adequate computer facility, for clerks, secretaries, and a
number of investigating teams to verify claims. For a more detailed
discussion of the cost of the program its payment plan and adminis-
trative setup, please refer to the written statement with which you
have been provided.

Most welfare plans have tended to reinforce the feelings of infe-
riority inadequacy, and u path of the poor, and have thereby helped
to perpetuate poverty. But antipoverty insurance policies, subscribed
to by poor and nonpoor alike, would carry no more stigma than other
forms of insurance do now. For, unless the policyholders publicized
it themselves, no one in a community would know who has antipoverty
or even who is drawing benefits.

Furthermore, present welfare programs, frequently require compli-
cated dehumanizing, and costly investigations by a large staff of social
workers who examine the particular needs of each recipient and the
way in which he spends his relief checks. The antipoverty insurance
plan would merely require those in need to file a claim indicating the
size of his family, the age and number of dependents, and the sources
of income. Every 3 months, the claim would have to be refiled to con-
tinue payments. Instead of receiving specific allotments for the pur-
chase of specific items, claimants would be able to use their payments
as they wished.

One of the most vexing features of existing welfare schemes is that
they reward those who desert their families or who have children ille-
gitimately while they penalize those who get or stay married, The
resulting damage to the family structure of the poor considerably in-
creases the human, social, and economic costs of welfare.

Antipoverty insurance policies, therefore, would be issued in full
only to families, When single, divorced, or separated men apply, or
women without husbands, the amount available to each would not be
larger than the total family allotment.

The previously mentioned alternatives of voluntary and mandatory
plans require more discussion. Congress could rule that all citizens
must subscribe to antipoverty insurance, as they do with social secu-
rity. One advantage of this approach is that it would generate con-
siderable income. The main disadvantage in making antipoverty in-
surance mandatory, however, is that it would be, in effect, a form of
taxation. At present, public resistance to rising taxation seems so in-
tense that a voluntary system seems preferable.

But will the nonpoor voluntarily subscribe to a policy that covers
both high- and low-risk subscribers, with the nonpoor indirectly sub-
sidizing the poor? Experience in other forms of insurance suggests
that the situation is not without precedent-all insurance schemes have
high- and low-risk groups, and the subscribers seem either unaware of
this fact, or indifferent to it.
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Our research indicates that many people would subscribe to anti-
poverty insurance voluntarily, especially if the premium remained
relatively low. The income of those in this group, although above the
poverty level, is unstable and insecure; it varies considerably over
time, and the variance is uii predictable. Many of the self-employed
members of the so-called "old middlle class" fall into this category-
they include farmers, craftsmen, the owners of small businesses, and
others. These people tend to be individualistic, proud, and very op-
posed to welfare, such people expressed a preference for buying insur-
ance against poverty.

Among the salaried persons whom we interviewed there was much
less interest in such a policy than among the self-employed. The major
exception, however, was among the salaried aged 50 and older. They
seemed less sure about their income, espeeially since social security
benefits are not large. People in this age bracket., however constitute
almost 19 percent of the total population and a higher percentage of
the adult population, the group to which insurance might be sold.

Most existing unemployment insurance plans cease after a specified
number of weeks; antipoverty insurance would continue as long as
necessary. Certification would be provided as is customary now, by
State employment services, but the insurance corporation might want
to set up its own placement and investigatory services. Thus, a by-
product of antipoverty insurance might be the creation of private com-
petition to the government employment services which are notoriously
inefficient.

Any such placement offices set up by the antipoverty insurance com-
pany would serve mainly the unskilled, the aged, and members of mi-
nority groups, because they are disproportionately overrepresentedl
among the poor and they are least helped by existing private employ-
ment services.

This mixing of the public and private sectors appears in several
phases of our plan for an antipoverty insurance corporation. The
program would be financed in part by consumers, in part by tax-
payers. Although insurance policies might be issued by a mixed cor-
poration with private and public representatives on the board, the
policies would be administered privately. But in the process, the anti-
poverty insurance could draw on public labor exchanges for some veri-
fication of policyholders statements that employment is not available,
and the corporation could turn to the State when there is need to pe-
nalize subscribers who make false declarations.

In this this real of private-public mix, there is the possibility of
another kind of public support. Many people halve a weak, but not
negligible, desire to fight against poverty in a charitable way. In this
context, James Farmer, Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare has suggested that bonds be issued to finance the develop-
Ment of America. Lie defense bonds, development bonds would pay
interest and have patriotic appeal. Similarly, the antipoverty insur-
ance corporation should be entitled to float bonds in the hope that tlie
would provide people with a relatively easy way to participate in
financing the war against poverty.

The CHAIRMAX. Thank you very much.
Senator BENN rr. It is a very ingenious idea. I enjoyed reading

about it.
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The CHAIRMA. Thank you very much.
Senator HANsEN. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
(Dr. Etzioni's prepared statement, and a subsequent letter of Miss

Dutka with attachment, follow. Hearing continues on page 1430.)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMITAI ETZIONI '

ANTIPOVERlY INSURANCE

President Nixon's Income maintenance plan would add an estimated $4 bil-
lion a year to the welfare bills of the nation's taxpayers. The plan is a variation
of the negative income tax Idea, a proposal until recently considered too radical
even by many liberals. It would be paid for out of existing taxes and administered
by the government; the private sector would not participate.

As I see, It, private Industry should be mobilized to help solve domestic social
problems. It should not be exempted from social responsibility; for one thing, It
has more resources than the public sector; also, it Is more efficient than the gov-
ernment in some areas. Too often the discussion of public vs. private solutions
to national problems is conducted on abstract ideological grounds. In the follow-
Ing pages I will try to make the "public vs. private" debate rnore concrete by
outlining one particular way the private sector can share in solving one complex
problem.

Clearly some sort of anti-poverty plan seems Justified In this affluent nation,
yet Ideally it should be able to distribute money more efficiently than current
plans, It should cost less, and at the same time It should be able to win support
from middle-class citizens.

I offer here one possibilUty. It took shape during a study contracted, by the
Center for Policy Research for the Office of Economic Opportunity. The plan can
surely be improved, but even in its present form It Illustrates both the promise
and the difficulties Involved In mobilizing the private sector to light poverty,

Imagine an insurance policy to protect subscribers against poverty, specifically
against the risk of their income from all sources falling below a specified mini-
mum. To sustain the desire to work and save, the Insurance would make up only
half the difference between an agreed-upon level of Income (say $4,500 a year)
and the actual income.

Two distinct policies would be Issued: "Job Insurance," providing benefits only
for those temporarily out of work, after they have provided proof that they
cannot find a job; and "subsistence insurance," for persons unable to work, such
as the disabled. These Insurance policies would replace some parts of the existing
welfare system (like aid to families with dependent children), and supplement
others (like Social Security).

The plan would be Issued on a national basis, administered by a new insurance
corporation created for this purpose by a consortium of existing Insurance
companies, and run by a board of directors whose members would come from
government and private industry. The premiums might cost from $4 to $9 a month
per family subscriber, depending upon the level of guaranteed in(eome and the
amount of Congressional subsidy. Premiums would be higher If the plan were
voluntary, lower if it were mandatory. In a voluntary plan, Congress would have
to pay part of the costs In order to keep the premiums from being too high and to
cover persons who are already poor.

There is a very good reason for insuring those who are not now poor. The
popular idea that there are X millon poor people whose number Is declining
gradually is far from accurate. It is estimated that each year a million people
become poor. If they could protect themselves by taking out insurance against
such a contingency, the load on all other anti-poverty programs would be sig-
nificantly reduced.

However, the same insurance plan should also cover those who are already
poor. That Is, when the plan is started, people with an income below the poverty
line would be allowed to subscribe and to draw benefits immediately. This would,
of course, significantly increase the cost of the program, and it is the reason why
considerable public underwriting seems justified. In effect, for the already poor,
the plan would be rather like an efficient, privately administered welfare system.

Amital Etslont, i tofeesor and chairman of the Sociology department at Columbia Uni-
versity, Is Director of the Center for Policy Research and author of The Active Society,
published by the Pree Press In 1068. The detailed documentation for this article can
be found in the Public Administration Review, November-Dcember, 1069.
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Since a large part of the costs would be covered by subscribers rather than by
taxpayers, this plan would be less costly to the public than any equivalent anti-
poverty program, and at the same time would offer superior coverage and benefits.
The size of the saving would depend upon the level at which the premiums are
pegged, the number of non-poor subscribers, and the number of newly impov-
erished who might be forced to draw benefits in any one year.

Most welfare schemes have tended to separate people Into two sharply divided
camps, those who work and those on relief. Moreover, they have reinforced the
feelings of inferiority, inadequacy, and apathy of the poor, and have thereby
helped to prepetuate poverty. But anti-poverty Insurance policies, subscribed to
by poor and non-poor alike, would carry no more of a stigma than other forms
of insurance do now. For, unless the policy-holders publicized it themselves, no
one in a community would know who has anti-poverty Insurance, or even who
is drawing benefits.

Many existing welfare programs require complicated, dehumanizing, and
costly Investigations by a large staff of social workers who examine the particular
needs of each recipient and the way he spends his relief checks. The anti-
poverty insurance plan would merely require those in need to file a claim much
like the one people file after aii automobile accident. The claimant would fill out
a simple form, indicating on one side the size of his family, including the age
and number of dependents, so that the proper Income need could be determined.
On the other side of the form, all sources of income would be listed. Every three
months, the claim would have to be refiled to continue payments. Instead of re-
ceiving allotments for the purchase of specific items, claimants would be able to
use their payments as they wished.

The administrative costs of the anti-poverty insurance program would run to not
more than two per cent, due to the simple nature of the operation involved. There
would be no need for an army of administrators, but only for an adequate com-
puter facility, for clerks, secretaries, and number of investigating teams to verify
claims. Unlike case workers who seek detailed and intimate information fronm
each client, investigators would check only a sample of the claims filed; they
would not attempt to determine how money Is spent but only to verify specific
claims about loss of Income and lack of employment.

There would be some cheating; its level would depend on how vigorously verfl-
cation Is carried out. Initially, fairly thorough checking might be necessary until
the public image of the program had been established. Later, not much more
checking than that employed on Internal Revenue returns or other insurance
claims would be needed. Still, some cheating might go uncaught; but the plan
could live with a certain amount, as other systems do, merely by adding its expense
to the costs of the prograra. In any case It would cost too much to eliminate
cheating entirely.

The plan could not, however, tolerate continually open subscription rolls. There
would be no motivation for the non-poor to purchase the Insurance policy If they
could simply wait until the time when, due to some unfortunate circumstance,
they became poor. For this reason the right to apply for Insurance at any time
would have to be limited; for instance, the rolls might be opened to new sub-
scribers only once every three years after the initial enrollment period.

One of the most vexing features of existing welfare schemes is that they
reward those who desert their families or have children Illegitimately, while
they penalize those who get, or stay, married. The resulting damage to the family
structure of the poor considerably Incerases the human, social, and economic
costs of welfare. It also has caused abuses like the notorious midnight raids in
search of "unauthorized" men on the permises of mothers of dependent children.

Anti-poverty Insurance policies, therefore, would be issued in full only to
families. When single, divorced, or separated men apply, or mothers without
husbands, the amount available to each would not be larger than the total family
allotment. Thus, If a husband and wife with two children received an annual
income of $3,000 according to the terms of the Insura.rce plan, then individuals
would be eligible to receive only part of the $3,000; for example, a mother might
receive $2,300 and a single man $700. These amounts are quoted only as examples;
the annual income would be increased without violating the principle of fractional
payments to single people.

The previously mentioned alternatives of voluntary and mandatory plans re.
quire a more detailed discussion. Congrea could rule that all citizens must sub-
scribe to anti-poverty Insurance, as they do with Social Security. One advantage
of this approach Is that it would generate considerable income. Even if the pre-
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mium were initially as low as $4 a month, the yield would be $2.16 billion per
year (assuming a 90 per cent compliance rate for the population of 50 million
families, projected for 1970). If the premium were higher, let us say $8 a month,
the income would amount to $4.32 billion.

The main disadvantage In making anti-poverty insurance mandatory, however.
is that It would be, in effect, a form of taxation. At present, public resistance to
rising taxation seems so Intense that a volunary sysem seems preferable.

But will the non-poor voluntarily subscribe to a policy that covers both high-
and low-risk subscribers, with the nonpoor Indirectly subsidizing the poor?
Experience In other forms of insurance suggests that the situation is not without
precedent. All insurance schemes have high- and low-risk groups, and the
subscribers seem either unaware of this fact or indifferent to It. One example
should suffice: large groups of middle-class people, especially civil servants
and white-collar workers, subscribe to Blue Cross and Blue Shield. Even though
the same rates are charged to small and large families, the large families, many
of which are poor, utilize many more services; yet few complaints have been
raised about this by subscribers with high Incomes and small families, even
after the recent increase In rates. Although in the case of anti-poverty insurance
the high-risk group woull be particularly visible-since all of the poor sub-
scribers are expected to draw benefits-it could also be made clear to sub-
scribers that much of the extra expense was being covered by Congressional
appropriations

Our research indicates that many people would subscribe to anti-poverty insur-
ance voluntarily, especially If the premium remained relatively low. The Income
of those in this group, although above the poverty level, Is unstable and Insecure;
it varies considerably over time and the variance Is unpredictable. Many of the
self-employed members of the "old middle class" fall Into this category; they
include farmers, craftsmen, the owners of small businesses, and others. One
Indication of how unstable Income is for many members of this group Is that
only about half of all new businesses opened in an average year (more than
450,000 in 1968) survived more than 18 months. Casualties resulting from this
devastating fatality rate are unlikely to be left either with an income or with
a sense of security.

These members of the old middle class tend to be Individualistic, proud, and
very resistant to welfare plans. After analyzing a Gallup poll released to me
for further study, I found that while 57.8 per cent of laborers favored a negative
Income tax, only 16.7 per cent of farmers, 23 per cent of sales people, and 23.7
per cent of those in business said they could give it their support. Being both
economically insecure and opposed to welfare, such people would probably
prefer to buy insurance against poverty. In informal Interviews conducted with
members of this group in three American cities, most stated they would prefer
to rely on poverty Insurance, rather than on either the state or their children
and relatives, In case of need. These people had a certain amount of anxiety
about the future, anxiety that might be relieved by the insurance policy proposed
here.

The old middle class Is fairly sizable now and Is expected to grow. In 1960
the United States had 7.1 million managers and proprietors; the projected
number for 1975 is 9.6 million. The 1900 census for sales people was 4.4 million
(6.1 million by 1975), and the number of craftsmen and foremen in 1960 was

•8.6 million (with 11.0 million estimated by 1975) Not all, but certainly many
of these have variable incomes. What percentage would be Interested in such
an insurance plan cannot be predicted without direct market research; but
one can state with confidence that they constitute a potentially large market.

Among the salirled persons whom we Interviewed, there was much less inter-
,at in such a policy than among the self-employed. The major exception, how-
ever, was among the Salaried aged 50 and older. They seemed less sure about
their income, especially since Social Security benefits are not large. About five
million people aged 65 and over are living in poverty even by the Social Security
Administration's definition; and the aged are a very large and rapidly growing
population. It Is estimated that the United States now has 39,076,000 people 55
and older, 19,585,000 of them 65 and older. People In these age brackets constitute
almost 19 per cent of the total population and a much higher percentage of the
adult population, the group to which insurance might be sold.

So far, the plan's payment arrangement has only been alluded to. As men-
tioned earlier, two kinds of Insurance would be issued by the new corporation:

* "Job insurance," for those able to work, and "subsistence insurance," for those
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who cannot work. Both would assure the subscriber that his income would not
fall under a specified level. To keep persons above this rock-bottom line once
their Income falls below it, the insurance plan-if it were set at the level of
federal government support suggested by President Nixon-would pay a penni-
less family of four $1,600 per year. A family whose income is $3,000 or more would
draw no benefits, and families with an income somewhere in between would
receive half the difference between their income and $3,000. Thus, a family
whose income Is $1,250 would receive $875 (half of $1,750) from the insurance
corporation.

These figures-which are lower than those suggested in practically all other
anti-poverty schemes-are used deliberately, because they correspond to the
income levels proposed by the Nixon plan. Additional amounts for larger fam-
ilies could be built into the insurance plan, and the difference in living costs

'between residents in urban and rural areas could be taken into account. The
%Rme plan could produce higher levels of income, with the poverty line pegged
.1 $3,000, at $4,500 (as Leon Keyserling has suggested), or more.

The level of income maintained must not be confused with the cost, per person,
of the program. Few people have no income at all and only for them would the
co.q: p- _ person equal 100 per cent of the rock bottom, or 50 per cent of the top,
b~ein ro draw, line. For all others, the formula is top line (e.g., $3,000) minus
income from any source, divided by half. Even if the top line were to be set at
$6,000, it would require payment of less than $3,000 to most poor families, who
have some income.

The subsistence insurance would be available to those unable to work-in-
eluding many aged 65 or older-and to the permanently disabled. I suggest that
mothers with two or more children under school age should also qualify for sub-
sistence insurance, and that mothers whose children are younger than nine
should be expected to work only half-days.

Able-bodied persons would be able to subscribe only to job insurance, drawing
benefits for periods when they are unable to find work. Most existing unemploy-
ment insurance plans cease after a specified number of weeks; anti-poverty In-
surance would continue as long as necessary. Certification would be provided,
as is customary now, by state employment services, but the insurance corpora-
tion might want to set up its own placement and investigatory services. Thus,
a by-product of anti-poverty insurance might be the creation of private com-
petition to the government employment services, which are notoriously inefficient.

Any such placement offices set up by the anti-poverty insurance company would
serve mainly the unskilled, the aged, and members of minority groups, because
they are disproportionately overrepresented among the poor, and they are helped
least by existing private employment services.

The purpose of the "deductible" feature of the Insurance-paying half the
difference between a person's actual income and a specified poverty level-is
to sustain the motivation to work. Many of the Jobs available to people just above
the poverty line are far from attractive; if a somewhat lower income were avail-
able to the unemployed, many workers might trade their Jobs for a lower-paying
alternative like anti-poverty Insurance. Although such persons would have to
certify that they could not find work, the strong temptation to "bun It" at
$3,000 instead of working to earn $3,500 would put too much strain on the
certification mechanism. It Is unwise to set up a system that rewards cheating.
A person anxious not to work could get himself fired from three or four jobs In
a row; after that, most labor exchanges would be reluctant to send him else-
where, and would be inclined to certify his Incapacity to find work.

Several social scientists believe that the income assured by some proposed
anti-poverty schemes-let us say $3,000 a year ($60 a week) for a family of
four-is so low, and the pressures of our society to aspire to higher standards
of living so great, that most people would not avoid working. The theory is that
although there might be some who could earn $3,500 or $4,000 but would be
tempted to draw Insurance, foregoing the additional comforts $500 or $1,000
could buy, most people would aspire to goods and services demanding an income
much higher -than $3,000, and hence seek work.

Still, the ambition of lower-income groups is not strong, and although they
may aspire to a living standard supported by an annual wage of $6,000 or more,
they may despair of their ability to achieve it. Hence, some might choose to live
on a low anti-poverty insurance income rather than work for more money. In
addition, many Just below the poverty line, who earn, say, $2,500, and who draw
welfare or insurance benefits, would be very reluctant to work since any increase
in their income would be, in effect, taxed at 100 per cent (their higher Income

44-527 0-70--pt. 3- 10
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causing an equivalent reduction In Insurance or welfare payments). It is for this
reason that several states now allow welfare clients to keep part of any additional
income ul to a specified level, so that they are gradually, instead of abruptly,
phased out of welfare.

The deductible feature of the anti-poverty insurance plan is in line with this
conception. Thus, if out-of-work subscribers should find employment, they would
get to keep 50 cents on the dollar up to a tolp income of $3,000. Above this level
they would keep all of their earnings and, of course, would no longer draw
insurance.

This 50 per cent figure seems to be the most practical. The lower ,the fraction
of new income a worker is allowed to keel), the less powerful would be his motiva-
tion to seek work. Yet If the fraction is too high, it would encourage workers to
draw insurance benefits and work part-time Indefinitely, making sure that they
do not earn more than the top Income that would disqualify them from receiving
benefits. For example, if the payment figure is set at 80 per cent, a person who
earns $4,000 can deliberately lose his job and receive $1,500 insurance, If he then
works parttime and earns $1,750, his total annual income would be $1,500 plus
80 per cent of $1,750, or a total of $2,900. That amount would not disqualify him
from receiving insurance; yet by working part-time he could earn only $1,100
less than when working full-time.

Therefore, 50 per cent or so seems to be the acceptable mid-point between these
two undesirable extremes. It might be possible, of course, to set up a sliding
scale; subscribers would be permitted to keep 75 per cent of the first $1,000, 50
per cent of the next $1,000, and 25 per cent of the third $1,000. But those trying
hardest to advance would be the most sharply penalized; In addition, many more
verification headaches would be created. Hence the 50 per cent payment seems
the most practical.

The cost of an anti-poverty Insurance plan may be estimated as follows: to
guarantee all families an annual income of $1,600, the amount called for in the
Nixon proposal, would cost $1.6 billion. To keep an estimated 20,000 non-poor
families from falling Into poverty each year, supplementing their declining
Incomes by an average of $750 per family, would cost an additional $187.5 million.
After adding two per cent for administrative expenses, the total cost of this
minimal program would be $1,822,740,000-less than $2 billion.

To cover these costs without any Congressional appropriations, in a mandeaory
insurance plan similar to Social Security, would require a premium of only $3.30
a month (assuming 50 million families and a 90 per cent compliance rate). If
the program were voluntary, and there were 20 million subscribers paying $6 a
month, Congressional appropriations would have to be $382 million per year.

The guaranteed income in the Nixon proposal Is rather low. With a higher
guarantee, the costs of the insurance plan would rise sharply. For instance, to
bring both poor and non-poor subscribers up to the level of $3,200 a year imme-
diately would cost an estimated $11 billion. The reason Is that there are many
more people who earn $1,600 a year than there are people who earn $3,000 a
year; the insurance plan would have to make up the difference. The table below
estimates some of the costs Involved:

Congressional
Annual family Total costs* Monthly Million appropriations
Income guaranteed In billions premium subscribers in millions

1.0-----------$ 1 1 $3.30 45- 0. ................... 1:95 .0 isSi,00...................... 0$-1 ------ 0I0i 6.00 20 $3821,600 .................... 1,958 6.00 15 879L .0----------1,958 .01 999:200 ..................... 1160'S®03,20---------11600 8.00 30 .O
1200-------------------.. 11,600 8.00 201,P0

'Includes 2 percent administrative costs and, in the bottom fou r figures.a 5.5 percent profit cost discussed on tbeiollow-
Ing page.

In the preceding projections, we assume that If the benefits were greater,
more people would be willing to subscribe and at a higher premium, even if the
program were voluntary. Naturally, these are rough estimates, and are hardly
the kind of data upon which the insurance industry could make a firm commit-
ment. Still, the figures demonstrate this plan's efficiency in comparison with
others.



1419

It was suggested earlier that the anti-poverty Insurance plan be administered
privately, specifically by Insurance corporations. They would offer lower admin-
istrative costs and greater efficiency than any branch of federal, state, or city
government. This is not to suggest that private corporations would run all domes-
tic social programs more effectively than government agencies; but private in.
dustry has demonstrated superiority in the administration of "income transfers."
Here we are presented with a comparison between one of the most streamlined
Industries, the insurance business, and one of the least efficient, most confused,
and most highly demoralized of government operations-the welfare system.
The superiority of the private sector here seems obvious.

Should the Insurance corporation be allowed to make a profit, or should it
carry the program at cost, as a public service? Profit, of course, would not only
encourage Insurance companies to participate in the program; It would also
promote efficiency by providing an incentive for keeping down costs. If we allow
7.5 per cent of administrative costs and profits, the lower the cost the higher
the profit. On the other hand, If the anti-poverty Insurance plan were carried at
cost, as a public service, the industry's reputation would be enhanced as having
helped solve a major social problem. Secondly, the plan would introduce a very
large number of people-several million at least-from lower-income groups to
the habit of buying insurance. We do not know exactly what percentage of poor
people has never purchased Insurance, but the following figures may give some
indication. Only 11 per cent of the poor are covered by pension plans (compared
to 40 per cent of all families) ; three fifths of the poor have no hospital insurance;
and even Social Security reaches only about half of the nation's poor families.

In theory, any one insurance corporation could Issue anti-poverty policies. We
suggested instead the formation of a new corporation created specifically for
this plan, to be established by a consortium of all the companies that wish to
participate. To the extent that the multi-billion dollar plan proved profitable, it
would be unfair to allow one company to gain a strong lead in the field, especially
since the program would be partially subsidized by public funds; and, to the
extent that risks are involved, they would be better shared as broadly as possible.

Membership on the board of the new corporation might be in direct ratio to the
financial investments of the various insurance companies; the board should
include federal participation in proportion to the share of the costs underwritten
by Congress, and It might also include members representing the interests of the
plan's subscribers.

The shape of this corporation suggests a mixture of private and public sectors.
In areas where the simple profit motive does not operate because the production
of a good or service cannot be financed solely by consumers, there have arisen
variOus new corporate entities, mixes of private and public efforts. Comsat, the
public utilities, the Federal National Mortgage Association ("Fannie Mae"), and
the low-interest, government-guaranteed student loan program are all examples.
This is not to suggest that all these nixes have been sucessful, or that In each case
the mix has proved to be more efficient than "purely" private or public operations.
But we no longer can disregard programs created out of both public and private
elements.

This.mixing apears in several phases of our plan for an anti-poverty Insurance
corporation. The program would be financed in part by consumers, in part by tax-
payers. Although insurance policies might be Issued by a mixed corporation with
private and public representatives on the board, the policies would be ad-
ministered privately, Just as other kinds of insurance policies are. But in the
process, the anti-poverty insurance could draw on public labor exchanges for
some verification of policyholders' statements that employment is not available,
and the corporation could turn to the state when there Is need to penalize sub-
scribers who make false declarations.

in this realm of private-public mix, there is the possibility of another kind of
public support. Many people have a weak, but not negligible, desire to fight against
poverty the charitable way. In this context, James Farmer, Assistant Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, has suggested that bonds be issued to finance
the "development" of America. Like defense bonds, development bonds would pay
interest and have patriotic apeal. Similarly, the anti-poverty insurance corpora-
tion should be entitled to float borids in the hope that they would provide people
with a relatively easy way to participate in financing the war against poverty.
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CENTER FOR POLICY RESEARCIh, INC.,
New York, N.Y., September 2, 1970.Senator RIUSSELL 13. ILoNo,

Chairman, Snate Finance Cornm itice,
Old Senate Offlco Bu Ilding,
Washington, D.C.

l)riii SENATOR LONO: I was encouraged by the interest you evidenced In our
proposal for an anti-poverty insurance company. As you requested, I am enclos-
ing a more detailed explanation of the plan which I discussed in testimony before
the Senate Finance Committee's hearing on welfare reform, Monday, August 24,
1970.

The concept of an Insurance policy which wouhl insure recipients against their
income falling below a specfled level originated from a study which the Center
(lid for the office of Economic Opportunity. It has gained editorial endorsement
in over twenty newspapers across the country and was referred to in The New
York Tinies (May 18, 1970) as "a viable alternative to President Nixon's Family
Assistance Plan."

This article should be supplementary to the copy of the testimony which was
distributed at the hearing. If you are not in possession of a copy of the testimony
and wish to obtain one, or if you have tny further questions, do not hesitate
to contact Dr. Anftal Etzioni, Director of the Center for Policy Research and
chief investigator In the study, or myself.

It was a pleasure speaking with you and I want to thank you for your
interest.

Sincerely yours,
ELAINE DUTKA,

Aststattt to the Director.
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[Reprint from the Public Administration Review]

Antipoverty Insurance: A Mode

Of Private Sector Participation

AMITA! ETzIONI, Colunbia University
with
CAROLYN 0. ATKINSO.N AND SARAJANE HEIDT, Center lor Policy Research

SURPRISINGLY, GIVEN THE NEW RE-

PUBLICAN ADMINISTRATION'S EMPHASIS on in-

volving the private secto:', the proposals it has
thus far suggested for deeding with the nonwork-
ing poor rely exclusively on the public sector.
They include a new federal food stamp plan; a
seven per cent increase in social security bene-
fits; the Finch proposal (a modified version of
the negative income tax) which would "fed-
eralize" the welfare system; and the Burns plan
which would rely on the expansion of day-care
facilities, job trAining, and other existing wel-
fare schemes by relying on the federal and state
governments.

We suggest a plan which would provide for
the involvement of the private sector, specif-
ically the insurance industry, in the struggle
against poverty in a way which is described in
detail below. There are many reasons to involve
the private sector. Those we find the most com-
pelling are: the private sector is affluent while
the public sector--especially on the domestic
side-is impoverished; the private sector has
particular competence and experience in ad-
ministering insurance programs, attributes
which hopefully would make this plan more
efficient than the notoriously inefficient existing
welfare arrangements; and private sector in-

In working on this study, the authors benefited
from a study they are conducting for the US. Office
of Economic Opportunity and from the comments of
Walter Williams, James Lyday, Robert Harris, Denis
Johnston, Edward C. Sylvester, Jr., and Irving Kristol.

) This article presents a plan for bringing the in-
come of poor families up to the poverty line. The
plan is a kind of antipoverty insurance adminis-
tered by a consortium of private insurance com-
panies and a public authority; it, thus, has the ad-
vantages both of public control and of involve-
ment of the private sector. Two types of insurance
are proposed: job insurance for those seeking
,Aork or %'hose present jobs do not earn an income
sufficient to bring them out of poverty, and sub-
sistence insurance for people vAho are unemploy-
able. The features of this plan are discussed here
in detail.

volvement would help legitimate an expanded
war against poverty. While the support for
Negative Income Tax is increasing, it is still
favored by only a minority of Americans; the
,host recent Gallup poll on the subject, pub-
lished on January 5, 1969, found 32 per cent
of a national sample in favor of this plan.

The plan proposed here attempts to develop
an approach to poverty which is broad in scope,
covering all the poor rather than one category
or another; it deals with some aspects of the
poor's needs, specifically their lack of income,
but is not all-encompassing (e.g., it will not
provide psychotherapy for some poor children
who need it); it entails no measures which
stigmatize the poor; and it can be implemented
within a short period of time-one to two years.

We propose the establishment of an insur-
ance corporation composed of a consortium of
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private agencies which would benefit from some
federal underwriting. This corporation would
issue a policy guaranteeing the policy holder
against poverty by assuring him of sufficient
income to bring him above the poverty line if
he is unemployed or unemployable or if his
work provides only poverty wages. Thus, basic-
ally, the insurance is not designed to replace
income from work, but to supplement it where
this is justified.

Main Features

Specifically, the J&S (Job and Subsistence)
Corporation will issue two kinds of policies:
job insurance and subsistence insurance.

Job Insurance

This policy is for those who are able to work
but unable to find work, or who require training
or retraining before a job can be obtained, and
has the following provisions: it will provide in-
come during the period of looking for a Job or
of training for jobs and while waiting for jobs
to be found. If relocation is necessary to ob-
tain a job, payment of the costs incurred in
moving to the new job will be reimbursed. If
the policy holder is employed but at income
below the poverty line, the policy will guarantee
to bring the total income to the poverty line. Of
considerable importance is the fact that male
heads of poor households in the normal work-
ing ages (22-54) are not simply waiting for
the next check tO arrive from the government.
Over 55 per cent of such persons are working
fulltime 40-52 weeks a year, and are poor in
spite of it.2

Subsistence Insurance

This policy, for those unable to work, will
guarantee a subsistence income. This will be
available as an option, along lines and condi-
tions specified below, to the aged, children, per-
manently disabled, and some categories of
mothers. This policy will also make up the
difference between a person's income and the
poverty line, but no documentation that work
is unavailable will be required.

The job and subsistence insurance program
will b.- financed by premiums, federal funds,
and antipoverty bonds, as detailed below.

The present approach differs from social
security, family allowance, and other systems
which seck to aid the poor in that it delivers all
of its benefits to the poor rather than giving
substantial shares also to the nonpoor. ' While
our scheme has many similarities to the Nega-
tive Income Tax, it differs from it in that it is
explicitly tied to a work program,' is to be
administered by the private sector, will be
financed in part by voluntary payments of the
nonpoor, and will provide the nonpoor with a
psychic "income": a policy which protects them
from the fear of poverty. The significance of
this last feature should not be underestimated.
The reason that antipoverty systems which pay
heavily off target are found attractive by polit-
ical leaders is that systems which pay out only
to the poor are politically "unnatural" in that
they draw for their support chiefly on altruism,
while the preferred schemes mix self-interest
with altruism. We also seek such a mix, but
our schemes "pay" to the nonpoor in the only
other major coin politics has to offer-a psychic
relief.

The Two Types of Policies

Subsistence Insurance
Subsistence insurance (for the nonemploy-

able) will be available to persons who are 65
years of age or older, children, the permanently
disabled, and unempt"yed mothers of young
children.

With regard to the latter, we have taken no
definitive position on which age categories
children must fall into for mothers to be eli-
gible: should it be children who have not com-
pleted their high school education, children
under age 16 (the age at which minors may
legally hold a part-time job), children under 6
(preschoolers), or some other classification? If
the argument is that mothers should be en-
couraged to work (during the hours when cl.l-
dren are In school, or by placing preschoolers
in day-care centers where educators can attend
to them), then one category of eligibility would
follow logically. Another would apply if it is
held that mothers ought to be encouraged to be
at home until their children are grown so that
the emotional stability and character formation
of the children will not suffer. Which category
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should be chosen can be informed by empirical
research yet to be conducted, and will be sig-
nificantly affected by the availability and qual-
ity of day care facilities.

For the time being, we suggest that subsis-
tence insurance would at least cover mothers
who have .,,e or more preschool-aged children
(especially since day care centers are in very
short supply) and mothers of three or more
children whose housework would be more than
sufficient to occupy them. Other poor mothers
may qualify for job but not subsistence in-
su race.

Job Insurance

Job insurance (for the unemployed but em-
ployable and the employed who earn poverty
wages) will supplement the families* incomes
to raise them above the poverty line.

Nonrecurring allotments for moving ex-
penses will be paid to families moving to loca-
tions at which new (or better-paying) jobs are
available, if those are farther away than a spec-
ified distance (or commuting time). The costs
of training and retraining for a new (or better-
paying) job will be reimbursed.5 Unlike the
income paid to an individual while he is look-
ing or waiting for a job, training, retraining,
and moving costs will be a loan to be repaid
in small installments once the family income
has been.50 per cent above the poverty line
for a year. Interest will not be charged.

If no jobs are available in the existing econ-
omy, new public jobs may be created such
as teaching assistants, or museum guards to
keep museums open for longer periods. While
in general it is considered less expensive to dis-
pense welfare than to create a job which will
produce the same income, such is not neces-
sarily the case for public jobs, because little
capital investment is needed. Work-study pro-
grams provide a precedent and a model. The
insur ,ance company may make matching grants
to organizations which provide new public jobs
(thus helping the public sector which is poor,
too).

While the J&S Corporation may initiate and
promote the creation of new jobs, the upgrad-
ing of jobs, training, etc., such activities would
not be its major responsibility, but rather those
o other national bodies and local authorities.

The Relationship Between the Two Policies

Which policy-job or subsistence-is appro-
prime for a given case would be determined by
the ability to work of the head of the family
and of other members. Thus, if a man were per-
manently disabled but his wife worked, the
family would not be able to draw subsistence
insurance. But if the income earned fiom work
were not enough to'bring the family above the
poverty line, job insurance would supplement
it. If, however, no family member were able to
work, the family would be eligible for subsis-
tence insurance.

Those who are not required to make them-
selves available for jobs-children, aged, per-
manently disabled, and some categories of
mothers-are entitled to subsistence insurance.
If they do work, they can draw job insurance.
Thus, these categories of applicants can in ef-
fect choose between the two. Those who are
required to work cannot, under the conditions
specified above, gain subsistence insurance; to
draw benefits they must demonstrate that they
cannot find employment or that the jobs they
have provide only poverty wages.

Discussion

The Insurance Policies

While both kinds of insurance policies are
aimed at providing the poor with an income to
move or keep them above the poverty line, one
policy is aimed at approximately hall ol the
poor who are employable (many of these are
already emplo)ed but at poverty wages), and
the other policy is to benefit the permanently
disabled, aged, children, and other nonemploy-
ables (many of whom comprise the less than
25 per cent of the poor who are on relief).

The policies will be issued to heads of house-
holds for their families and will be available
to single-member families, e.g., an aged wid-
ower, as well. The policies will include features
which would discourage youngsters from leav-
ing home and families from "dumping" aged
relatives: ( I ) If a family put out an aged rela-
tive, the household's income would fall, as it
could not draw payments for members not liv-
ing within the household. (2) If the aged left
the home, they would neither lose nor gain in
payments as they would draw the same
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amounts; the disincentive to move would be
generated by the fact that their expenses would
rie if they had to eslablish their own house-
holds. (The relatively less stringent bar to
leaving home here seems justified by the fact
that some aged are abused in their children's
homes and should therefore not be penalized
for leaving.) (3) If youngsters seek to leave
home before they are of age, no policy would
be available to them.

Eligibility

Every American citizen or permanent resi-
dent %%ill have the right to purchase one of the
two policies. There are two primary means by
which people who are not poor can be encour-
aged to subscribe to the insurance. First, this
insurance could be made mandatory, as in the
present social security system. This would serve
to provide the corporation with a substantial
income (discussed below).

Second, if the program is Voluntary, partici-
pation in it could be encouraged by stipulating
that persons may receive payments only if they
have been subscribers for at least three years
(or §ome other period to be'specified), or that
it will be possible to subscribe only once every
three (or some other number) years, with the
first subscription date being the initiation of the
program. Policies will cost $4 a month or $48
per year per family, regardless of family size.

Poor people will receive the insurance with-
out having to pay a plernium when it is first
issued. and will draw benefits immediately.
After the initiation date, the premium will be
deducted from their payments, hardly a signi-
ficant loss. People who fall into poverty after
the initiation date and have not insured them-
selves will not be covered, which ought to en-
courage purchase of the insurance at its initia-
tion.

The receipt of benefits will require no inves-
tigation or examination (i.e., our scheme differs
considerably from most welfare systems on this
point), but only a declaration of the size of the
family and the level and sources of income. The
statement will be in the form of an affidavit
and shall be resubmitted every six months.
Such an affidavit would constitute a much less
detailed document and involve a much smaller
invasion of privacy than does the income tax

return which most citizens file. Penalties for
violation of regulations would be similiar to
those for falsification of income tax returns.
Random checks of allidavits as well as checks
of "abnormal" ones could be made in the same
manner as those made of tax returns.

Students, who often are included in poverty
figures and benefit from unemployment com-
pensation and work-study programs, would be
eligible for job insurance only if they were un-
able to work (disabled) or so poor that they
were willing, under the provisions of job in-
surance, to combine study with work offered to
them. This insurance should not be an indirect
means of financing higher education. If aid to
higher education is desired, it should be fi-
nanced through other channels.

What should constitute income to be de-
clared poses a few problems. We suggest that it
include all income from work, dividends and
interest, capital gains, welfare and social secu-
rity benefits, and a rough estimate of income in
kind. People who do not pay rent but own their
own homes or are provided free lodgings
should be considered to be receiving a specific,
fixed monthly income. Hence, the declaration
would have to include a simple statement indi-
cating residential arrangement.

People who hae assets other than a house,
e.g., land, stocks, bonds, in excess of an amount
to be specified (let us say, an amount which
would produce income above the poverty line
if invested at five per cent a year) should not be
entitled to draw benefits, but would of course
be allowed to purchase the policy against the
possibility that their assets might decline.
Hence, the declaration should include a state-
ment of the estimated total value of assets at
market prices.

Benefit System

Benefits are to be paid on a national basis,
both to facilitate administration and to allow
for geographical mobility to where the jobs are
without affecting the level of payments. Since
the levels of benefits will be identical for all re-
gions of the country, there would be little in-
centive to move because of one area's higher
benefits. This might well help to decelerate the
movement, of poor people into a few large ur-
ban centers, which are already overcrowded;
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and tue dcpopulation of many other regions
with a resulting waste of such immovable plants
as schools. hospitals. and even roads. Uniform,
nationwide standards would, in elect, discrim-
inate in favor of the poorer and wore conserva-
tive parts of the country.

We explicitly reject the idea that a new sys-
lem of benefits should take over the burdens
now carried by social security, various disa-
bility insurances, unemployment schemes, and
public assistance. Such an approach, while
.neat," would increase the costs of the program
by at least $14 billions and violate explicit
commitments and deeply entrenched expecta-
lions. The degrading aspects of public assis-
tance and its provisions which penalize those
who .work can be removed, as recent reforms
in New York City suggest, without eliminating
public assistance.

Unlike existing programs of unemployment
benefits, the present program does not base the
level of payment on income while employed,
but is determined by the differences between
present income and the relevant poverty line.
Further, it will place no limitation on the num-
ber of weeks during which benefits may be re-
ceived, but will continue to pay until a job is
found. Any scheme which provides for less
would not offer an income sufficient to keep
people out of poverty.

The persons who receive subsistence insur-
ance and whose income has risen (e.g., as the
children grow up, become employed, or gain
better jobs; or as the benefits of other programs
increase) will have their payments reduced
proportionately at the next declaration (thus
allowing them to "overcharge" for no longer
than 180 days). Persons who receive job in-

surance and whose income has grown will have
their benefits reduced on a sliding scale at the
next declaration (thu!, allowing them to keep
part of their new gain and to overcharge for
one to 180 days).

Maintaining the Incentive To Work

The scale according to which insurance
benefits will be reduced as income from work
rises remains to be specified. It should be
"progressive" and not too complicated. (Some
of the existing scales require considerable skills
and knowledge to be comprehensible, a fact
which often allows welfare workers to abuse
the poor on relief.) We find the sliding scale,
illustrated below, worked out by Walter Wil-
liams and James Lyday, a useful example.,

Another scale -calls for 50 per cent tax back,
$2,150 basic guarantee, and $4,300 break-even
point. While the insurance program may be
launched at relatively low levels of benefits, if,
for example, the federal budget is particularly
tight, the benefits ought to be elevated as soon
as practical, to bring the beneficiary's income
above the basic poverty line.

The scale chosen is at least in part deter-
mined by the extent to .which people are ex-
pected to stop working or not to search for
work if they draw insurance benefits. While
there seems to be no directly relevant data as
yet (the subject is being studied in a negative
income tax experiment in New Jersey), many
social scientists believe that at the income levels
with which we are dealing here, especially in a
consumption-oriented society like ours, the in-
come from benefits would allow only a rela-
tively low standard of living, and, hence, the
motivation to work-when jobs are available

And the number in your family is:
Family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 or more
Income Is: The payment you will receive is:
$ 50 . $128 $482 $929 $1,426 $1,951 $2,476 $3,001

$1,000 0 $215 $604 $1,426 $1,576 $2,101 $2,626
$2,000 0 0 $ 90 $ 424 $ 862 $1,352 $1,876

$3,000 0 0 0 0 $ 263 $ 667 $1,136
$4,000 0 0 0 0 0 $ 128 $ 482
$5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 $ 26

If Total
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-would, in most cases, probably not be dimin-
ished to any significant extent.

Of course, where work pays poorly and is
extremely taxing or very tedious, this tendency
would be less likely to hold. Here, the J&S in-
surance program may serve the additional
function of exerting some pressure to raise
minimum wages and make work less alienating.
To the extent that such reforms are not made,
the cost of the insurance program will increase.
The society would, in effect, have chosen to
expend a few percentage points of its annual
budget on relief rather than change its work
structure.

For all of these reasons, we would rather
use a scale which allows people to retain up to
two-thirds or three-fourths of their new income
from work but which pays nothing to individ-
uals whose steady income is relatively high,
than a scale which allows a lower retention
rate but spreads the benefits higher into the in-
come structure.

Those who draw payments from their job
Insurance must be willing to accept work of-
fered by the local employment agencies or pub-
lic work, the government being the employer
of "last resort," Where work is not available,
those who draw benefits must make themselves
available for training and/or related education-
al programs. In situations in which setting up
the necessary facilities for public work, training,
or education is not practical, receivers of bene-
fits may be exempted from this requirement by
representatives of the J&S Insurance Corpora-
tion. Past experience (e.g., with Title V of the
Economic Opportunity Act) suggests the in-
advisability of establishing training centers for
jobs which are not available or for makework
public projects. Work should be related to real
community needs, and training to jobs the
trainees may eventually hold. Otherwise recip-
lents should be exempted from this stricture.

As stated earlier, J&S insurance is meant to
supplement rather than to provide an alterna-
tive to or substitute for any existing programs
-federal (e.g., social security), state, local,
and private. On the contrary, the costs of &S
Insurance can be reduced by introducing it, for
example, simultaneously with the expansion of
social security payments and coverage and the
upgrading of minimum wage levels.

While it may seem that once this program is
in elTLct it will tend to drive the others out and,
thus, its costs will be inflated, we are confident
for several reasons that this will not be the
case. First, Congress, which would provide part
of the funds for the J&S insurance, is most un-
likely to reduce the minimum wage levels it
has established by law but for which it does
not provide the funds. Second, social security
will continue "as usual" (if not at higher rates),
since the millions of people who have already
paid into this program will hardly tolerate its
abolishment or even reduction. Third, the same
holds for most existing programs of pensions
and workmen's compensation as well as for
veterans' benefits.

It is expected that sonic states and cities-
especially in the poorer parts of the country-
will reduce their welfare payments and unem-
ploymcnt benefits when the antipoverty insur-
ance is initiated. However, the poor will not
suffer since the job and subsistence benefits
would substitute for those previously gained
from local programs. Further, the poor's de-
pendence on existing public systems, which are
often abusive, would be lessened. The plan will,
though, in effect provide some "hidden" trans-
fer of payments from the federal government to
state and local authorities. Such a transfer, with
no strings attached and within the limits in-
volved, may well be desirable in its own right
and is a small price to pay for the launching of
the program.

While of only peripheral concern for our
purposes, we might suggest here that states,
cities, and private agencies be encouraged to
invest their funds in providing personal ser-
vices, day-care centers, area development, etc.
While lack of nioney is poverty's most salient
characteristic, it is not its only ingredient.
Hence, state and local welfare systems should
be professionalized in such a manner as to
allow them to focus on personal services, e.g.,
voluntary budget counseling, and on the crea-
tion of a "second schooling system" to help
the disadvantaged to catch up.

Administrative Conslderations

The antipoverty insurance would be adminis-
tered by a consortium of the larger insurance
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companies which obviously have the most ex-
perience 'an such matters. As the difference be-
tween the insurance plan's income and its ex-
penditutes will be made up by congressional
appropriations, the insurance companies should
join with the federal government to establish a
joint corporation. Votes on the corporation's
board should be proportional to investment in
the corporation.

It is, of course, necessary that incentives
be given to private insurance companies to par-
ticipate. For that reason, among others, the
program is thus far flexible. We are discussing
the plan with insurance companies to learn of
their ideas with regard to participation. If the
program must be made attractive to them to
gain their participation, a cost-plus feature
could be worked out for private insurers, which
would, of course, add to the costs of the pro-
gram. if one is less concerned with making the
program attractive to private insurers, one
could appeal to their sense of public duty (and
public relations) and point out the fact that
large groups which are not now insurance-
conscious could be educated to the advantages
of insurance by the J&S program at no expense
to the private sector.

We have already mentioned the revenues
accruing to the program from premiums, re-
paid loans, and congressional appropriations.
There remains one major source of revenue to
discuss, namely, antipoverty bonds. James
Farmer has suggested in another context that
government-guaranteed bonds ought to be is-
sued to provide "seed money" for local de-
velopment corporations. Like Series E Defense
Savings Bonds, the bonds would mature in
seven years and pay 4.5 per cent interest. He
would call them Martin Luther King develop-
ment bonds. If such bonds, here called "anti-
poverty bonds," were issued to finance an
antipoverty drive, we expect that many people
would buy them as their contribution to the
effort. The amount of funds which could be
raised by issuing antipoverty bonds is difficult
to foresee. If it be large, the initial costs of the
program would be reduced, although the later
expenditures for interest payments would have
to be added.

Remaining costs and revenues are still to
be computed on the basis of further research

and consultation with economists. We feel,
however, that the following points are relevant
considerations.

We strongly favor an initially "low" poverty
line, such as the one set by the Council of
Economic Advisors. Although we believe that
this poverty line ought to be upgraded sub-
stantially (and will be, as have even lower
lines in the past), a modest start is essential
to get the program launched. However, so long
as the amounts that higher poverty lines would
involve are not available, the use of the exist-
ing definition assures that we give our attention
first to those most in need and only later to
the "near poor." (Even more modest begin-
nings than those suggested here can be con-
ceived within the confines of this approach. If
initially we were to issue policies only to
families with children, the cost would be about
$1.65 to $2.5 billion.)

Moreover, the society-increasingly disap-
pointed over the inefficiency of its social
programs-needs a "success experience." Were
it able to eliminate "deep" poverty, as we know
it now, a basis would be provided for model
programs for the near poor and so on, toward
the systematic elimination of all poverty. The
experience of social security indicates that
successful programs can quite readily be
expanded.

Twelve billion dollars given to the poor
would raise them all to the poverty line as
presently defined by the Council of Economic
Advisors.s Poverty declines in an average year
(despite the recent slowdown) by at least one
per cent due to an increase in the GNP and
related developments.' Since the $12 billion
figure was for 1964, and assuming implemen-
tation of the J&S program in 1969, the figures
would be reduced by 5 per cent: $12 billion
minus $0.6 billion equals $11.4 billion. Thus
the basic cost to bring all poor to the poverty
line would be $11.4 billion. From this figure,
one would have to deduct any increments made
in minimum wages, social security benefits,
and other such programs; payments to students
now counted as "poor" (who would be ex-
cluded from our program); and income from
premiums paid for policies, which would
amount to $480 million for every 10 million
subscribers.
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AN ESTIMATE OF COSTS OF THE FULL PROGRAM

1. Difference between 1969 income and poverty line -.-------.............

2. Expected income increases due to improved benefits, social security, and
minimum wage legislation ------------... ......

3. Excluding students ---- .. ... ...-------.--------_--------------------- ---
4. Income from policies (assuming 30 million subscribers at $48) - _ -
5. Reduction in public assistance .........----.---- _------
6. Administrative costs: 5 per cent of 11.4 .-----------.............- ------

7. Educational and job betterment activities -............-----.------------.------
8. Income from bonds minus interest . - - ..--------------

Total estimate .--------------. ---------.... ..................-------------- .-----.-- - - $8.93 billion

Costs would be increased if and to the ex-
tent that state, local, and other programs are
cut back as the J&S program is introduced. We
found no way to predict realistically the extent
to which this would occur other than to sug-
gest, for reasons discussed above, that we
expect their reduction to be limited.

To the basic costs, we must add those in-
curred in the administering of the program,
which should represent a lower percentage of
the total than do costs for welfare programs.
The costs of guaranteeing the loans and of
educational and job betterment programs must
also be added. The budget for these will be
small initially.

Note that the costs are likely to decrease
each year because of general improvement in
the GNP; the educational and job betterment
activities are likely to increase In scope but
will reduce the other costs of the program;
income from bonds may not increase over the
years while costs (due to interest payments)
will increase; and all estimates are naturally
quite rough.

The cost of the program can be decreased
by increasing the premium (even $72 a year
would amount only to $6 a month) and by
requiring coverage by all families. Approxi-
mately 50 million families at $72 per family
would yield $3.6 billion income from pre-
miums. This would reduce the federal outlay
to $6.77 billion. Benefits, of course, cannot
be decreased if the goal of the program is to
bring all of the poor out of poverty.

If full coverage of all families is not sought,
the cost may be reduced any way one chooses.
We recommend that in such a case, programs

be introduced for special groups, especially
families with children, rather than have bene-
fits lowered across the board. The main point
to be stressed, however, is that whatever levels
of benefits and categories of beneficiaries are
chosen, if it is carried out via the mechanisms
of antipoverty insurance-it will cost signifi-
cantly less as well as reap the political bene-
fits of involving the private sector. For instance,
the Finch program is reported to entail bring-
ing families of four only to the income level
of $1,500 (one-half the way to a conservative
definition of the poverty line). The costs of
this plan are reported to be $1.6 billions.10 But
if this plan were to gain funds only from 10
million subscribers at $48 a year and $0.5
billion worth of bonds, and no cost reduction
were to result from administering it via the
private sector, the costs to the taxpayers would
still be reduced from $1.6 billions to $0.62
billion a year.

Comparison to Other Approaches

The job and subsistence insurance approach
is comprehensive in that it covers all poor
people. It is not demeaning but does provide
effective checks against cheating. It encourages
employable to work but also fully covers the
nonemployables without penalty.

The scheme suggested would cost much less
than a family allowance which has the same
benefit level, and delivers only "on target." But
it does provide a "payoff" to the nonpoor in
the form of an inexpensive security against
poverty, a symbolic source of emotional
security. it involves private business. It does

$11.40 billion

-2.00
-0.45
-1.44
+1.50
+0.57
+0.10
-0.75



1429

not involve social workers. It has a simple and
relatively inexpensive administrative structure.

The program can either be continued until
all are brought above the poverty line through
other means-e.g., a rise in GNP--or extended
at will, as the poverty line is upgraded. The
program can be adapted to serve only specific
categories of poor, e.g., children; however, we
favor its being used to bring all of the poor
up to the poverty line in the immediate future.

Notes

I. No direct mention of the negative income tax
was made. The question reads: "As you may
know, there is talk about guaranteeing every
family an income of at least $3.200 a year. which
would be the amount for a family of four. If the
family -arns less than this, the Government would
make up the difference. Would you favor or op-
pose such a plan?"

2. Statement by Robert A. Levine before the Sub-
committee on Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic
Committee, June 10, 1968.

3. Alvin L. Schorr estimated that in one particular
year (1962) while $820 million of federal hous-
ing subsidies went to the poor, $2.9 billion sub.
sidized housing for those with "middle income or
more." "National Community And Housing
Policy," The Social Science Review, Vol. XXXIX
(December 1965), p. 434.

4. We have no recent indication of what the public
would feel about such a scheme. Asked in 1942
if the government should provide "compensation
for everyone unable to work until he can find
work," the majority (58 per cent) agreed, while
a minority (34 per cent) disagreed. (AIPO, Juy
1942).

5. We are indebted to Dr. Herbert Stein for the
observation that it will be in the self-interest of
the i&S Corporation to find work for or train for
work those who are unemployed, of course only
so long as the costs involved do not exceed the
costs of paying them insurance.

6. Walter Williams and James Lyday, "The Case of
a Negative Income Tax," in The American Child,
Vol. 48, No. 3 (Summer 1966).

7. James N. Morgan and his colleagues found in a
national study that three-fifths of the poor had
no hospital insurance at all. Only 24 per cent of
families with a disabled member were covered,
compared to 76 per cent of those with no one
disabled. A University of Michigan study showed
that one-half of the families in poverty did not
receive any form of transfer payments, including
social security. Pensions help even fewer: only
I I per cent of the poor had private pension help,
compared to 40 per cent of all families. Finally.

* only 23 per cent of the poor receive public assis-
tance. These studies are cited by Martin Rein in
'The Strange Case of Public Dependency," Trans-
action. March/April 1965. It is not surprising
that for those insurance schemes for which we
have information, the poor are much less "cov-
ered" than the nonpoor.

8. Joseph A. Kershaw, 'The Attack on Poverty," in
M. S. Gordon (ed.), Poverty in America, (San
Francisco: Chandler, 1965), p. 56.

9. lierman P. Miller. "Changes in the Number and
Composition of the Poor." in Gordon, op. cit.,
pp. 88-89.

10. The Wall Street Journal, May 26, 1969.
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'rie CHAIRMAN. That concludes today's hearings and then we will
meet again tomorow at 10 a.m. Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a.m.,
Tuesday, August 25,1970.)



FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

TUESDAY, AUGUST 25, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.,7.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room

2221, New Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Long, Anderson, McCarthy, Ribicoff, Harris,
Byrd of Virginia, Williams of Delaware, Bennett, Jordan of Idaho,
and Hansen.

The CIAIRMAN. Good morning.
The committee will come to order.
This morning we are pleased to hear from the Honorable George

McGovern, Senator from South Dakota and chairman of the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Neeas.

Senator McGovern, we are pleased to have you.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MCGOVERN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator McGovERN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee.

It is a special pleasure for me to appear before this committee to
testify on the administration's family assistance plan. The administra-

i! tion's initiative in this area has opened an opportunity for all of
us to participate in what can be a truly historic step forward in the
fight for an adequate and dignified program of public assistance in
America. I know that this is something all of us desire, though we
may have some differences over the details. We all want to make sure

I that family assistance is a really workable reform of the present sys-
tem, not simply another flop which disappoints Americans who sup-

P ,' port it through their taxes and Americans who hope to improve their
lives through its benefits. There is no question of the good intentions
of the administration in proposing this measure. But we all know
where good intentions alone may lead. The potential significance of
this legislation requires that it be given the most searching inquiry.
I know that this committee is doing just that and I hope my remarks
here today will be of some help in that regard.

Before discussing the details of the program itself, however, I
would like to respond to what I feel have been some unnecessary and
unjustified remarks emanating from various quarters of the adminis-
tration. Since family assistance passed the House of Representatives,
administration spokesmen have repeatedly charged that its final pas-

(1431)
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sage by the Congress is being obstructed by liberals. I am frankly
mystified by these charges, for, as best as I can tell, it has been the so-
called liberals who have been consistently in the forefront of those
supporting family assistance. Admittedly, this support has been ex-
pressed with reservations but the support has been there nevertheless.
In fact, the administration's criticism of those who basically support
its effort makes one wonder about its understanding of the legislative
process and its seriousness about enacting legislation. Let there be no
doubt about this fact. Liberals want a public assistance reform just
as badly as its most vigorous proponents downtown. But they want a
bill that will really work. And I for one, have serious doubts that
the administration proposal, unless significantly modified, will work.
Let me just add, in passing, that this committee is performing an
important service to us all in exposing the discrepancies between
the realities of family assistance and some of the more extravagant
claims that have been made for it. Family assistance is no panacea
for the varied ills of our society. It can be one reasonable and practical
step forward, however, in the development of a larger national in-
come maintenance strategy.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I have been personally interested in
the poverty-related problem of hunger and malnutrition in this coun-
try and have had the privilege of chairing the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs.

One of the major efforts of that committee has been to press for
an expanded food stamp program that will reach every hungry family
in the United States until their cash resources are adequate.

At this point in time, only some 6 million persons participate in
the food stamp program, which is well less than half of the number
of hungry peope in the country. Least understandable to me is the
failure of many recipients of public assistance to partici pate in our
food stamp programs, and we believe that failure is often due to
separate administrative structures that make it difficult for potential
participants to become involved in the program.

I see the mechanism of family assistance as a means of insuring
that food stamps reach every needy family, and to that end I have
some time ago offered an amendment to the House bill, H.R. 16311,
that I have referred to as the simplified food stamp distribution
system. That would combine the administration of family assistance
and food stamps in one program.

This amendment, I believe, helps fulfill the President's pledge "to
put an end to hunger in America itself for all time. It would insure
that every public assistance family at least receives a minimum in-
come of $2,400, the basic $1,600 under family assistance and $800
from the food stamp program.

The administration has already announced its intention of taking
a step in the direction of my amendment by permitting family assist-
snee recipients living in food stamp areas to "check off" whether or
not they want to buy stamps. But this does not do anything to the
assistance recipients now dependent on unsatisfactory surplus com-
modity distribution programs.

I see no reason why assistance recipients in commodity counties
should not also have the right to check off their desire to receive the
stamps. Not only would this amendment take us further in assuring
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that food assistance reach all in need, it would result in millions of
dollars saved througli streamlined administration.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, the recipient would receive the
family assistance allowance and the food stamps in the same envelope
as an automatic provision.

I know that this committee has spent a considerable amount of
time discussing problems of work incentives and disincentives, much
of the debate centering on the so-called notch problems or loss of
benefits that may result from increased income. It has been brought
out that the foostamp program, when considered along with family
assistance, creates one of these so-called notches. FAP, incidentally,
represents an improvement over the present arrangement. It is pos-
sible to diminish the size of the notch by technical changes in the food
stamp schedule changes that do not damage the integrity of the pro-
gram. But failing that, I must say in all candor, I prefer the small
risk of a notch disincentive to the risk of millions of needy persons be-
ing deprived of food assistance.

t is for that reason I am disturbed by the revised food stamp sched-
ules submitted to your committee by the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. They appear on pages 46 through 58 of the com-
mittee's June publication, "The Family Assistance Act as Revised
and Resubmitted."

A close look at those tables, Mr. Chairman, reveals that all earned
income would now be counted for purposes of calculating a family's
food stamp purchase price and bonus stamps. Under the present sys-
tem for calculating income, a recipient is allowed certain mandatory
deductions, and $360 of exempt income, to arrive at a net income for
purposes of food stamps.

Under FAP we were originally told there would be $60 a month
or $720 a year of exempt income that a family could receive with-
out losing full benefits under the food stamp program. But, as I
read these HEW charts, they indicate that any earned income at
all would mean an immediate rise in the cost of food stamps to that
recipient, and an immediate reduction to him in the value of the
bonus stamps.

Mr. Chairman, that would work a particular hardship on those
aged, blind and disabled persons who have some small source of
income beyond public assistance, and those AFDC mothers who do
part-time work.

For example, in New York City alone, I understand the eligibility
of 750,000 to perhaps a million persons would be affected. Nationally
the figures may run into millions of people who would have their
food stamp bonuses reduced under these new schedules that have
been submitted by HEW to the committee.

The revised schedule would not apply to all of those persons once
FAP goes into effect.

The $110 assistance benefit for single persons, for instance, puts
some of those persons beyond the food stamp program eligibility.

But we have reason to believe, Mr. Chairman, that the administra-
tion intends to implement this new food stamp schedule shortly, per-
haps in September, although I am. not certain of the exact timing
on that. Thus those persons now using the program would be penal-

44-527 -70---pt. 3- 11
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ized for future program accommodation, and it is those who do
take the initiative to secure a little earnings who will suffer most.

As I understand it, you could not earn $1 beyond the welfare pay-
ments without losing some of your food stamp benefits under these new
guidelines.

Now, if this is the kind of revision the administration actually plans,
I would have to serve notice that I would oppose it as vigorously
as I could. We worked very hard in the Senate over the last year
and a half to secure adequate food stamp coverage. We passed stronglegislation in the Senate, and I could not permit any weakening of
that food stamp program anything that would set back the day whenwe put an end to hunger in the United States. That seems to me
to be the first order of business.

Family assistance must be used as a means to make sure that peopleare adequately nourished, not as a means to deprive them of nutrition
to satisfy some mathematical formulation.

Let me speak for a moment directly to the issue of the notch problemand work. I do not believe that many Americans want a free rideon the dole. Welfare, with all the stigma attached to it, is not avery attractive alternative to self-support through work. Most people
do not choose to be maintained by welfare unless they have no other
reasonable choice.

The notch problem is not new. There have always been points atwhich earned income in some amount would mean the end or sharpreduction in welfare and in-kind benefits. People do not reject earnedincome'and accept public assistance. For most poor people the welfare
categories established by law do not permit the able-bodied that choice.For the others, the only work available too often does not providethem with' the kind of security they need to keep body and soultogether.

believe that whether people work or do not work is more a func-tion of our manpower and education policies, and the general condi-tion of the economy, than it is a function of some mathematical
formula dreamed up by the economists.,

I believe the availability of jobs at living wages constitutes a realwork incentive, and lack of jobs or jobs only at unfair wages are' thereal work, disincentives, and that ought tobe the central realitythat
we keep focused on, Mr. Chairman.

The question of whether 'people will quit Welfare to take work orquit work to take welfare has always been with us, and I think theanswer the poor have always given us is that they will work whei -Workis available, especially when that work offers real security. Tht isthe key; work security is the basic need of every human behig. It ismost important to people who have spent their lives on th6e dge ofinsecurity, month edge of fiunger, of homelessness, and. poverty., 'I heartily. support real work incentives, buit I oppose the kind ofwork incentives hat in reality only protect the idea of cheip' Mborin our country.The real answer to encouraging poor persons ii Amer-icA to work is to build into any work re.uirement the fundamentalprotections that our great lrbor organizations have struggled sl hardsowin,namely, safe working conditions, living wages, reti rement andsicknes ~s t." " . •
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The answer to the question of how to encourage the poor to work
does not lie in how we phrase a work requirement that harasses and
humiliates the poor. But provide the jobs and the wages and I think
the poor will solve the notch problem or at least all but a very small
part of it.

Now, other Senators are offering ways to meet that. problem. Senator
Nelson has proposed a program of public service employment so that
dent *obs at livable wages will be available.

MNr. Chairman, if there is any one criticism I have of the way the
adz~nistration has presented its program, and there is much that is
good in this program and that has been said about it it is the apparent
impljction that if we just talk enough about work incentives or write
in enough restrictions that we are going to force people to take jobs.
I do not think that is really the problem.

The problem is to provide the jobs, to see that decent work oppor-
tunities are available, and then I think you will find that people will
leave, thWe welfare rolls voluntarily and take responsible jobs that are
availa1!e to them.

Within the family assistance program, Senator Harris and Senator
R ibicoff have also proposed that jobs be provided, and I believe their
efforts should be supported. Decent work opportunity is one of the
really great strides forward that we could take in this country towards
assuring the dignity of our citizens.

I myself hope to address this problem of a sense of security, at least
in part, with an interim amendment I have offered to enable welfare

rWlvient tomove mor easily from public assistance to employment,
and back to public assistance when that is necessary.IAs Lhive followed the proceedings before this committee, I could

nit elp b4ing reminded of the welfare debates that have taken place
since I have been in Congress. You will remember them as well. In
1956, we voted for the first Social Service amendments as a solution to
to welfare problem. In 1962, we voted again for service amendments.
hi [9Q(, I -recall very vividly the'work requirements ied to the work
incendve program and tie provisions for finding deserting fathers.
Each time the debates have been the Sme and so have been the results-
rising welfare rolls and costs. Each time the hope that We will turn
wQ1 fg' recipients int9 earners and taxpayers proves hollow. If I am
skeptical that the administration's Family Assistance proposal will
solve ur problems, it is because all the proposals of the least 15 years
hav 4,ipade the same claim, and for mechanisms very similar to what
We jtjre asked to vote on this year.

Th e -ae r ealY three central issues in this year's debate: How wew rl t ea work 'how, much ney we will-spend on the program, and
who, in going to dmnister, hate er program 'emerges.

JMt me make fewiAnore comments aboUtthe work question.
Ai I said I hilave noquarrol 'wvh work incentives. I believe welfare

prg ms should be designed to encourage people to take jobs. I ave
no quiar-rel with pcoingtraining and day care for those who are
abl1 to work. I, do have serious quarrel with the idea of using our
,pblia asstatce program to ins itutionalizo ow wages, toinstitu-UlAiji|ize Pin~fe- 'wr'kink conditions, to institutionalize bad labor
pri iies.'T6 do that i-. freeze the poor into prmanent welfare
status with no hope of being released from its terrible dependency.

Let me expand on this just a bit.
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In 1969 there were nearly 5 million poor families; 3.2 million
of those families had one two, three or even more wage earners, and
yet they were poor. Even Secretary Richardson tells us that 39 percent
of our poor families were headed by a fully employed worker whose
earnings were, nevertheless, less than a poverty wage.

Just last week a small news story held that half a million Federal
employees earned wages below the poverty line.

Given these facts, I find it difficult to understand why the Congress
should make it legal, and virtually inevitable that millions of Ameri-
can households be supported through a system of welfare payments
rather than through a system of adequate wages.

If we had adequate wages and a mechanism to compensate for
family size, that is a children's allowance, we would have no working
poor.

That brings us to the matter of what is an appropriate referral for
work. I believe it is sound to require that job referrals be mandatory
only at the higher of either the prevailing wages for such work in an
area, or the Federal minimum wage.

Senator Harris has made such a proposal and I intend to support it.
At the same time, if we took the single step of raising the minimum

wage to $2 an hour, a full-time worker would then earn $4,100 a year.
At least one estimate, and I believe it is conservative, indicates that
this would result in letter than a half-billion dollar saving in pay-
ments, welfare payments, to the working poor.

But it is not just the dollar amount that is at stake. Other protec-
tions have been built into our labor system to protect workers from
exploitation. Specifically, recipients of unemployment insurance have
been-granted a variety of safeguards which I would find it unaccepta-
ble to omit. But at the very least, we must restore that language guar-
anteeing that referrals would be made only to suitable work or
training.

Mr. Chairman, I am at a loss to understand why that was eliminated
in the House, that phrase that if we are going to build in work re-
quirements, they be limited to suitable work? Why institutionalize
these bad labor practices that we ought to be trying to eliminate from
our society?

There are now many individuals who fall between the cracks in our
public assistance-labor market system. There are partially disabled
adults who do not qualify for public assistance and cannot get or
hold jobs. There are men and women in their sixties, not yet old
enough to qualify for Social Security or Old Age Assistance, living
in areas where the only income available is from stoop labor in the
hot sun, work for which they are really not physically able. There are
individuals too blind to get jobs and not blind enough for ublic
assistance standards. It is these who will be exploited if we do not
write employment protections into the Family Assistance program,
and it is their children who will suffer with them.

It is not enough to recognize that there are unpleasant jobs in any
society. Of course there are, and somebody has to fill those jobs. But
we must also recognize that in ome parts of the country public as-
sistance would be denied to mothers who refused to work for .60 hours
a week as a domestic help while their children are said to be in ade-
quate day care if an older neighbor child looks after them.
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It is likewise true that in some parts of this country men with
brown lung, for whom return to the textile mills or coal mines would
prove fatal, would be denied assitance if such jobs existed.

There are places in this country where assistance is now, and would
in the future, be denied to everyone when a fruit or vegetable crop
was due for harvest. There are migrant and mining camps in this
country in which conditions are admittedly substandard in such basic
areas as housing, sanitation, and water supplies. Those jobs-mining,
manufacturing, harvesting-may indeed be required by society. But
if that is true, then those jobs should be performed when workers are
involved only if their rights are protected, rights to work and live in
physical safety with reasonable standards of labor and working con-
ditions provided.

Mr. Chairman, liberals have been charged with wanting to increase
the amount of money in family assistance to an unreasonable level.
But I do not think tat is really the problem here. I fully appreciate
the inflationary .pressures in our economy and the need to keep a lid on
Federal expenditures, and it is the reason I voted against some pro-
posals that we have dealt with in recent months that I think contribute
nothing to our national security but do add in a very painful way to
inflationary pressures. But what I cannot understand is why the real
human needs of our people, the things that ought to come first, health,
education, and welfare, why those are sacrificed to inflationary pres-
sures rather than some other less important programs.

Be that as it may, I believe there is some money within the limits
of this year's budget which can and should be applied to improving
family assistance.

For instance, I understand that HEW now estimates it would not
implement family assistance before July of 1972 or even later. Why
then could not money earmarked for startup costs in 1971 be used to
restore State benefits for intact families with an unemployed parent
present, or to create actual jobs, or to expand day care opportunitiesmore rapidly?

Another improvement that will not cost more money this year or
next, but which would insure the ultimate success of the system, would
be built-in steps to raise the basic payment to the Federal poverty line
by 1975 or steps toward higher Federal payments, but reduced State
burdens over a period of time. Simply put, this is not a question of how
to use available money in the first year of the program, but a commit-
ment to a better program in the future.

Now, the last issue I want to mention is the administration of the
program. It often seems to me that we operate our welfare programs
on a principle of reverse responsibility. We have given the most sig-
nificant discretionary controls in welfare to that level of government
which contributed the least to its financial support.

Under \FDC, local governments exercised most control and yet
paid only about 10 percent of the cost. States controlled the rest and

bore about 30 percent of the cost. And Washington picked up the bill
issued regulations and gave advice, but really did very little by way of
actual control of the programs.

Now there was once good reason for this, Mr. Chairman. Originally
Federal programs were simply adjuncts to State efforts. But with the
introduction of the family assistance program and an expressed com-
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mitment to a single national uniform program, I believe there is good
reason to correct this imbalance. If the Federal Government is paying
the bill, then th6 Federal Government should have the most to say
about how the program is run; and we ought to move now to mak sire
that this is so. If we permit the program to be turned over to the States
lock, stbck, and barrel from the beginning, it is not going to be eAfsy 3or
5 years henc6 to get the program back under Federal direction. For this
reason I am offering amendments to eliminate the option for full State
operation of the program as well as the third-level option of county-
level administration. As long as States continue to share the financial
burden of the program then-shared Federal and State administration
makes some sense. -But county control makes no sense at all. Full Fed-
eral administration makes the most sense because only through unitary
control will State-by-State variations be eliminated. I think Fede'ral
administration is necessary from another perspective as welL There
has been much talk in recent weeks of national standards as though
standards would of themselves insure national uniformity.

While it is true that national standards are important and neces-
sary, standards alone are not enough. Without Federal administration
it will still be possible, within bUoadly set limits, for States and
localities to exercise discretion in the operation of the programs.

Let me say, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman that the time has come
for reform of these welfare programs, of the inadequate, the inefficient,
demeanding system of public assistance.

The administration has very definitely proposed an improved pro-
gram, and we have the opportunity here in the Congress to further
improve on it.

I hope we will all have an opportunity to vote on a final measure
which includes the improvements I have outlined today and that other
Senators are vigorously pursuing.

I hope we will not face the choice of voting for a measure thatdoes
not include these improvements; that does not truly reform the pres-
ent program, because I do not believe that kind of measure meritsour
enthusiasm and support

Mr. Chairman, Iam sorry that statement took as long as it did, but
there were points there that I have not had a chance to make before
this committee and I did want to get them into the record.

The CHAnMUAt. Senator, I think 1 agree with your objective. Gen-
erally speaking,1 I think we are trying to do pretty much the same
thing,' although we might differ on, how we are trying to do it. ....

From your statement, I take it that you would propose that a
woman should be permitted to decline to do domestic work' and still
draw the full amount under these welfare programs. -

Senator McGovrnN., Well, no, I would not go that far, Mr. Chair-
man. What I said is that if you are going to build in a weok require-
ment it should be at wages that represent either the Federal minimum
or at the upper end of thie accepted wage scale for that type'-of Work
in tht areh, and .that there be roteetions governingk the conditions
and hours of employment. In other words, f-am trying to suggest to
the committee that sonme kind of language should be wo-ked outli per-
haps I have not hit on the right formula) that, would buildworklilcen-
tives into the program but not permit local' employers 'to°,exploit
that situation by requiring people to take jobs at an unfair wage level.
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There ought to be some provision written into the program that
would protect that mother or that person against exploitation at the
penalty of losing any of her welfare payment or losing her chance for
employment.

'The CHAIRMAN. It gives me no problem at all to agree that a person
who goes to work doing something ought to be making a lot more,
making more than they are going to make if they stay on welfare.

I sponsored that proposal in 1967-and I wish they could have
gotten more--which said they could keep the first $30 they make plus
a third thereafter.

Senator MCGOVERN. I think the principle is sound.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to have it more than that, perhaps let

them keep the first $50 plus 70 percent thereafter.
Senator McGovERN. I agree with that.
The CHAIRMAN. That appeals to me, that in no sense should a per-

son be worse off. If he works, he ought to be better off, I think we can
agree on that.

Senator McGoVERm. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. It does give me a problem when we are looking at

the area where an employer expects and receives a lot of good solid
work for that minimum wage and, after all, that is about the basis
upon which we fix a minimum wage-

Senator McGovFN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That is expected to be what we are paying for some

felow who is really out there heaving and doing a hard day's work,
let's say at a sawmill.

And I have some doubt that we ought to try to guarantee a minimum
wage to. a person who is not working. Somebody ought to put him to
work. doiiig something. I personally have difficulty buying the argu-
ment that we ought to guarantee that man a minimum wage when he
is actually doing nothing.

Senator McGovimN. Mr. Chairman, either that or some provision
to protect him by reference to hours and to the total condition. I cited
the example of a mother of small children who in some areas of the
country could be required, if the language stays as it is, to take a job
maybe whe she would work for 60 hours a week as a domestic, and
the only chance she would have of anyone to look after her children
might bo a neighborIs girl or something, an older child in -the neigh-
bQrhood. I thir-k there ought to be some leeway written into this pro-
gram to protect people against exploited conditions of that kind.

That is all I am saying, and I am not wedded to the particular lan-
guage I have suggested here but I like that phrase "suitable work"
that was in the original proposal.

T think it is toobad that the House struck that out. I wish this com-
mittee would give some thought to putting it back in. I would not be
pi. ing this so hard if we could get that phrase back in: That when
yQu, quire a person to take on available job at least that it be "suit-
able" work, in the context of our unemployment insurance history.

The CHAIRMAN. Here is the House language, though. It seeks to
describe what'the House would regard as suitable. The wages, hours
or other terms or conditions of work offered must not be contrary to or
less than those prescribed by Federal, State or local law or substan-
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tially less favorable to the individual than those prevailing for sim-ilar work in the locality. Now that seems fairly reasonable to me.
How does that sound to you?
Senator McGOVERN. Well, Mr. Chairman, what it does, it strikes outaccepted practice that has been built into such programs as unemploy-ment insurance. I am not saying everybody has got to have an air-conditioned office to work in ut I think that in striking out the pro-tections embodied in the phrase "suitable work," we have opened upthis program to the possibility that people could be exploited underthe work requirements in acce ting work that permits unscrupulous

employers to take advantage oV that requirement.
The CHAIRMAN. We are faced with this thing, though, that some-body has to do this work. You have referred to stoop labor, a personwho has to stoop over to harvest, let's say, tomatoes, cucumbers, things

like that.
Senator McGovmiN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Somebody has to do it.
Now, if you are not going to ask a welfare client to do ityou are

going to have to ask somebody who is paying taxes to support that
welfare client to do it. How would you handle it?

Who is going to do it ?

Senator MCGOvERN. It is not just the concept of requiring a welfarerecipient to do it; it involves both the kind of welfare recipients, andthe conditions of employment. If you write in a blanket requirementhere without reference to age or health or the condition of the workeryou could have a situation where you are requiring people who arehandicapped, who are aged, who are not quite old enough to qualifyfor old age assistance, to do that kind of work or else lose their wel-
fare protection.

They may not be physically qualified to do it.The CHAIRMAN. I at one time had the experience of a crew in theNavy, Senator McGovern where I got one castoff from everybodyelse's ship. Everybody of course, gave me the fellow that he mostpreferred to get rid o? in his crew. I had difficulty getting some ofthese fellows to do the work so sometimes out of a sense of frustra-tion I would throw on a pair of dungarees and do it myself and have
them sit there and watch me do it.

There was another officer, called Cookie Johnson, who couldn't geta cook for his crew, so he was the cook for his crew. Somebody oughtto be willing to turn to and do that painting or swab up the place or.do what needs to be done before he asks a fellow who is paying for itto do it for him, it would seem to me.
Senator McGOVERN. I agree, Mr. Chairman. But wouldn't you agreewith me that there are frequently in these migratory situations, stooplabor situations, shocking conditions of housing, of sanitation, or thelack of it? These are conditions that no person ought to be asked totolerate. I think we ought to be careful about writing into Federallaw a provision that would permit those conditions to go uncorrectedbecause 3 force people to take that kind of work or else lose protec-

tion under the welfare program.
That is all I am saying. Of course somebody has to do that kind ofwork but let's not use the welfare program to institutionalize unfair,and unsanitary, and unsafe working conditions.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, Senator McGovern, I am in favor of trying
to upgrade all this migrant labor that you are talking about, trying
to pay those people better, a lot better and I think this bill should
help them. If not., somebody should offer an amendment so that we
try to provide that every person working is working under conditions
that would be regarded as humane or desirable or at least not unde-
sirable such as you are thinking of.

But having tried to upgrade these low paid jobs to the greatest
extent that we can, how can we very well say that we expect some-
body who is not being helped by society to work to do that work for
the benefit of somebody who is being helped by society?

Senator McGovERN. I do not think you do make that requirement.
There is no way you can force people to work.

What I am concerned about is that you take the pressure off the
employer to improve conditions if you build requirements into the
welfare program that strip people off those welfare rolls at the penalty
of starvation-unless they take whatever is offered to them in the
way of work. I think you release one of the pressure points toward
better working conditions if you are not very careful about how you
draft this work requirement into our welfare program.

Now, admittedly it is very tough. I see the chairman smiling, and
I know it is tough to draft language, but this committee has a lot
of wise men on it and I think it is possible to work out language
that would accomplish what you want to do in terms of work incentives
without taking the pressure off in these areas where work conditions
need to be improved. They need to be improved by people who have
enough independence with some protection from the welfare program,
so that they are not forced at the penalty of starvation to take what-
ever is available.

That is all I am saying.
The CHAirMAN. Well, I am just trying to find the kind of standard

that we should be trying to move toward. I have not been in a city.
yet where I have not seen demonstrated the need for getting a waiter,
a dishwasher, someone to work in a restaurant.

There is need for that kind of help all over the whole country.
I have done a lot of dishwashing I still do some dishwashing. I
sort of like it, I think it is good Yor you.

I have mopped a lot of floors and I can still move a broom around.
Do you find anything wrong about that kind of work?

Senator McGOVERN. No, I do not.
The CHAIRMAN. Because it seems to me that we ought to ask people

to take those kind of jobs that are available in every community in
America before we ask their neighbors to pay taxes to support them
without working.

Now if the job does not pay enough, I think we ought to add some-
thing to it. But I do think that we ought to ask them to take the job
rather than live entirely on the taxpayer.

Senator MCGOVwgR. That is correct.
Let me pose a hypothetical situation. I am in favor of dishwash-

ing and floor mopping and all those things.
The CHAIRMAN. You would do it, too, if you cannot get somebody

to do it for you.
Senator MCGOVERN. Yes, I have done a little of that.
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What I am suggesting to the chairman is that you may have a situa-
tion where a restaurant does need a dishwasher and there is a mother
with five or six children who is suffering from, physical impairment
of some kind that makes it difficult for her to do that. Maybe-it is
hard for her to find someone to look after the children or maybeshe
has some other handicap. Ma be there are conditions associated With
the job that make it hard for her to do that except in jeopardy to her-
self. I just think you have to be careful how you draft these work
requirements so that you take care of situation like that and not force
that mother to give up her welfare payments or take a job that in the
long run would do more harm than good.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this: Under your amendment,, the
food stamps would be added on the full Family Assistance payment
without any contribution of the family. If you are going to do this
why wouldn't it be just as well to simply increase the amount of cash
payment and not bother with the stamp process?

Senator MCGOVERN. It would be fine with me, sir. If you could get
that payment up equal to that, I think cash is as good or better than
food stamps anytime.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, it would be all right with you just
to goahead and provide the cash instead. I. .

Frankly, I find myself thinking, in trying to provide for the needs.
of people, that it might be well to add the money we spend on com-
modities or food stamps would be to the amount available to the pro-
gram and pass it, out simply in cash.

Senator McGovERN. I ave no quarrel with that. Once this cash
payment comes up to a level where people can meet th6 reasonable
needs of their families, I would lose any further interest in the food
stamp program.

The CHAIRMAN. If they have enough cash most of that, at least a
great deal, will be spent on food.

Senator MCGOVERN. That is right.
The CHARMAN. Presumably if they have enough cash to provide

for their food needs they will spend for food what they need on food.
Senator MCGOVERN. Yes.
Actually the poor people do a better job of stretching their dollar

than the more comfortable income families do.
They do a much better job. Even in terms of what they buy for

food, they will buy dollar for dollar more nutritious foods thanea rich
person would.

The CHAfRMAN. Thank you, Senator,
Senator Anderson.
Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMs.- Senator, you have made some interesting sug-

gestions here to the committee, and they will most certainly
considered.

I notice that in presenting these recommendations you also ex-
pressed concern over the adverse effect that inflation has' had on
the working pooi and those on poverty and so forth. A suggestion
has been made to our committee that in order to offset the inflation,
the danger of inflation, we include with this bill -revenue'producing
measures which would finance it.
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I notice that your food stamp bill would add a billion and a half
estimate to the cost, and we recognize the merit that that has-but
if the committee decided to do that, finance some of this, what recom-
mendation would you have for that?

.Senator MCGOVERN. Actually, Senator, my own estimate of the cost
of the- food stamp amendment, is that it would not appreciably in-
crease the cost beyond the amounts that the administration now plans
on spending for stamps. This is because the minimum income level
of: most participants would be raised to $1,600 by Family Assistance.
." I would not have any quarrel with financing mechanisms, Senator.
If in order to keep our outgo in balance with revenues we need to
increase the taxes, I would support that.

I would prefer to see us adopt that principle when we go to war
as a. means of financing increased wartime costs. I think that in the
same sense that we ask young men in time of war to make special
sacrifices, if necessary to give their lives, we ought to call on all of
our citizens to make some sacrifice in the form of wartime taxes.

.The Senator will recall I came before this committee a couple of
years ago and urged such a tax a wartime excess profits tax, thinking
that:was a more just way to finance these increased budget costs. I
think it makes more sense than arguing that when we add a few mil-
lion dollars to welfare purposes that that is the time to call for
special taxes.

But, recognizing this is an imperfect world and we do not always
get the kind of tax structure we would like, if it is necessary in order
to take care of the welfare and food needs of the American people
that we increase taxes, I would support increase taxes for that
purpose.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I appreciate that suggestion and I am
one, who ag re with you in times of war the first step we should
take would be some method of helping to finance it.

Senator McGovERz. Yes.
Senator WILLAMS. And I was rather critical of the failure of the

Congress and the administration when the Vietnam war broke out
not to do it.

Senator McGOVERN. Well, the Senator was absolutely right on that
and I support his position.

Senator WILLAMS. I pointed out in the Korean war, and World
War II those steps were taken and, as you will recall, it was only after
the President, President Johnson, was unable to get anyone in his own
party to introduce his bill that I introduced the administration's bill
to raise taxes for him because I thought we needed to do it in order to
control inflation. I was glad to do it even though I finally persuaded
one member of his party to join as a cosponsor to help get that through.

Now the war is over and that is behind us.
Senator MCGOVERN. I would not say that.
Senator Wim' Ams, We hope it is so.
At least I am not willing to recognize it is going to be continuing,

and what form of taxes would you suggest nowl It'has been suggested
that the restoration of the 5.pecent surcharge across the board for
corporations and individuals would just about meet the cost of this
bill, but iaybe it would take 6 percent with your amendment. Do we
have any other-
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Senator MCGOVERN. I am not going to let the Senator have it both
ways. If the war is over that reduces the budget by $26 billion and I
would see no need for a tax increase if we are going to save $26 billion
next year.

Senator WILAMS. I do not either. And I do not think that either
one of us is going to. We may kid some of our constituents but we are
not going to kid ourselves individually that we are going to save $26
billion next year because until you get the men home and discharged
you don't stop that payroll

We had at the close of last year a deficit of $13 billion and it is
estimated that next year it will be about $20 billion, and I wondered
if you had any specific recommendation. We do have to get down
to specifics as to how we could finance some of this to avoid the i'ifla-
tionary danger.

I know you have been concerned about this over the years and so
have I.

Senator McGovmN. Yes.
Senator WILLAMS. It would be easy for me particularly to pass this

over because I won't be here next year. But I think we should meet
this because our committee or any committee when we find a meritori-
ous proposal that will cost $1 billion or $10 billion, whatever it is, if
it is really meritorious, I am willing to vote for the taxes to finance it.
I know it has been your principle, and I am just asking for guidance
if you have any in that direction at this time.

Senator MCGOVERN. Well, I would not want to make any specific
recommendations on new taxes. I honestly believe that if we could do
a better job of selecting our national piorites-I hate to use that
overworked phrase but that really is the nub of the problem-if we
could follow the suggestion of the distinguished Republican whip,
Senator Griffin, the other day and delay the SST, if we could curtail
the war costs, cut back on some of these other military operations that
I think really contribute very little to our national security but con-
tribute a great deal to inflation, I say to the Senator in all seriousness,
I do not think any tax increase would be necessary, and that is why I
have not really focused on that part of the problem.

All I am saying to him is if these efforts fail to eliminate some of the
costs in our budget, and we continue on a very high level of spending,
I would be prepared to support increased taxes rather than to see these
deficits continue because I am very disturbed about it.

I suppose just a straight increase in the income tax would be the best
way to dealwith it.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I won't pursue this further. We are con-
fronted with the situation we so often meet in this committee. I notice
the recommendations which certainly have a lot of merit for spending
are rather affirmative and I could not help notice there are big ifs-if
we can avoid taxes, if this happens or thathappens. But the fact is that
there is only one or two ways to bring our budget in line. One is to
reduce spending and the other is to raise taxes.

Senator MCGoVERN. Yes.
Senator WLLIAMS. I for one have always felt that if I advocatein-

creased spending in an area, I should be willing to recommend taxes as
a method of financing along with it. I think every committee has a
responsibility to advocate it, and I think it is a proper question to ask
those who are recommending that we increase spending, that they also
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recommend revenue for these. And when I go back home and other
members go back home we can tell our constituents what we gave them
and we can also tell them what it cost them at the same time. I think it
is a responsibility in fairness that all members of Congress have to
their constituents.

Senator McGOvERN. Let me just say before the Senator leaves that
point that the amendments I have suggested here, for the most part,
are designed to improve the administration of the program, with the
exception of the food stamp amendment, which would cost some addi-
tiotral money.

The others are largely administrative changes that I do not think
would add materially to the cost of the program.

Senator WLLIAMS. I think that is correct, yes.
The food stamp plan, and I was not saying this critically of the food

stamp plan-
Senator McGOVERN. No, I understand.
Senator WILLIAMS. The food stamp plan did have an estimate of

a billion and a half, and a billion and a half is money that must come
in some form from the taxpayers. Mathematically it figures out about
each billion dollars represents about a 1-percent increase in the tax
burden, corporate, individual, across the oard, each time we add a
billion dollars, we are talking of just about a 1-percent increase in
taxes. That is what I was trying to bring out.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Jordan.
Senator JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, I just have two questions. Senator,

on page ' I quote from your statement:
If we took the single step of raising the minimum wage to $2 per hour, a

full time worker would earn $4,100. At least one estimate, and I believe it is
conservative, indicates that this would result in better than a half billion dollar
saving in payments to the working poor.

Now, on the face of it that sounds like a good way to reduce the
welfare load. Following that line of reasoning, how much savings
in payments to the working poor might be realized, say, if we in-
creased the minimum wage to $3 an hour, and would you recommend
it?

Senator MCGOVERN No I would not.
I think that that would place too heavy a burden on the employer,

and it would also go far above the poverty level which seems to me
to be beyond our social responsibility. I think $2 in the light of the
present situation of our economy would not be an unreasonable mini-
mum wage.

I frankly do not know how families get by on much less than that.
Senator JORDAN. On page 8 of your statement you suggest that

in the interim before the family assistance plan is fully implemented
that the start up fund might be used for several items, including to
create actual jobs.

Now, if you had Federal appropriations for that purpose, how
would you go about creating the actual jobs with Federal money?

Would you hire two janitors for one who was necessary to do the
job? What do you have in mind Senator?

Senator McGovERjN. Well, I was really thinking, Senator, about
the kinds of proposals that Senator Ribicoff and Senator Harris
and I believe Senator Nelson, have made with reference to public
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service employment of various kinds. That includes both outdoor
work in the parks, and in the cities, in hospitals, in various;public
service types of programs that I think are urgently needed.

I am not just talking about make-work jobs but really desperately
needed public services for which people would apply if the jobs were
available.

Senator JORDAN. I am inclined to agree with you that there ig a
great need for more public service jobs and in improving the environ-
ment'and doing some of the things that are so desperately needed to
be done, and I wanted to draw you out on that because I think you
struck a very proper point.

I have no more questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hansen.
Senator HANsEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I regret I

was a little late and did not get to hear the full observations made by
the distinguished Senator from South Dakota. I wouldike to ask,
taking your testimony, Senator, that only 6 million people presently
participate in the food stamp program, and the inference I draw from
your statement is that more should be included. How many-if I am
right in my assumption-how many would you think ought to be
included I

Senator MCGOVERN. Well, Senator, as near as we could estimate in
the studies our committee conducted, reinforced by a good.many in-
vestigations in the executive branch, including the Public Health
Service, there are probably .14 to 15 million people who ought to be
participating in the food stamp program right now. There are prob-
ably up to 25 million people who would need some partial help under
the food stamp program. But at a very minimum, I mould say that
this family assistance program, the administration proposal, which I
generally favor, would be greatly strengthened if the food stamp pro-
vision of it were written in such a way that we could increase the num-
ber of participants to 10-15 million- I think that would be a reasofiable
goal to shoot'at. It would not cover everybody, but it would be a long
step forward.

Senator HAN SEN. To go to 10 million.
Senator McGovERN. Yes. You would take most of the really acute

cases if you got up t6 10 or 15 million people.
Senator HANSEN. Have you made any projections on the basis of

that figure as to the added cost this overall program would represent?
Senator McGovmm. We could reach 10 million food stamp recipi-

ents for about $2 billion total on the food stamp program. If we go to
14 million, we will probably be talking closer to $2 billion Federal
outlays.

Senator UAN8EN. May I refer back to page I of your testimony and
pUrsue just a little further the questions raised by Senator Jordon of
IdahoI

I understand from your testimony that you would look-with favor
upon raising the minimum wage in this country, the Federal minimum
wage, to $2 per hour but you would not believe that it could be raised
to $3.

Senator McGovrwm. No, I think that is out of any reasonable hope of
achievement and I could not recommend that.
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Senator HANSEN. Would I be correct if I were to infer that what we
are talking about here are ways in which we might augment or add to
the wages and salaries that could be earned by people below the pover-
ty level in such a way as not substantially to upset the rest of the
economy.

Is that what this statement implies?
Senator McGovERX. Yes, I think so.
Senator HANSEN. What you are saying then, in other words, is if

we would raise the minimum wage to $3, we would bring about other
dislocations which could have effects which could be counter-
productive.

Senator McGovERN. That is correct.
Senator HANSEN. Mr. Moynihan had observed some time ago, as

I recall, that the present minimum wage laws were a deterrent to
getting presently unemployed people in many instances in jobs. I
think his thesis was that those with few talents, with few merchantable
skills, were the hardest to employ, they were the least productive of
all persons who could be employed, and that any raising of the
minimum wage law would hurt in the long run rather than to help
those we most desired to see employed.

His feeling if I could try to paraphrase what I think lie was saying,
was that the first step that needs to be taken in moving a person from
welfare into productive effort is to get him a job and if lie can make
that first step by getting a job even though it may not be at wages in
gross amount enough to satisfy all of his needs, all of his require-
ments, still it is a very important step. But the only way we can expect
an employer to put anyone, unless there are other incentives, other
inducements offered by Government through the subsidization ofwages, although he dkl not dwell on that point, but lie did say the
only way we can expect an employer to seek out a person out of work
and to employ him is in the reasonable expectation that that person
will be able to contribute a little bit more, certainly not less, than what
it costs the employer to hire him. Does that observation on Mr.
Moynihan's part hold together for you?

Senator McGoVERN. Let me say to the Senator, I think within
certain limits that theory is sound, and that is why I would back away
from the $3 minimum. But the evidence of the last quarter of a
century is pretty strong the other way. The Senator will recall that
every time we have had an increase in the minimum wage the fear
has been expressed that it would actually result in a loss of the total
number of jobs in the economy. But it has never worked out that way
in practice.

What has happened apparently is that as we have raised the mini-
mum wage it puts mbro money into circulation and even the employer
benefits from that. He benefits from the general rise in the economy.
So that while within certain limits what the Senator has said and
what Mr. Moynihan has said is true, I think that modest increases in
the minimum wage level, particularly with the cost of living inereas-
ing; is not only inevitable but desirable.

Senator BENFrT. Will the Senator yield?
..Don't you think that over the years that has also contributed to the

inflation ?
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Senator MCGOVERN. Yes, I think it probably has. I think that it is
one of the factors that is responsible in our economy for the gradually
rising level in the cost of living that has been built into the economy
over a great many years.

I do not know what can be done about it because unless you were
to control all other factors it would certainly be discriminatory to
single out wages as the fa&,or that you are going to control. ou
would have to, it seems to me-

Senator BEwNmT. I did not suggest control.
Senator McGovERN. No, - understand that.
Senator BENNmT. And I do not want that twisted to indicate that

I did.
Senator MCGOVERN. I was using "you" in a very impersonal sense.

But neither the Senator nor I would advocate wage controls unless
there were controls on other factors in the economy.

That is all I was saying.
Senator BPNw~m-r. May I continue for just a minute? It seems to me

the basic problem here is not wage control but a relation of wages
t o produc t v t y.enator MCL0WRN. Yes.

Senator BENN-T. And when you raise minimum wages and that
becomes the base for raising all other levels of wages which always
respond to the minimum wage base, and you do it without relation to
the increase in productivity, then you have an inflationary force that
even wage controls or price controls or a combination cannot contain.

Senator MCGOVERN. Well, I will say to the Senator, you have the
same factors working when industry raises prices without delivering
more to the consumer.

Senator B Nm-. I agre with you but
Senator McGovERN. o I don't think you can just single out one

side of the economy and say we are going to work on that.-Unless you
can come up with a formula or unless we can come up with a formula
that would deal with those built-in inflationary factors all across the
board, it would be very unfair to single out the labor market.

Senator BE.Nm. Well, since labor is the basic ingredient in all
goods and services, I think it must bear its share of the responsibility
for inflation.

I am not saying it is the only element. But to talk now about raising
the minimum wage from $1.60 to $2, that is a continuation of the proc-
ess which since ie 1930's has seen continual rises in the minimum
wage, without realizing that it has its affect on inflation, which, in
turn, while raising the minimum wage, in my opinion, has not re-
duced the total number of jobs because we have an expanding econ-
omy. I think if you could measure it, you would find that it has re-
duced the potential number of jobs because we also have an expanding
number of people in the economy who are unemployable.

That is the comment that I wanted to make.
Thank you, Senator.
Senator HANS.N. I thank the Senator for making the observa-

tion that he did. I was going to make a somewhat similar one to point
out that there are many factors at work and normally pouring water
on a fire will lower the temperature but if the house is on fire, you
may see an escalation of temperatures despite the fact that you dump
a bucket of water on it.
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Let me say to my Lood friend that I made the observation and
raised the question as ]-did about Mr. Moynihan in perfect good faith.
I happen to have been a Republican Gdovernor who recommended
increasing the minimum wage in Wyoming.

I--palled for it, I fought for it, and I signed the bill into law, so
I am openminded about that. But I could not help feeling that therewas something to the thesis that Mr. Moynihan put forward, and that
it seems to me that one of the real difficulties we have in trying to
break out of this welfare syndrome that more and more people are
caught in is to help them, if we can, make that first step when they
get the first job. That is the extremely difficult one and, as a conse-
quence, I was impressed with what Mr. Moynihan said, and am de-
lighted to have your observations on it.

Senator MCGOVERN. Senator, in that connection, I think you have
missed the statement I made earlier, that actually increasing the
minimum-wage level will help people break out of the welfare syn-
drome, and* would also save the Federal Government considerable
money. If these estimates are right-and I believe the source of that
estimate is the AFL-CIO which will be better able to comment on it
than I-a half billion dollars would be saved in payments to the work-
ing poor if you raised the minimum wage to $2. I think in a sense it
would accomplish the very purpose the Senator is concerned about.

Senator HANSEN. May I say to the Senator I am not unaware of
some observations made by the AF-CIO, but I would have to say
again, to repeat again, if you can single out in the total economy
just one of the facets that you want to look at and assume that you
can change what takes place within the context. of a very selected
sample, and without affecting all the rest of the economy as well,
I would agree with you and with our friends in the AFL-CIO that
this is true. But I do not think I can agree completely with the con-
clusions reached by those in labor-management positions to say that
you cando it quite that neatly without affecting the rest of the
economy.You spoke earlier about suitable work, and I share your concern.
I would be one of tha first certainly to rally to the defense of any per-
son who was faced with the impossible situation, the unfair situation,
of being asked to do something that he was not physically capable of
doing at risk of going hungry.

I do not think that any person in this country deserving of the ac-
colade of citizen could subscribe to such an idea. But in some reports
that were made, as I recall, the Department of Labor certified to HEWsome 8,100 individuals who were recipients of welfare who had been
offered jobs that were fully compatible in every respect with their
physical ability, with their age and with their talents, with no reason
at all insofar as the Department of Labor could discern, why these
persons, these 8.100 cases, should not take the jobs, and they were
certified to HEW and said,

We hope you will see that the appropriate applicable Federal laws are enforced
so that these people will understand they must either accept these Jobs or they
will be separated from further, from all of the benefits of further welfare
participation.

Only 200 of those 8,100 so certified by Labor were actually removed
from the rolls. Does the Senator from South Dakota feel that there
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has been less than appropriate Federal application and followthrough
of the requirement written by the Congress that persons, when suit-
able work is found, should take a job or should be denied welfare?

Senator McGOVERN. No; I am not familiar With the situation the
Senator has just described, but as he draws it out, I would have to
agree with him that in a situation like that those persons that were
not removed may very well not have been removed for legitimate
reasons. I do not know about that particular situation.

Senator HANsEN. But only 200 were removed.
Senator MCGOVERN. Yes.
Senator HANsEN. My point was 7,900 were not removed despite the

fact that the basis of full investigation by the Department of 14bor
they should have been removed.

Senator McGovRN. I think the Senator would appreciate my re-
luctance to pass judgment on an individual case like that without
knowing all the factors. I am not suggesting that we should com-
pletely eliminate the work incentive provisions here.

I just say thaf I would be hopeful that protections could be written
into the law so that people are not exploited because of that require-
ment. It may be that in this case laws were too lenient.

I am not able to say. I have suggested an amendment here that
makes it easier for people to move on and off the welfare rolls without
losing their welfare status. This is one of the things that causes some
people to back away from a temporary job opportunity. The redtape
of getting back on welfare is so enormous that they hestitate to take
temporary-jobs.

I have proposed here a more simplified way of moving on and off
the rolls and I think that will do a lot toward eliminating the re-
luctance that some welfare recipients have about taking temporaryemployment.Senator HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, if I could make just this observa-

tion, and I appreciate the fact thatthe Senator may not be familiar
with the specific instance I have called attention to, but rather it was
made in the context to call attention to a belief held by him that there
is a great reluctance on the part of the Federal Government-and it
does not matter which party is running the administration at a par-
ticular moment--I think there is a great reluctance, a demonstrated
reluctance, on the part of the Government, to move in and to do any-
thing about enforcing the provision that when suitable employment
is available and has been offered that it must be accepted, a person
must go to work or they will lose their rights. It was in that context
that I meant to call attention to this example. I have no further
questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator McGovern. rappre-
ciate your testimony.

Senator MCGOVEN. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman.
(Senator McGovern's prepared statement follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RON. 0Ol14OE MCGOVEN, A U.S. SENATOR FkwO3 THE
STATE OF SOuTH DAKOTA

It Is a special pleasure - me to appear before this Committee to testify on
the Administration's Fam* Assistance Plan. The Administration's Initiative
in this area has opened an ')ortunity for all of us to participate in what can
be a truly historic step forv. A in the fight for an adequate and dignified pro-
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gram of public assistance in America. I know that this is something all of us
desire, though we may have some differences over the details. We all want to
make sure that Family Assistance Is a really workable reform of the present
system not simply another flop which disappoints Americans who support it
through their taxes and Americans who hope to improve their lives through its
benefits. There is no question of the good intentions of the Administration in
proposing this measure. But we all know where good intentions alone may lead.
The potential significance of this legislation requires that it be given the most
searching inquiry. I know that this Committee is doing just that and I hope my
remarks here today will be of some help in that regard.

Before discussing the details of the program itself, however, I would like to
respond to what I feel have been some unnecessary and unjustified remarks
emanatipg from various quarters of the Administration. Since Family Assist-
ance passed the House of Representatives, Administration spokesmen have re-
peatedly charged that its final passage by the Congress Is being obstructed by
liberals. I am frankly mystified by these charges, for, as best as I can tell, it has
been the so-called liberals who have been consistently in the forefront of those
supporting Family Assistance. Admittedly, this support has been expressed
with reservations but the support has been there nevertheless. In fact, the Ad-
mintistration's criticism of those who basically support its effort makes one
wonder about its understanding of the legislative process and Its seriousness
about enacting legislation. Let there be no doubt about this fact. Liberals want
a Public Assistance reform Just as badly as its most vigorous proponents down-
town. But they want a bill that will really work. And, I for one, have serious
doubts that the Administration proposal, unless significantly modified, will
work. Let me Just add, in passing, that this Committee is performing an Im-
portant service to us all in exposing the discrepancies between the realities of
Family Assistance and some of the more extravagant claims that have been
made for it. Family Assistance Is no panacea for the varied ills of our society.
It can be one reasonable and practical step forward, however, In the develop.
ment of a larger national income maintenance strategy.

As you know, I have been deeply interested in the poverty-related problem
of hunger and malnutrition in this country and have had the privilege of
chairing the Senate's Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. One
of the major efforts of the Committee has been to press for an expanded food
stamp program that will reach every hungry family until their cash resources
may become adequate. At this point in time, only some six million persons par-
ticipate in the food stamp program. Least understandable is the failure of
many recipients of public assistance to participate. We believe that failure is
often due to separate administrative structures. I see the mechanism of Family
Assistance as a means of insuring that food stamps reach every needy family.
To that end, I have offered an amendir~nt to H.R. 1311-the Simplified Food
Stamp Distribution Sytem-to combine the administration of Family Assist-
ance and Food Stamps. This amendment, I believe, helps fulfill President
Nixon's pledge "to put an end to hunger in America itself for all time." It
would ensure that every public assistance family at least receives a minimum
income of $2,400. the basic $1,600 under Family Assistance and $800 from the
Food Stamp Program. The Administration has already announced its intention
of taking a step in the direction of my amendment by permitting Family Assist-
ance recipients living in Food Stamp areas to "check off" whether or not they
want to-buy stamps. This does not do anything for the assistance recipients now
deendent on unsatisfactory surplus commodity distribution programs. I see
no reason why assistance recipients in commodity counties should not also
have the right to Chethk if they desire to receive stmps. Not only would this
amendment take us farther in assuring that food assistance reaches all in
need, it would result in millions of dollars saved through streamlined
administration.

I know that this Committee has spent a considerable amount of time discuss-
ing problems of work incentives and disincentives, much of the debate center-
ing oniso-called n6tch problems or loss of benefits that may result from in-
creased income. It has been brought'out that the Food Stamp Program, when
considered along with FamilyAssistance, creates one of these so-called notches
F.A.P incidentally, represents an improvement over the present arrangement.
It is po'%lble to diminish the' sizeqf the fo ¢h by technical changes in the food
stamp schedule, changes that do not damage the integrity of the program. But,
failing that, I must say in all candor that I prefer the small risk of a notch dis-
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incentive, to the risk of millions of needy persons being deprived of food assist-
ance. It is for this reason that I am disturbed by the revised food stamp sched-
ules submitted to the Committee by the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare. They appear on pages 40-58 of your June publication of "The Family
Assistance Act as revised and resubmitted." A close look at those tables reveals
that all earned I~come would be counted for purposes of calculating a family's
food stamp purchase price and bonus stamps. Under the present system for cal-
culating income, a recipient is allowed certain mandatory deductions and 0
in exempt income to arrive at a net Income for purposes of food stamps. Under
F.A.P. we were told there would be $60 a month, or $720 a year of exempt
income. But the HEW charts indicate that any earned income would mean an
Immediate rise in the cost of food stamps, and an immediate reduction in the
value of bonus stamps. That would work a particular hardship on those aged,
blind and disabled persons who have some small source of income beyond pub-
lic assistance and those AFDC mothers who do part-time work. The revised
schedule would not apply to all of these persons once FAP goes into effect. The$110 assistance benefit for single persons, for instance, puts some of those per-
sons beyond food stamp program eligibility.

But we have reason to believe that the Administration intends to implement
their new food stamp schedule shortly. Thus, those persons now using the pro-gram would be penalized for future program accommodation. And it is thosewho do take the initiative to secure a little in earnings that will suffer most.If this Is the kind of revision the Administration actually plans, I will opposeit vigorously. Family Assistance must be used as a means to make sure thatpeople are adequately nourished, not as a means to deprive them of nutrition to
satisfy mathematical symmetry.

Let me speak, for a moment, directly to the issue of the notch problem andwork. I do not believe that many Americans want a free ride on the dole. Wel-fare, with all the stigma attached to it, is not an attractive alternative to self-support through work. Most people do not choose to be maintained by welfareunless they have no choice. The notch problem is not new. There have alwaysbeen points at which earned income In some amount would mean the end orsharp reduction in welfare and in-kind benefits. People do not reject earned in-come and accept public assistance. For most poor people the welfare categoriesestablished by law do not permit the able-bodied that choice. For the others, theonly work available too often does not provide them with the kind of securitythey need to keep body and soul together.
I believe that whether people work or do not work is more a function of ourmanpower and education policies, and the gcnerai condition of the economy, thanIt is a function of some mathematical formula dreamed up by the economists.I believe the availability of Jobs at living wages constitute a work incentive andthat a lack of Jobs, or Jobs only at slave wages, are the real work disincentives.The question of whether people will quit welfare to take work, or quit work totake welfare, has always been with us. The answer the poor have always givenus is that they will work when work is available, especially when that work offersreal security. This Is the key. Security. It is a basic need of every human being.It is most important to people who have spent their lives on the edge of Insecur-ity, on the edge of hunger, of homelessness, of poverty.
I heartily support real work incentives. I strongly oppose the kind of workincentives that In reality only protect the idea of cheap labor in America. Thereal *answer to encouraging poor persons in America to work is to build into anywork requirements the fundamental protections that our great labor organza.tions have struggled so hard to win: safe working conditions, living wages, re-tirement and sickness benefits. The answer to the question of how to encourage

the poor to work does not lie in how we phrase a work requirement that harrassesand humiliates the poor. Provide the jobs, and the wages, and the poor will solvethe notch problem. Other senators are offering ways to meet this problem. Sen-ator Nelson has proposed a program of public service employment so that decentJobs at liveable wages will be available. Within the Family Assistance Program,Senators Harris and Ribloff have also proposed that jobs be provided. I believetheir efforts should be supported. I myself hope to address this problem of a senseof security, at least In part, with an Interim amendment I have offered to enablewelfare recipients to move more easily from public assistance to employmentand back to public assistance when that is necessary.
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As I have followed the proceedings before this Committee, I could not help
being reminded of the welfare debates that have taken place since I have been
in Congress. You will remember them as well. In 1956, we voted for the first
Social Service Amendments as a solution to the welfare problem. In 1962, we
voted again for service amendments. In 1967, I recall very vividly the work
requirements tied to the Work Incentive Program and the provisions for finding
deserting fathers. Each time the debates have been the same and so have been
the results--rising welfare rolls and costs. Each time the hope that we will
turn welfare recipients into earners and taxpayers proves hollow. If I am
skeptical that the Administration's Family Assistance proposal will solve our
problems, it Is because all the proposals of the last 15 years have made the same
claim, and for mechanisms very similar to what we are asked to vote on this
year.

There are really three central issues in this year's debate: How we will treat
work, how much money we will spend, who will administer whatever program
emerges.

I want to make a few more comments about work. I have no quarrel with work
incentives; I believe welfare programs should not be designed to discourage
people from taking jobs. I have no quarrel with providing training and day
care for those who are able to work. I do have a serious quarrel with the Idea
of using our public assistance programs to institutionalize low wages, unsafe
working conditions, and poor labor practices. To do that is to freeze the poor
into permanent welfare status, with no hope of being released from its terrible
dependency.

Let me expand on this a bit. In 1969 there were nearly five million poor
families; 3.2 million of those families had one, two, three or even more wage
earners. Even Secretary Richardson tells us that 399 of our poor families were
headed by a fully-employed worker whose earnings were less than a poverty
wage. Just last week a small news story held that 500,000 federal employees
earned wages below the poverty line. Given these facts I find it difficult to
understand why the Congress of the United States should make it legal and
virtually inevitable that millions of American households be supported through
a system of welfare payments rather than a system of adequate wages. If we
had adequate wages and a mechanism to compensate for family size, we would
have no working poor.

That brings us to the matter of what is an appropriate referral for work. I
believe it sound to require that job referrals be mandatory only at the higher
of either the prevailing wages for such work in an area, or the federal minimum
wage. Senator Harris has made such a proposal and I believe it deserves sup-
port. At the same time, if we took the single step of raising the minimum wage
to $2.00 per hour, a full time worker would earn $4,100. At least one estimate,
and I believe it conservative, indicates that this would result in better than a
half billion dollar saving in payments to the working poor.

But it is not just a dollar amount that is at stake. Other protections have
been built into our labor system to protect workers from exploitation. Specifical-
ly, recipients of Unemployment Insurance have been granted a variety of safe-
guards which I would find it unacceptable to omit. At the very least, we must
restore that language guaranteeing that referrals would be made only to suitable
work or training.

There are now many individuals who fall between the cracks in our public
assistance/labor market system. There are partially disabled adults who do
not qualify for public assistance and cannot get or hold jobs. There are men
and women in their sixties not yet old enough to qualify for Social Security or
Old Age Assistance living In areas where the only income available is from
stoop labor in the hot sun-work for which they are no longer physically able.
There are individuals too blind to get jobs and not blind enough for public
assistance standards. It is these who will be exploited if we do not write
employment protections into FAP. And it is their children who will suffer with
them.

It is not enough to recognize that there are unpleasant Jobs in any society.
We must also recognize that in some parts of this country public assistance
would be denied to mothers who refuse to work for 60 hours in a week as a
domestic help, while their children are said to be in adequate day care if an
older neighbor child looks after them. It Is likewise true that some parts of
this country men with "brown lung," for whom a return to the textile mills or
coal mines would prove fatal, would be denied assistance if such jobs existed.



1454

[There are places in this country where assistance is now, and would in the
future, be denied to everyone when a fruit or vegetable crop was due for harvest.
There are migrant fnd mining camps in this country in which conditions 'are
admittedly substandard in such basic areas as housing, sanitation and water
supplies. Those Jobs-mining, manufacturing, harvesting-may indeed be re-
quired by society.) But if our society requires that those Jobs be performed then
we must be prepared to pay the workers Involved and to protect their rights
to work and live in physical safety.

Liberals have also been charged with wanting to Increase the amount of
money in Family Assistance to an unreasonable level. I do not think this is an
accurate charge. I fully appreciate the inflationary pressures in our economy
and the need to keep a lid on federal expenditures. I do pot understand why
the real human needs of our people-health, education and welfare-must al-
ways be sacrificed to those pressures rather than some other, less Important
programs. Be that as it may, I believe there is some money within the limits
of this year's budget which can and should be applied to Improving Family
Assistance. For Instance, I understand that the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare now estimates it could not Implement Family Assistance
before July of 1972 or even later. Why then could not money earmarked for
start-up costs in 1971 be used to restore state benefits for Intact families with
an unemployed parent present, or to create actual' jobs, or to expAnd day care
opportunities more rapidly. Another improvement that will not cost moro money
this year or next, but which would ensure the ultimate success of the new sys-
tem, would be built-in steps to raise the basic payment to the federal'poVerty
line by 1076, or steps toward higher federal payments but reduced state burdens
over time. Simply put, this is not a question of how to use available money
in the first year of the program, but a commitment to its future. A commitment
to make sure that Family Assistance doesn't become a dead-end for America's
poor.

The last critical issue I want to discuss is the Administration of the program.
It often seems to me that we operate our welfare programs on a principle of
reverse responsibility. Unlike other programs, we have given the most significant
discretionary controls in welfare to that level of government which contributed
the least to its financial support. Under AFDC, local governments ezerclsed
most control and paid only about 10% of the cost. States controlled the'rest
and bore about 30% of the cost. Washington picked up the bill, issued regula-
tions and gave advice, but really did very little by way of controlling 'the
programs. snp

There was once good reason for this. Originally federal programs Wee simply
adjuncts to state efforts. But with the introduction of Family Assistance and
an expressed commitent to a single, nationally uniform program, I believe 'there
is good reason to correct this imbalance. If the federal government is paying
the bill,, then the federal goverment should have the most say' over how the
program is run. We should move, now, from the very outset to make sure that
this Is so. If We permit the program to be turned over to the state lock, stock
and barrel from the beginning of the program, it is not going to be' easky three
or five years hence to' get the program back. For this reason, I am offering
amendments to elimhaate the option for full state operation of the program, as
well as the third level option of county level administration. As long as states
continue to share the financial burden of the program, then shared federal
and state administration makes some sense. County control makes no sense at
all. Full federal administration makes the most sense because only through
such unitary control will state by statv variations be eliminated.

Federal administration Is necessary from another perspective as well. Th~re
has been much talk in recent weeks of "national standards," as though standards
would, of themselves, ensure national uniformity. While it is true, that national
standards are important and necessary,' standards alone are not enough. With-
out federal administration, it will still be possible, within broadly set limits,' for
states and localities to exercise discretion in the operation of. the programs. I
have been made dramatically aware of this problem In the operation of qur fed-
eral food programs, where local discretion has bein used to keep eligible'applt-
cants from receiving assistance. Federal administration is not a - ure-all but 3t
would go' a long way to moia even-handed, uniform administration of our public
assistance programs.

So, let me say in cotacluslon, that the time has come for reform, real reform,
of our inadequate, inefficient, demeaning system of public assistance. The Ad-
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ministration has proposed a program. And we have the opportunity to improve
on it. I hope we will all have an opportunity to vote on a final measure which
includes the improvements that I have outlined today and that other senators
are vigorously pursuing. I hope we will not have to face the choice of voting for
a measure that does not include those Improvements, that does not truly reform
the present system, because I do not believe that kind of measure merits our
support.

The CHAIRMAN. We will hear next from Mr. Joseph C. Wilson, who
is chairman, and Mr. C. W. Cook, who is vice chairman, of the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, Subcommittee on Poverty and
Welfare. Mr. Wilson is chairman of the Xerox Corp. and Mr. Cook
is chairman of the board of General Foods.

We are pleased to have you gentlemen here today.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH C. WILSON, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, SUBCOMMITTEE ON POVERTY AND
WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY C. W. COOK, VICE CHAIRMAN, AND
VICTOR WFINGARTEN, DIRECTOR, GOVERNOR'S STEERING
COMMITTEE

r. WmILSON. I am Joseph C. Wilson, chairman of Xerox Corp., and
with me is Mr. Cook on my right, who is chairman of General Foods.
He and I served together on Gov. Nelson Rockefeller's steering com-
mittee on welfare and, as you have said, Mr. Chairman, the Committee
for Economic Development Subcommittee on Poverty and Public
Welfare.

Mr. Victor Weingarten, on my left, is the director of the Governor's
steering committee and associate project director of the Committee
for Economic Development study.

Mr. Cook and I will be sharing the testimony, we thank you for the
opportunity, and we will speak very briefly, both of us.

We support the President's proposed family assistance program in
principle, and urge its enactment by the Senate.

We find the present system of public welfare to be demeaning, in-
efficient, inadequate, and with so many disincentives built into it that
it encourages continued dependency. It is hopelessly bad and incapable
Qf reform.
. Despite a substantial reduction in the number of poor, there are

still 25 million Americans who live in poverty; more than the entire
population of Canada. About 60 percent of the poor population is still
excluded from public assistance programs, and those who are included
receive benefits which are not sufficient to provide a decent living.

The Nation is at a stage in its history where it can afford to give
serious consideration to a plan which would raise the income of all
Americans above the poverty level. The goal of extending public assist-
anc4 to all Americans living in want should have high priority among
the many goals being sought by this Nation.

As businessmen, we recognize the apparent economic consequences
of Such a program but we also weigh them against the social and less
apparent consequences of inaction.

Insofar as the proposed FAP is concerned, we believe it is an im-
portant first step in revising the present welfare system, despite the
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weaknesses which the Senate Finance Committee has already pointed
out.

Insofar as the specific measure is concerned:
We strongly believe that any income program should contain in-

centives to work as well as cost-of-living differentials. We support
the administration's proposed work incentive, with the exception that
mandated training and/or work for mothers of young children should
not be required unless adequate care facilities, meeting Federal stand-
ards, are available.

In addition, due attention should be paid to the mother's own judg-
ment of where she is most needed.

We believe the provision of approximately $1,600 per year for child
care is not sufficient to provide good-quality care with an enriched
educational component, for example, like Headstart.

To institute a truly uniform national system of income maintenance,
we recommend that the Federal Government undertake a substantially
high proportion of the financing of public assistance with a phased
takeover by the Federal Government of State and local public assist-
ance costs over the next 5 years as the goal.

At the present time we support the proposed $2,400 uniform national
level of income maintenance for a family of four. We believe, how-
ever, that inasmuch as a minimum income of $9,400 for a family of
four hardly provides a subsistence level of income, a priority c aim
against future available Federal funds should be invoked to raise
total assistance to more acceptable levels.

When the minimum income is raised toward a more realistic level,
regional distortions very likely will begin to occur. Therefore, we
recommend that as the minimum income level rises, consideration be
given to adjustments for cost differentials, where appropriate, between
various regions of the country and between urban and rural
communities.

While we support the administration's welfare program as a very
important first step forward in revising the present welfare system,
we differ from the administration's program in several respects.

Our most important difference involves the basic scope of the ro.
gram. Regrettably, the exclusionary nature of the present welfare
system would be perpetuated by the administration proposals. An
illustration concerns single persons and childless couples, who would
be ineligible for assistance. Yet this group is no less poor or any
less in need than any other group now included in existing Federal
categories; indeed, the highest unemployment rates, are those for
single people.

We therefore recommend, specifically the inclusion of working
single-person families and working childless couples in any new fed-
erally aided programs to benefit the poor. About 800,000 persons fit
this category.

We also take issue with the administration proposal that female
heads of households should also come under the requirement for work
or training as a condition for continuance of public assistance. The
final determination of whether a mother with young children is needed
at home or could more usefully augment the family income through
a -job should be left to her individual judgment.
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In supporting the need for a major day care program, we main-
tained that establishing a national day care program gives the Nation
an opportunity to provide an essential educational experience for dis-

advantaged preschool children down to the age of two.
The early years are the crucial ones in growth and development,

when the greatest opportunity exists to create individual patterns
habits, and attitudes that will prevent a repetition of the cycle of
poverty and failure in another generation.

We also strongly urge the development of a Federal program to
assist with construction of day care centers. The administration's
proposals now provide only for grants to remodel and renovate
facoiiies.

We recognize that the cost of establishing a national program of
day care centers will often be substantiallyhigher than the earning
capacity of a mother with two or more children requiring such care.
Nevertheless, this approach, though costly, offers tremendous potential
benefits to society in terms of better educated children and the addi-
tion to the labor force of more skilled and trained people. An impor-
tant side benefit is that welfare mothers themselves become a poten-
tial source of staffing for these facilities.

Insofar as the training of work requirement as an integral part of
of the income maintenance system is concerned, we believe that those
who are able to work should work. But this requirement should be
instituted only after a proper manpower program is developed to
make such a requirement meaningful and safeguards are built into
the organizational and appeals mechanisms to assure individual
dignity and rights.

Special attention must be given to the problem of welfare women
who head households. These people constitute a major social problem
having grave consequences in terms of neglected and deprived chil-
dren, who are locked into a despairing cycle of dependency and
poverty. This cycle can be broken, if mothers receiving welfare are
provided with the opportunity to undertake job training and to
move into the labor force at decent wages that will augment the
family income.

Because the number of children is much higher in poor families
than among the affluent, we urge that more money be provided, both
to Government and private agencies, so that family planning pro-
grams can be expanded in order to ensure that information is easily
and readily available to all families.

It is an extravagance for America to have 25 million poor people.
Services of many kinds to the poor are more expensive than to
others. Police and fire protection, health care, education are all very
costly to the poor. The added expenditures of that program will, in
our opinion, reduce many other concealed costs of careing for the
poverty stricken.

It is, therefore, an enlightened investment, not only socially but
economically, that can do more to heal us now when we need it, we
think, than perhaps any other action Congress can take.

(Mr. Wilson's prepared statement follows. Mr. Cook's testimony
begins on p. 1463.)
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TESTIMONY BY JOSEPH C. WILSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE) BOARD, XEROX CORP.,
CHAIRMAN, STEERING COMMITTEE OF THE ARDEN HOUSE CONFERENCE ON
PUBLIC WELFARE, CHAIRMAN, GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER'S STEERIN( ' COM-
MITTEE ON SOCIAL PROBLEMS, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT, SUBCOMMITTEE ON POVERTY AND WELFARE

I am Joseph 0. Wilson, Chairman, Xerox Corporation, and I would like- to
introduce Mr. C. W. Cook, Chairman, General Foods, who served with me as
vice-chairman on both the Governor's Steering Committee and also the Com-
mittee For Economic Development, Sub-Committee on Poverty and Public Wel-
fare. With us Is Victor Weingarten, who is director of the Governor's Steering
Committee and associate propect director of the Committee for Economic De-
velopment Study. Mr. Cook and I will be sharing our testimony.

First, I want to thank the members of the Finance Committee for the oppor-
tunity to testify on behalf of the Administration's bill for reform of the public
welfare system.

Our interest and concern with this problem stems from the March, 1967, Arden
House Conference on Public Welfare. This group comprises 100 of the nation's
leaders in industry, labor, news media and philanthropic foundations. :It was
initially brought together at the invitation of Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller
of New York, as part of the observance of the 100th anniversary of the New
York State Board of Social Welfare.

At the Governor's invitation, I agreed to be Chairman of this group, In bring-
ing us together the Governor asked us to try to apply the principles of sound
business management to the problem of public welfare in the United States and
to suggest new approaches to that pressing domestic problem.

Participants from 14 States and 12 cities within New York State, comprising
for the most part the chief executive officers of 87 major corporations, accepted
the Governor's invitation and challenge which essentially was-If the problem
of public welfare was given to you, what would you recommend as sound public
policy for the next decade?

It was recognized at the outset that the public welfare laws, and particularly
the public assistance portion, were extraordinarily complex and that few-of the
Conference participants had had any prior knowledge of, involvement with or
responsibility for the subject, The hope was that creative minds, unencumbered
by past involvement, could take a fresh look at the situation as it existed,
analyze the available data, assess its strengths and weaknesses attribute a
variety of values to what it found and, where indicated, recommend some other
approaches and possible solutions.

The group assembled by the Governor had made available to it an~impressive
amount of data relating to the subject, which was studied assiduously for six
months before it convened at Arden House in New York on November 2 and 3,
1967. After 24 hours of plenaiy sessions and workshops, during which discussion
was lively, informative and the proposals made impressively varied, the Gov-
ernor asked 12 of the partfcipants to serve as an Ad Hoc Steering Committee to
review the data emanating from the Conference, as well as the information
which preceded thQ meeting, and to make, if possible, some specific recommenda-
tions which wonlid reasonably reflect the views of the group as a whole.

I was requested and agreed to remain as Chairman of this group. I shallnot
take your time to list the members of that group, but would request your per-
mission to leave with you their names, as well as those of all who participated in
our Conference.

Our group devoted six additional months to studying this problem and in May,
1968, issued a report which presented our findings and recommendations, In
essence, we found: -

1. The -preset system of public assistance does not Work. well. At the time
of our study, it covered only 8-million of 30.million Americans then living in
poverty. Today it covers approximately 10-million of 25.4-million living in
poverty.! We found the entire system to be demeaning, inefficient, inadequate, and
with so many disincentives built into It, that It encouraged co4tlrued dependency.

2. We find that by any standards of sound management practie, the ad-
ministrationl of the public welfare program throughout *the country was hope-
lessly ineictent. At the tim-eof our report, approxiniately 110,000 persons were
employed in that program, of whom more than 80,000 were in Federally-aided
asolstance programs.

The annual staff turnover averaged close to300, with some States in excess
of 40% and with one or two States approaching 609. This turnover itself is
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evidence of crippling inefficiency. With this condition, there could be little effec-
tive caseWork or continuity of relationship between client and worker. We noted
with interest that lack of job satisfaction was given as one of the key reasons
for leaving.

We also found that of the 110,000 working in the program, less than 2,000 had
a degree In social work or the equivalent, and that this professional group also
had a Job turnover in excess of 20% a year.

We found that the ratio of professionally trained personnel available for those
needing rehabilitative services is so abysmally low as to constitute a pretense of
a social service program.

3. We found incredible administrative inefficiency and waste, particularly in
portions of the program that called for mandatory verification of eligibility. For
example: insofar as three of the four Federally-aided categories are concerned-
Old Age Assistance, the Blind and the Disabled-although this group suffers
from a condition which Is essentially static and not likely to change for the
rest of their lives, the Federal Government was spending more than $250-million
a year to administer these programs. A large proportion of this money was used
to determine and continually verify eligibility. In New York City, for example,
more than 2,300 persons were employed to perform this function at a cost of
over $16-million a year, This was an appalling waste-inasmuch as these people
would never be less aged, less blind or less disabled.

I am pleased to note that following the Issuance of our report the then Secre-
tary of Health, Education and Welfare, by Administrative Decree, ordered a
phased abolition of this wasteful kind of vertification for these categories.

4. We found solid research to be virtually unknown in public welfare. Al-
though the nation Is currently spending more than $10-billion for that program,
less than 1/10 of 1% of welfare funds are spent for research.- Rarely has so
costly a program operated with so little knowledge. Basic and fundamental ques-
tions *cannot be answered with accuracy or reliability because no one really
knows. The kind of "flying blind" that permeates the present system is shocking.

5. Our report listed a variety of reforms which we urged be adopted, and I
will not now take the Committee's time to dwell upon them because many of
them are now incorporated In the Administration's proposal, which we support.

I would like to say, however, that our major finding was that the present sys-
tem was hopelessly bad, that It was incapable of reform, that we found little in
the' past record of amendments and so-called legislative reform to justify any
high hopes of the promise that the present system could be substantially Im-
proved with any further tinkering or tampering. Basically poor programs are not
Improved with overlays. It Is doubtful that more tinkering will evolve a more
satisfactory program. As we surveyed the system, it appeared to us that the
time had come for the nation to take a fresh look at this program, unencumbered
by the past, except to learn from that experience.

We believer the time has come where the public interest would best be served
by replacing the present welfare system and substituting in its place a system
which would provide some benefits not only to that portion of our population
which are currently eligible for public assistance payments, but rather that we
provide some benefits to all Americans who live below an acceptable minimum
standard of living.

We believe, as a Committee, that the nation is now at a stage in its history
where it can afford to give serious consideration to a plan which would raise
the income of all Americans above the poverty level.

The President'% proposal is a step In this direction and, therefore, we! support
it, in principle. As a Committee, we would hope that the nation would move as
quickly as possible toward raising the proposed level of payments to a point
where we, can truthfully say that no American family is living below an
acceptable minimum standard of living. As businessmen, we recognize the eco-
nomic consequences of such a program but we also weigh them against the
social-conseqldences of inaction or inappropriate response.

It was'the Comihittee's recommendation that any income program contain
strong incentives to work and try to contain regional cost of living differentials.
The Administration program, with its work incentive, 'does this-and we sup-
port It With one caveat.

We believe that the mandated training and/or work provision as It applies
to mothers with children over six should be tempered so that the mandated
work-training portion should not apply unless adequate day care facilities,
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meeting Federal standards, are available to those children, and that due atten-
tion be paid to the mother's own judgment of where she Is most need.

While we believe that many mothers with children over six will welcome the
opportunity for work or training and will seek employment, we believe the pub-
lic Interest might best be served if that option were left with the mother.

So much for the Arden House and Governor's Steering Committee on Social
Problems.

I would now like to address myself to the study and recommendations of the
Committee for Economic Development.

I am sure that the work of CED is known to you. The Committee is com-
posed of 200 leading businessmen and educators.

Its basic objectives are:
1. To develop, through objective research and discussion, findings and

recommendations for business and public policy which will contribute to
the preservation and strentghening of our free society, and to the mainte-
nance of high employment, increasing productivity and living standards,
greater economic stability and greater opportunity for all our people.

2. To bring about increasing public understanding of the importance of
these objectives and the ways in which they can be achieved.

CED's work is supported largely by voluntary contributions from business and
industry, foundations, and Individuals. It is nonprofit, nonpartisan, and
nonpolitical.

The Trustees, who generally are Presidents or Board Chairmen of corporations
and Presidents of universities, are chosen for their individual capacities rather
than as representatives of any particular interests. By working with scholars they
unite business judgment and experience with scholarship in analyzing the issues
and developing recommendations to resolve the economic problems that constantly
arise in a dynamic and democratic society.

The CED study on Poverty and Public Welfare was a project undertaken in
accordance with that mandate.

Its findings were substantially the same as those I have reported on, although
the scope of its study and recommendations were concerned primarily with the
improvement of those programs coming under the category of public assistance,
which extend direct payments to people on the welfare rolls.

We believe that the improvement and reform of these programs is of the utmost
urgency because of the pressing need to alleviate the deprivation of millions of
poor Americans in the most direct and efficacious way possible. By itself, however,
such a revision obviously cannot eliminate the problem of poverty in this country.

To be truly effective, reform of the welfare system must be accompanied by
measures that will provide the poor with the requisite education and training
which will open the doors of opportunity to jobs offering adequate compensation.
There is little question that the public school system has failed to serve those at
the bottom of the economic and social ladder, with the result that the disadvan-
taged cannot command the modicum of education required in the nation's evolv-
ing job market.

We believe, however, that the Administration's proposals represent a very
important first step forward in revising the present welfare system. Eliminating
all tho major defects of the public assistance structure, can be neither a short
nor easy task. We are well aware of the Finance Committee's concern that the
impact of this proposed legislation be measured in terms of its effect on other
legislation which affects the poor. We also are convinced that this proposed
bill will require broad public acceptance of totally new concepts, which cut
across ingrained views and prejudices at the same time that they increase rather
than reduce the number of people receiving public assistance even though em-
ployed. Notwithstanding those important considerations, we nevertheless en-
dorse this Administration's bill, in principle, and urge its enactment.

Within this framework, the CED, in its report, urged the following:
1. We recommend a federally supported program to provide a national

minimum income with eligibility determined solely on the basis of need, whether
need results from inadequate earnings or inability to work. Also, we recommend
specifically the inclusion of working single-person families and working child-
less couples in auy new federally-aided programs designed to benefit the poor.
This is not now in the proposed legislation.

2. We believe that the assurance of a minimum income must be coupled with
arrangements that provide strong incentives to work for all who are capable
of work or of being trained for work. We urge that a program of income in-
centives to work should be made a basic component of any new welfare system,
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coupled with positive measures to increase opportunities for private or public
employment for those able to work.

The question arises whether, in addition to income Incentives, a training or
work requirement for those who are able to work is either a desirable or practic-
able feature of an income maintenance program. As a matter of principle we
believe that those who are able to work should work, and that even thought such
a requirement Is difficult to apply, the principle should not be abrogated on
that account.

8. We support the Incorporation of a requirement for training or work for
the able-to.work as an integral element of any income maintenance system pro-
vided that a proper manpower program is developed to make such a require-
ment meaningful and that safeguards are built into the organizational and
appeals mechanisms to assure individual dignity and rights.

4. In developing a national manpower and training program, we believe that
special attention must be given to the problem of women who head households.
This Involves a consideration of whether the family's and society's longer-range
interests are better served in individual instances by the presence of a mother
in the home or by additional family Income acquired through outside work. We
believe that neither training nor work should be made a condition for con-
tinuance of public assistance to women heads of households.

5. However, in order to facilitate Jobholding where this is desirable, we rec-
ommend the establishment of a federally-supported national program of day-
care center that will enable mothers receiving public assistance to augment
their incomes through training and jobs.

6. We also urge the development of a federal program to assist with the con-
struction of day-care centers.

7. Furthermore, we strongly urge that the age of eligibility for Inclusion In
any such day-care programs be extended down to Include two-year-olds, and that
the program should be broad In concept so that instead of being merely custodial
in nature the centers provide an educational experience and enrichment for
young children along the lines of Head Start.

8. Since the evidence indicates that the number of children is much higher In
poor families than among affluent families, we are concerned that family plan-
ning assistance be made available equally to all regardless of income. We strong-
ly urge that more money be provided, both to government and private agencies,
so that family planning programs can be expanded in order to ensure that
information Is easily and readily available to all families.

9. As we have stated, we believe that a uniform national approach to the
problem of welfare is essential to the reform of the system. We view as prac-
tical and realistic the proposal that the level of federal income maintenance be
set to provide a minimum of $2,400 for a family of four at the present time. The
$2,400 figure for a family of four could consist of $1,600 In cash allotments with
the remainder being provided through the Food Stamp Program, which we
believe offers promise as a practical means for supplementing the nutrition of
the poor. "

10. We approve the use of the Food Stamp Program as additional to the welfare
cash allotment and believe that it should be extended for the immediate future
to all who qualify for Income supplementation. However, we recommend that it
be subject to periodic review and evaluation In order to ascertain whether the ef-
ficiency of the program can be improved and also whether cash payments might
not better achieve the objectives of the program.

11. Because the addition of the Food Stamp Program to the cash allotment
has the effect of reducing the incentive for earnings, some changes would be re-
quired to preserve an adequate work incentive. We recommend that in combining
welfare cash and food subsidy programs for income maintenance, the incentive
element be set so that the recipients retain an adequate percentage of earnings
(centering around approximately half of earnings) above a minimum allowance
(such as $720 a year) up to an appropriate cutoff point.

12. Inasmuch as a minimum Income of $2,400 for a family of four hardly pro.
vides a subsistence level of living, we believe that a priority claim against future
available federal funds should be invoked to raise total assistance to more ac-
ceptable levels. Furthermore, as the minimum income Is raised toward a more
realistic level, regional distortions very likely will begin to occur. Therefor,
we recommend that as the minimum Income level rises, consideration be given to
adjustments for cost differentials where appropriate between various regions of
the country and between urban and rural communities.
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13. A corollary of g truly uniform national system of public assistance based on
income maintenance Is that the federal government not only assume an increasing
share of the necessarily increasing cost, but that it eventually undertake the en-
tire burden. As an objective to be attained as soon as fiscally feasible, we recom-
mend that the federal government undertake a substantially higher proportion
of the financing of public assistance with a phased take-over by the federal
government of state and local public assistance costs over the next five years as
(he goal.

Furthermore, we recommend that as the federal government takes over re-
sponsibility for financing public assistance payments, it likewise assume a com-
mensurate responsibility for administrating such assistance in order to assure
efliciency as well as to provide all recipients equitable, uniform treatment.

14. It should be remembered that for the able-to-work, welfare is available
only in the absence of a suitable job or job training. The present procedures for
investigating and determining the qualifications of individuals for public as-
sistance programs are not only demeaning but also cumbersome,- costly and
time-consuming. The present system should be replaced by a far simpler and
more direct method of certification by affidavit, which has now been adequately
tested but which should be subject to periodic review. We support the certifica-
tion method of determining welfare eligibility for both federal and state portions
of the system.
15. Present methods of certification and payment are particularly onerous,

needless, and wasteful where the aged, blind, and disabled are concerned. , We
recommend that the administration of the assistance programs forthe aged,
blind, and disabled be handled within the Department of Health Education and
Welfare by federal payments in a manner similar to that used for Social Se-
curity payments.

10. We are most concerned that adequate job and wage standards for de-
termining initial and continuing eligibility of persons for public assistance be
included in the training-job, component of any proposed welfare system. We
recommend that a specific safeguard for the federal level be included to insure
the following:

a. Uniform local administration in determining eligibility in conffrmance
with standards set by federal law, particularly those specifying wages and
other conditions pertaining to a suitable job.

b. Prevention of punitive actions by local administrators in the termina-
tion of eligibility of local recipients.

c. Establishment of machinery for appeal of local administrative decisions
concerning eligibility outside the administering local department, with de-
tails of these procedures clearly stated to each recipient.

I would now like to address myself very briefly to some other specifics in the
legislation being considered by your Committee.

Recognizing all of the demands facing the nation, we believe that none-is more
pressing, than raising our entire population to the poverty line as quiqkl 'y -as
possible.'The reason for this is that the problems of poverty have a direct bear-
Ing upon many of our other social problems. They are- interrelated. -f we could
find a method of calculating all of the other costs that stem from poverty,, we
would quickly see that we are wasting billions, of dollars each year, each dec-
ade, and each generation by not adequately addressing ourselves to theO basic
problems of the poor. To be specific, a recent study by the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare of a slum population in Sacramento, California, showed
that 20% of the total population accounted for.60% of the community's health
services; 76% of Its tuberculosis; 41% of its police protection; 36% of its juvehile
delinquency; 42% of adult crime; 26% of the fires and yet paid only 12% of
the city taxes. -

In a second city, it reported that for every tax dollar spent on police, fire and
health services in a good area,. the costs in the blighted area were $L87 for
police, $1.67 for fire services, $2.25 for health services.

The Interrelatedness is also 'shown by the fact that to be poor is also to be
unemployed or underemployed and socially disoriented and chronically sick.
Some of the slum' neighborhoods in our country have birth rates higher than
those of India and Pakistan. As part of this interrelatedness, children born in
these neighborhoods are often premature, weak, sickly and die before the6 are
a year old. The pcoo Who survive have four to eight times the incidence of-such
chronic diseases as arthritis, hypertension and visuAl impairments. They require
more and longer periods of costly hospitalization.
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We would recommend to this Committee that it consider authorizing a feasibil-
ity study to see whether the entire social problem area would not be amenable
to a systems approach. This would be an effort to seek to measure the impact
of poverty on employment, education, health, housing, social skills and attitudes,
transportation and related factors.

Such measurements would give us a clearer, fuller picture of the problem as a
whole, It would help us develop and evaluate alternative approaches consistent
with the objectives and provide effective monitors to Insure that both successes
and failures In accomplishing program goals are reflected directly In changes in
the level or design of these programs.

Insofar as the poor are concerned, there are no economies. The best way to
save the nation's money is to spend it to raise the level of living of those who
now live below the poverty line.

The President's program Is a start in this direction. It goes almost half way
toward meeting that challenge. We support it, in principle. But we would hope
that this Committee, in its wisdom, would see its way clear to recommend to the
Congress a higher !Nvel than that proposed by the Administration. It is our
understanding that every $100 added to the minimum would mean $250-million
In expenditure. Our Committee believes this is good business for the United
States. The savings in human lives, as well as in cost for related services, as I
have already stated, could be incalculable.

I would also like to diWcuss very briefly the fact that the proposed legislation
is of great benefit to t0c poorer States. It is of far less benefit to the Northern
States, and particularly -o those States which for many years have carried the
bulk of the nation's vubl*e assistance burden. We believe it would be desirable
for the nation to mx,'e toward 100% Federal financing of public welfare.

This probably could .,t be done overnight. We do believe that it can be done
over a five-year period, and that the increase in Federal revenue due to anticl-
pated economic growth over that period would be sufficient to finance the exten-
sion Of the principle of 1009'% Federal financing to all States. We believe there
will still be a State role and responsibility in this area, namely that of providing
the range of social and rehabilitative services which will always have to be
provided, but should and can be provided more effectively at a local level.

In essence, therefore, speaking on behalf of the various Committees I head,
we urge favorable action on the proposed legislation.

J want to express, again, my deep appreciation to you for this opportunity to
be heard.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cook.
Mr. CooK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Finance

Committee.
I am C. W. Cook, chairman of General Foods Corp. with head-

quarters at White Plains, N.Y.
Whereas Mr. Wilson has addressed himself to certain detailed

elements of the proposal, I would like to talk about it in general and
in principle. it seems to me there are really two points at issue.

First, is the concept of this legislation sound and, second, are the
provisions of the proposed legislation workable?AS for the basic concept, may I say it was not easy for me to come
around to what the popular press calls a guaranteed annual income.
It happens to be contrary to the fundamental beliefs of the business
system in which I have spent 39 years, my entire working life, and of
the region of the country in which I was reared, the Southwest, and
my ideals With regard to each individual's responsibilities as a citizen.

However, as I have observed the impact over the years of the
mig iati6n of millions from rural areas to overcrowded cities, the
inability of so many transplanted low-skilled people to cope with life
in the cities, and the plight of many who choose to remain in the
small towns and rural areas, I have been convinced of the need to help
these victims of the agricultural revolution and the more complex
world that technology las brought.
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This is a national.problem; and is not the fault of a few States or
a few cities. It reqiMres, in my opinion, a nationwide program if we
are to cope with it fairly.

It is said that some 10 million Amreicans are now on welfare in
some form and that the yearly cost is $10 billion and rising.

Even if that is an accurate figure, those are direct costs only. The
indirect costs of the evils perpetuated by the current welfare system,
the crime, the drugs, the blight of the cities, must be closer to $75 to
$100 billion or more.

And this does not count the cost of the future generations who will
be locked into poverty and dependence on public support if the cur-
rent situation is not changed, nor the impact on the spirit of the rest
of our society, including particularly the young people, of the in-
justice, suffering, and humiliation created by the current welfare
system.

You are familiar with the old political axiom, "you can't beat a
horse with no horse." I am not urging today that we replace a bad
program with a good program. I am urging that we replace a no pro-
gram with a program.

I know of no realistic alternative to a program that provides for
the minimum necessities of a decent life--and I say "minimum")-
while at the same time giving a man or woman both the freedom and
the incentive to improve his situation through his own efforts. And
I know of no workable means of doing this other than by a minimum-
income route.

This brings me to the second point at issue today. Are the specific
provisions of the proposed legislation workable?

Obviously we must test them in practice before we will know for
sure, and obviously the program will have to be modified in the
future as we learn from experience.

But I do believe the overall design of the bill is sound.
First, it is a national system. Thus, it tends toward uniformity of

treatment throughout the country.
Second, it is a plan based firmly on providing incentive to work

and not merely continuing relief.
I am aware, Mr. Chairman, that the immediate direct cost of the

new program will be greater than the direct costs of the existing
welfare program. But, as I hope I have made clear, the costs, direct
and indirect, of the existing programs are many times that amount.

There are obviously risks in the proposed program. There would
be risks in any departure that is bold. But what you have under the
program, the present program, is not risk but certainty of failure.

I think it is vital that we make sure we no not in any way impair
the positive' impact of the program by a too conscientious effort to
prevent abuse. There is a point of diminishing returns here.

I believe the key to success lies not in layer upon layer of demean-
ing, costly, cumbersome, and possibly unworkable safeguards. We
have these already, but in providing enough incentive, positive in-
centive, to move up out of poverty so that the great majority of
those able to do it will want to do it and will do it. That to me is
the essential spirit of the legislation.

I think we need to bear in mind, too, that about 70 percent of those
currently receiving welfare assistance are families with dependent
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children. I am told that, in the last decade, the costs of aid to families
with dependent children had more than tripled. Also that the pro-
portion of children in the United States who receive assistance has
doubled in the past 15 years; now about 60 out of every 1,000.

Obviously, we must make every effort,, through (lay care centers,
training programs, and the like, to helix these parents help them-
selves. But even more important is to see that the children are saved;
to try to break this cycle of poverty.

I am aware, Mr. Chairman, that the magnitude of the program
proposed for the first year is not as great as some would have liked.
As far as I am concerned, what counts now is to get started, to set
the principle.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of the Finance Com-
mittee.

The CHAIERAN. Well, thank you very much Mr. Wilson and Mr.
Cook. We are aware of the very thought-provoking publication from
the Committee for Economic Development entitled "Training and
Jobs for Urban Poor," which is the handiwork of your group, and we
think that, at least I think, it offers some good suggestions.

Some of us on this committee feel that it is better for us to try
to subsidize someone at a job rather than simply pay them for not
working. I notice that your view with regard to the minimum wage
seems to be somewhat in line with mine that we should try to find some
way to increase the income of people who have no job at all, but that
we really should not seek to guarantee them the eeral minimum
wage unless they are able to do the kinds of work that the minimum
wage jobs would require.

As the chairman of the board of two major corporations, do you
have some thoughts as to ways we could provide more jobs for more
of these people in private industry?

Mr. WimsoN. Shall I start?
You can supplement whatever you want to say. I am going to speak

personally.
I think I was more sympathetic, if I may hark back to the discus-

sion that we had just a few months ago, to the point made by you and
Senator Hansen, that there is a gap between the people who are fully
working and those who are on welfare that cannot necessarily be han-
dled by the regular wage system without very great penalties. I, there-
fore strongly feel that we have to create a new mechanism of some
kind-I am not prepared to make a specific suggestion-to take care
of som ,of those situations that Senitor McGovern spoke about so
articulately.

I think in that book to which you just referred, the CED has gone
a long way to indicate very specific suggestions about training all kindsof people, whether they are almost unemployable or full employable
but not educated, things of that sort, and f think a multitude of ef-
forts of this kind must be undertaken by the private sector primarily
with the financial help of the government to carry them out, and this
we feel is, it is the most important principle of our whole recommenda-
tion.

We think the country must face up to this obligation, but in doing
so it will only face up to it well if it helps these people to get work.

Mr. CooK. Mr. Chairman, I share that view.
44-527-70--pt. 3- 8
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I. would like to go a bit further and say that based on our own ex-
perience in the food business, I could not agree with Senator Mc-
Govern's conclusion that you simply move up the lower level and do
not affect the total picture.

For example, on the west coast we have seen an increase in the cost
of labor bring about the automation of the harvesting of tomatoes.
W1o have seen a tremendous move within Mexico of the raising of
some of these stoop crops.

I a.(hnit our own company, the Bird's Eye Division, has done some
of this ourselves for a very same reason. We find, too, that when wages,
the minimum wage level does move up, it does have an effect on
the whole wage structure and it does have an effect on inflation, and
it certainly does cause a diminution in the potential of jobs at the
lower ends of the totem pole.

Now we sometimes look at the total number of jobs in the country
and say no, there has not been a lessening of the number of jobs as
the minimum wage has moved up. But the young, the unskilled, some-
times the aged, are getting toward the end of their working days, they
just cannot keep up the productivity which is the point that Mr.
Wilson referred to, and we are going to have to find some way to
close that gap.

The CHAMrMAN. I have seen a lot of information and propaganda,
some of it information, some of it propaganda, to the extent that we
ought to expand trade in all cases.

Now, usually those statements start out hy saying we have a favor-
able balance of trade. The lead editorial "irf the Now York Times
started out that way awhile back, and the unfortunate part of that
is, people read that all over the world and think that is the case
because in most foreign countries that i5 the only American news-
paper they see.

Now it. is unfortunate that those balance-of-trades figufes start out
by giving us a very misleading impression. They fail to put the
ocean freight into it, and they fail to put in the cost of insurance and
then on the export side they'take all that grain we are giving away
to India and these other gilts to foreign governments under our aid
program and put that down as though it is an export for which we
are getting paid. We are not getting anything for that.

We would be just as well 6ff if we dumped those commodities in
the ocean as far as our balance of trade is concerned because we are
not being paid for it and will not be paid.

Now, if you look at what our real balance of trade is, take out the
giveaways and add the ocean freight and insurance to the stuff being
hopped over here because we are paying it, we are running an un-

favorable balance of something in the excess of $4 billion a year, and
that must be corrected because in other aspects of our balance of pay-
ments we are in even worse shape.

Now, when you try to correct it, if you are doing it in terms of
subsidizing your merchant marine or you are doing it in terms of
reducing imports into this country.

If you put people in jobs, even though it is not jobs that the AFL-
CIO would like to have for then, it is still better than having them
drawing their welfare payment. I would like to meet AFL--CIO
standards but I am well aware of the kinds of wage contracts they
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have been fighting for, and down my way just the wage increases over
a period of 2 or 3 years on these new contracts would exceed what a
family has to have to live on welfare.

So I would think that we would do better to subsidize some jobs
rather than have them just rely entirely on welfare. I take it that you
generally agree with that and your recommendations tend to go along
that line.

Mr. W LsoN. Yes, we do, Mr. Chairman. I think we recognize the
enormous complexity of this issue that you are presenting to us, and
(to not have any simple answer but, in principle, we think that this
is right.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, some senators, such as Senator Ribicoff over
here, would say we ought to put a lot of these people to work in pub-
lic service jobs; that is all right too. I would rather have clean streets
than dirty streets while the people sit there idle, but having provided
the employment that can be made available usefully in public service
activities, I think that one other way would be to reach over and
help some of those who are working by subsidizing their employment.

But I do thih~k if we can, we ought to try to work out these notch
provisions so that a person by increasing his income by a thousand
dollars does not lose $2,000 in income. That is sort of like bxing a
businessman $2,000 when he makes $1,000.

Mr. WImsoN. It is a 200 percent bracket. It is unfair to anybody.
The CHAIRMAN. When you tax a businessman more than a hundred

percent, le concludes you do not want him to earn more and he will
stop it.

Mr. CooK. And, Mr. Chairman, it may work out that the incentive
provisions in the present bill are not enough. We may have to allow
a larger percentage to be retained by the individual.

Tho CHAYRMAN. Yes.
Senator Anderson?
Senator Bennett?
Senator BENNEmr. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
We have two businessmen before us and, as an exbusinessman, I am

going to take advantage of them.
It seems to me we can talk all we like about day care and about train-

ing. However, unless there are jobs at the end of the line, we are just
going through a futile exercise, and unless ou are willing to asstime
that these people are going to be taken into Government-financed jobs
service jobs at the local level, WPA in perpetuity, and I was around
when the WPA was the device to give people something to do, then
industry, in which I include the employer and the union,because they
control between them in their negotiations the work conditions; then
industry in those two components has got to accept the social respon-
sibility of putting X million people to work in jobs and in industry.
Not a'hope, not a pious dream, but a direct and definite responsibility.

Now a -reat deal has been said-and I am making a speech for a
minute-about how much more social conscience industry has developed
and how it gets involved in the Community Chest activities, and how
it is involved in this, that, and the other thiing.

Maybe we have come to the point in time when its social conscience
should persuade it even at the risk of being accused of setting up make-
work jobs, industry must, absorb these people or we are going to have
a continually rising level in this country of people who work for Gov-
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ernment. The more people who work for Government the greater pres-
sure there is to have Government take over more activities so that jobs
can be provided, and the nearer we move not to this bugaboo we call
socialism, but to increasing Federal control of the processes of produc-
tion and distribution.

You have heard other testimony today, I did not hear all of yours so
that I cannot say whether you are there with them, that the Federal
Government must take over the whole welfare program. This was the
essence of Senator McGovern's testimony, that the Federal Govern-
mnent must take over the welfare program.

This is another step in the federalization of the activities of people.
Now, you represent CED as well as the Governor's Committee and

I, too, am impressed with the CED study. But is there leadership in
industry looking to this thing, to pive you my idea of the scope of the
job, looking only at single-headed, adult-headed, families, which this
legislation is particularly concerned with-there are three and a half
million of them, about half men and half women. Now that is about 5
percentt of the present labor force.

Can industry absorb those 5 percent by changing the job patterns, can
it negotiate with the unions, certain arrangements which will admit
those people to jobs in industry, or are we going to have to take care of
them either permanently on welfare or by providing so-called service
jobs which, in yesterday's discussion, means providing them with a stick
with a point on the end of it and they pick up papers in New York and
other places?

Can you give us any comments about the possibility or the
responsibility of industry to handle this phase of the problem?

Mr. WVILsoN. May I make some observations, Senator Bennett?
Senator BwNN=Er. I would appreciate it if you would.
Mr. WILsoN. I am sure Mr. Cook would like to make some of his

own.
First, very broadly, I think the responsibility of the whole society,

private and public, is to keep the economy thrusting forward, and it
is not going to be involved in this legislation alone in order to provide
more and more jobs.

I can remember a very few years ago our greatest worry was
whether we were going to have enough workers rather than to find
false jobs. I happen to feel we are going through what I hope is
a transitory period find that this worry will come back.

But, by the same token, the whole system is changing so that the
skills of these needed workers is increasing all the time which makes
it therefore necessary to emphasize the training and education and to
take very special pains with the minority groups and the unemployed,
those who have not got the skills and the education.

Now I will become very specific: I do think that the private sector
of the economy has a very definite responsibility, which has been
broadly recognized during this past year or two, they cannot offset
the recession completely. You cannot pay for people when you do
not have the work but tiey have tried and it has been very expensive
to put on people and train people who heretofore have been
uneml)loyable.

1're have tried it as a specific company and it has been, you know,
a fow hundred people have been affected but we feel we have got to
go on and do that indefinitely.
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Senator Br.xx-Effr. May I stop you there?
Mr. WILsox. Sure.
Senator BENNETr. It seems to me with respect to unemployment we

are facing two types: One is the type of perc,&; who has the skill and
who is laid off because of a change in the level of business, and the
other is the person who does not have the skill. Business has been
concerned, I think, more with the person who has the skill than it
has with these other types. I think you have here a permit problem, a
growing problem, which has persisted through good times and bad.
Our level of people who might presumably be employable continues
to increase regardless of the current economic situation. I think it is
a matter of a social attitude.

Mr. WmVsox. One more comment from me and then I am going to
ask Mr. Cook to respond to that.

I agree with you this is a permanent problem that both of us
share, and I think business people must consider that they have for-
ever this responsibility of helping this low end of the totem pole, as
Mr. Cook said, be employed and that is why, I think, this legislation,
I hope, is the thing which will-the need for which will disappear in
a decade or two.

Maybe this is naive. But, after all, the poor people have declined
from a third of the population to 13 percent of the population in the
last 20 years, and I see no reason to think that that trend won't con-
tinue particularly if we cooperate on the problem of training and
education from the time people are 2 years old.

Mr. Cooi. I would agree with Mr. Wilson that probably as a per-
centage of the total this should disappear or be reduced over the years.
But I agree with you, Senator Bennett, that we have at, the lower end
of this totem pole a real prollent that, I think is going to be with us
indefinitely for two very good reasons: One is the increasing skill re-
quired of workers that some do not have, and will not have and tle
other is the increasing wage level pushed ill) by all sorts of forces,
simply that leave these people as un(lesirable from an employer's
staidl int",.

Now, I think business has done something; not enough. The Na-
tional Alliance of Business Men certainly tried hard. I would not lave
taken on the chairmanship of a metro area if I thought it was not
worthwhile, and our company as well as others. have hired several
hundred of these every year.

I think the contracts with the Department of Labor where they en-
courage you to take on these unskilled people and f'r a portion of
their wages during the first year or during the training )riod they,
in effect, (10 some subsidizin until you can'i get these people Ul) to at
least a self-sustaining basis, that is helpful. But consider, for ex-
ample, the housing situation whei'e in this country we need millions of
housing.units. I am sure if you could look at, and I suppose. you have
the miniinuni wage paid to laborers, unskilled laborers, why the nee(I
for these is in the tens of thousands, but, people cannot afford to
build houses when unskilled labor draws pay like that. So I think they
simply have priced themselves out of themarket.

Senator BENNEInr. I am very well aware of this and that is whv I
said I think the unions as well as management are involved with this
problem, and I think that as time goes on, we are making a basic policy
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decision, do we want to maintain forever a group of people who can-
not survive in our economic system and keep them outside of it in a
state of wardship or do we want to adjust the system to provide a
place for them, and business leadership and union leadership, as well
as government, has a part of that responsibility. We are here looking
at a bill now to provide a process, we think, by which these people
who head families full of chiildren who are now being aided by the
AFDC program, to get jobs. Where are they going to get them ? And
it seems to me that we may be wasting our time and our money and
our effort if we set up elaborate day care centers, if we set up elaborate
training programs, but if at the end of the road there are no jobs. So
that is whi raise the question with you because you come out of the
part, of tle society which controls by far the largest percentage of
the jobs.

Ir. V.soN. May I comment on this last point, Senator. We are
taking care of them now, perhaps not very well, and not noving them
constructively forward, so I believe, if you accept the assumption we
make that the cost embedded in this group, the indirect costs, are so
much greater than the cost of this bill, and even though this bill won't
eliminate, you know, drug addiction, urban blight and all the rest, it
moves for the first time in the right direction: so I think you can see
some hope 10 or 20 years ahead if there is this emphasis on coopera-
tion between public and private groups moving toward jobs, nobody
can guarantee there will be jobs for everybody, meaningful jobs at the
end of 10 years, but if we have that as a national objective, as this bill,
I think, is'one facet of such an objective--

Senator BENNETT. But there is, in my opinion, nothing quite so frus-
trating as to be trained for a job and go through the training
process-

Mr. IVirSO-. Agreed.
Senator B]ENNFT (continuing). Hopefully that there is a job at the

end and then discover there is none.
Mr. WVILSON. I cannot argue with that.
Senator BPN~'r. And that is an exercise in futility.
Mr. CooK. But certainly the chances of getting a job if one is liter-

ate, can deal with figures, there are a great deal more than if one is,
let's say, just unskilled in all regards. So that I think maybe we are
playing the percentage game but, nonetheless, if there is a motivation
built into a youngster through, let's say, the Headstart program, a
motivation to do better in school, if there are some skills learned
through training programs, I cannot help but believe that we will
have more chances to put those people to work than if they absolutely
have no training, no skills.

Senator BENxEmr. No argument about that. Under our system the
individual who takes advantage of those opportunities moves out of
poverty and moves into the situation.

Mr. Cooi. Yes.
Senator BENNETT. But we are having to look at a mass--three and a

half million people, and when you look at that you have to look at.the
potential of three and a half million jobs or roughly that or you are
just simply having a lot of fun in setting up a program which in the
end will fail like so many others have.
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Mr. WiisoN. I think that if, Senator, I may say so, we and you
are trying very hard to create opportunities for three and a half
million people'5 years hence or 10 years hence, and we may or may
not succeed; but if during that period when the economy, we hope,
will resume its rate of growth of the past decade, we hope that the
people, when that time comes, will be better prepared than they were
5 years ago, when they could not be used at all, many of them.

So I do not think it is futile. I think you are making an investment
while simultaneously you have to push through other measures to get
the economy going.

Senator BENNIETr. I cannot escape the feeling in the next 10 years
there is going to be the natural tendency to produce the skilled work-
ers and we start with a hard core of three and a half million people
who are outside the system now and we are going to get a natural
increase, as we always have had, to take care of this increase in jobs.

I think we have got to face the fact that somehow we have got to
expand our pattern to absorb these people who have been left behind,
not merely take care of the people who are coming along in natural
increase.

Mr. WIlsoN. I agree.
Mr. CooK. I would agree but I would certainly also agree with you

that at the bottom of the totem pole there is always going to be a
reidual

Senator BENNmT. That is right; no question about it.
Mr. CooK. A residual of individuals, low in skill, low in motivation,

low in physical energy, perhaps that we will always have with us.
If the incentives are provided, if the atmosphere. is provided then

hopefully more will spring out of that than would otherwise be the
case, but I do think we will have this residual with us always.

Senator BENN-xFTT. No question about that. But somewhere the jobs
must be provided and I think industry and the unions must be think-
ing in terms of that rather than in terms of just continuing to raise
the minimum wage or making advantageous wage contracts for those
who are now employed.

Mr. WirSox. We agree.
Senator BEN.-NETT. I have taken more than my share of the time.
The CmIAIRrAX. Senator Ribicoff.
Senator RImicoFF. The welfare bill at the present time is about $7

billion. Our gross national products is $970 billion. So our welfare
bill is less than 1 percent of our gross national product today.

Basically what does welfare represent? It represents the overhead
that society has paid for its failures, both private and public, and less
than 1 percent isn't too high a bill for society paying for its failures.

There have been a lot of generalities today' on your side and on this
side of the bench. You two gentlemen are ihe chief executive officers
of two of the larger corporations in America in prestige and ability
and in earning capacity. IVhat are your comnpaiies doing, what can
your companies do by themselves, what cai. your companies (o with
public support to hire more people specifically, not that there should
be another way, there is a better way, and wo, must find a way. From
your experience, what can you and your companies actually do?

.MNr. CooK. Let me give you a specific example. For the third straight
summer our headquarters in White Plains, N.Y., took on about 60 of
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the most disadvantaged high school youngsters from tile nearby high
schools, and for every-we paid then the minimum wage for tle
work that was done.

For every dollar they earned there was a dollar l)ut in escrow to
be used only for post-lligh school training to learn to darn, The in-
dividual could not get it. It would be paid to either the welding school
or the college or the beauty salon that would teach or whatever.

Now these are small examples, but this kind of thing can be done
over and over again but it takes an awful lot of that, to absorb millions.

Senator R1iCOFF. All right.
Now how many employees does General Foods have in your entire

organization?
Mr. Coom. Well, I gave you one location. This is headquarters,

where we have about 3,300 people.
Senator RIBICOFF. What is tie total number of employees that Gen-

eral Foods has in your whole organization?
MIr. CooK. Within the United States, about 22,000.
Senator RIBICOFF. 22,000?
Mr. Coom. Yes.
Senator RmICo3FF . Now you take 60 at White Plains. How many

wore did you take in your other branches around the country?
Mr. Coox. I would say each place where we did not have a union,

and this would be five or six places, why, we had similar programs,
not, only for summer disadvantaged youths but also hard core unem-
ployed under the NAB program and we have contracts with the

abor Department.
Where we have unions we ran right into the difficulty that they

would not back down from their miimum wages and here we had
great, great difficulty.

Senator RIBICOFF. All right.
So there is union responsibility. But the total you have taken then

is about 300 throughout the country, if you took about 60 in five or
six places you have about 300.

Mr. Cooit. At. least and probably closer to 500.
Senator RuIIcoFF. And for the dollar they earned you set aside a

dollar for training.
Mr. CooK. This was summer youths only. The others we paid the

regular union wage scale or minmum wage scale, whatever prevailed
in the area.

Senator RifmcorE-. Now basically industry is potentially the largest
teaching academy in the. entire country. Your company-

Mr. Cooi. Yes.
Senator RIB oFF. Whether it is Xerox or whether it is General

Foods or General Motors or Du Pont or General Electric, you have
more Ph. D.'s and more men with master's degrees than teach at all
the universities this country can get. Potentially you are a training
ground where you really can teach people if you took time off.

Mr. Coom. And we do.
Senator RimcorFF. All right. You bring people in from the lowest

menial tasks that there are, whether they are sweeping the floor or
cleaning latrines or whatever the jobs are.

Mr. CooK. It is not limited to that, Senator.
Senator RuIcoFF. What is that?
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Mr. COOK. It is not limited to that.
Senator RIBICOFF. I know, but you can take people in with various

degrees of skills and ability, isn't that correct?
Mr. COOK. Yes.
Senator Rinicor. What if you had a plan where you brought

somebody in and they worked 20 hours a week in a menial task, and
the other 20 hours wvere spent in upgrading their skills somewhere
within your organization where at the end of that training )eriod
there would be an upgraded job for them?

Mr. COOK. That is precisely what we do under NAB.
Senator RIBICOF-. All right.
You would pay them for 20 hours of work, and suppose the Federal

Government paid for 20 hours of training, you would pay them for
20 hours of work, they would be receiving wages for 40 hours, the
other 20 hours they would be receiving training and at the end of that
training period there would be a job in General Foods or in Xerox
and an upgraded job, and at that stage the Federal Government would
phase out and you would then pay them their regular wage and the
upgraded job of 40 hours a week and when that man or woman grad-
uated to the higher job you would then take more people and start
them through that process.

Why can t industry, the giants of industry, men like yourselves who
are concerned socially and economically for the future of your coun-
try, institute programs like that in cooperation with the Government?
Is this an objective that is worthwhile for the Government to under-
take with industry?

Mr. CooK. First, you have described the activities of NAB almost
precisely.

Senator RIBIcoFF. All right. But how much of that is actually
being (one?

Mr. CooK. Well, throughout the country, I think it is beimo done
on a pretty broad scale.. The temporary setback to the economy h as af-
fected this significantly, because so many times you find yourselves
making work, and I aln sure this is contrary to the public good, but
the idea that you expressed is being followed regularly under NAB
and also outside it.

For example, there seems to be always a shortage of competent sec-
retaries, and we found it necessary to set up our own training classes
where we take the young ladies from their secretarial schools, they
are not qualified yet to hold jobs but they go through a period of
weeks of training at our cost under our supervision to enter the low-
est secretarial jot)s. So it is not just the one who cleans, let's say the
floors, and so on.

Senator iRBCo-FF. Well, these young men that you took in White
Plains, what was their problem?

Mr. CooK. Basically backgrounds and financial. Many of them were
having trouble hanging on. The motivation to even stay in high school
was lacking. 'What we hoped to d was to show them fir-st it w as worth
finishing hgh school; secondly, they could earn money and )ut it in
the kitty, so to speak, for training after high school, an d to give them
the taste of what business is like, to see that there could be advance-
ment, there could be careers for them. We were trying to change at-
fitudes as much as anything else.
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Senator RIBICOFF. You do not, have the total amount. of people'goinl
through that NAB program and how much it costs, do you?

Mr. WILsox. I do not have the costs, but I think their goal was
to provide 600,000 jobs and they did not quite make 'it up to now so it
was several hundred thousand jobs. But at what costs, I do not know
because it was divided between public and private sources.

Senator RIBIcoFF. Would you supply the committee with how many
people-

Mr. WiLsoN. Of course.
Senator RIBICOFF (continuing). Had gone through this during the

last year, during this program?
Mr. WIlso.N . Yes.
Senator RmlcoFF. What the costs have been to industry and what

the costs have been to Government.
Mr. VTIsoN. There will be some very wild guesses on some of these

factors because we, for example, had a program similar to General
Foods as a part of the NAB thing, and we made the best estimates we
could about these contracts for training, et cetera, but I know we
spent. a great deal of indirect cost and the people-caring for the
people, it was never broken out. You would just have to guess at it.
It took a lot of attention. There was great turnover, foremen spent
a great (leal of time with them but they did not keep time as to how
often it was spent.

Senator RImcoFF. Do you think it is worth while?
Mr. WiLsoN. Of course it is worth while. That is the whole point

of our testimony, Senator, we think the country must solve this
problem. '

Senator Rimcorm'. All right. It is not going to solve it in general-
ities, but in specifics?

Mr. WrLo. Of course.
Senator RmICOFF. That is what we are looking at.
Let me ask this. You gentlemen are businessmen and you know the

costs of production and how you fold in a new process. With a poten-
tial of 14 million people added to the welfare rolls in this kind of
a program, do you think that the welfare authorities of this country,
administratively, bureaucratically within 1 year, can handle it, 14
million more people in a program such as this?

Mr. WimoN. I will have to speak for myself and let Tex speak for
himself.

We think, with some of the new principles that are involved, the
elimination of the verification and all that redtape, obviously they
can handle a great deal more.

On the other hand, when it comes to administering the work re-
quirement aspects, which would be very subtle and very difficult, we
think this is too much to digest in such a short time.

Senator RiBiColm. Too much to digest?
Mr. Wis oN. I think that.
Mr. CooK. I agree, to phase into it.
Senator RIBcoFm. Too much to digest. Does this not become a grave

responsibility on Government? We have gone through this with medi-
care and medicaid, where we suddenly placed upon into the economy,
into society a concept, a good concept,I believe, wlhich is full of difi
culties and full of problems, and full of errors and great additional
costs because, we have to work it out.
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When you have a new company, a new method, do you go full steam
ahead or do you try it in a pilot basis before you put it into production?

Mr. WiLsox. The latter for us.
Mr. CooK. In most instances.
Senator RiBicoFr. Do you think it would be the better part of wis-

dom to have real full pilot programs in various segments of this

country before we go into effect with a program that will raise the

welfare rolls to a potential of 25 million people?
Mr. CooK. Yes.
Mr. Wi.Jo. Yes, this is precisely what we recommended to the

Arden House CED report: that, wherever possible, efforts should be

made to use market research or market trials, to use our jargon.
Senator Rinicom'F. You are talking about market trials because no

blueprint you can put on paper, no social scientist or Senator or

President of the United States or president of a corporation can ever

anticipate how people will personally react-
Mr. W VrsoN. Right.
Senator RiBicoFF (continuing). Under given circumstances with

any social program?
Mr. WILsoN. Right.
Senator RuIlCOFF. how long do you think such a trial run should

take or with a program such as this, a year, 2 years, to see how it.

works, work out the difficulties, to see what the incentives are?
You mentioned the fact that maybe the incentives should be larger,

instead of 30 percent it should be 40 percent, maybe 70 percent, we do

not know. how long do you think a pilot program like this should go

into effect before the ent ire Nat ion comes under its aegis.
Mr. CooK. This is purely an opinion, but I would think, to lave pro-

jectable results, it would take 2 oi- 3 years to really read it. Now there

has been a test, a pilot program, going on in New Jersey.
Victor, are. you familiar with the details of that?
Mr. WTEINOARTE.N. rhat is the income maintenance demonstration,

Senator, OEO.
Senator Rmicor. I believe that there is a great deal of doubt

whether that proved anything, and that encompassed exactly what we

F 0 trying to put into effect.
Now basically, let's not kid the American people or kid ourselves,

I happen to be for this program and for this )lan. I support it and I

will vote for it. I want to unprove it, but I think the country must

realize that we are basically changing the social philosophy of the

United States once we put it. into effect. None of us can anticipate the

consequences, bat we are definitely starting this Nation into a new

social program, and 1 commend 'President Nixon for having the

courage to take that chance.
But having said that, do we not have the responsibility, if we are

starting this country down a new road for society as a whole, and

it is-you put 25 million people into this type of program and you are

changing society-we do not know the impact that it ' will have on the

people benefited and the people outside the program, their concepts,

their reactions and what it will lead to. If we are going to spend all

this money, and if we are changing our society, should we not give it

a real trial run in different sections of the country?
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As far as I know, and the South is affected to a great extent. with
great problems, you have it with the white poor and the black poor.
There is no pilot run of this anywhere in any Southern State or any
Southern region, there is no trial run; is there a trial run in a smal
town, in a large metropolis, in a medium sized city scattered through-
out the country?

Now is not the better part of wisdom then from your standpoint an
enlightened busiiiessinen, successful businessmen, who see the necessity
for change and advocate the change, should we not try this out to see if
it will actually work before we embark the entire Nation on this
program?

Mr. Wmso ,x. I would like to say yes, with this caveat: We rather
glibly answered, if I might take tle analogy from business before, on
any Important project we like very much to have time to try it and test
it.,'the scientists would like to test it until it was perfect and it would
never come into the world at all, and so I think the l)roblem is one of
timing. Of course it should be tried, if possible, for a year or 2, per-
haps 3, as Mr. Cook suggests.

But there is a tide running in this country at the moment that may
make something bold like this possible that may not be possible 3 or
4 or 5 years hence and we think some risks should be accepted.

Senator RwiCoFF. Well, for one who pushed medicare and medicaid, I
must confess today that, the country would be better off and the pro-
grain would have been better off if we had given medicare and medic-
aid a trial run of a year or 2 before we committed the entire Nation.

Now, if the program is good, if it works out in a substantial trial run
of a year or 2 or 3 throughout the country, the American people are
smart enough and wise enough to adopt it. If the program proves out
to be a failure, then we should have the common sense of forgetting
about it.. But all of us know that once you start a nation on to a major
social program, this social engineering, once you start it you can never
get away from it. Then you spend all your time tinkering around with
a basicaly imperfect program, with a lot of defects, with a fantastic
cost, with great unhappiness and great frustrations as we find in the
social program that fails.

Now wouldn't the better part of wisdom be that this Nation should
adopt as a policy that before it commits itself to a multibillion dollar
program affectinlg 210 million people that we should give it a sub-
stantial dry run.

If we are talking about a program that is going to go up to thie
$20 billion what, would be wrong by committing a hundred million
for 2 or 3 years to find out if it works, and if it fails we have thrown
a hundred million dollars down the drain. It is better than throwing
$20 billion a year down the drain and being stuck with a program
that may not work.

We have spent for education, health, welfare, all these social pro-
grains, untold billions of dollars and I think even those who are the
strongest advocates of these programs have great doubts whether
they have been successful.

&ow if this country has a shortage of money, and everybody glibly
talks about priorities, and I think we should have priorities but let s
have priorities on programs that are going to work and not priori-
ties on programs that we do not know whether they will work or
not. I wo,,ld like a comment from you two gentlemen.
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Afr. WImsox. I agree that should be done.
Senator RIBICOFF. You think that should be done.
Mr. Wirsox. But I would ,hope simultaneously the commitment to

the principle is clear unless the trials fail. I do not know whether
that is a practical thing for the Congress to do.

Senator RIBICOF. Well, I do not object to that.
I do not object to committing ourselves to the principle. This is a

very interesting committee. This committee is composed of men whoso
social and economic viewpoints are very conservative and men whose
economic and social viewpoints are very liberal, and the middle of
the road. But from my experience with this committee, it is conscien-
tious; it is hard-working; it does not run away. It has never run
away from a social or economic challenge, but I do sense on this
committee deep concern over this program from liberals and con-
servatives alike. These are men who want to make this system work;
they want to make this country work and are concerned with these
problems.

Now, if we have this concern and if you have these concerns as en-
lightened businessmen, and if we are faced with such a dhange of
direction in American society do we have the right or do we have
the obligation to put forward a series of pilot programs, various
alternatives, well-funded, in areas not where they could fail but in
areas in this country where there is a commitment, where there is
ability in welfare and social authority and give it a run. Lets see
what happens and let's follow it. We have waited all these years and
if we are going to start this, lets try, to have something that succeeds
for once if we are going to advance billions of dollars in efforts and
in energies and our emotions. Because this is a program that takes all
of that.

Mr. CooK,. Well, Senator, it is very difficult to disagree with the main
thesis of what you say.

I wonder if we have the time that it takes to really prove out rlo-
grams that are so difficult to measure.

If we buy the principle, and I think we are starting on a very low
base, most of the criticism that I get is that the figures are so low that
they are unrealistic, so I think we are starting at a low base, but we are
also starting from a system that I think it is a disaster.

You know New York City as well as I do and I think that is just
absolutely an untenable situation, our welfare program there and,
therefore, if tie principle seems to be right, and we move into it on a
modest basis, with the knowledge that we are going to have to change
as time goes on, it seems to me we are following in general the course
that you would like short of the dry runs that we wish we had 3
or 4 years to run all over the country.

Senator RIBICOFF. Except this, sir, and this becomes a matter of
great importance: I feel you will never solve the problems of the poor
and the black until you recognize that the lower middle class has got
problems, too, and as long as society just looks at the poor and black,
and sets up conflicts between the lower middle class and the poor and
the black, not only will you have a schism in American society but you
will have the great stresses and strains on the whole body politic, which
we see in many instances in this Nation at the present time. It becomes
very important, this dividing line, thei man who is supported by Gov-
ernment earning $1,000 a year for doing nothing or doing l)art-tinme
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work, and the man who lives across the street and works in your fac-
tory and earns $4,500 a year and he works 40 hours a week. This is
an important factor, to understand what assurances there are, what
stresses there will be, in society on that phase, to understand that the
person who lives in the slum has got a problem, but the man who earns
$4,500 a year and lives and works in your factory does not have housing
that is much better. The person who earns $4,500 on welfare is hungry
but the family who works with two or three children at $4,200, or
$4,500 a year doesn't have all the food they need and the medical care
they need and don't have the education they need either.

Now I have great esteem for the President and Mr. Mloynihan and
I will go along because the past system has failed, but we have great
concern on this side of the bench to work it out, and I can see myself
as a liberal Senator, or with conservative Senators in back of this
bench, fighting on the floor shoulder to shoulder to try to get a pro-
gram that wilr make sense, and if we have to say no to the social sci-
entists or the President of the United States to try something out I
think it ought to have been done.

I think if we had done this with the poverty program if we had
done this with medicare or medicaid, if we had done this with health
care programs and if we had done it with the billions of dollars we
have committed to education this country would be a lot better off and
those programs would have a lot better chance of succeeding.

Isn't it time for us to stop and listen, not to stop social progress,
but to try these schemes out in a diverse country like this to make this
work.

I think this is what is bothering a lot of us on this committee.
Mr. WiLsox. We agree.
Senator RmicoF. I am sorry for having taken all the time.
The CIAIRMAN. Senator Hansen.
Senator HANsEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me say that I genuin'ely appreciated the very astute observation

made by the very distinguished Senator. I would like to associate my-
self with those comments.

He is well known as one of the most effective and influential Secre-
taries of HEW that this country has had, and I think that we may all
very well heed the cautions he has called to our attention.

I do have two questions.
I would like to ask Mr. Cook when the Secretary, the present Sec-

retary, of HEW was being confirmed, he spoke, too, as you do, of the
need for a plan based firmly on providing the incentive to work and
not merely continuing relief, and I note that this is one of the signifi-
cant points to which you call attention.

Secretary Richardson, when he testified at the hearings preceding
his confirnation, in response to a question, said that he thought that
in order to provide the proper incentive for work a person moving
from welfare into Che world of work ought to be able to keep half o
what he earned.

I would ask you, sir what would be an arbitrary percentage or
figure that you might think would be necessary to be retained-by a
worker in order to provide the proper incentive to go from welfare?

Mr. Coox. Well, assuming there is a base to start with from which
nothing is kept, I would hope that 50 percent would do the trick. I
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said earlier that we may find through actual experience causing us
to have to move that figure up.

I wish I knew. I would believe that is a reasonable figure to start
with.

Senator HANSENX. You would think not less than that, is that what
you are saying?

Mr. WursoR. That is right, that is right. Because I can see the people
as they do now with the income tax stopping and saying, "There is no
point in doing that because all I get to keep is thus and so."

Senator HANSEN. Yes.
My second question is, and I am not sure that I understood you cor-

rectly, but I thought you said that your Birds Eye division found it
necessary to move at least some part of that operation outside the
United States. Did I understand you correctly?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is true. Some of the stoop crops such as asparagus
and that sort of thing, on the west coast there is really a shortage of
people who will do this kind of work, regardless of what they are
paid.

In Mexico there is no shortage at all, they are dying to do this kind
of work. The land is very fertile and it is working out extremely well.
I just am sorry to see us in effect export jobs.

Senator iNsEN. Well, I share your concern and your dismay. I
would ask you from what I understand that not only are some im-
portant U.S. corporations finding it necessary, as you have, in this
instance, because of the shortage, in fact, the extreme absence of labor
willing to do this sort of work at any price, but for other reasons
some of the corporations-I think there are some engaged in the elec-
tronic field who have plants in Mexico.

Mr. WILsOn. Yes, I happen to be on the board of one which has a
plant in Mexico because, competitively, they are simply being beaten
to death by the Japanese, to be quite frank with you.

Senator HANSEN. That is my understanding. I am not certain, but
I think Motorola may be one of them.

Mr. WiLsoN.. Well, there are many.
Senator HANSEN. I did not mean to identify them exclusively or

specifically. There are a number.
I have a feeling that many of the advantages that we once had in

this country, which resulted from our high level of education as com-
pared with some other countries, with most other countries, and that
with our willingness to adapt our operations to the most modern mech-
anization and assembly line type of production, we were able never-
theless, I mean despite the fact that foreign wages may have been sub-
stantially less than those in this country we were nevertheless able to
compete. But I have the feeling, and I hope I am wrong, that that
advantage is fast disappearing, while these foreign countries in many
instances, I think it is true with Japan, their steel-making operations
over there are pretty modern.

I was in Japan in 1965 and I was quite surprised to learn that some
of the visitors at that particular plant where I was privileged to
observe were from the city of Pittsburg, seeing how the Japanese made

steel. So I would ask you, do you think that our ability to compete
with completely unrestricted free trade may not be as strong as was
the case two or three decades ago?
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Mr. CooK. Well. I am sure we each have an opinion here.
My own feeling is that our ability to compete is eroding rapidly,

that our productivity, I will say, per dollar, certainly has not been
maintained and whatever gap there was is largely closed. We operate
in Japan and Germany, and, for example, when I go to German plants
and Japanese plants, I am amazed at the sheer productivity of the
people, the can-do, and will-do, attitude that seems to be now, for
some reason, disappearing or reeling badly in this country, it is very
very disturbing.

Senator IANSEN. I would invite Mr. Wilson's opinion.
Mr. Wi.sox. I would have to agree very reluctantly, but I would

like to suggest that creating trade barriers may not necessarily be
our answer. In the long run, I think this is self-defeating, but'that
is based upon a very fundamental assumption that the American
people may come back on to the will-do attitude and that we can
compete. But it has got to be done within ourselves.

Senator HANsEN. Tflank you.
Mr. Chairman. I want to express my appreciation to these dis-

tinguished gentlemen for appearing this morning.
Mr. WIrsox. Thank you.
Senator BEN, NTr. May I have just one final question?
The CED in its book suggests the organization of a separate corpora-

tion to manage this program rather than to have it managed as it is
now, fragmented between the Department of HEW and the Depart-
ment of Labor.

Do you support that approach?
Mr. WiisoN. This particular report to which you are referring about

the jobs, et cetera, was done by a different group of people than Mr.
Cook and m.

Senator ,ENNE '-. I see.
Mr. WiLsoN. And I really do not know the reasoning by which they

came to that particular conclusion.
Senator BENNEwr. Well, I had assumed you had been a part of

this enterprise.
Mr. WILsom. No, there had been two separate groups. We are

departmentalized too.
Mr. CooK. By project, yes.
Senator BENF.-ETT. Do you have any comment on that, Mr. Cook?
Mr. CooK. I am aware ofit.
Senator BENXErr. Are you aware of the proposal?
Mr. COOK. I would dislike to see us create any more departments or

agencies or whatever than are necessary, and I would lilke to believe
that this could be worked out with existing Government departments
and mechanisms.

Senator BE.NNETT. Well, part of our problem in the committee is
to realize that there is no agreement among the existing departments
and agencies and sometimes you are bettor off to have one organiza-
tion do the job, even if you have to set up a new one.

Do you find that in your business, you very frc:quently have io re-
oranize?

,fr. CooK. We have a little more authority in our business, I would
say.
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Senator BENNM. I am not sure we want to let that stand on the
record.

No further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Senator Ribicoff has requestedthat I call Mr. Daniel Kops, vice

president of United Way of America.
Mr. Kops, will you proceed, sir?
May I say that after Mr. Kops concludes his statement, we will

stand in recess until 2 o'clock, and when we come back at 2 o'clock we
will hear Mr. Stanley Miller.

Is Mr. Miller here? We will hear you at 2 o'clock, Mr. Miller, if you
will be available to us, then, sir.

STATEMENT OF DANIEL W. KOPS, VICE PRESIDENT OF UNITED
WAY OF AMERICA, AND PRESIDENT, KOPS-MONAHAN COMMU.
NICATIONS, INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY LOWELL WRIGHT, STAFF
ASSOCIATE, PLANNING DIVISION, UNITED WAY OF AMERICA

Mr. Kops. Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel W. Kops of Hiamden, Conn.,
a volunteer, vice president and board member of the United Way of
America, and I am president of Kops-Monahan Communications,
headquartered in New Haven.

Seated with me is Iowell Wright, staff associate of the Planning
Division of the United Way of America.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the many statements that you expect to
hear, my statement will be brief. But to our movement it is of major
consequence.

I know that this committee has already given a great deal of
thoughtful consideration to this proposed legislation for a family as-
sistance plan, and I would like you to know that the l)ropoals con-
templated in this legislation are of extreme importance to us in. the
volunteer sector. I am certain that you recognize that the health and
welfare system throughout these Un ite(! States can and does function
only because of the close collaboration between public a enemies and
tax dollars and the volunteers who raise money and coordinate plan-
ning through the coinplex of 36,000 local and national organizations.

We are interdependent, Mr. Chairman. Therefore, reformn of the
welfare system as proposed promises great benefits not only through
operation of public agencies on all levels of Government, but also
holds out the opportunity for gains in the effect ivenes of the volunteer
movement, This potential for improving thte effectiveness of voluntary
and public functions is too great for us to be complacent about loss of
time in their adoption.

The 18 million volunteers who raised over $800 million last year
and are reaching out for a billion dollars are motivated solely by the
American ethic of service to asure a. fair share of America for all.

But as a businessman, I must express the deep concern, which is
shared by many other businessmen, working people and housewives,
who make up the 35 million contributors through united funds and
community chests and it is that far too many of our health and welfare
dollars, both public and voluntary, are of necessity eaten up just
alleviating the sy mptoms of social and medical ills of families in need.

44-527--70-pt. 3-14
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We have high hopes that the wisdom of the committee and the
Senate as a whole will make it possible to free families from the grip
of the welfare cycle extending from family to family. lWe see at hand
the opl)ortunity to use volunteer and tax dollars much more efficiently
in treating and eliminating the basic ills.

'We see it possible to have the money that is needed for )revention,
character building, and essential services.

I would like to give you an example of this that car be duplicated
in every field of health and welfare service. It has to do with services
for the retarded.

Currently untold millions are being spent in this field initially by
United Way support for associations for retarded children, develop-
ing demonstration projects and counseling parents and, secondly, in
the public sector using city, State, and Federal funds for special edu-
cational programs and an operation of residential and day care cen-
ters, and after all that we still have children who play less than a full
role in our society.

However, the doctors tell us that a high percentage of retardation
can be avoided just through proper nutrition for nothers-to-be and
children. Further, we know that defects in environments, life and
(lel)rivation, are contributing factors in causing retardation.

I could duplicate this example in mental health, care of the aging
and, as I sai(4, every other field.

Adoption of the proposals that you have under consideration can
free up many of the hard-pressed public and United Way dollars that
.,o to alleviate symptoms so that they can be funneled into services for
children who enjoy a full life and contribute a full share, children who
cannot iow because a youngster can hardly participate with enthusi-
asm in a boy's club or Boy Scout program on an empty stomach.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that in the the long run this bill will
mean much more efficient use of and less strain on our resources.
Currently, the public and voluntary systems are strained to a danger
point.

Your committee holds the key to enable these systems to function
efficiently in the community, the States and nationally, and that is
why the United Way board of directors has gone on record affirming
its 'continuing concern for the reform of the public welfare system
and declared its endorsement for the principle of a national system
of minimum financial support based on standards adequate to preserve
human dignity, with the Federal Government bearing full responsi-
I)ility for the financing and administration.

We are aware of the concerns already exl)ressed )y, othics of the
inadequacy of some of the proposals and we share some of these
concerns. We are aware also of the concerns of others abouu the
massive adjustments involved. However, we believe the gains antic-
ipated through passage of the Family Assistance Plan promise
much too much to forego this opportunity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to be heard.
The CHAIRM A. Thank you, Mr. Kops. These 18 million volunteers

who have worked in your United Funds efforts might be able to help
us in some of the counseling that is needed with regard to these
welfare cases. Someone needs to look at every one of these welfare
clients, to advise and suggest how those people might be put to more
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constructive use, and what w6 might do to help them. In other words,
fid jobs for them; subsidized jobs if need be, and to do whatever is
necessary to help these people be productive and make their own way.
Someone needs to look at these situations and think about these peo-
ple's problems.

Do you have any suggestions along that line?
Mr. KoPs. I would like, if I may, to make several comments on

your remarks, Mr. Chairman.
The 18 million volunteers, incidentally, are not essentially ladies. We

are proud of the number of ladies who do work on a volunteer basis,
but in even greater number the majority are made up of business
leadership, union leadership, and professional people.

Second, the United Way nationally and through its member orga-
nizations and through its community councils which coordinate
planning the resources of the different social agencies, both public and
volunteer in some 500 communities, do stand ready to work in the
administration of this program and to work toward its success.

Many of our peoplee are volunteers on the boards which will be
providing, which now provide, and which through some of the pro-
posals- in the bill would be providing, direct services to the bene-
ficiaries of the plan.

The CHIRMAx. Well, it is easier for me, as one person, to look at
an individual problem involving one citizen and come up with an
answer to that one citizen than it is to try to provide an answer to the
overall problem. I can look at one person not now on welfare, but who
would he eligible for it in this family assistance plan and suggest a
better way for him than this bill would suggest.

Now when we try to expand this and try to make that apply to a
million people, it might not work very well at all. But it has been
suggested to mie we ought to have a lot more flexibility in this program
than we have under this bill to try to administer a program to help
these people in a way that is most effective for them, and the more
flexibility you have, the more people you need looking at tie prob-
lerns of individual citizens and particularly those that you want to
help. I siml)ly find myself asking to what extent, can w\e expect eiti-
zens to volunteer to lell) find answers to these problems, and I just
wanted to ask you whether you thought that there would le many of
these 18 million volunteers, who would be willing to help with that
kind of problem.

Mr. Kops. llelp with tle--
The CrAIRMN. To look at. the problem of an individual welfare

client and advise what should be done about that, to advise that one
person and also advise the agency, how can we best hel l) this person.

Mr. Kors. Yes. I certainly can remark on that.
Through our family sel:vice agencies, which are headed by volun-

teer boards, which have volunteer members and paid staff, we are
currently and certainly on an extended basis would continue to give
services to these very people that you are talking about.

The CIAIMAN. Thank you.
Senator RImICOFF. I have no questions, except, Mr. Chairman, Mr.

Kops is an old and respected friend of mine. He is the operator and
owner of one of the outstanding radio stations in New Haven, Conn.
In addition to this lie has always been a public spirited citizen who
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has done more than his share on all good causes for the Connecticut
community and I am delighted to see Mr. Kops here today testifying
for UniteI Funds.

Mr. Kors. Thank y ou, Senator Ribicoff.
The CHAIRMAI. I'hank you, Mr. Kol)s. We are pleased to have you

here.
(Mr. Kops' prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF DANIEL W. KoPs, VICE PRESIDENT, UNITED WAY OF AmERICA
(FORMERLY UNITED COMMUNITY FUNDS AND COUNCIlS oF AMERICA, INC.),

AND PRESIDENT, KOPS-M1ONAIIAN COMMUNICATIONS INC.

United Way of America represents 18 million volunteers; 2,260 United Funds
and Community Chests through which $817 million dollars were donated by 35
million contributors last year, in support of 36 thousand local, state and national
agencies, which provided service to 31 million, 898 thousand families last year.

Because a high proportion of these families are also aided by governmental
agencies, and assisting them effectively requires close collaboration between the
voluntary investment and the tax Investment in services, United Way of America
has a vital and enduring interest in public policy and in tax appropriations for
the human services.

In our campaigns we state that our goal Is a "fair share in America for all."
We recognize that meeting this goal requires resources beyond the capacity of the
voluntary sector; our interest In welfare reform steins directly from this reliza-
tion. We have therefore followed the proposals for welfare reform withkeen
Interest.

1. We believe that one of the objectives of welfare reform should be to render
individuals and families free from dependence on public assistance.

2. It Is our conviction that If families can be encouraged to break loose from the
welfare level of subsistence, the services provided by both government and volun-
tary agencies can be far more effective in eliminating the ills these families are
subject to, rather than alleviating the symptoms.

3. Thus passage of an effective Family Assistance plan may result In more
efficient use of the dollars citizens contribute through taxes and voluntary
contributions.

4. On April 3, 1970, the United Way of America's Board of Directors adopted
the following resolution: "Resolved that this Board affirm Its endorsement for
the principle of a national system of minimum financial support, based on stand-
ards adequate to preserve human dignity, with the Federal Government bearing
full responsibility for the financing and administration."

5. We are deeply aware of the concerns expressed by some national and local
leaders, over the inadequacy of the Administration proposals to meet fully the
goals of welfare reform and we join in their concern.

6. HoweVer, we believe that the positive gains to be anticipated if the family
assistance program Is passed are far too significant to allow such criticisms to
negate our support: (a) the establishment of Federal minimum guarantees;
(b) the strengthening of work incentives; (c) the opportunity to break the

poverty cycle for second or third-generation welfare recipients; (d) the added
coverage for working families; (e) the freeing of state resources for other high
priority use; (f) and the strengthening of child care programs are all basic
improvements which have long been needed.

7. (a) The separation of money payments from the program of social services;
(b) the emphasis upon the utilization of voluntary agencies for various social
services by contract between HEW or state welfare agencies and such agencies;
(e) the provisions for evaluative research and for demonstration projects
all these components of the bill merit United Way support.

8. The provision that states may receive Federal funds to develop multi-dis-
ciplined service centers, including public welfare, health, mental health, voca-
tional rehabilitation, and other related social and health programs, appeals to
the United Way with its long-standing commitment to a "whole man, whole
community" network of services. We would expect local United Funds and
Community Health and Welfare Councils to join in the design and operation of
such centers, with voluntary agency collaboration.

9. The Bill establishes a model upon which incremental changes may be ra-
tionally built.
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10. We Join the Committee for Economic Development In believing that "Tile
Administration's proposals represent a very important first step in revising the
present welfare system. We join the Urban Coalition Action Council in Its belief
that "This may be our best chance to establish a minimum standard of decency,
beneath which no American shall live."

11. We are proud of the fact that the United States has already produced
a higher standard of living, and distributed income more widely, than any nation
in history.

We believe the time is now ripe for the wider sharing of the benefits of our
highly productive economy, with those who, for reasons beyond their control,
have been unable to participate in these benefits.

We believe, further, that the distribution of Income proposed under the Admin-
istration bill will serve to strengthen our total economy, through consumer pur-
chasing power and employment incentives which will benefit every employed
American.

12. We pledge our continued efforts at the national, state and local level, in
concert with governmental and other resources to work for a higher quality of
human services to strengthen Individual, family and community life.

The CHAIRMAN. We will now stand in recess until 2 o'clock at which
time we will expect to hear Mr. Stanley Miller.

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the committee was recessed to reconvene
at 2 p.m., the same day.)

APTErBOONx SESSION

Senator BYRD. The committee will call Ilon. Stanley A. Miller,
Secretary, Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare.

STATEMENT OF HON. STANLEY A. MILLER, SECRETARY, PENN-
SYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED
BY ROBERT HAIGH, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT; AND
RICHARD FARROW, HEAD OF FAMILY SERVICES FOR THE STATE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Senator Bym. Glad to have you, Mr. Miller.
Mr. MILLER. It is a 1)leasure, Senator.
Senator BYRD. 'Would you identify y6ur associates for the record?
Mr. MiERn. I would be happy to. On my left, is my administrative

assistant, Mr. Robert Haigh. On my right is Mr. Richard Farrow,
who is head of our family services il Pennsylvania.

Senator BYRD. Thank you.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, it is mly privilege to testify

before this committee on behalf of Raymond P. Shafer, Governor
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The Governor shares with
all people of good will a grave concern about the plight of needy
p ersons--children, the aged, the infirm, and the lhandicapped-ini
Pennsylvania and across the Nation. The problems of financing the
programs necessary to relieve suffering, to prevent permanent social,
psychological and physical damage to peol)le, and to provide ol)l)ortu-
nity for individual growtl and development, have received the closest
attention during his administration.

I am proud to report that Pennsylvania's program of public as-
sistance has always been one of the most comprehensive in tile Nation
in relation to its coverage of needy persons.

From its inception in the thirties until the present time the level
of support has continued to grow. During the 31/ years of the Shafer
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administration, it has risen from 70 percent of a minimum standard
of health and decency to 100 percent of the standard, which is priced
each spring. A few selected statistics will serve to show the magnitude
of public assistance programs in Pennsylvania and the way it has
grown.

Currently, Pennsylvania serves 670,148 persons, an increase of
139,457 in the past year. Of this number, 601,606 are in the federally
aided categories of assistance, while 68,543 are provided for out of
State funds alone, under our program of general assistance. Our total
expenditure for fiscal 1969-0 was $474,799,231. We anticipate a
higher monthly average caseload for 1970-71, of 707,900 people, with
an estimated cost of $603 million.

For a family of four, our maximum grant level, which is now
among the highest in the Nation, averages $3,433.20 on a State-wide
basis. In addition to improvements in th1i, realm of support we have
taken several major steps to improve the quality of our service to the
largest possible number of people. Pennsylvania was one of the earlier
States to commit itself to separate the program of income maintenance
from the provision of social services. To accomplish this we are de-
veloping modern systems approaches to support the two components.
As of the present this separation has been accomplished in 42 of our
67 counties. I present this background of Pennsylvania so you can
better understand our intense interest in any change in so'basic a
system as welfare.

Governor Shafer, writing to Senator Long about II.R. 16311 on
August 3, 1970, said:

The discussion, refinement, and final support given to the proposal In the
House of Representatives is indicative of broad-based support and Is demonstra-
tive of the overwhelming need to extricate the Nation from the morass of the
current welfare system and to develop a more rational and systematic approach.

The concept embodied in the family assistance plan is indeed revolu-
tionary. Not since the great social welfare reforms of the thirties has
such a sweeping revision been seriously prol)osed-and might I add,
just in time. For on all sides we see that our present system of public
assistance is just not working.

As administrator of one of the largest departments of public wel-
fare in the Nation I am daily reminded of the deficiencies in our
system; and in spite of the best intentions, the full support of the
governorr and the cooperation of the State legislature, we are not able
to make many improvements in our delivery of services.

Hence, it goes without saying that the Governor and I heartily
endor-se the principles included in the family assistance plan. The con-
cept of a national level of guaranteed income has our full support.
Federal administration of the income maintenance provisions of the
program would assure a nationwide minimum level and likewise it
would assure Federal responsibility for both continuing the level and
providing for the cost of administration of income maintenance. Un-
fortunately, from the pont of view of Pennsylvania, the minimum
level is far below the real cost of family support and is below our
current. level of payment.

Of concern to many professionals in the field is the proposed split-
ting of administrative responsibility for provision of income mainte-
nance and social services between' the State and Federal Govern-
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ments. Such a division could easily produce a more complex system
to which individual consumers must relate.

That is why we propose a contractual arrangement between the
Federal and State Governments under which, with Federal funds,
the States would continue to provide administrative management of
the program. It is reassuring to Pennsylvania and I am sure to other
States that the proposed legislation 'provides that States will not
have to spend more in future years than is spent in fiscal year 1970-71
for all Federal categories except for cost of living increases, which
the States may find necessary to approve. Undoubtedly this protec-
tion to the States is an important feature of the bill and one which
we support with enthusiasm.

We are less enthusiastic about the proposal to withdraw Federal
support for employed fathers of families, even while the family
itself could receive Federal funds. This is contrary to the position
Pennsylvania and other States have taken to reestablish firm family
relationships wherever possible. In our opinion, this is discrimina-
tory and is not justified by the realities that many families face in
our complex civilization. It seems to us to be an anachronism to pro-
vide a better fiscal position to families headed by a female than to
those headed by a male. It seems likely that tiis may discourage
males from assuming their responsibility as members of a family
group. The important issue in our judgment, is that we treat all per-
sons as nearly with equality as we possibly can. The basis for grant-
ing of assistance must be oie of need, not one of sex, age, or marital
status. We are as deeply concerned about the general assistance recipi-
ents who do not have children as we are for those persons for whom
we receive Federal reimbursement. We disagree with the position
that some people merit Federal assistance, while others in similar
need do not.

Based on the relatively lengthy experience of Pennsylvania in
work training projects we'have some reaction to the requirement that
all able-bodied persons, including mothers with school age children,
register for employment. There is a definite need for fkxibility in
this area.

One of the common complaints about the welfare system is that re-
cipients often are offered employment at wages below the amount they
would receive on public assistance. It is often difficult, if not impossi-
ble, to motivate a person to - rk for less than he might receive for not
working. The costs of employment are high in our society in terms of
wage taxes, social security costs, transportation, clothing and other
work-related expenses. The real solution to our problem of employ-
ment for everyone lies either in a fully operating economy which )1o-
vides work at adequate wages for all eligible persons, including the
handicapped, or quite possibly in a backup employment system oper-
ated under public auspices. Such a system must provide "meaningful
work in the areas of human services, recreation, conservation, and en-
vironmental development, and should be in cooperation with industry
wherever possible. Our best experience has come from programs where
we place people on actual payrolls for a period of training with assur-
ance that employment will follow with wages at comparable levels to
those working in the system.

The area of child development and day care has received consider-
able attention recently in Pennsylvania. Under the provisions of pres-



1488

ent legislation which provides 75 percent Federal funds for day care
for needy children, we have participated in a great expansion in day
care services. It is reassuring to know that H.R. 16311 proposes day
care in support of the working parents and proposes capital funds in
addition. We strongly recommend that the position be taken that day
is a legislated right and that at least the Federal support for day care
for all needy children be assured, not only to enable parents to seek
employment but to guarantee that children receive the best possible
aid in fostering their physical, emotional, and educational develop-
ment.

Title 20 makes significant changes in the current cost of services of
the Social Security Act. Most significantly, social services would no
longer be mandated for the States. We consider this a most serious
defect which should be remedied. In our judgment, social services
should be required for all States, preferably to be administered by a
single State agency adequately staffed and supported and with pro-
vision of a strong application of statewide effort to reach all persons
in need and to provide a full array of services. While we say adminis-
ter, we favor a network of services public and voluntary, tied together
by contractual agreement. One aspect of Title 20 which I support is
a proposal to extend social services to all people on a payment basis.
The proposal for a closed end appropriation on social services will seri-
ously limit the development in States of the comprehensive programs
which should be in effect.

human service needs (o not have a closed end. They are subject
to many of the same variables as the income maintenance program
and the service program should be just as capable of responsiveness
to suffering.

The provisions that municipalities with populations of over 250,000
may designate their own local prime sponsor raises serious question
with us. It does not seem consistent with other provisions that support
strengthened State management, the consolidation or synchroniza-
tion of programs, and clear accountability. I suggest that meeting the
objectives of this legislation will be-diflicult enough without promoting
intra-State warfare. This is a clear erosion of the present powers
of the Governors and I recommend it be deleted. However, I cer-
tainly recognize and support the need to be creative in contracting
with any agency or local government if it can best provide the serv-
ices. We are concerned that the social service amendments be clearly
thought out and their implications for future programs be studied.
Thus, it might be possible to consider them jointly with the ad-
ministration's medical assistance proposals due before you in February
1971.

While it is not directly a part of HtR. 16311, I would like to com-
mnent on one proposed amendment to the current HEW appro ria-
tion. That iq the limit on Federal f ending of 110 percent oF the
1969-70 expenditures for administration, training, and services. It
would not only reduce our present expenditure level because of nor-
mal growth in cost factors but would cost Pennsylvania an estimated
$14 million on top of an already critically strained State budget. I
urge you to delete such provisions at the present time.

In'closing, let me quote from Governor Shafer's August 3d letter
to Senator Long:
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However, it is clear that discussion for its own sake can go on interminably
and that it is no substitute for action. No one has yet been able to define or
design a "perfect" bill. To continue the pursuit for this elusive perfection, a
some would have you do, at the expense of positive, affirnmtive action could
be as great a mistake as introducing a bill with no study or analysis at all.
It is my belief that the monumental study and analysis of the Family Assistance
Plan at all levels of Government has shown that the time for action is long
overdue.

The CHAIRrA.N-. Thank you very much.
Senator Byrd?
Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Miller, You favor a guaranteed income?
Mr. MILLER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. At what level do you think it would be appropriate?
Mr. MILLER. A level commensurate with need. We find that in our

State the minimum is in the $3,400 and that possibly is below what we
need. But at least, commensurate with the need of people.

Senator BYRD. In enacting a Tideral bill, Federal legislation, what
figure would you recommend the Congress select?

Mr. MILE. I would support our position of the $3,400 approxi-
mately. I realize this might. be too much in one step also, sir. It should
be Federally financed.

Senator BYRD. But you feel the $1,600 is too low.
Mr. MILLER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. The National Welfare Rights Organization has rec-

ommended a $5,500 minimum. What is your feeling in that regard?
Mr. MILLER. I feel that some figure short of this-I am coming tack

to the Pennsylvania minimum and saying that while it may nt. be
everything it should be, it, is in line, I believe, with minimal ]ieeds. I
use the word minimal.

Senator BYRD. Did I understand you correctly that in 1971 you
expect to have 707,000 on welfare?

Mr. MILLER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. And it will cost $600 million?
Mr. MILLER. That is correct. $603 million. That would be Federal

and State moneys together.
Senator BYRD. How would that break down between Federal and

State?
Mr. MILLER. On this year's breakdown it is-the breakdown is ap-

proximately 54 percent Federal, in the Federal categories, and 46
percent on State but because of our general assistance, our breakdown
this year is $208,944,511 of Federal moneys, $265,854,680, so it would
be. proportionally the same in ratio.

Senator BYRD: Nom, if this legislation is enacted, how many (0), you
estimate will be on public assistance in the State of Pennsylvrania'?

Mr. 1TmLv.R. The estimate based on the legislation as now proposed.
I do not believe it would increase our rolls since our levels are higher
to start, with than the Federal proposal of $1,600. It would not in-
crease our levels per se. It would gi,-e some relief to the State costs. At
tho present level it would not increase. No one else would be more
eligible because of the level.

Senator BYD. You are speaking now of cost.
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Mr. MILLER. My people tell me except for the elimination of the
lien and relative support which is included in the law, but I am talk-
ing on a dolir basis.

Senator BYRD. You have 707,000 you estimate, during 1971 under
your present program, individuals.

Mr. hILLER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYIRD. How many (1o you estimate you would have if this

legislation is enacted?
Mrh'. MAILLR. I say with the exception of the lien, and we have no

estimate on that, and1 relative support-Mfr. Farrow says it might add
another 100,000 but, based on dollars without that provision it would
still be the 707,000.

Senator BYRiD. In other words, you do not figure that this woul in-
crease the cost of the total program ?

Mr. Mim,Eit. Not at $1,600 since we are $3,400. It would relieve the
State of some of the financial pressures. It would relieve the State of
some-in other words, to the degree of the first $1,600 it would relieve
us to that amount.

Senator BYRD. So, it would be financially beneficial to the State.
Mr.AMILLER. It, would be frankly very good, yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. Thank you, sir.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CliAIRMAN. Senator Anderson?
Senator ANDERSON. NO.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bennett?
Senator BENNLrr. Just a couple of questions. Of the 707,000 people

now on welfare, how many do you believe are employable? Or could
be einploved with reasonably limited amount of training?

Mir. MILRn. The latest figure that we have as totally employable,
and it was not based on the 707,000, sir, I apologize bu't it was based
on the 670,000, was approximately 25,000 who are fully employable
and we are working to get those off of our rolls as rapidly as we can.

Senator BEN-NL-r. Those are people who presently need no train-
ing and are ready to go right into work?

Mr. Mn.LIF. No, I will not say no training. They need some train-
ing, as anyone does that is hiredi in a job. My basic background is I
am a businessman and anyone I hire needs some training, but this
25,000 could go to work with very minimum training or normal train-
ing in a normal procedure.

Senator BNNETr. Then, on the basis of those figures, we are really
wasting our time thinking about moving people off of welfare into
jobs if out of 670,000 there are only 25,000 that are employable.

Mr. MILLER. I cannot agree with that, sir, because I honestly believe
that we could have other programs-I said fully employableW, totally
employable under today's structure.

Senator B.Nx.NTr. That was not my question.
Mr. MILLER. I am sorry.
Senator BF.,NLrnr. I will try to make it more clear. If this bill is

enacted and the program operates successfully, how many of those
700,000 do you think could be moved into-

Mr. ML;ER. With proper training and the various things necessary,
I would say-would you say up to 100,000?
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Mr. FAmow. I think much of that is dependent, Senator, on whether
all the supporting services are made available-day care for the chil-
dren. Of course, the big category is the aid to dependent children.

Senator B wNz-vr. This is the category in which we are-with which
we are---

Mr. FARROW. Right. The blind, the handicapped will not go off.
Senator BE NNB'r. How many of these 707,000 are in the category of

aid to dependent children?
Mr. FARROW. 450,000.
Senator BENNJ -r. 450,000. And, of course perhaps, what, 100,000

tre adults?
Mr. FARROW. Yes. I would say-
Mr. MILLER. One-quarter.
Mr. FARROW. 112,000, something like that.
Senator BENNmEr. 112,000 are adults. You also say or at least I

infer from the summary that we have before us at the beginning of
your testimony that you believe that most of these people should be
channeled into a public employment program.

Mr. Miu~xm. When I use the word 'public," I am using public and
public in cooperation with industry. And I am talking about public,
a backup public program, yes, but also I am talking about possibly
more support to industry through Federal backups to perform certain
functions that are awfully expensive for industry but which are
awfully necessary.

We have a whole problem, environmental health and environmental
control. I think a lot of people might be trained to help industry and
with some Government support, help industry overcome some of these
problems.

Senator B.iNvrr. How many of these people would wind up on the
payroll of the State of Pennsylvania or a particular county or a par-
ticular city? Is that where you are aiming?

Mr. MILLER. No. I am aiming at a combination of work supports
there plus work supports given to industry so that people can wind up
iii industry, back in the mainstream.

Senator BENNm-r. So when you talk about supports given to indus-
try, do you mean subsidized positions only?

Mr. MILLER. At least-subsidized in its inception and possibly
through its training period, yes, similar to what the testimony this
morning was.

Senator BENNrr,7T. So, you do not see industry on its own taking any
substantial number of these people and keeping them there as li'oduc-
tive, self-j justifying employees?

Mr. MILLER. I see them taking some. I do not see them taking all
or anywhere near what is the total across the country that we need to
take care of.

Senator B N,\-Ir. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CIAIMMAN. Senator Harris?
Senator IIAmus. M ay I say Secretary Miller, I appreciate very

much your testimony. before this committee and I particularly ap-
preciate your expression of concern about withdrawal of Federal
support trom the unelnploed fathers program and the effect that
might have on further deterioration of welfare families, which ought
to be, of concern to all of us. And also I appreciate your comments in
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regard to the need for some kind of employment program. While
your rolls have been going up, last year unemployment in this country
also has gone up a great d eal. I suspect that Pennsylvania has been no
exception to that national picture. Would that be- true?

Mr. MILLER. We have had some increase in unemployment,
obviously.

Senator HARRIS. I am always interested in some background mate-
rial. Maybe you will not know the answers to these offhand, and per-
haps the figures are not available to you right now.

How long has the average person who applies for -welfare in
Pennsylvania lived in the State? Do you have any way of knowing?

Mr. MILLER. At this point, no. At one time we had minimum res-
idency. As you know, the Supreme Court has ruled out any minimum
residency and a person can move into our State, your State, any
State tolay and apply for assistance. So, I no longer have figures on
it whatsoever.

Senator hA,%RRIS. Do you have any reason to believe that there has
been an upsurge in applications as a result of the abolition of residency
requirements?

Mr. MILmR. Yes, sir.
Senator HARRIS. What causes you to believe that?
Mr. MILrER. Because our standards are higher than are many of the

States and, therefore, there is a movement to the higher-
Senator 1-JARRIS. How do you know there is a movement? That is my

question.
Mr. MiLmER. We see our rolls growing.
Senator IAIRRIS. But if you do not know how long the average appli-

cant today has lived in Pennsylvania, how do you know whether or not
it has gone up for that reason? I do not argue about whether it is
caused-by that or not, but I am just interested to know the actual
situation.

Mr. MILLER. I say that is one factor. We have other things, too, and
I think that---I said in my statement-

Senator HARRIs. Is it one factor?
Mr. MImLER. it is.
Senator HARRIs. Are you really repairedd to say it is, and, if so,

why?
Mr. MitL R.m I am pre)ared to say I feel it is. J have no figures to

back it up.
Senator IARRIS. You have no figures. What percentage of new ap-

plicants in your State now for welfare have lived 1 year or less in
Pennsylvania? Do you know ?

Mr. kNLLER. I will look to my people in statistics.
MNr. FARROW. I cannot, give you the answer on that. We have in-

creased our eligibility by raising the grant in the past 2 years and
that accounts for a good Lit of our total increase.

Senator HAmis. We would not know about whether or not people
changed residence because of welfare unless we knew, first, how long
the average applicant has lived in Pennsylvania and what percentage
have lived in Pennsylvania less than a year.

Mr. MILLFR. I do not have the statistls.
Senator HARRIS. What is the average length of time on welfare in

Pennsylvania of an AFDC applicant?
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Mr. FARROW. I think it is about 2 years, tle average.
Senator HARRIS. Now, that really does not fit the stereotype of a peo-

ple who receive welfare and continue to do so for the rest of their lives,
does it? Why do you suppose they leave welfare if the average stay
is 2 years?

Mr. FARROW. Well-
Senator HARRIs. I mean, if welfare in Pennsylvania
Mr. FARROW. The conditions of living are better off assistance.
Senator HARRIS. If welfare in Pennsylvania is such a good deal,

why do people not stay longer than 2 years?
Mr. FARROW. Some people do but I think our figures on the aver-

age show it is not a long-term thing for most people. There are some
families, yes, that do. Mothers may be on for a short time during the
infancy of a child and then find some provision to take care of the child
and go off or partially off. Many of our recipients are partially
employed.

senator HARRIS. Maybe their salary goes up or they get a better job
or they get a job-

Mr. MILLER. Move back into the mainstream.
Senator HARRIS. Obviously, they have found a source of income that

is better than welfare.
Mr. MILLER. And more rewarding.
Senator HARRIS. More rewarding, and I think that is an important

answer, too, because, by and large, I believe most people would far
rather work, if they are not psychologically or physically handi-
capped, than receive'welfare. These are interesting kinds of questions
because, as you know, there are a lot of wild statements made about
welfare which people really have not thought out. Some people make
them that ought to know better or really ought to think them out a
little better before they make themi,-or a least question them.

I do not know what all the answers are, but I do know we will be
ill-advised to make sweeping changes in the law or to enact new
systems when we do not really address ourselves to the basic ques-
tions. I think these are the kinds of questions that we need to be
asking.
We have talked about the effect of residence requirements. You

do not have the facts on that, here. We have talked about the fact
that unemployment has gone up in Pennsylvania, as it has nationally
last year. Ai:e there other reasons why the numbers receiving aid
to families with dependent children would have gone up in Pennsyl-
vania?

Mr. hLLER. In January of 1967 when Governor Shafer took office,
people were at 70 percent of the 1957 standard. First, a year ago last
January, following a commitment he made in the 1966 campaign, the
standard was raised to 90 percent of this level. And on January 1
of this year he succeeded in keeping his commitment on his platform
of going to 100 percent of the standard.

Now, at each level and each time it went up, more people became
eligible, obviously for at least some assistance. So, it was really his
commitment that he made to the people that created part of this as
well as the unemployment, as well as residency and a multiplicity
of different factors.

Senator HARRIS. Eligibility requirements allowed more numbers?
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Mr. MILt.ut. That is right.
Senator Ilmijs. That is an important point. T think.
.Mr. MrNfit:n. It is a very important point in Pennsylvania.
Senator JLRiuis. Now, nationally, we have heard testimony from

the Secretary. of HEW that, rather than have additional babies in
order to receive more welfare assistance, the evidence would tend
to be to the contrary. As a matter of fact, the average number
of children per AFDC mother last year, according to HEW, has
gone down, not up. Do you have any idea whether that was true in
Pennsylvania or not?

Mr.' F.Row. WVe have never felt that that was the reason that
most mother, have babies.

Senator HAnRs. It does not make economic sense, does it?
Mr. FARROW. We have never claimed that.
Senator HARIms. Why do you think that Pennsylvania ought to

have a welfare system at all?
Mr. MrLTLR. Why should Pennsylvania have one? I think
Senator HARM. Or any State?
Mr. MILLER. I feel we have a responsibility. I feel this both as a

businessman and as a person in Government. We have a responsibility
to those people who are not able to find themselves in our system.
I do believe that there cannot be separate systems. It has got to be
functioning within the free enterprise system. It is not a substitute.
It is not something entirely different, b'ut it is an assist to the free
enterprise system.

Senator ILAIis. So, to some degree it is a matter of charity that
those of us who are-

Mr. MYLLER. No. It is a matter of, I think, social conscience that
we do have a responsibility.

Senator HAnTs. Those of us more fortunate ought to help others,
and, rather than just do it in our own church or community, we do
it on a national or statewide basis. We have some responsibility to
others.

Do you think there is also an enlightened self-interest on the part
of each of us involved? I mean, in addition to doing good for others,
do you think it is also in our interests to see people have a chance
to live at some decent level?

Mr. MILLER. Yes.
Senator HARRIS. Why would you say that,?
Mr. MfIr,LIER. Because as we raised the level, I honestly believe as

we raise the level of the lower economic strata in society, as we raise
their levels, we also, I believe, raise levels of our total society.

Senator HARM. As a matter of fact, these hidden costs in not
helping people have some decent standard of living are there not?
You and I are likely to pay one way or another, are we not?

Mr. MILLR.M That is correct.
Senator HAnRs. And, by and large, we can prove that we probably

come out better-aside from our moral obligation-if people have
decent, standard of living. Is that, true ?

Mr. ML',LR. I agree with you.
Senator HARms. What about the rights of those who receive assist-

ance. Do they] have a right to such assistance? Would you care to com-
ment on that?
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Mr. MILLEIR. 1 do not-1 believe it is a legislative right. I have taken
this position. I do not believe that it is a constitutionally guaranteed
rifht. I do believe it. is a moral right for us who call to support those
who cannot.

Senator HARRIS. Thank you very much. These are not questions of
sophistry, but they are very basic to what we are trying to do here, and
I thank you for your answers.

Senator BE.,xEr. May I have one nore question, Mr. Chairman? I
am interested in your report that the average length of stay on welfare
of the aid to del;endent children participants is 2 years. And you now
have 450,000 in that category. So, in 10 years you have 4,500,000 people
who pass in and out of that category.

Mr. FARRow. Sir, I said that kind of off the top of my head. I would
like to research that a little more.

Senator BENNEFrr. I think you had better.
Mr. FARROW. Remembering something else.
Senator BExNN r. Because the inference is left that people move off

and become self-supporting after 2 years.
Mr. FARROW. It is not as long as is commonly claimed. I would like

to hedge a bit on that 2-year statement that I tossed off, in thinking it
over.

Senator BENNET. In 20 years you would have nine million on the
basis-

Mr. FARROW. Lots go on and off.
Senator BExNETr. In other words, it is the same people who come

and go.
Mr. FARROW. Yes, come and go.
Senator BENNEm-. That is the point I want to make. They may get,

off for a month and statistically you are through with thei bit they are
right, back on again and in terms of the spread over time, you have
really taken care of them for the most of the time.

Mr. MILLER. It may be the same person in and out several times.
Mr. FARROW. This is true for a number of the marginally employed

who work for a while and then are on and off.
Senator BENNETT. I wanted to correct, the record that it is a few peo-

ple who stay on a short period of time.
Senator HARRIS. I made no inference.. I was just asking questions. I

will ask one more question to be sure we do not now draw the wrong
kind of inferences.

Do you know what percentage of those who apply are repeaters?
Mr. FARROW. I think we do but I cannotgive you an answer.
Senator BE-NN'. It might be interesting ilyou can find it readily

without to much effort to suggest it for our record.
Ar. MILLER. May we send it to the committee?
The CH,\AIR3AN. Well, could you just seek to give us the best

information you can so as to analyze that caseload as to who it is
and how long they are on ? I would be the first to agree that we ought
to know what we are trying to do business with here, and if you are
talking about people being on for an average of 2 years but if that
average is achieved by oie-third of those people going off and on
three times in a single year, then it would be welI for us to know just
how many families we are talking about and how long the average
family actually is on over a 5-year period, for example, so we could
come to grips' with the problem that we are trying to legislate on.
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Mr. M 1ILLER. We will send a complete report to the chairman.
The CHAIRM A N. The best analysis you could give. However logic

best helps us to understand it, we would like to have it.
Mr. MILLER. It will be in your hands in a matter of days.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Thanks to you and your

assistants. Please convey my respects to the Governor of Pennsylvania.
I wish him all the luck in the world.

(A letter from Mr. Miller directed at points raised above and his
prel)ared statement follow:)

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
DEPAarMENT' or PUBLIC WELFARE,

HarrI.sburg, &eptcmbcr 1, 1970.
Hon. RUSSELL B. LoNo,
Chairman, Consmittee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.0.

DEAR SENATOR LONG: When I testified on 1I.R. 16311 before your Committee
on Tuesday, August 25, 1970, It was requested that I submit answers to the
following questions:

What is the average length of dependency for recipients of AFDC?
How inany AFDC applicants have previously been recipients?
Is there evidence that applicants come to Pennsylvania because of the

relatively high level of assistance grants?
After checking with our Office of Planning and Research, I wish to submit the

following data:
1. Our Study of Characteristics of AFDO Families-May 1969, reveals the

following:
53clo of the caseload had been on AFDO rolls less than two years.
Of the remaining 47%, 12% had been on the rolls for 10 years and over;

17% had been on more than two years but less than 5 years; and 18% between
5 and 10 years.

The median number of years for recipients was 1 year, 11 months. You
may recall that in response to a question, we said the average was some-
where around two years.

2. According to our figures for the same period of time (May 1969), 51.8% of
the applicants had not received assistance prior to this case opening. Of the re-
maining 48.2%, the breakdown is as follows: Percent

Less than 12 months ----------------------------------------- 1. 6
1 year, less than 2 -------------------------------------------- 5. 4
2 years, less than 5 ----------------------------------------- 10.3
5 years, less than 10 ------------------------------------------- 7.8
10 years or more --------------------------------------------- 4.5
Length of time unknown ---------------------------------------- 2.9
Unknown --------------------------------------------------- 1.7

I feel these figures are most significant and indicate the emergency nature of
the public assistance program for many of the recipients, who use it in times of
seasonal or temporary unemployment, or because of personal illnesses or other
developments in family life.

3. Concerning the influx of applicants from other states, when residency re-
quirement was removed on January 12, 1969, our records indicate that in the first
three months 780 cases were accepted which previously would not have been eligi-
ble. We estimate that for the entire year there were about 2,250 such cases. Forty
per cent of the first 780 came from the six states bordering Pennsylvania; 17 per
cent from California and Florida; and the remainder from other states, six
foreign countries and Puerto Rico.

Our own statistics have been substantiated by a study made by the firm of
Peat, Marwick & Mitchell, and there appears to be no strong support for the
commonly held belief that people ordinarily flow to areas where public support
is highest. Rather, it would appear that people move for reasons of family re-
lationships and the belief that better opportunity may be available for them in
the new location.
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You will recall that in my testimony, I quoted from Governor Shafer's letter
of August 3, 1970, to you, supporting the Family Assistance Plan. In the belief
that the Governor's letter In its full text may be of interest to all of the members
of your Committee, I am sending a copy of it, along with a copy of this letter,
directly to each member.

May I express my deep appreciation to, you again for the privilege of testifying
before the Committee and for being given the opportunity to submit this addi-
tional information.

Very truly yours,
STANLEY A. MILLER, SCeretarY.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STANLEY A. -MILILER, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC VELYAI?,

It is my privilege to testify before this Committee on behalf of Raymond P.
Shafer, Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The Governor shares
with all people of good will a grave cncern about the plight of needy persons-
children, the aged, the infirm and the handicapped-in Pennsylvania and the
nation. The lioblnifs of financing the programs necessary to relieve suffering,
to prevent permanent social, psychological and physical damage to people, an(d
to provide opportunity for individual growth and development, have received
the closest attention during his administration.

I ama proud to report that Pennsylvania's program of public assistance has
always been one of the most comprehensive in the nation in relation to its
coverage of needy persons. In 1937, the program was established to provide
equivalency in benefits and eligibility requirements between the federally sup-
ported categories and the State funded General Assistance program. As the
level of support has increased that equivalency has been maintained. In January
197( we achieved at level of 100% payment of our established standard for a mini-
mum level of health and decency. This was achieved despite a severe fiscal (IldCii-

ima in two steps from the 70% level when the Governor -vis inaugurated three
years earlier. I am proud that 'ennsylvania took this forward step.

Currently, Pennsylvania serves 670,148 persons, an increase of 139,457 in
the past year. Of this number, 601,605 are in the Federally-aided categories of
assistance, while 68,543 are provided for out of State funds alone, under our
program of General Assistance. Our total expenditure for fiscal 1969-70 was
$474,799,231 (Federal $208,944,551-1State $265,854j08). We anliclpate a higher
monthly average case load for 1970-71, of 707,000, with an estimated cost of
$603. 00,000.

For a family of four, our maximunim grant level, which is now among tile
highest in the nation, averages $3,433.20 oi a state-wide basis.

Pennsylvania has taken the option to provide support for unitemployed fathers
and also has accepted the responsibility to provide social services to former and
potential, as well as actual, recipients of cash assistance. While we do not accept
that our present level of Income maintenance ($3,433.20 annual average) ade-
quately meets minimum family living requirements for a large industrial state,
we feel we have made a commendable effort for the past 33 years.

Indeed we have poioneered in trying to improve our system and became one
of the earlier states to commit itself to separate the program of income imain-
lenance from the provision of social services. To accomplishh this we are develop-
ing modern systems approaches to support the two cOml)onents. As of the present
this separation has been accomplished in 42 of our 67 countries and we hope
to extnd the process further once the methodology is clearly developed.

I present this background information about Pennsylvania so that you can
better understand our intense Interest in any changes in so basic a system as
welfare. Governor Shafer, writing to Senator Long about II.R. 16311 on Au-
gust 3, 1970, said: "The discussion, refinement, and final support given to the
proposal in the House of Representatives is indicative of broad-based support
and is demonstrative of the overwhelming need to extricate the nation from
the morass of the current welfare system and to develop a more rational and
systematic approach."

The concept embodied in the Family Assistance Plan Is indeed revolutionary.
Not since the great social welfare reforms of the 30's has such a sweeping revi-
sion been seriously proposed-and might I add, Just in time. For oi all sides

we see Hint our present system of public assistance is Just not working.
As administrator of one of tile largest Departments of Public Welfare in the

nation I rn daily reminded of the deficiencies in our system ; and in spite of tle
44-527-70-pt. 3-15
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best intentions, the full support of the Governor and the cooperation of the
state legislature, we are not able to make many improvements in our delivery
of services.

llence it goes without saying that the Governor and I heartily endorse the
principles included in the Family Assistance Plan. The concept of a national
level of guaranteed income has our full support. Federal administration of the
income maintenance provisions of the program assures a nation wide minimum
level and Federal responsibility for both continuing the level and providing for
the cost of administration of income maintenance. Unfortunately, from the point
of view of Pennsylvania, the minimum level is far below the real cost of family
support and is below our current level of payment.

When the full impact of this program is felt there certainly will be signifi-
cant advances made in some states-in others however there will be little or
no advantage to the consumers, even though there undoubtedly would be a
fiscal advantage to the state through surrendering certain costs including
administration.

The dollar value of this advantage may be difficult to pinpoint since states
will have to continue to maintain agencies to provide social services including
emergency aid.

Of concern to many professionals in the field is the proposed splitting of ad-
ministrative responsibility for provision of income maintenance and social
services between the state and Federal governments. Such a division could
easily produce a more complex system to which individual consumers must
relate.

That is why we propose a contractual arrangement between the Federal and
State governments in which, with Federal funds, the states would continue
to provide administrative management of the program. In order to make gov-
ernment operate at its highest level of efficiency I feel we must depress levels
of responsibility as far as possible. At the same time it is imperative that full
Federal support be available to fund maximum program development.

I speak to this point solely from the view that we must consider the problems
of the consumer in relating to several agencies as against one agency in a com-
munity. Repeatedly this has been pointed up as one of the serious flaws in our
system of welfare and health services, and I think it is incumbent upon us to
plan a system that most adequately meets all of the needs of consumers, both
in relation to-time and physical accessibility of needed services. The virtue of
this part of the proposed legislation to our way of thinking lies in the as-
6urance of Federal funding for the program rather than in the necessity for
Federal administration.

It is reassuring t6 Pennsylvania, and I am sure to other states, that the
proposed legislation provides that states will not have to spend more in future
years than is spent in fiscal year 1970-71 for all Federal categories, except for
cost of living increases which the states may find necessary to approve. Un-
doubtedly this protection to the states Is an important feature of the bill and
one which we support with enthusiasm.

We are less enthusiastic about the proposal to withdraw Federal support for
employed fathers of families, even while the family itself could receive Federal
funds. This is contrary to the position Pennsylvania and other states have taken
to re-establish firm family relationships where ever possible. In our opinion this
is discriminatory and is not Justified by the realities that many families face
in our complex civilization. It seems to us to be an anachronism to provide
a better fiscal position to families headed by a female than to those headed by
a male. It seems likely that this may provide a negative incentive to males to
assume their responsibility as members of a family group. The important issue
in our judgement is that we treat all persons as nearly with equality as we
possibly can and that the basis for granting of assistance be one of need, not
one of sex, age or marital status. We are as deeply concerned about the General
Assistance recipients who do have children as we are for those persons for
whom we receive Federal reimbursement. We disagree with the position that
some people merit Federal assistance, while others in similar need do not.

Based on the relatively lengthy experience of Pennsylvania in work training
projects we have some reaction to the requirement that all able-bodied persons,
including mothers with school age children, register for employment. There is
a definite need for some flexibility in this area.

One of the common complaints about the welfare system is that recipients
often are offered employment at wages below the amount they would receive
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on public assistance. It is often difficult, if not impossible, to motivate a person to
work for less then he might receive for not working. The costs of employment
are high in our society in terms of wage taxes, social security costs, transporta-
tion, clothing and other work-related expenses. The real solution to our problem
of employment for everyone lies either in a fully operating economy which pro-
vides work at adequate wages for all eligible persons, including the handicapped,
or quite possibly, in a backup employment system operated under public auspices
which provides meaningful work in the areas of human services, recreation,
conservation and environmental development.

We have had a great deal of experience in Pennsylvania with the many work-
training projects such as Community Work and Training, Manpower Develop-
mient Training, Work Incentive Program (WIN). Each one of these programs
provided some positive results for Individuals, but almost as many people were
frustrated by the experience of entering a training program in good faith only
to find that appropriate jobs were not available upon completion of training, or
that the jobs paid so little as to result In no real advantage to the employee. We
find it difficult for the state to begin these programs repeatedly and before any of
them have had extensive experience, and attempt to arouse enthusiasm on the
part of our staff and the consumers when there has been so much disenchantment
with this type of effort. Our better experience has come from programs where
we place people on actual payrolls for a period of training with assurance that
employment will follow with wages at comparable levels to those working in
the system. It is true that these positions do not immediately free all people from
involvement in cash assistance, but when career ladders are developed so that
experience on the job can be rewarded with promotion and higher level of in-
come, the employees can see a future opening up to them which appeared to be
denied before. It is this kind of responsible public employment and involvement
that we recommend strongly; we feel there is a possibility of developing this as
an Important segment of our economy. This requires the closest and most har-
monious working relationships between the social service-Income maintenaice
efforts of our government and time many other segments that are concerned w:th
hospitals, parks, community buildings, public administration, recreation and
conservation. While coordination of government in this way Is extremely dlili-
cult, we have found that It can be done with benefit on all sides.

I am sure It is evident at this point that we favor Federal participation for
unemployed fathers and for employed fathers. Further, and this probably goes
beyond the scope of II.R. 16311, we urge consideration of an extensive program
of public employment which can provide dignity and opportunity to all citizens.

The area of child development and day care has received considerable atten-
tion recently In Pennsylvania. Under the provisions of present legislation which
provides 75% Federal funds for day care for needy children, we have par-
ticipated a great expansion in Day Care Services. In Pennsylvania we interpret
day care as a child development Instrument and not Just a warehousing of
children for the convenience of parents who must work or who want to work.
We applaud those parents, especially mothers, who desire to enter the labor
market, but who do not wish to do so at the cost of possible damage to their
children through Inadequate care and training. We feel that it is a right in our
society for parents to be assured of adequate care for their children when the
parents are participating in the econolnic support of the country and themselves.
Most other major civilizations on the globe have moved In this direction, but for
some reason our culture has been resistant to this concept of child development
and care as a right similar to public school. It is a recognized fact that our
economy would grind to a halt if all of the working mothers with young children
were suddenly to be withdrawn from employment. Many of thleli, I am sure,
are able to provide adequate care, protection and development for their chil-
dren. But others, I ami equally sure, must use an endless series of makeshift
placements that are of doubtful advantage to children and cause anxiety an(l
strain for the mothers.

It Is reassuring to know that H.R. 16311 proposes day care In support of
working parents, and proposes capital funds in addition. We strongly recoi-
mend that the position be taken that day care Is a right and that at least
Federal support for day care for all needy children be assured, not only to enable
parents to seek employment, but to guarantee that children will receive the best
possible aid in fostering their physical, emotional and educational development.
Study after study has shown that a principal cause for failure of children in
our school system is the lack of adequate preparation of these chllren In the
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early stages of their growth and development. It is urgent that we as a society
move to close this gap tli our services for families and for children.

Title 20 makes significant changes in the current social service provisions of
the Social Security Act. Most significantly, social services would no longer be
mandated for tile states. We consider this a most series defect which should be
remedied. In our Judgment, social services should be required for all states,
preferably to be administered by a single state agency adequately staffed and
supl)orted, and with provision of a strong application of statewhle effort to
reach all persons in need aLd to provide a full array of services. While ue say
"administered". we favor a network of services, public and voluntary tied to-
getlier by contractual agreement. The proposal for a closed-end appropriation
on social services will seriously limit the development in states of the com-
preiensive programs which should be in effect. We are well aware that lhe
growth of social services in the country has been uneven and that many states
are just now beginning to utilize the potential of current legislation. It would
lie a serious mistake In our judgment to shut off this growth and expansion at a
time whcn our skill and knowledge about the effect social services can have on
the lives of needy people are being expanded almost daily.

lluman service needs do not have a closed end. They are subject to many of
the same variables as the income maintenance program and the service pro-
grain should be just as capable of responsiveness to suffering.

We support those service provisions that support State efforts to plan, evaluate
and consolidate programs. Lack of sufficient emphasis in these areas has been
a serious omission Ili past legislation.

The provisions that municipalities with populations of over 250,000 may
designate their own local prime sponsor raises serious question with us. It does
not seem consistent with other provisions that support strengthened State
management, the consolidation or sychronization of programs, and clear ac-
countability. I suggest that meeting tile objectives of this legislation will be
difficult enough without promoting Intra-state warfare. This Is a clear erosion
of the present powers of the Governors and( I recommend It be deleted. Ihow-
ever I certainly recognize and support the need to be creative Iin contracting
with any agency or local government if it can best provide the services.

Problems In the organization of social services have much in common with
those in medical care. Indeed the two programs are mutually supportive. For
this reason, and because the service amendments are not a clear advance over
existing legislation, I suggest that they be considered jointly with the Ad-
ministration's medical assistance proposals due before you in February, 1971.
This would provide time for the opportunity of viewing social services il a
broader context that included vocational rehabilitation, education, mental
health, mental retardation, OEO, IIUD and other related programs in a variety
of Departmental settings, each of which views itself as the comprehensive nexus
around which all other services should organize.

As II.R. 16311 stands we would have another new service system imposed
without adequate study upon own already crowded geography of new systems.
If tile suggestion to delay consideration Is taken, we suggest It need not ire-
elude the increased funding of foster care and adoptions through the existing
systems.

While it is not directly a part of II.R. 16311, I would like to comment on one
proposed amendment to the current II.E.W. appropriation-that is the limit
on Federal funding to 110% of 1969-70 expenditures for administration, train-
Ing and services. It would not only reduce our present expenditure level be-
cause of normal growth and cost factors, but would cost Pennsylvant', 'm esti-
nmated $14,000,000 on top of an already critically strained state i0dget. I
urge you to delete such provisions at time present time.

Finally, I would be derelict if I did not recognize with this Committee that
both Federal and State governments are involved in a most complex operation
in trying to deal with the many problems, economic and social, whiehm confront
far too many of our citizens. In our Department we are constantly receiving
proposals which sound easy amid conclusive as to results, but which oi examina-
tion vould further complicate tile situation, rather than solve our problems. li
our oplifion there are no simple answers for the complex issues which face us.
Jut as ve in l'emsylva llim hav- beell trying for years to increase our benefits
alld -It the Same tie siim)lify oar administration so tflat conmsullmers imIay rp(.eive
l'emefits imrOmlPtly. so we feel that ' national effort must Ibe directed toward
eliminaMtig the barriers to prompt aid efficient service iII the entire area of
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physical health, mental health, and public social services. The Family Assistance

Program as envisioned in II.R. 16311 is a step in this direction, not a total
answer. We support the increased Federal activity in financial participation and

administration if this is finally determined to be an essential part of the neces-

sary national pattern. But we strongly recommend that the Bill be strengthened
in the areas we have commented on here; namely inclusion of the working poor

for full benefits, possible addition of a public employment program, and re-

quired comprehensive social services, generously funded. Further we urge re-

cognition of day care and child development as a matter of right with highest
national priority for both capital and operational funding, to provide buildings
at neighborhood level to house such programs, and last, the training of staff in
many areas of specialization to administer the programs.

In closing let me again quote from Governor Shafer's August 3rd letter to
Senator Long:

"However, it is clh .,- that discussion for its own sake can go on interminably
and that it is no substitute for action. No one has yet been able to detinme or de-
sign a 'perfect' bill. To continue the pursuit for this elusive perfection, as some
would have you do, at the expense of positive, atfirmnative action could be as
great a mistake as introducing a bill with aio study or analysis at all. It is may
belief that the monumental study and analysis of the Family Assistance Plan at
all levels of government has shown that the time for action is long overdue.

"I fully appreciate the difficult and complex nature of the bill vhich your
Committee is now considering. At the same time, I am encouraged that the ex-
pertise and wisdom of your Committee, whicl has distinguished itself in similarly
difficult legislation in the past, is being brought to bear on this important sub-
ject. I urgently request that your Committee complete its work ot the Family
Assistance Plan so that it can be acted upon by tile full Congress during the
current session."

The CIA13tI\x. Our next witness will be Mr. Leonard Lesser, gen-
eral counsel for the Committee for Community Affairs. I believe you
are bringing with you another witness who is scheduled for tomorrow,
Robert Clark. I believe we had scheduled Mr. Clark for tomorrow but
we will be pleased to hear him today if you are supposed to share your
time.

STATEMENT OF LEONARD LESSER, TREASURER, COMMITTEE FOR
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN BEIDLER, EXEC-
UTIVE DIRECTOR OF COMMITTEE FOR COMMUNITY AFFAIRS;
AND ROBERT CLARK, REPRESENTATIVE, STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

Mr. Lu:ssi:n. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am accompanied on my
right by John Beidler, executive director of the Committee for Coin-
mnunity" Affairs, an on my left is Robert Clark, who is "a member of
the Mississippi State Legislature. Unfort inat ely, Mr. Clark's tele-
gram notifying him of his appearance tomorrow was never delivered
and we, therefore, requested if le could appear with inc. Mr. Vail
sai(I "Sure," and then showed us the telegram that was sent.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee for Community Ail'airs is a non-
profit corporation organized to represent and sl)eak for community
organizations of the Ipoor and the disadvantaged. The majority of its
board of directors is coml)osed of representatives of these community
group~s.

These community groups with which we are working are some 15
in number and are located in 5 States in this country. 'lhey are groups
engaged in economic development projects to create an economic base
for decent jobs in the community. 'hey operate training centers to
prepare community residents for jobs which are available. They are



1502

tile sponsors and builders of housing projects. They operate day care,
lteadstart, and health programs. In short, their goals are some of
the goals which have been stressed by this committee.

Tie CIJAIJIAN. That is a very highly motivated group you have
there, Mr. Lesser.

Mr. Lrssr. They are. In considering proposals similar to those
'embodied in-excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I should have said I do have
a statement which I request be submitted for the record and I will
just try to shorten my remarks and not read it.

Tie*Ciimit3YrN. We will print the entire statement.
Mr. IEssER. In considering proposals similar to those embodied

in II.R. 16311, one is always faced with the costs involved. To the
extent that one program, whether it be a welfare reform program,
a family assistance plan, a negative income tax, or any other pro-
grain, is, expected to make up for all of the deficiencies in American
society-no jobs, too low wages, discrimination against people so they
cannot get jobs, inadequate social insurance prog rams-if one l)ro-
grain is expected to make up for all of those deficiencies, thiei that
program must be saddled with such economic costs that it, is doomed
to failure.

The economic report of the President p ointed out that it would
require an annual expenditure. of about $10 billion to lift all poor
l)ersons and families up to the poverty income level. On the other
)land, to the extent that jobs are pro ided for people at adequate
wages, to the extent that this Congress l)rovides adequate social se-
curity benefits, then the cost of assistance, even with its improve-
mentj, call be kept within reasonable levels. Reductions in welfare
costs should flow from jobs and wages, not from punitive, restrictive,
or budget. cutting measures.

With these considerations in mind, I would like to examine the
proposals before this committee for reform of our welfare system
which are provided under the various titles of the Social Security
Act.

In his statement before this committee on July 21, 1970, the Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare set forth
certain cornerstone princplcs on which the revised family assistance
program is based.

The first of these is "Uniform National Standards." The second,
"More Efficient Admhinistration." The third, "Strengthened W ork In-

centives and Requirements." The fourth, "Inclusion of the Working
Poor."

If thse are the principles on which a program should be based,
and I believe they are, then I would urge this committee to report
out S. 3433 introduced by Senator Harris on February 10, 1970. This
bill would meet both the problems identified with the present system
and those proposed by inadequate solutions such as H.R. 16311, which
only creates new problems of their own.

S. 3433, in establishing a national program of basic income benefits,
would assure over a 3-year period that no American individual or
family woulli have an income below the poverty level. It would pro-
vide a single program with Federal adminiistration. It would
strengthen working incentives. It would eliminate "notches." It would
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achieve bas' equity between categories of needy individuals and the
50 States.

H.R. 16311 now before this committee, unfortunately does not meet
the cornerstone principles outlined by the Secretary.4The first prin-
ciple set, forth by the Secretary was "Uniform National Standards."
The $1,600 payment provided for in 11.R. 16311 would establish a
uniform national standard only in the eight States where benefits are
now lower. It establishes no uniformity, nor does it remove the in-
equities which exist between families within the 42 other States.
Neither does H.R. 16311 remove the inequities which now exist be-
t ween categories of persons.

While a standard is set for families with children, no provision is
made fov the childless couple or the single individual who may have
an equal need for assistance.

If fiscal or other considerations preclude this committee from rec-
ommending a bill which would set as the national uniform standard
the current povertyy level, such consideration should not prohibit ac-
tion now to provide that over a period of years such a level will be
achieved. This Congress should provide a definite timetable for
staging increases in the minimum uniform level of benefits so that by
1976, the 200th anniversary of this country, all American families
will be assured of a level of living at least equal to the existing
l)overty level.

Thfe second principle outlined by the Secretary was "More E efficient
Administration." The poor and the disadvantaged have learned from
bitter exl)perience that programs designed for their benefit have too
often been distorted by hostile State and local administrations.

1&t me just refer this committee to an article in Fortune magazine
of June 1970, which documents the abuses under existing programs
and the likelihood that the family assistance program will fail if its
administration is turned over to the States, as H.R. 16311 would
l)ermit.

Mr. Clark, who, as I indicated, is a member of the Mississippi
Legislature, and a member of its welfare committee, will disvuiss with
the committee first hand experiences of the situations which lie has
encountere(l.

Let me just say that to assure that a national program enacted by
the Congress is administered in a fair and uniform fashion, we urge
that, the bill provide that, its benefits will be administered solely by
the. Federal Government.

The third principle is "Inclusion of the WVorking Poor." Inclusion
of the working poor in HR. 16311 is at the heart of the family assist-
ance program. While inclusion of the working poor has caused
questions to be raised by members of this committee, the answers are
not. fomnd in the denial or reduction of benefits to other groups.

The administration's revisions of M.R. 16311 would exclude from
the supplemental program families with unemployed or partially
employed fathers because of the criticisms that these families may
receive more than families headed by a father working full-time
who would not be entitled to supplementation.

The answer to such inequities is not found in denying benefits to
a group in which 90,000 families are now entitled to benefits and more
of which would be entitled if the administration's revisions to HR.
16311 as passed by the [ouse, are not accepted.
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Furthermore, acceptance of such restrictions by this body would
also be contrary- to the action taken by the Senate in 1967 when it
adopted an amendment to the then pending welfare bill offered by
Senators Robert F. Kennedy and Fred Harris to make the covei'age
of families with unemployed fathers nmandatory in all the States.

Since the inequities result from the failure of some States to cover
the working poor, the solution is.the mandatory inclusion of the work-
ing poor under the State supplemental program, not the exclusion
of those working part time.

The final principle is "Strengthened Work Incentives and Re-
quirements." This principle is, of course, closely related to the in-
clusion of the working poor, for without inclusion of the working
poor, I believe it is impossible to design a system of work incentives.
How can you give incentives to people to work, to get them off the wel-
fare rolls, when once they begin to work, you exclude them from
welfare?

If the system proposed by H.R. 16311 to require people to accept
jobs is not to become a program for the exploitation of working people
by subsidizing employers who pay substandard wages, we urge that
the legislation spell out in specific detail the standards that will govern
the work content and the wages of jobs which workers will be required
to accept as a condition to the receipt of benefits.

We would recommend that no individual should be required to
accept a job which pays less than the higher of the hourly wage rate
established by Section 6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act or
the prevailing wage in the area. To require otherwise would be to
invite a repetition of the British experience in the early days of ifs
welfare program when employers of low wage labor were assured
of a continued work force of welfare recipients.

Finally, with respect to the basic question of whether welfare re-
cipients should be required to work, we recognize that provisions in
H.R. 16311 would exempt mothers of pre-school children front the
requirement to take work or training and that such provision is an
improvement over the present law. We would also recommend that the
proposed bill be extended to mothers of school age children which
is a measure which was adopted by the Senate in 1967.

We would also urge this committee to give consideration to amend-
ments proposed by Senator Talnadge, which would establish prior-
ities in the categories of persons who would be required to work. As
Senator Talnadge pointed out in introducing those amendments on
July 20, 1970, experience has demonstrated that there are more people
who voluntarily want to work than there are jobs to offer to all of the
people who are on welfare.

Woe believe that if sufficient day care centers were established through
Federal support of their construction and operation, the requirement
for any mother to work would be superfluous. More than enough
mothers would make the decision on their own initiative to fill avail-
able jobs.

We would urge the committee to consider the princij)les outlined in
your bill, Mr. Chairman, for expanded child care which was also in-
troduced on July 20, 1970, of this year. I would like to stress, however,
that the legislatiive record should'inake clear that if (lay care is to op-
erate successfully, community groups which have operated centers in
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the last must be permitted to continue to operate these centers with-
out the threat of any veto by State or local officials.

The last point, anid I will just mention this briefly-it has been dis-
cussed this morning-we urge the adoption of the amendment intro-
duced by Senators Harris and Ribicoff to provide for public service
employment to assure that jobs will be available for welfare recipients
who desire to work. As has been pointed out by several of the members
of this committee today, to train people when" there are no jobs at the
end of training would e a farce and a delusion.

.Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, the time is long overdue for America
to provide an adequate income for its aged, its disabled, and its disad-
vantaged. We urge this committee to take immediate steps to achieve
this goal. My statement sets forth our recommendations for action.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would appreciate it if Mr. Clark could
now present, his statement.

(Mr. Lesser's prepared statement follows. Mr. Clark's testimony
begins on page 1509.)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LEONARD LuSSER, TREASURER, COMMIrrEE FOR
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

My name is Leonard Lesser. I am Treasurer of the Committee for Community
Affairs on whose behalf I ami submitting this statement.

The Committee for Community Affairs is a nonprofit corporation organized
among other things to represent and speak for community organizations of the
poor and the disadvantaged. It is unique in that it is a national action organiza-
tion whose governing body is controlled by the poor and the representatives of
participating local community organizations. It is currently working with 15
separate urban and rural affiliates in key areas such as Los Angeles, San
Francisco and Delano, California ; San Antonio and the Rio Grande Valley in
South Texas; the Yakinia Valley in the State of Washington; Newark, New
Jersey; Chicago, and the Mississippi Delta. A majority of its board of directors
represent these groups.

While these community groups have a direct interest in legislative proposals
such as those being considered by this Comnittee vhich are aimed at providing
adequate income to the poor, the groups represented by CCA have as their basic
objective change In the ghettos and barrios in which they reside.

As conninlty groups, they are engaged in economic development projects to
create an economic base for decent jobs in their communities ; they operate train-
ing centers to prepare community residents for the jobs which are available;
they are the sponsors and builders of housing projects; they oi)erate dny care,
Lead Start and health programs.

I stress the goals of these community groups and the UCA and their record
of accomplishments because they are similar to the goals stressed by the Senate
Finance Committee to encourage training, to provide jobs for those who are
trained, and to assure necessary day care facilities which will permit those who
are able to accept available jobs. Success in achieving these goals will only be
possible In cooperation with these community groups and with their participa-
tion in administering the program. The provisions of any bill must encourage
community participation in achieving national objectives: they must not erect
barriers to the cooperation necessary to assure tie desired results.

In considering proposals similar to those embodied in Jill 16311 which are
aimed at providing cash assistance to the aged, the blind, the disabled, and
families with children, one must recognize that such proposals are related to
the whole range of federal programs aimed at assuring an adequate standard of
living for American families. To the extent that one proramn-welfare reform,
a family assistance plan, or a negative income tax-is expected to assure every-
one adequate income, that program must be saddled with such economic costs
as to doom it to failure. The Economic 'Report of the President has pointed out
that it wold require an animal expenditure of about $10 billion to lift all poor
persons and families above the poverty income level.
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Tils Committee in planning for hearings on proposals to increase benefits under
the Old Age Survivors and Disability Insurance program of the Social Security
Act, along with its consideration of proposals for reform in the assistance titles
of the Act dealing with the aged, blind and disabled, has recognized the relation-
ship of these programs.

To the extent that the old age insurance benefits are so low that millions of
aged who depend on them live in poverty, assistance programs for the aged are
saddled with a greater burden. As a result, more attention is focused on the need
to improve the level of assistance benefits and more concern is expressed about
the cost of the assistance program.

On the other hand, to the extent that Social Security benefits are raised to
assure a decent standard of living, then the cost of old age assistance, even with
improvements in its benefits, can be kept within reasonable levels.

1111 16311 as passed by the House of Representatives provides for a minimum
of $110 a month for the aged individual over age 65 and for the blind and dis-
abled. Yet at the same time, i1 17550, which was passed by the House and
which is before this Committee, proposes a minimum benefit of only $07.20 for the
aged individual under Title II.

Why shouldn't our Social Security system, the most widely accepted program
established in the last 35 years, not provide at least the minimum benefits pro-
posed under our welfare program? Why should beneficiaries of Social Security
who have contributed during their entl., working life be required to turn to an
assistance program-largely financed from the Federal Treasury-to be assured
of an adequate income?

We would therefore strongly urge that this Committee in considering HR
17550 recommend an increase in the minimum to at least the $110 provided in
ilt 16311.

Just as old age assistance should not be expected to make up for the inade.
quacy of our Social Security system, neither should a welfare program, what-
ever its form, be denounced because there are not enough jobs for people. Too
many jobs are not covered by the minimum wage or the minimum wage is so
low that even persons who receive it and work full time still are forced to live
in poverty. Thirty-nine (39) percent of the poor live in families headed by a
full-time worker. The cost of including them under our welfare system should
not be an excuse for failure to act. It is not the fault of the welfare system that
they need help. It is the failure of the Congress to cover their jobs under an
adequate minimum wage law.

I recognize that the enactment of Increases in tbe minimum wage is beyond
the jurisdiction of this Committee. Yet the Committee, in considering proposals
to supplement the income of those who are without jobs and who are being
trained to work, or who are working full time but whose wage income is less
than adequate, has the jurisdiction and the obligation to recommend measures
which provide decent jobs for those trained and preclude such proposals from
keeping people in substandard jobs. It must also recognize that the costs involved
in providing assistance to such families are not a fault of the Family Assistance
Plan but are occasioned by the failure of employers to pay decent wages.

While the income of the working poor should be supplemented through the
Family Assistance Program, we should be aware that such supplementation does
not remove the need for an adequate minimum wage covering all Jobs. An in-
crease In the minimum wage, extension of its coverage, the creation of jobs,
and improved social insurance programs to provide adequate income during
periods of unemployment, sickness and old age will prevent poverty before it
occurs. With such measures, the burden left to the welfare program will be
those relatively few persons who have unusual needs or for unusual reasons fall
outside the scope of the basic programs. Reduction in welfare rolls should flow
from jobs and wages, not from restrictive, punitive or budget cutting measures.

With these considerations In mind, let us examine the proposals before this
Committee for reform of our welfare system provided under the various titles
of the Social Security Act.

President Nixon in his statement of August 18, 1969, expressed grave concern
over the way our present welfare system is operating. He branded it as a "colos-
sal failure." The community groups in the ghettos and barrios with whom we are
working have had first-hand experience as clients of the current system. They
share the President's concerns and they support a program which will take sig-
nlflcant steps towards a national commitment to revise America's welfare
system.
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In his statement before this Committee on July 21, 1970, the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare set forth certain "cornerstone
principles" on which the revised family assistance program is based.

"1. Uniform national standards through establishment of a floor under welfare
benefits, requirement of a new financial division of labor between Federal and
State levels of government, and national eligibility rules;

"2. More eficient administration through simplified application and benefit
calculation procedures, separation of services from cash benefits, consolidation
with other related programs, and Federal administration;

"3. Strengthened work incentives and requirements through the elimination
of "income notches," expanded training and day care, and mandatory work
registration;

"4. Inclusion of the working poor to achieve basic equity and anti-poverty
effectiveness..."

If these are the principles on which a program should be based, and I believe
they are, I would urge this'Committee to report out S. 3433, introduced by Sena-
tor Harris on February 10, 1970. This bill would meet both the problems Identi-
fied with the present system and those proposed by inadequate solutions such
as H.R. 16311 which only create new problems of their own. S. 3433 in establish-
ing a national program of basic income benefits would assure over a three-year
period that no American individual or family would have an income below tile
poverty levle. It would provide a single program of federal administration; it
would strengthen working incentives; it would eliminate "notches"; it would
achieve basic equity between categories of needy individuals and the 50 states.

1IR 16311, now before this Committee, does not meet the "cornerstone prin-
ciples" outlined by the Secretary.

1. Uniform national standards.-HIR 16311 provides for a floor under the
income of families with children and to the aged, the blind, and the disabled.
While the establishment of a floor and increased federal financing is a step
toward the national standard which we as a nation should guarantee, the levels
set forth in 1111 16311 would still require the poor and disadvantaged to subsist
on less than adequate income. For a family of four, the proposed $1,600 is less
than one-half of $3.720, the poverty level figure iii the bill.

The $1,600 payment for a family of four would establish a uniform national
standard only in the eight states where benefits are now lower. It establishes
no ulformity nor does it remove the inequities which exist between families
within the other forty-two states.

Neither does i1 16311 remove the inequities which now exist between "cate-
gories of persons." While a standard is set for families with children, no
l)rovlsio;i is made for the childless couple or the single individual who has
equal need for assistance. Finally, even within the categories of persons for
whom 11R 18311 mandates a standard, the inferior treatment of families with
children which exist under the present system is continued as contrasted vith
the treatment recommended for the aged, the blind, and the disabled.

In an attempt to assure that the 42 states which now provide higher benefit
levels than $1,600 to a family of four do not reduce the levels of assistance,
11R 16311 requires the supplementation of the federal benefit to current state
benefit levels. We agree that if the federal government Is not prepared to pro-
vide benefits adequate for a minimum standard of living, the states should not
be permitted to reduce benefits from the current level. We would suggest, how-
ever, that the sanction to assure the cooperation of all states in the program
is not a reduction of federal funds for other welfare programs. In any state
which does not supplement the basic federal benefit to current state benefit
levels, or in any state which undercuts the federally established eligibility
standard for the basic family assistance benefit, the federal government should
have the authority to provide benefits directly to assure that the welfare
recipient does not suffer.

If fiscal or other considerations preclude this Committee from recommending
a bill which would set as the national uniform standard the current poverty
level, such considerations should not prohibit action now to provide that over
a period of years such a level will be achieved. This Congress should provide
a definite timetable for staging increases in the minimum uniform level of
benefits so that by 1076, the 200th Anniversary of this country, all American
families will be assured of a level of living at least equal to the existing poverty
level.

2. More efficient administration.-The poor and disadvantaged have learned
from bitter experience that programs designed for their benefit have too often
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been distorted by hostile state and local administrations. Tie welfare program
is no exception. An article in Fortune Magazine of June 1970 documents the
abuses under existing programs and the likelihood of tile failure of the family
assistance program if its administration is turned over to the states.
While the Secretary in his statement stresses the Incentives for the states

to contract with the federal government to administer the supplementary pay-
ments, 11e fails to point out that HR 16311 offers the opportunity for state
administration of the family assistance program even in those eight states
where no supplementary payments will be made. While efficient administration
may be served by eliminating the need for an individual to go both to a federal
and a state office for an assistance benefit, such danger does not exist where
states do not supplement the federal benefit.

To assure that a national program enacted by the Congress is administered
il a fair and uniform fashion, we urge that the bill provide that it will be
administered solely by the federal government.

3. Inclusion of the working poor.-At the heart of the family assistance
program proposed in 1111 16311 is the supplementation of the income of the
'"working poor." As we have already pointed out, we believe that the basic
answer to the problem of the working poor is a program of jobs at decent wages.
We recognize, however, that pending the establishment of a higher minimum
wage and Its extension to jobs not now covered by the program the working
poor should also be guaranteed a minimum level of living. We therefore sup-
port the inclusion of families with a full-time working member.

While the inclusion of the working poor in the family as i. tance program
has caused questions to be raised by members of this Committee, the answers
are not found in the denial or reduction of benefits to other groups. The Ad-
ministration's revisions of 11R 10311 would exclude from the supplemental pro-
grain families with unemployed or partially employed fathers because of the
criticism that these families may receive more than families headed by a
father working full time who would not be entitled to supplemental benefits.
The answer to such inequities Is not found In denying benefits to a group in
which 90,000 families are now entitled to benefits and more oi which would
be entitled to payments if the Administration's revisions to 111 16311 as passed
by tile Iouse of Representatives are not accepted.

Acceptance of such restrictions by this body would also be contrary to the
action taken by tile Senate in 19067 when it adopted an amendment to the then
pending welfare bill, offered by Senators Robert F. Kennedy and Fred Harris,
to make the coverage of families with unemployed fathers mandatory il all
tie states.

Since the inequities result from the failure of some states to cover the work-
Ilg poor, the solution is the mandatory inclusion of the working poor under
the state supplemental program, not the exclusion of those working part time.
Such an amendment is necessary if the incentives to family break-up are to
be removed and the incentives to work are to be preserved. A consistent set
of work incentives requires the inclusion in the supplemental program of families
where the father works full time as well as those families where the father is
u1llnployed or working part time.

4. Strengthened work incentives an'd rcquircntcnfs.-Closely related to the
inclusion (if the working poor is the requirement that recipients register for
and accept work or training as a condition of receiving benefits.

If tile system proposed by 1R 16311 is not to become a program for the ex-
ploitation of working people by subsidizing eml)loyers who pay substandard
wages, we urge that this Committee take legislative action which is within its
juris diction. We urge that the legislation spell out in specific detail the stand-
ards that will govern the work content and the wages of jobs which workers
will be required to accept as a condition to the receipt of benefits.

To avoid the l)erlinnent subsidy of low wage employers, we would recommend
that no illdividual should be required to accept a job which pays less than tile
higher (if the hourly wage rate established by Section 6(a) (1) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act or the prevailing wage in the area. Acceptance of any
job which pays a lower wage rate should uot be a condition to the receipt of
welfare lbenelits. To require otherwise would be to invite a repetition of the
11iti.h experience in the early days of its welfare program when employers
of low wvage labor were assured of a continued work force of welfare recipients.

With respect to the basic question of whether welfare recipients should be
requir4l to work, we recognize that the provisions in 1111 16311 which would
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exempt mothers of pre-school children from the requirement to take work or
training is an improvement over present law. We believe that the experience
under current law plus the strong work incentive contained In 1111 16311, which
we endorse, makes unnecessary a requirement that any welfare recipient be
required to work as a condition of receiving benefits.

At a minimum, we %vould strongly recommend that the proposed exemption
be extended to mothers of school age children, a measure which was adopted
by the Senate in 1907.

We believe that if sufficient day care centers were established through federal
support of their construction and operation, the requirement for any mother
to work would be superfluous. More than enough mothers would make the
decision on their own initiative to till available jobs. For that reason we strongly
support strengthening the provisions In HIIR 16311 for the construction and opera-
tion of (lay care centers. The legislative record should make clear that com-
rnunity groups be permitted to operate these centers without the threat of
veto by state or local officialN.

It should also be recognized that the requirement that other recipients auto-
matically register with the employment service without any finding that jobs
or training for jobs are available represents a retrogression from current law
which requires that a preliminary determination that work or training is "ap-
propriate" for the individual reciplenf. To hell) assure enough jobs for welfare
recipients, we urge the adoption of amendments l)roposed by Senators Ribicoff
and Harris to create additional jobs in public service as a supplement to the
public service employment program proposed by the Senate Labor Committee.

The time Is long overdue for America to provide an adequate income for its
aged, its disabled and its disadvantaged. We urge this Committee to take im-
mediate stel)S to achieve this goal. The above sets forth our recomlendat ions
for action.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT G. CLARK, REPRESENTATIVE, MISSISSIPPI
LEGISLATURE

Mr. CrAm. Thank you, Mr. Lesser.
If. Chairman, and'members of the committee, I do

The CiI1n~ ~ _. wouldd ou give us your full name first, Mr. Clark.
Mr. CLAUK. Robert G. Clark.
The C %LAijIAN,. You are a Representative of Mississippi?
Mr. CLARK. Mississippi Legislature.
The C,,MrAN. Go ahead.
Mr. CrAnK. I (10 appreciate the opportunity to appear' before this

committee to speak with yOil briefly about why I feel that we need
Federal administration of the welfare assistance programs and to
give you some direct experiences on how black and poor people are
treated under State administration of welfare and related programs
in Mississippi.

I have submitted a copy for the record but I do have a summary
here that I would like to go through briefly.,

I come here today as the first black member of the Missisippi
Legislature in almost 100 years and as cochairman of the M[ississippi
United Front.

The CI1mR.nAN,\. Could I ask you, how many Negroes are there in
the Mississippi Legislature now?

M[r. CLARK. 011 .
The CIIn1.M.3A. So, you are the only one right now.
Mir. CLAm1-H. The only one.

I"Mr. Clark's prepared statement appears at p. 1514.
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And as cochairman of a coalition of community organizations whose
aim is to fight injustices and poverty on behalf of all persons. As a
member of the welfare committee of the house of representatives for the
past 3 years, I have come to recognize the overwhelming need for a
change'in our welfare system. I am hopeful that Congress will at least
take steps to relieve the crying needs of my people. However, as a black
man from Mississippi who has deep concern for poor of all races, I
cannot support the bill. I am thinking in terms here of the Social
Security Act in which Congress has left it up to the States to define
the all important terms of need and in many other Federal assistance
programs and it is ridiculous how the State'of Akississip)i has defined
this term "need."

Should you be, able to walk or crawl, then you do not, qualify for
such programs. In the State of Mississippi, according to statistics of
labor approximately 55 percent of the people fall below the poverty
level, but only 14 percent of the people in the State of Mississippi that
fall below this level are now receiving any type of welfare
subsistence..

Let us look at another federally funded program, the free lunch
program. In the State of Mississippi about 9 to 10 percent of the
'eligible people there, children, receive free lunches, which is lower
than that of the State of New York, which is about 25 percent, and is
lower than that of our sister State of Louisiana, which is about 14
Percent.

I am called upon from all over the State of Mississippi to explain
to bidividuals about Federal subsistence programs anl I have coIme
to believe that they do not qualify because they are not sick, but many
of them die still before they even get a fair hearing.

So long as the administration of the proposed family assistance
program is placed in the hands of the State governments, it is bound
to fail. I hope that you Semators can understand w'hat administration
by the State means for the poor in Mississippi. The State will do the
very least it can get away with. It will use every excuse imaginable
to delay the program's implementation and see that its great, purpose
fails, some of which are blatantly illegal.

There have been all too many instances of this in the past. I am
thinking in terms of one individual here that-one elderly gentleman
who was sick and lie went out as he said to "do a chop" that day, to
help his wife who was in the field. The new welfare director of the
program came along and he was out in the field. So, lie did not get his
check the next month, and when he went to the office to check why
he did not get his check, she told him that you are not sick, you are able
to work. But-. still this man lost one arm when lie was 16 years old and
lost one leg in 1954.

There was another example of a lady that spent a couple of months
in a Mississippi hospital which she refers to as Whitfield and while
being there she got $34 for the 2 months, each month, and when she
left the doctors told her thmt she was not able to work. So, when she
came home her check was cut off and when she inquired to find out
why her check was cut off, they told her she was able to work.

The doctors there told me I was not able to work. We do not care
what the doctors told you. If you want to support your children, you
are going to have to work.
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On January 1, 1970, or thereabouts, Mississippi finally enacted a
medicaid program more than 4 years after Congress passed title 19.
Even then it excluded from participation welfare mothers and other
relatives who care for AFDC children. Our lawyers tell us that it is
illegal but until the courts rule, many poor mothers will be deprived
of desperately needed medical assistance.

Consider how and by whom the present welfare program is being

administered in Mississippi. Employment of blacks by the Mississippi
State Department of Public Welfare is virtually nonexistent. Just
a few years ago there were only four out of 1,500. The State Welfare
Board and the Medicaid Commission, both appointed by the Gov-
ernor, are all white. There is no black serving as the director of any
count) welfare department. The State office employes few blacks and
none are in policymaking positions. The situation at the county level
is far worse.

As a result, treatment of black welfare recipients is often degrading
and insulting. Courtesy calls are rarel, used and we would like to say
further that the communication gap'between the welfare recipients
and the social workers is very far and very distant. Blacks are lade
to wait for long periods while'whites are served.

I would like to give a specific example, if you please, of a condition
that existed not very long ago at Fayette, 'Miss., where the Honorable
Mayor Charles EIvers, is mayor, where blacks had to go and wait for
long periods in order to be served. Then they would have to give 25
cents or 15 cents or a quarter or something like that and they would
call this man Santa Claus and other than that they would 'have to
wait for all day long, long periods in the cold, whereas we found if
you were not of the minority races you did not have to wait at all.
You would go in and be immeliately waited on.

New applicants are often turned away without being allowed to
apply despite the fact that Federal law gives every l)eron a right
to apply and to receive a written response. It is no wonder that poor
people fear the welfare department and are reluctant to deal with it.

The welfare system is used to supl)ort the racist and paternalistic
economic system which makes the program necessary in the first )lace.
The work incentive )rograin, for example, is a cruel hoax. Welfare
recipients are made to serve as maids or to do day yard work in white
homes in order to kee l) their checks. I am thinking of the program
that we have in Mississippi in some counties. Very few counties
have seen fit to take advantage of the work incentive program and
which is referred to as WIN where some workers go and are trained
for nurses aid but they wind up being janitresses, that is, mopping
the floors, et cetera.

I am reminded of some other individuals that were trained for flor-
ist work in the county of Forrest, Miss., and they wound up having to
work on a job, being put on a job where they lift flower pots and cut
grass rather than do the work which they were trained to do.

During the cottonpicking season no one is accepted on welfare be-
cause plantations need cheap labor to do cottonpicking behind the cot-
toni)icking machines, and we might say here that jobs like this apply
only to minorities and, therefore, it does not affect you if you are not
black.
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The welfare departineit erves to protect the status quo and is used
to repress black people politically. Blacks who speak out or who reg-
ister to vote or send their children to white schools are cut off rolls
in retaliation.

I was pleased to note that the proposed bill makes provision for (lay
care facilities for children of working, mothers and that most in)or-
tantly private organizations may receive grants to operate such Pro-
grams.

In Mississippi where some of the most exciting and successful pre-
school programs in the country are being run by poor people them-
selves, we have learned the value of preschool education to our chil-
dren and to our community as a whole. However, the right to designate
community groups given to appropriate elected officials will doom
such creative efforts. Just last spring the Honorable Gov. John Bell
Williams vetoed 16 Hleadstart programins solely because they have suc-
cessfully involved poor parents in the ediucation of their own children.
Fortunately, Secretary Finch at that time recognized the importance
of these projects and overrodle the Governor's veto.

At, the very least you must, include a similar override provision in
the bill if it is not to be undercut before it is even given a chance.

You all know, I am sure, that welfare payments in Mississip)i
are the lowest in the country and that they do not even meet the barest
human ieeds. The reason is clear for this. The people in power in the
State of Mississippi do not waL' black people to remain there.

To give you one example, one of the many, many examples of that,
in the hen country of our senior Senator, the Honorable James East-
land, just a few years ago there were 38,000 blacks living in Sunflower
County. Today, and maybe even less after the last census, there are
only 28,000 black people living there. They want them to go north, to
go to Chicago or St. Louis, or anywhere else. They are forcing us out
of Mississippi by making it impossible for us to survive if we stay.
And I can assure you that we do not want to leave Mississippi. le
want to stay there because that is our home and make it a productive
part of the United States of America.

I support the national welfare standard because it can make it pos-
sible for our families to stay together and for our young people to
remain at home, but the national standard will not fichieve these ends
if those same people who are deliberately setting welfare grants at
starvation levels are allowed to rin the new programs. Given the pow-
ers, they will make certain that the program does not achieve its goals
and you must not allow them to do so.

Thank you.
The CTAIIMAN . Questions?
Senator -LRuis. Mr. Chairman, I understand there is to be a vote

soon, so I will not go into a lot of questions. May I just say, Mr. Lesser,
that your testimony is exactly on point. Maybe that is because you
agree with me on my proposals. I appreciate the personal help 'ou
have been to me and others in regard to this whole matter of welfare
reform, which is so long overdue.

I appreciate Mr. Beid ler coming with you. It is especially appropri-
ate too Mr. esser, for you to give a portion of your time to Represen-
tative iark. I think he has added a great deal by reminding us once
again, if we are prone to forget it, that we are dealing here with human
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beings, not statistics or dollars. The cases you presented here and the
conditions you have talked about, Representative Clark, are ndt prob-
lems just ini Mississippi; we can dii1)licate them elsewhere. We could
talk about a lot of, maybe not exactly the same kind of problems, but,
similar or related problems in Northern as well as Soutiern States-
problems which indicate the failure of the present system. What you
have had to say about the need for Federal administration as well as
Federal stand rds has special application in .your home State; as Mr.
Lesser has indicated, that applies also all around the country as well,
too, for )erhaps different reasons and in some places for some of the
same reasons. I think it is important to have a national system.

I just would ask you-and I think it ties in somewhat with what
Representative Clark said-just one question, Mr. Lesser. People can
understand why others would, but wihy would "the old working boy,"
who has to pav the taxes, be better otf if my l)osition and yours, Ah'.
Beidler's and Representative Clark's, were adopted Must we simply
say to him, "You will feel better in your heart," or can we make it a
little more practical than that ?

Mr. LESSER. Well, I think that one reason, I think someone men-
tioned this morning that if you just look at it from a ptre cost point
of view there are a lot of hidden costs which go much beyond the
cost of providing welfare and )roviding adequiate benefits. The ad(li-
tional costs of police )rotection, the additional costs of fire protec-
tion in ghetto areas, in barrios where Mexican-Americans live, all of
these are additional costs that have to be paid for one way or another.
But )eyond that., I think we are all concerned about living in a society y
where )eol)le can live together, where people can exist together witl-
out fears, without hatreds, and I do not think it is possible for us to
exist in safety and security when a large bulk of our l)opulation is
forced to live in poverty.

WVe are in effect saying the system, the democratic system, cannot
provide for you. The alternative has to be one of lawlessness or
something else.

I think it is more than just doing it out of the goodness of our hearts.
It is doing it for our own security and our own safety.

Senator HARuiIs. We might even say that doing it out of the good-
ness of our own hearts is self-satisf yinig, as well, to some degree.

Mr. LEssFR. It is but it. goes munch beyond that. I do not think we
have to appeal to people-we are not doing it for charity reasons-
that is what I am really trying to say.

Senator IiRIS. I think we need to focus on that, too.
Myv peol)le come, Representative Clark, from Newton County, Miss.

Where is Ebenezer?
Mr. CL AmK. Central Mississippi 60 miles north of Jackson.
Senator Hiiuis. Years ago I was down in Newton County. A lot

of my kinfolks still live there. Then, that was before any industry
or anything had begun to move in there. Some has now, I understand.
There were still black people, then, who worked for a bucket of ribbon
cane syrup or a jar of green beans. It is obvious that that not only was
not very good economics for the black people involved but it was not
very good either for the poor whites, because the fact tlat that kind of
cheap labor was available meant that everybody, working and non-
working, probably received less income.

44-527--70-pt. 3-10
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Do you not think that is also involved here? I am not just talking
about Mississippi. Would we all be better off to the degree that all
of our people had a better chance for a decent income ?

M'. CLARK. I think we certainly would.
Senator HArris. That is all I haveA Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very mucl gentlemen.
(Mir. Clark's prepared statement, follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ROBERT CLARK OF EI'ENEZER,
MISSISSIPPI

Why we need Federal administration of the welfare assistance programs:
Some experiences on how black and poor people are treated under State admin-
Istration of welfare and related programs in Mississippi.

As the only black member of the Mississippi House of Representatives, I am
called upon by black and some poor white people all over the state for help and
advice on the problems which afilict them. Over 55 per cent of my state's entire
population fall below the poverty level set by the U. S. Office of Economic Op-
portunity. Yet only about 14 per cent of the poor were receiving money pay-
ments in any amount under public assistance programs funded by the Federal
Government according to the Mississippi State Advisory Committee to the U. S.
Commission on Civil Rights. Mississippi is number 50 among the States in the
amount of payments per recipient even though our State's share of payments
was only 21.9 per cent, while the Federal (overnment paid 78.1 percent of the
cost.

It Is no accident that our State showed a 9 percent population loss since the
1960 census. Poor people are flocking to your northern cities in droves and will
continue to do so unless there are some radical changes in our society. Consider
our senior Senator, James 0. Eastland's home county of Sunflower. In 1950
there were 38,000 blacks, now there are less than 30,000. Our State legislature
tends to believe that black and poor people are no longer necessary and it's best
to move them away.

Why do large numbers of Mississippians go without public assistance? Allow
me to cite some examples: Mississippi is allowed by Federal law to determine
"need" under the Social Security Act. Our State however, has not seen fit to
define "need" to include the following classes of people:

Families which include both parents, neither of whom is sick enough to be
found "Incapacitated."

Children who are over 18 or living with someone other than a relative.
Children whoso father deserted them only recently.
Married couples or single persons, without minor dependent children, under

age 65 who are not blind, or sufficiently physically or mentally impaired to be
considered "permanently and totally disabled."

Needy, poverty-stricken families who would otherwise fall within the public
assistance categories because they are deemed insufficiently "needy" by the
State's definition.

The administration of welfare in my State is aggravated by the fact that
most of the recipients are black and almost all of the staff is white. I have
never seen a black person employed in the State Welfare Department Office in
Jackson above the level of janitor. In 1907, Tom Pruitt, of the Mississippi Wel-
fare Department told the State advisory committee to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights that there were about 1,500 empl,)yces in the State's welfare de-
partment but that only 4 or 5 were Negroes. If that number has Increased
lately, it is so small that I am personally not aware of it. The effect of this
racial exclusion of blacks has brought about an almost total lack of communi-
cation between the white caseworker and the black client. Clients fear asking
questions because they think they may be cut off public assistance. The cul-
tural gap is enormous between the white middle class caseworker and the rural
black client. The white caseworker' so-called paternalism toward blacks is
like the stern father's feelings towards his slightly retarded, mischievous child.
There is an almost total lack of empathy or human understanding. White case-
workers tend to believe that black people can get along on less than whites.
Many black people have told me that the $60 a month ADC check their children
receive, which is the maximum payment for a mother of 4 dependent children,
is considered "sufficient" for them by their caseworker.
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Mrs. Bessie May Huntley, of my home county of Holmes, told the Mississippi
Advisory Committee of an experience she had with her white caseworker:

"Miss Alna came back to the house and she blowed her whistle and
wanted me to conic out there and I went out and I got in the car with her.
She carried me down the road and she told me 'What you trying to get
disability for? You niggers now getting more money than you ever have in
all your life.' And I said, 'No we hasn't! . . .And she said, 'Time President
ain't got no lot of money . . . That's the white folks tax money.' "

Another lady, Mrs. Mary Luckett told the Advisory Committee about how the
surplus food commodities program works in her home county of Jefferson, where
Mayor Charles Evers now presides. Negroes, until very recently, and this still
might be the practice, must go to the back door. Then she said:

"When you go to the commodity house, you have to stand in line, and
this guy who's standing outside, lie gives you a number. . . .They call him
Santa Claus. And lie gives you a number, and you stands there . . . If you
wanted to get your commodities, you have to pay him a quarter, 15 or 20
cents, was the oly way you could get it, or else set out there In the cold
all day."

Whites, she added, do not pay the quarter, nor do they stand in line or wait.

"Ile treats them like they are humans and we are slaves ...They be
served nice like a person is supposed to be, and we be talked to like animals."

Permit me to cite you some more reasons why only 14 percent of our State's
needy people are not receiving public assistance:

According to the Mississippi Welfare Manual, the official handbook published
by the State welfare department, a mother must seek and accept whatever em-
ployment is available, if the mother is found able-bodied and "adequate care"
is available for her children (whatever their age). Rather than help maintain
and strengthen family life, this rule is applied by our State to break up families
by forcing mothers to leave home and work as maids, or if she is lucky, as
a nurse's aide or janitress. Mrs. Lela Mae Brooks, of Sunflower, who lives just
a few miles from senior senator's plantation, related how she was cut off front
public assistance:

"I was released from State Hospital which you call Whitfield. Doctor
said I was well enough to stay home and tend to my own children, but don't
work any more. They gave me $34 two months and told me to go to work
which the doctor told me don't do . . . 'I know the doctor told you don't
work,' she said, 'But only way you get a nickel for your children, you go
to work.'

A white Mississippi social worker told the advisory committee of a conversa-
tion she had with two fellow workers in the county welfare office. I quote this
conversation because I think it shows quite clearly what I believe the pre-
vailing Mississippi attitude is, even today:

"The workers were startled when I asked why they thought the em-
ployable mother policy existed. They answered it was obvious that if the
policy did not exist, 'none of them would work,' meaning the Negro
Women. When asked why they felt this way, there was horrible silence,
and they snapped that the author should know, that she had not been away
that long. When the author commented that the ADC grant seemed so low
(It is now $30 maximum for the first child, $60 maximum per month for
four, and $108 per month for seven or more children. It was $90 a month
a year ago.) as to make It unlikely that anyone would enjoy it as a sole
income, they were silent and then said, 'Well, how do you think they should
live, comfortable?'"

The social security act and amendments authorize support for State programs
to sick persons "permanently and totally disabled." Once again, you gentle-
men, saw fit to permit the State to define these key terms. As one witness ob-
served before the advisory committee:

"Since no white applicants are expected to chop in the cotton fields or
to assume the position of a domestic worker, their disability as to gainful
employment is found complete and permanent much more readily than is
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the case of the Black applicants . . Negroes will not be eligible for kdis-
ability payments) if they can walk, crawl, or sit in the cotton fields and
chop the cotton weeds."

Mr. Tommy Long, a black disability recipient, told the advisory committee
that when tile new county welfare director came by his house he was not at
home the first day she came by because lie was helping his wife, he said "make a
little crop . . . on (lays I felt good and could go out and help her." The next
month his check (1id not arrive. "She told me I wasn't disabled, said I could
work." Mr. Long lost a leg when he was 10, an arm in 1954 and had been re-
ceiving regular medication for a heart condition for the past three years.

As I indicated earlier, Mississippi has not chosen to participate in the social
security act's prografis to aid children of unemployed parents. When a family
Is In need but both are in the home and not "incapacitated," there is no way
they can get aid, although both parents may be unable to get work. Their only
recourse was the work experience and training project, under the OEO act of
1904 and later the work incentive program (WIN) under the 196 amendments
to the social security act. Less than half of my State's counties have chosen to
participate in either program. In counties where the program operates It is
limited to only a few months, does not give training except menial, unskilled
Jobs sometimes below the level the parent had prior to entering the program.

A welfare rights worker in Iiiads County, Miss Heather Sinith, of Jackson.
knows of one lady who was a laundry clerk, who wanted secretarial training.
She was placed by WIN in a training job described as laundry room attendant.
A lady In Hattiesburg, Mrs. Mary Cunningham, was trained as a florist.
Her job was cutting and putling grass al(l lifting flowerpots. She said her pay
was so little the florist couldn't get anybody but was able to get eight so-called
trainees for nothing.

After the so-called training, the parents are right back where they started.
Only 4,300 were enrolled in the program in 1907 and I don't think the figure
has risen much, if at all, since that time. Although one of the criteria for Job
slots Is supposed to be the possibility of employment, no real attempt is ap-
parently being made to find permanent employment for these parents. One Jack-
son social service agency head noted that the highest level job that anybody
received which lie knew of was a nurse's aide, which means hospital clean-up
work. Most blacks are trained In the so-called "nigger jobs"--cafeteria and
janitorial work.

Let mae say a word about my state's administration of the federal food pro-
grams. Only 9.1 per cent of our state's children receive free school lunches. Coin-
pare this with 27.3 per cent in New York or even 15.1 per cent in Louisiana.
ADO I)arents can be found across my state whose children never ate a free
school lunch and who sit day after day in the lunchroom waiting nothing while
other children right in front of them are enjoying their noon-time meals.

Despite some helpful reforms in lowering the cost of food stamps, most
people who need them still can not afford them. According to time U.S. Depart-
meat of Agriculture figures, when counties which participated in the free com-
modity food program switched over to food stamps, the number of participants
dropped. In Jones County for example, 17,500 people received free surplus foods
in March 1965. In March 1966 the county adopted food stamps Instead and
only 4,700 persons could afford them. Because of the food stamp reforms, people
with the lowest possible incomes now can afford to pay $50 and receive a
month's supply of stamps for their family. This is very good. But there are thou-
sands upon thousands of people whose incomes is below the U.S. Department
of Labor's are unable to pay $50 and upwards of $80 and more for food stamps.
And they and their children do without and go hungry.

Although the Social Security Act and amendments require a series of pro-
cedural rights which are supposed to provide remedies for unequal and unfair
administration of the public assistance programs, most recipients fall to take
advantage of these rights, because of lack of information, or fear the white lady
who might cut off payments, and unwillingness to cope with the bureaucratic
red tape. In at least two counties in my State, where recipients have filed large
numbers of requests for so-called "fair hearings," there is such a backlog that
recipients claim they have been told no more hearings are being held. The Hinds
County Welfare Rights office estimates that when APTD recipients file fair
hearings, 75 per cent are turned down by the medical review team. Applicants
are not given medical reasons for the turn-down only the statement that they
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are not totally nor permanently disabled. Some men are told that If they can do
housework for themselves they can do it for others. There are still countless
violations of clients' rights to apply for aid and have one's application proceised
promptly of clients' rights to information about and access to all welfare rules
and regulations; of clients' rights to a written notice stating the reasons for local
action affecting a welfare application or grant and to a prompt and fair hearing
before the State welfare officials to review adverse local decisions. For example,
a mother In Bolivar County told the advisory committee she requested a hearing
on the termination of her grant. A welfare agent drove to her house and called
her out to her car:

"She was trying to get me to withdraw a hearing I had asked for
Well she said, 'You all get around with all these doggone civil rights work-
ers and they are going to help you. But there ain't a doggone thing they
can do."

After much delay and repeated attempts to get a fair hearing the lady still
was not granted a hearing at the time c.f the commission investigations.

Let ine share with you finally what has happened in the past year concerning
efforts by poor people In our State to get assistance from U.S. Department of
Ilealth, Education and Welfare and the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity. I
think this bears on the attitude of our State in administering the Social Security
Act programs in our State. To the best of my knowledge the following programs
which sought funding were vetoed by our governor, John Bell William, and
later these vetoes were overridden by IIEW and OEO:

Eight single and multi-county Hleadstart programs serving low Income children.
A state-wide job training and adult basic education project.
A ten county Hurricane Camille assistance project.
A county-wide preventive medical project designed to treat 10,000 poverty

children.
At least one or more emergency food and medical programs designed to provide

free food stamps and health care for poor people.
Many people in my State are convinced that the State administration of all

Federal programs, not just those under the Social Security Act, must be endel
and that some new form of Federal administration must be implemented in
cooperation with the people these programs are designed to serve. I personally
support the recommendations of the Mississippi Freedom democratic Party,
the National Welfare Rights Organization and the Mississippi Advisory Coit-
mittee to the U.S. Civil Rights Commission who have advocated all or part of
the following: Real job training and jobs for all people who seek them, an
end to forced work for mothers who want to care for their children, universal
(lay care for working mothers, an end to the categories system of public assist-
ance and replacement with single, comprehensive program under which financial
need is the sole eligibility requirement with an IIEW national mininium income
floor of $5,500 for a family of four, a Federal program to locate and assist
needy persons and to determine their eligibility solely on the basis of the
applicant's declaration of need and resources, with provision-as under the
Internal Revenmie Systein-for spot checks of a sample of cases, and end to
the present humiliating, dehumanizing Investigatory process. Finally, I would
recommend to this distinguished committee, some formula be devised to guar-
antee minority group representation equal to that group's nmerical proportion
within their particular communities, in any and all Federal funded welfare
programs.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee for letting ine share
my concerns with you.

The Cimin:NMp. Our next witness Will be, Mr. E. B. Written who
is executive director of the National Rehabilitation Association.

STATEMENT OF E. B. WHITTEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
REHABILITATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. nVI'rrEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to file the state-
ment that I have and that lyou have in its entirety and ask that two
attachments also be printed.

Mr. Whitten's prepared statement, with attachments, appear at p. 1522.
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The CAIMA,-,-. All right..
Mr. Wrri,. I then shall read some paragraphs, omit some, and

comment briefly.
I shall expedite my statement as much as possible.
First, let me say that I am director of the National Rehabilitation

Association and I am also the secretary to the Council of State Ad-
ministrators of Vocational Rehabilitation, and I represent both
groups in this testimony.

Now, in the earlier p'aragraplhs of this testimony we have identified
the association for the record. We have indicated our general support
for the principles underlying this legislation. We have discu.sed
the ',atus of the vocational rehabilitation program in the country
which is involved in the administration of this program as is founl
in II.R. 16311 with some reference to the relationship that exists be-
tween this program and existing public welfare programs.

I would like to begin my testimony on page 5 rather than at the
beginning.

The administration proposal leading up to JT.R. 16311 contained
only casual mention of vocational rehabilitation. H.R. 16311, reported
by the House Ways and Means Committee and lase( by the Hoiuse,
contains an important role for vocational rehabilitationl, an( the
effectiveness of this role will be enhanced by amendments which the
administration has proposed to the bill.

"Determination of Incapacity in Provision of Relhabilitation
Services." Section 447(d), pages 19 and 20 of hI.R. 16311, provides
that any adult member of a, family receiving family assistance pay-
ments who is not, required to register for work because, of his in-
capacity shall be referred to the appropriate vocational rehabilitation
agency. The referral will be for two )urposes: (1) an initial (leter-
mination of incapacity and a review of this incapacity at quarterly
intervals, unless otherwise provided in the regulations, of th'e
individual's coi'lnning incapacity for work and hi's need for and the
utilization of rehabilitation services, and (2) for the provision of
suitable vocational rehabilitation services which will contribute to
making the individual wholly or partially self-supporting.

Mr. Chairman, let me reiterate here "that we are assuming that
income alone will determine whether an individual draws 'the FA
benefits, but, if lie does not register for work or is adjudged not to be
required to register for trainiiig for work because of incapacity, then
he shall be referred to the vocational rehabilitation agency which
will perform these functions.

The report accompanying the bill states that. all existing rehabilita-
tion services available should be applied in order to enhance the in-
dividual's capacity to self-support. Initial determinations of in-
capacity which preclude the individual from gainful employment will
be made in a manner similar to the way State agencies now make
determinations of disability for the Social Security Administration
of individuals applying fo disability benefits.

This has been gomn(r on. by tli wa,. Thp State agencies have been
doing this for the Social Security Administration ever since the dis-
ability benefits provisions of the Social Security Act were initiated.
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The administration in its amendments has strengthened this provi-
sion. In the first place, it recommends that reviews of incapacity be
tailored to the nature of the incapacity, as is the case in the social
security program, rather than being performed quarterly as is pre-
scribed in H.R. 16311. 'We believe this is an improvement,, and it will
minimize, undoubtedly, the number of unnecessary and wasteful re-
views, that could take place if there was a more or less mechanical
quarterly review of these cases.

More important, the administration amendment strengthens the
ability of the vocational rehabilitation agencies to provide vocational
rehabilitation services by putting the clients referred for vocational
rehabilitation services on the same basis as those referred to the U.S.
Department of Labor for manpower services. The amendment pro-
posed to section 437 (). 44 of II.h. 16311), provides for an appropria-
tion to the Secretary of HEW to pay the cost of vocational rehabilita-
tion services to family assistance recipients who are found to be good
prospects for vocational rehabilitation and provides for a Federal
share of 90 percent, the same Federal share which the bill calls for
for manpower services. This amendment is extremely essential. There
is little point in having vocational rehabilitation agencies make the
determinations of incapacity and receive referrals of individuals
amenable to vocational rehabilitation services, if resources are not
going to be available to enable them to serve such individuals and to
serve them promptly. Experience with the social security beneficiaries
has shown that State agencies will move promptly to provide these
services, when funding is available. Although rehabilitation agencies
are now serving substantial numbers of public welfare recipients,
they do not have the financial resources to expand their caseloads to
the'degree that is anticipated under the family assistance legislation.

An administration amendment to section 437(d) (p. 45 of H.R.
6311) provides the same work incentive allowances for a vocationalrehabilitation client as for a client in the manpower agencies. Any less
than this would be of course, an injustice to the handicapped public
assistance client, whose problem of poverty is compomided by a physi-
cal or mental incapacity.

As already indicated, the role of the vocational rehabilitation agen-
cies under this bill would be substantial. The Council of State Admin-
istrators of Vocational Rehabilitation was not consulted in advance
with respect to the willingness of State agencies to make the deter-
minations of incapacity and reviews of incapacity as provided in this
bill. The House Ways and Means Committee, of course, was fully in-
formed of the fact that the vocational rehabilitation agencies have
been making such determinations for the Social Security Administra-
tion ever since this program went. into effect. Based upon this experi-
ence, which in the minds of everyone connected with it, is successful,
the committee felt that these agencies were the best qualified to provide
the determination of incapacity under the welfare bill. Now, since 1.R.
16311 passed the House, the Executive Committee of the Council of
State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation have considered
the additional responsibilities State agencies would have under this
legislation.

Although this committee cannot speak for State agencies individu-
ally, it believes that the State vocational rehabilitation agencies will
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be willing to accept this responsibility. In so doing, they will be moti-vated by the fact that making these determinations of incapacity will
put them in contact with handicapped public assistance recipients
earlier than they might otherwise have access to them, and this will

ive them an opportunity to providr a more effective vocational re-
habilitation service. We all know, Mr. Chairman, that the more
promptly rehabilitation service can begin, the more likely rehabilita-
tion is to be successful.

I think members of this committee will understand that there is no
glory involved in making determiilations of whether people are inca-
pacitated for work. The rehabilitation agencies are interested in doing
this only because they believe they can improve their capacity to reha-
bilitate'more individuals, not just to become an agent for somebody
else in doing a job of this kind. In accepting this responsibility, these
agencies will also be influenced by the fact that the present arrange-
ment with the Social Security Administration for making determina-
tions with respect to incal)acity of individuals for gainful employ-
ment hams been a satisfactory one, and it appeals to be the intent of the
House that determiinations'and reviews made wider the family assist-
ance plan will follow a similar procedure. Although, presumably,
FAP would be administered by a different agency, it is felt that tie
experience with the Social Security Administration would be used as
the basis for arrangements that will be made.

Incidentally, the entire cost of making these determinations of
disability is to be borne by the FAP fund and this, of course, will
4, essential. That is the way it is done under the Social Security
Administration.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to call your attention, turning now to
page 9 of the testimony, to the fact that at the present time rehabilita-
tion agencies have on their case loads about 90,000 recipients of public
welfare. It is estimated that 88,000 additional referrals would be made
the first year under this legislation. It is estimated that it would cost
about $62 million for the rehabilitation agencies to provides services
for this groul. It is estimated furthermore that the cost of making the
determinations for themselves, not now talking about providing the
services, will cost about $42 million and these figures are based upon
the experience with tile agencies working with the disability bene-
ficiaries, with the Social Security Administration, and therefore there
is good reason to believe that there is reasonable accuracy within these
particular estimates.

Incidentally y, the rehabilitation agencies rehabilitated last year,
1969. 24,000 individuals, who were drawing public welfare benefits, of
which two-thirds were removed entirely from the rehabilitation rolls,
I mean, from the welfare rolls. About one-third we understood had
reduced welfare costs but were still having some welfare costs.

Now, with respect to title XX, the services title, we are recommend-
ing that the committee delay action on this bill until after the PAP
legislation is disposed of. There are so many issues with regard to this
legislation and there has been so little discussion of them and so little
explanation of them by either the administration or anyone else and
they are so important potentially that we feel it, would be better to
pass over these for thle time being, and I am not going to say anything
more about that. I find there is a lot of support for this'particular
viewpoint.



1521

Now, finally, Mr. Chairman, with respect, to the social security, trust
fund for rehabilitation purposes-I am talking now about the'Social
Security Act or the social security provisions for separate an(d apart
now from YAP, the present law authorizes the payment from the
social security trust funds for vocational rehabilitation services pro-
vided for totally disabled individuals who are entitled to disability
benefits under the social security p)rogramn. Itprovides that 1 percent
of these disability benefits fuids can be used i for tei rehabilitation of
individuals who are drawing the benefits not just al)l)licants but those
already drawing the benefits. By the way, Senator Ribicoff sponsored
this amendment in 1967. Cong Iess acce ptecd it on the basis that it was
willing to give this a try in the hope that this would prove that cer-
tainly the cost of the rehabilitation service would not be more than
the amount saved to the trust fund by virtue of the fact that the in-
dividual became a taxpayer into the fund rather than drawing from
the fund.

Already 15,000 individuals have been rehabilitated by the agencies
with the uise of this fund. Four thousand of them have been re abili-
tated long enough that they now have quit drawing any benefits at
all.

By the way, this law provides a 9-month trial period. In other
Wol'(ls, a mal can work for 9 months to see whether he is rehabili-
tated truly before his benefits are stopped and also it, is understood
that he ca'n reapply for benefits if something happens to him.

The remainder of this 15,000, certainly the great majority of then
will p~rov'e to be permanently rehabilitated andl the number' of suceh
individuals golig onto the rolls every year' is increasing rapidly. I'lie
ent ire 1 percent is being usedl constructively. Th'le Social Securityv Ad-
ministration has come to the determination that. not, only is this not
costing the trust fund money, it is saving the trust fund money, and
we are recommending that Congress increase this 1 percent to 2 1)er-
cent of the amounts paid in that can be used for this purpose.

Trhis provides no additional taxation of any kind. It is just increas-
ing the amount that can be transferred from this fund for rehabili-
tation services.

One of the statements that I ask to be inserted in the record is one
that gives considerable details about what has been found out by this,
and I feel certain that you will feel that Congress determination
to try this was fully justified, and by the way, Mr. Chairman, it is
experienced under this bill that is leaving us to think that without
epoii led peopl onain tis
promising any miracles whatever, thst the disabled people on the

ublic welfare rolls will respond to rehabilitation services, and that
the bigest incentive that could be given them to do so would be to be
sure that the rehabilitation service was there when they were ready
to accept. it without long delays.

Now, there are a good many other things that we can say about this,
Mr. Chairman, but we recognize the long day that we have all had
here, and so I am going to stop at this point.

Thank you for this opportunity to express the -viewpoints of our
association.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, sir. We appreciate
your statement and we will certainly see that it is considered. I regret
there are not, more Senators here at this time, but they are voting on
the Senate floor right now.
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Before I call the next witness, I think I ought to suspend to go over
there and vote.

Thank you very much. I will be back in about 4 minutes.
('1'cstim;ony of National Rehabilitation Association follows:)

TESTiz3ONY OF NATIONAL REHASIIaTATION AssoclATION

IDENTIFICATION

Mr. Chairman, the National Rehabilitation Association is a national organiza-
tion of 33,000 indivihals and 600 agencies, nil of whom have a major concern
for the care and rehabilitation of handicapped people. The membership of the
Association is both professional and lay. It includes large numbers of administra-
tors, counselors, and physicians, and smaller numbers of social workers, physical
therapists, occupational therapists, speech and hearing pathologists, and other
professionals active in rehabilitation, Its lay members are iublic-spirited citizens
who have an interest iii the rehabilitatio;i of handicapped people in their re-
spective colnmnunltles and support the National Rehabilitation Association as
one method of achieving their ains of more comprehensive and better services
for handicapped individuals. Members of tile Association work in the state-fed-
eral rehabilitation programs and other state and federal agencies, rehabilitation
centers, sheltered workshops, voluntary health agencies, etc. Today, we are
speaking to that part of 11R 16311 that has to do with the relritionshis of voca-
tional rehabilitation programs to the Family Assistance Act and to certain amend-
ments to this bill presented by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

GENERAL SUPPORT OF PROPOSAL

First, let me say that the National Rehabilitation Association supports in prin-
ciple the basic concepts underlying 1IR 16311. It supports the idea of guaranteed
Income floors for the Nation's low income or no income individuals and fPimilles.
It believes, also, that income maintennce programs should be extended to the
working poor. Most of our members believe that an income floor for handicapped
individuals, rather than being a deterrent to rehabilitation, will be an incentive
to tile acceptance of vocational rehabilitation services. Our nimnbers have had
experience with many handicapped Individuals who, literally, could "not afford"
to accept rehabilitation services which might have upgraded their skills and
made for a better way of life, because there would be no adequate support for
time family during the period of rehabilitation. We believe that the experience
of vocational rehabilitation agencies in working with OASDI beneficiaries, who
may receive benefits nine months after rehabilitation Is completed, is Sullporting
this viewpoint. Since the competence of time National Rehabilitation Association
as an organization, and its members individually, is in the area of disability
and rehabilitation, we shall confine our statement, in the main, to these aspects
of the legislation.

STATUS OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

The state-federal vocational rehabilitation pi'ogranm was established In 1920.
Currently, It Is administered by the Rehabilitation Services Administration of
the Social and Rehabilitation Service of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and by state vocational rehabilitation agencies. It is one of the
oldest of the grant-in-aid programs and generally regarded as one of the most
successful.

Under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act and parallel state !i'glslation, indi-
viduals who suffer physical or mental impairments which constitute handicaps
to employment are provided whatever services may reasonably be expected to
make them employable. Employability is widely interpreted to include work
as a family member, work In sheltered employment, and part-time work, as well
as full-time competitive employment. Services provided include medical and
psychological evaluation, evaluation of work potential, vocational and personal
adjustment, medical services, vocational training, placement on a job and fol-
low-up services following placement. The caseload of the vocational rehabilita-
tion agencies numbers almost 900,000 individuals. About 267,000 were rehabili-
tated last year. This caseload includes practically every class of handicapped
people that could be named. A significant fact is that mental illness, mental
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retardation and behavioral disorders have recently moved ahead of orthopedic
disabilities in the number of individuals being rehabilitated.

In the light of the magnitude of this program and its universally acclaimed
success, it is a bit peculiar that it gets so little mention when manpower pro-
grams are proposed to Congress or at hearings on such proposals. Although
both the legislative and executive branches of the government gave good sup-
port to the program from 1954 to 1968, the program is now suffering severe
fiscal problems because of the Administration's policy to limit allotments by
language in the Appropriation Act and to appropriate sums insufficient to match
state funds that are available for the program. As already indicated, over
260,000 persons are being rehabilitated into employment annually. Although
vocational rehabilitation is not a poverty program as such, over 90% of its
rehabilitants have incomes below the generally accepted poverty level when
they apply for service, and two-thirds have no income at all. In 19069, 24,000 of
thoqe relhbilitated were drawing public assistance benefits at the time services
began.

Not only is the program successful in terms of its objectives, but the cost
effectiveness ratio for vocational rehabilitation is far higher than any of the
more recently established manpower programs, which means, simply, that so
far as preparing for and placing its clients on Jobs, the country gets more for
its dollar spent on vocational rehabilitation than in any comparable program.
At this point, I would like to insert in the record a brief analysis of cost ef-
fectiveness studies which bear out this conclusion. This statement is not in-
tended to imply criticism of other programs. Certainly, the vocational rehabilita-
tion agencies do not want responsibility for the entire manpower training and
placement program. We do believe, however, that the experience of rehabilita-
tion people, both in public and voluntary agencies, justifies its leaders to speak
with some authority with respect to programs aimed at employment of dis-
advantaged individuals, among the most disadvantaged of all being the physi-
cally and mentally handicapped which are, traditionally, the clients of the
vocational rehabilitation agencies and the rehabilitation facilities.

It should be emphasized that vocational rehabilitation programs should not
be confined to the poverty population, certainly not to the recipients of public
welfare. The preventive aspects of vocational rehabilitation are equally mi-
portant. The rehabilitation of tens of thousands of mentally retarded young
people each year, for instance, preventing them ever having to apply for welfare
benefits, may be a greater contribution to the Nation than the rehabilitation
of an equally large number of adults, even though such individuals are on
public welfare rolls. The largely unstated policy of the-vocational rehabilitation
agencies is to keep a balanced caseload, that is, balanced between young people
who are being prevented from becoming dependent, and older people who have
for various reasons become dependent.

RECOGNITION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION IN H.R. 16311

The Administration proposal leading up to IR 10311 contained only casual
mention of vocational rehabilitation. HR 10311, reported by the House Ways
and Means Committee and passed by the House, contains an important role for
vocational rehabilitation, and the effectiveness of this role will be enhanced
by amendments which the Administration has filed with the Committee.

DETERMINATION OF INCAPACITY IN PROVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES

Section 447(d), pages 19 and 20 of HR 10311, provide that any member of
a family receiving family assistance benefits who is not required to register
for work because of his Incapacity shall be referred to the appropriate voca-
tional rehabilitation agency for the provision of rehabilitation services under
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. The referral will be for two purposes: (1)
an initial determination of incapacity and a review at quarterly intervals, un-
less otherwise provided in the regulations, of the individual's continuing In-
capacity for work and his need for and the utilization of rehabilitation services.
and (2) for the provision of suitable vocational rehabllltatlon services which
will contribute to making him wholly or partially self-supporting. The report
accompanying the bill states that all existing rehabilitation services available
should be applied In order to enhance the individual's capacity to self-support.
Initial determinations of incapacity which preclude the individual from gainful
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employment will be made In a manner similar to the way state agencies now
make determinations of disability for the Social Security Administration of
individuals applying for disability benefits.

The Administration in its amendments has strengthened this provision. In the
first place, it recommends that reviews of incapacity be tailored to the nature
of the incapacity, as is the case in the Social Security program, rather than| be-
ing performed quarterly as is prescribed in lit 16311. We believe this Is an
improvement, and it will niiniiize, undoubtedly, the number of unnecessary and
wasteful reviews.

More important, the Administration amendment strengthens the ability of
the vocational rehabilitation agencies to provide vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices by putting the clients referred for vocational rehabilitation services on the
same basis as those referred to the United States Department of Labor for
manpower services. The amendment proposed to Section 437, (page 44 of 1111
16311) provides for an appropriation to the Secretary of IlEW to pay the cost
of vocational rehabilitation services to family assistance recipients who are
found to be good prospects for vocational rehabilitation and provides for a fed-
eral share of 90%, the same federal share which the bill calls for for manpower
services. This amendment is extremely essential. There is little point in having
vocational rehabilitation agencies make the determinations of incapacity and
receive referrals of individuals amenable to Vocational rehabilitation services, If
resources are not going to be available to enable them to serve such individuals
and to serve them promptly. Experience with the Social Security beneficiaries
has shown that state agencies will move promptly to provide services, -when
funding is available. Although rehabilitation agencies are now serving sub-
stantial numbers of public welfare recipients, they do not have the financial re-
sources to expand their caseloads to the degree that is anticipated under the
family assistance legislation.

An Administration amendment to Section 437(d) (page 45 of 11R 16311)
provides the same work incentive allowances for a vocational rehabilitation
client as for a client in the manpower agencies. Any less than this would be, of
course, an injustice to the handicapped public assistance client, whose problem
of poverty is compounded by a physical or mental incapacity.

As already indicated, time role of the vocational rehabilitation agencies in
the Family Assistance Act would be substantial. The Council of State Admin-
istrators of Vocational Rehabilitation was not consulted in advance with
respect to the willingness of state agencies to make the determinations of inl-
capacity and reviews of incapacity as provided in HR 16311. The House Ways
and Means Committee, of course, was fully informed of the fact that (lie
vocational rehabilitation agencies have been making such determinations for the
Social Security A(miniistration ever since the disability benefits program went
into effect. Based upon this experience, the Committee felt that these agencies
were the best qualified to provide this service. Since 11R 16311 passed the louse,
tile Executive Committee of the Council of State Administrators of Vocational
Rehabilitation have considered the additional responsibilities state agencies
would have under this legislation. Although the Executive Committee of the
Council cannot speak for state agencies individually, it believes that the state
vocational rehabilitation agencies will be willing to accept this responsibility. In
so doing, they will be motivated by the fact that making these determinations of
incapacity will put them in contact with handicapped public assistance recipients
earlier than they might otherwise have access to them, and this will give them
an opportunity to provide a more effective vocational rehabilitation service. I
think members of this committee will understand that there is no glory involved
in making determinations of whether an individual is Incapacitated for work.
In accepting this responsibility, these agencies will also be influenced by the fact
that the present arrangement with the Social Security Administration for mak-
ing determinations with respect to Incapacity of individuals for gainful em-
ployment has been a satisfactory one, and it appears to be the intent of the
House that determinations and reviews made under the Family Assistance Plan
twill follow a similar procedure. Although, presumably, FAP would be adllin-
istered by a different ageny, it is felt that (lie experience with the Sociol
Security Administration would be used as the basis for arrangements that will
be made.

Incilentally, 11R 16311 appears to make clear that the entire cost of making
determinations of incapacity and the reviews of incapacity called for will be
reimbursed 100% by the agency administering FAP. Any other arrangement
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would be self-defeating. It is not likely that the states will want to undertake to
make these determinations, if they are expected to bear a share of the cost. As
this committee knows, the Social Security Administration does pay 100% of the
cost of making determinations of incapacity under its program.

COM PREHE NSIVE EVALUATIONS NEEDED

The success of the rehabilitative aspects of this legislation will depend to a
considOrable extent upon the kind of evaluation of rehabilitation potential that
state agencies are permitted to make in connection with assessing tile incapacity
of tihe Individual. Here, too, the experience in working with the Social Security
Administration is of value. lit time early years of tile administration of tie Social
Security Disability Benefits program, tills agency, as a result of tile opinions
of legal counsel, took a arrow and restricted view of what was permissible to
determine whether an individual was under a disability. Gradually, experience
has shoewn that there is great benefit in reimbursing the agencies for coim-
prehensive assessments of tme nature and extent of disability and the rehabilita-
tion potential of the individual. Gradually, SSA regulations have been liberal-
ized to permit and even encourage this. It Is hoped that ill the beginning of the
PAP program, a liberal interpretation call be made of the kind of assessment
that should be made and for which reimbursement can be made from PAP
funds-. It is hoped that the concept of vocational evaluation which is found
in Section 15 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act can be accepted as a basis for
these evaluations. It wvill be of great value if this committee, In the report
accompanying 11R 16311, should indicate its intention that evaluations of
incaapaity and rehabilltation potential be comprehensive and that tile models
found in Section 15 of tile Vocational Rehabilitation Act be used as a basis for
reimbursement for the cost of such services.

REHABILITATION CASELOAD UNDER IU.R. 10311

Mr. Chairman, we do not want to leave the impression that the vocational
rehabilitation agencies can perform any miracles with respect to removing
handicapped indiviluals from family assistance rolls. Experience has demon-
strated, however, that many disabled public welfare recipients do want to work
and will accept vocational rehabilitation services, and the relhabilitation agencies
have demonstrated competence in working with welfare agencies in Identifying
individuals with vocational potential and in providing vocational rehabilitation
services with measurable results. As indicated elsewhere, 24,000 public welfare
recipients were included in time 241,000 Individuals rehabilitated by tihe state
agencies in 1969. The present vocational rehabilitation case-load of public as-
sistance recipients is around 90,000. Under H1R 16311, with time Administration
amendments already referred to, tile number can be substantially Increased. In
addition, handicapped individuals among the working poor will have much
greater incentives than before to accept rehabilitation services.

The Department of Health. Education, and Welfare has presented estimates
that indicate that 80,000 welfare recipients will be added to tihe vocational
rehabilitation rolls in the first year. It is estimated that time cost of provihling
rehabilitation services to these individuals, including comprehensive evaluation
and adjustment services (exclusive of determination of incapacity) will be
about $62 million. The cost of making tihe determinations of incapacity and tile
reviews in connection therewith are estimated to cost approximately $10
million.
The experience with Social Security clients encourages us to believe that tie

provision of vocational rehabilitation services as indicated will save thefamily
assistance program substantially more than the vocational rehabilitation services
will cost: in fact, many times more. We shall say more about the exiwrience
under Social Security a little later.

TITLE XX-NDIVIDUA 1 AND FAMILY SERVICES, PART A

Mr. Chairman, I woull like to make brief comment on the new Title XX,
Grants to States for Individual and Family Services, etc. In our Judgment, exist-
lg legislation having to do with services to individual lls shmonh1l be rewritten.
IDoflnitions should be shlarpened, eligibility for services spelled out more clearly,
methods of administration strengthened, and the provision for personnel training
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and research and demonstration projects enhanced. It Is not clear, however, why
Congress should rush to pass this title at this time when the House Committee
did not consider it at all and when what appear to be larger issues will make a
thorough consideration in the Senate unlikely. Some of the provisions of the title
raise serious and complicated questions. The issues surrounding local adminiis-
tration, methods of financing, the numerous new plan provisions, the implications
of the separation of services from money payments, and the relationship of wel-
fare agencies with other agencies, make it difficult for an organization such as
ours to pass Judgment upon it without hearing full discussions of its intent. We
would prefer that Congress wait until action on PAP legislation has been con-
pleted to consider the services title. If we had to either approve or disapprove a
new title at this time, we would probably disapprove, and this might be based
more upon what we do not know about it than what we do know about it.

CONSOLIDATED HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE PLANS, PART B

What has been said about Part A of this title is doubly true of Part D. It does
not seem to us that a proposal to authorize states to develop and present con-
solidated Health, Education, and Welfare plans with all the complications asso-
cdated with such a proposal, should be considered as a part of a welfare proposal,
since it affects equally other programs which are administered in other settings
and even considered by different committees of Congress.

We have heard no discussions of this proposal beyond the meager, very gen-
eral testimony of the Administration in its behalf, although we understand some
of the organizations of state officials support it, at least, in principle. The fact
is that news Is just getting out about this part of the legislation. Among the
issues which we would like to hear discussed would be the kind of state agency
that might be developed under the proposal, along with models of such adminis-
trative arrangements; why it should be necessary to authorize transfer of funds
to purposes not contemplated when the funds were appropriated; the effect that
a common federal share would have on the individual programs; and the impli-
cations of Joint projects and Joint funding under a single administration. In
hearings confined to this proposal, we believe the answers to these questions
could be developed. We request, therefore, that this proposal not be included in
the bill reported by the Committee.

SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND FOR REHABILITATION PURPOSES

Present law authorizes payment front the Social Security trust funds for
vocational rehabilitation services provided for totally disabled individuals who
are entitled to disability insurance benefits under the Social Security program.
The amount that may be paid from the trust fund to reimburse state agencies
for vocational rehabilitation services to such individuals may, in any year, not
exceed one per cent of the Social Security disability benefits paid in the previous
year. We are proposing to this committee that it increase the proportion of So-
cial Security trust funds that can be used to pay for vocational rehabilitation of
Social Security beneficiaries from one per cent to two per cent of the previous
years disability benefits. This may be done by amending the first sentence of
Section 222(e) (1) (D) by deleting "one per cent" and inserting "two per cent".

The number of Social Security disability benefit beneficiaries provided voca-
tional rehabilitation services under the trust fund reimbursement provisions has
grown from 10,000 in fiscal 19067 to 32,000 in 1069. More than 15,000 of these
beneficiaries have been reported as rehabilitated by state agencies and more than
4,000 have been terminated from the benefit rolls, having maintained their ability
to support themselves for the nine months following rehabilitation. It is now
becoming clear that the provision of rehabilitation services from this trust fund
is actually saving the trust fund money. The entire fund earmarked for rohabili-
tation Is being expended by the state vocational rehabilitation agencies, which
are also using substantial funds secured from other sources to expand rehabilita-
tion services to this group. We think that an increase in the proportion of the
trust fund available for rehabilitation purposes from one per cent to two per cent
is not only in the interest of handicapped individuals but in the interest of the
trust fund, itself. At this point, I would like to insert in the record a brief docu-
ment which gives more details about this program.

Mr. Chairman, the National Rehabilitation Association appreciates the op-
portunity to offer this testimony, It wants to cooperate with the Committee In
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any way it can in strengthening the rehabilitative aspects of the Family Assist-
ance Plan, believing that to do so benefits both the state and the individuals
concerned.

ATTACHMENTS

REIIABILITATION-COST-BENEFITS ANALYSIS

Three cost-benefits analyses are available.' Each of these studies measures
cost benefits in terms of the economic gain to society resulting from the increase
in wages earned by disabled people as contrasted to the cost of providing reha-
bilitation services to the handicapped individuals.

The first of these studies, to be referred to as the RSA study, showed a cost-
benefits ratio of 35 to 1, that is, the wages earned by the rehabilitation worker
for the period of his work life expectancy was 35 times as great as the amount
spent on his rehabilitation.

The second of the studies, to be referred to as the HEW study, showed the
cost-benefits ratio to be 15 to 1.

A third study to be referred to as the Conley study, showed the cost-benefits-
ratio to be 8 to, 1, or somewhat less, if future earnings are discounted to make
allowance for the future value of current dollars.

The hIEW study (15 to 1) differs with the RSA study (35-1) because it did
not attach any value to homemaking and other work at home, did not assume
the 3% annual increase in projected earnings due to increased worker productiv-
ity calculated in the RSA study, and used higher mortality rates which resulted
in fewer years of earning power for the disabled individual.

The Conley study was even more conservative. It used earnings the three
months before beginning rehabilitation service as a wage base instead of earn-
ings the week before rehabilitation at which time the individual was more likely
to be unemployed, it added to the cost of rehabilitation by estimating the number
of repeaters in the program, included an estimate of the costs of services pro-
vided by other agencies, and added 20% to the cost of rehabilitation services to
cover expenditures for research and training, which are not charged as rehabil-
itation services in agency accounting procedures. The author admits that he may
have been overly conservative.

All three studies are equally firm in their conclusions that society benefits
economically from expenditures on vocational rehabilitation. Significantly, the
cost-benefits ratio for rehabilitation services is more than twice as high as that
of any other program with similar objectives,s when the same formula is used
for calculations. Also significant is Conley's conclusion that the cost-benefits
ratio is probably as high or higher for the most severely handicapped, older,
socially and economically deprived client as it is for the younger, less severely
disabled client.

All of the studies referred to above deal with national data. A recent study
conducted by the University of Wisconsin's Regional Rehabilitation Research
Institute in Wood County, Wisconsin based on a project aimed to saturate the
county with vocational rehabilitation services in a way to reach all handicapped
persons, showed that every aspect of this project attained a cost-benefits ratio
orf at least 20 to 1.

IAn Exploratory Coat-Benefit Analysts of Vocational Rehabilitation prepared by the
Division of Statistics and Studies of the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration,
Aueust 1907.

Human Investment Programs-Vocattonal Rehabilitation, Issued by the Office of Assist-
ant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, December 1067.

A Benefit-Oost Analysis of Vocational Rehabilitation Program by Ronald A. Conley
ap p hearing In The Journal of Human Resources, Spring 1067, Volume IV, No. 2.

_ Economfo Analysis and Efficiency in Government-Report of the Subcommittee on
Economy in Government of the Joint , onomic Committee, Congress of.the United States,
February 9 1970, page 40. Using the most conservative estimates of vocational rehabilita-
tion cost effectiveness, this report gave vocational rehabilitation a cost-effectiveness ratio
more than twice that of any other program in the general manpower and manpower-
related field.
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'SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND AMOUNTS AvAILABLE TO PAY FOR REHABILITATION
OF SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY BENEFICIARIES

PROPOSAL

Present law authorizes payment from the social security trust funds for vo-
cational rehabilitation services to be provided for totally disabled Individuals
who are entitled to disability insurance benefits tinder the social security pro-
gram. The total amount that may be paid from the trust funds to reimburse
State agencies for vocational rehabilitation services may, in any year, not exceed
1 percent of the social security disability benefits paid in the previous year. It
is proposed to increase the amount of social security trust fund monies that can
be used to pay for vocational rehabilitation of social security beneficiaries from
1 percent to 2 percent of the previous year's disability benefits. This may be
done by amending the first sentence of Section(d) (1) (D) by deleting "1%" and
inserting "2%."

CONSIDERATIONS

1. The provisions (included in the 1965 social security amendments) author-
izing payment for vocational rehabilitation services from the social security
trust funds are designed to make rehabilitation services more readily avail-
able to people so severely disabled as to meet the social security definition of
disability, and to do this under conditions that protect the interests of con-
tributors to the trust funds. To qualify for these rehabilitation services, a dis-
abled beneficiary must meet the following requirements:

(a) There is present a disabling physical or mental impairment which is
not so rapidly progressive as to outrun the effect of rehabilitation services,
or to preclude restoration to productive activity;

(b) The Impairment, without the planned services, is expected to remain
severe enough to require continued payment of benefits;

(c) There is a reasonable expectation that the services will restore the
person to productive activity; and

(d) The period the individual is expected to be able to work Is of suffi-
cient duration that benefits saved and contributions to the trust funds
offset the cost of services planned.

2. In fiscal years 1968 and 1969, the States fully utilized all of the funds
available under the trust fund reimbursement provisions. The States actually
requested $25 million for fiscal year 1909 although only $18 million was avail-
able. (In fiscal year 1970, the States were not asked to estimate their needs
since it was known that they would exceed the funds available.)

3. A number of States have had to supplement the trust fund money avail-
able by using regular vocational rehabilitation funds to finance services to
eligible beneficiaries. In some States, services to eligible beneficarles were
delayed until a new fiscal year started because of the lack of funds. It is possi-
ble, considering the rapid increases in costs of rehabilitation services and the
limitations of the regular program appropriations, that the number of benellcl-
aries were delayed until a new fiscal year started because of the lack of funds.
It is possible, considering the rapid increases In costs of rehabilitation services
and the limitations of the regular program appropriations, that time number of
beneficiaries served In the future may decrease.

4. Joint SSA-RSA surveys now in progress indicate that the reimbursement
provisions have encouraged State vocational rehabilitation agencies to serve
disabled beneficiaries and additional funds would further expand their efforts.

5. The Commissioner of the Rehabilitation Services Administration, the
Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation, B. B. Written
(Executive Director of the National Rehabilitation Assoclaton) and the State
vocational rehabilitation agencies all feel that trust fund money available under
the reimbursement provisions should be increased.
6. The number of social security disability beneficiaries pro-ided rehabilita-

tion services under the trust fund reimbursement provisions has grown from
10,462 in fiscal year 19067, to 20,455 in 19068 and to 32,851 in 19069-a total of
almost 70,000 since the provisions became effective.

7. More than 15,000 of these beneficiaries have been reported as rehabilitated
by tile State agencies and more than 4,000 have been terminate front the benefit
rolls. Additional persons who received services under the provisions are now
completing time 9-month trial work period (during which disability beneficiaries
may test their ability to work without termination of benefits) and may be
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terminated in the future. We are now entering a hiase where the likelihood of
a long-range savings to the trust funds becomes more clear. The average value
of future benefits that would have been payable to a disabled beneficiary if
he ha(d not been rehabilitated and had his benefits terminated has been esti-
mated at more than $15,000, or a gross savings of about $62 million for the
more than 4,000 disabled beneficiaries who received rehabilitation services under
the trust fund reimbursement provisions and who had been terminated from
the social security benefit rolls through June 1069. The overall value of savings
(or unpaid benefits) to the trust funds Is more than 60 per cent higher than
the value of trust fund expenditures under these provisions through fiscal
year 1969. These data do not Include other disabled beneficiaries whose benefits
may be terminated at the end of their trial work period, and for whom trust
fund expenditures have already been made.

EFFECT OF PROPOSAL

Enactment of tll " change this year would double the amounts available in
fiscal year 1071 and~subscqucnt yoars. This would permit vocational rehabilita-
tion services to be extended to many additional disabled beneficiaries who could
be helped by such services. The existing selection criteria would be retained,
consistent with congressional intent that the funds be used in a manner that
would result in no additional cost to the trust funds.

CURRENT ESTIMATES OF TRUST FUNDS AVAILABLE

[In millions of dollars

l-percentrate 2-percentrate

fiscal 1972 -_------------- . ---------------------------------------------------- 2.7 $57.4
Fiscal 1973 --------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 30.4 60.8
Fiscal 1974 ......... ------------------------------------------------------------. 32.0 64.0

Senator McC,%r1rJIY (now presiding). The committee will resume
the hearing With Mr. Reid if he is here.

Idoln if3' yourself for the reporter.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. REID, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CHILD
WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA

Mr. RFID. I an Joseph 11. Reid, executive director, Child Welfare
League of America. We have submitted a full analysis for the records
of the committee. I will confine my remarks.

Senator McC,%rriiy. You would like to request this be included in
the record?

Mr. REiD. Yes, sir.
Senate' MCCARTnX,. All right. Without objection it will be

included.1
Mr. REiD. ,Nfy comments will be confined to a few remarks partic-

ularly with reference to the child welfare provisions of the act.
Tl; Child Welfare League of Anmerica supports the administration

goals for welfare reform as they were stated last year by the President.
They were to provide a national minimum incomle for all families in
ne& , including the working poor, equality of treatment for fami-
lies with children across theNation and a simplification of the present
welfare system. The league supports the purpose of H.R. 16311, as
well as those provisions within the bill which increase Federal cov-
erage and assistance for families and children. But we do not believe

See p. 1534.
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this bill accoml)lilides these purposes or reaches tile goals as set forth
by tihe administration. The league therefore recommends that this
co inlittea menld the bill to bring it closer to these goals and )1Ur-
I)oses along tile lies which we suggest, in the statement that we have
submitted to you tolah.

We believW that a 'bill designed to provide a new system for the
iproviqions of financial assistance should eliminate the present in-equities and coml)lexities in the preset welfare structure. Ulnfor-
tunately, the program of State sul)lelnentation in 11.R. 16311 perp~et-
uates many of these )resent difficulties . It would )rovide financial inl-
centives for family breakup, since female-headed families would be
financially better 4ff than nmale-headed families. It continues many of
the variations in AFI)C payment levels between the States.

We believe these inequities should be eliminated either by raising
the basic Federal payments over a period of time so that State supple-
mentation could be chased out entirely or by providing State sutpple-
ments on a Federal variable matching basis to all families.

Tfhe income levels J)rovided under this bill remain inadequate. 'We
believe the bill should include a provision which will insure that a.ne
adequate income level is reached, in steps at a specific future date.

We want to strongly point out that this bill continues to discrimi-
nate against children. The family assistance plan provides less for
family and children than does the plan for the adult categories. Vari-
ous protections provided for the adult, categories are lacking for fam.-
ilies and children. We believe that many families would receive less
under the family assistance plan than they now (1o under the present
inadequate AfI)C l)rogram. 'We recommend the rejection of the HEMV
revisions which accent uate this problem.

The league supports freedom of choice of mothers with respect to
employment.. The bill provides this choice for mothers of preschool
children. We would like to see this choice extended to mothers of
school age children. There are more mothers who wish to work than
there are training opportunities of jobs available for them. We be-
lieve a program of mandatory work and training for mothers who
wish to to care for their own children is likely to be unstccessful, and
probablyy hlrinful to the children. We note Senator Talmadge's amend-nent to provide work training priorities which would hel) to protect

mothers who prefer to care for their own children and we would, al-
teriiat i vely, supl)ort this amendment.

There is an urgent need to expand day care programs throughout.
the country-we therefore recognize the'merits of the bill which au-
thorizes 100 percent Federal finding for child care Pervice.s. lut we
are concerned about the limitations of this provision. We believe that
the eligibility and entitlement provisions should be broadened ind
clarified. Moreover, standards for day care are omitted frm this bill.We believe it vital that they should be included and clarified so that,
the care provided to children will be of an acceptable natur,. The a(]-
ministration's cost estimates are too low to provide an accentable stand-
ard of lay care. Ill fact, we believe they are entirely unrealistic. We are
pleased to see the HEW revision which would also permit, Authoriza-
tion of day care funds for construction purposes . although no pro-
vision was made for these additional costs. We believe that child care
facilities should not be limited to any one socio-economic groul) and
therefore propose that FAP day care be opened to children other than
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those of mothers working or training under this program. I will later
comment upon the bill introduced by Senator Long which would
rectify this.

In our statement we note other legislative l)oosals introdIced in
the Senate which would bring this bill closer to meeting the admin-
stration's original purposes-as well as the Child Welfare League of
America's goals. They include Senator larris' bill, S. 3133 and various

amendments introduced by Senators, lTalmadge, l ibicoll, ,Javits. Mc-
Govern, Percy, and others.

* The a(lministration's revision of 11.R. 16311 includes a prol)osal
for a new title XX to the Social Security Act to establish social

* service provisions. It would delete previous legislation relating to
social services contained in tile various pul)lic assistance titles, as well
as the child welfare services provision ill title IV-B3 of the act. This
prol)osal would change the delivery system of social services in the
states but we(to not believe, it would authorize any new tyles of service
not alrea(l 1) posible tnder present law. It provides for closed-end
apl)rol)riations for social services and ouild require a means test for
Ihem. This is contrary to )resent law. According to HEW estimates,
it oes not provide greater funding than now available for social

services except for an additional $150 million to fund foster cal and
adoption services.

'ile House passed version of h.R. 16311 continues the service
provisions now in the Social Security Act. Immediate-pasage of this
new title would not be esential either'to continued service develol mt
or to the rest of the family assistance plan. IVe believe these new social
service provisions, which came to the Senate Finance. Committee
directly from HEW, raised many serious questions of l)olicy. It

seems l)referable therefore, that passage be delayed until fuller
conlsideration can be given to some of the new suggestions in the
proposal. We believe the House and the Senate should have the benefit,
of further study by HEW and by the States, as well as by concerned
organizations throughout the country knowledgeable about social

7 ervices.

11We do however, strongly recommend that in the meantime, the
much needed additional finding for foster care and child adoption
services should be made available as soon as possible by amending the
child welfare authorization now in section 420 of the Socil Security
Act to earmark additional funds for these purposes.

The States and counties have carried a tremendous burden in
financing foster care services. Federal expenditures for this purpose
have I)een well under 10 I)ercent over the years. States and counties,
the Senate as well as the League, and now the administration, ac-
knowledge the aculte need for Pederal funding in this area. In 1967,
Senator Long, the chairman of this committee and other Senators, in-
troduced foster care amendments which would have helped relive
tlhe tremendous burden of the States and counties. Although the Sem-
ate passed such an amendment to l)rovide Federal sharing of foster
care costs, the provision was lost in conference with tile House. We
believe that the need for additional sharing of these costs by the
Federal Government has been more than proved and therefore be-
lieve that the l)roposed additional funding should be made available:
n ow.
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'We airee that there should be a ,maintenance of State effort for
'child we fare services so that these Federal funds may be lised to im-
prove and extelld foster care and adoption and adoption services in
the States and not merely substitute Federal funds for State funds.

Adoption services provide permanent homes for children and in
addition save the t axpayers a great deal of foster care costs. We there-
fore, also support the national adoption information exchange pro-
gram, as proposed by the administration which would inake adoption
much more readily available for hard-to-place children and we would
suggest that, this program also be included in an amendment to title
IV-B of the Social SecIrity Act in the event, that the committee
decides to hold title XX for further study. This national adoption
information exchange program has been in-oven by the work that
our own organization has done. lWe estimate-in fact, the estimate
could be proven easily-that each child placed through such an ex-
change saves the State or county from which that child comes an
average of $40,000 because these are children who would otherwise be
in foster care for the rest. of their lives.
The administration proposal also included reference to limited

subsidized adoption for children that are so-called hard-to-place be-
cause of physical and mental handicaps. We support a broadened
program of subsidized adoptions to include child ren who are hard-
to-place for other reasons than simply physical and mental handi-
caps. Though these are an important group of children, they are very
small. A much larger group of children for whom again we pay an
average of $40,000 during thir childhood for care are. particularly
the children of minority groups. Subsidized adoptions also would save
the taxpayers' money as well as provide permanent, homes for these
children.

Eligibility for child welfare services under title IV-B have hereto-
fore been determined by the child's need for such services without
regard to the financial circumstances of the child's families. Where
families can afford to pay for all or part of the cost of care States
have been permitted to make provision for payment of fees in ap-
propriate circumstances, but fee paying has not been a condition
picedent service. We urge continued support, for this policy, and be-
ieve that any legislation dealing with child welfare services should

clearly be based on this principle. As the legislation is currently writ-
ten, the principle would be negated. There was some confusion on this
issue in the drafting of the social services proposal and as presently
written, certain child welfare services such as adoption, foster care
and protective services would be exempt from the income eligibility
restrictions of the bill. However, eligibility for other vital chi d wel-
fare services would depend upon the family's income level and the
amount of Federal funds which could be expended in any area for
such persons would be limited. We believe this is penny wise and
pound foolish and urge that any Federal child welfare programs pro-
hibit conditions of eligibility based on economic status.

There is need also for further clarification of the rllationship be-
tween public and voluntary agencies since the proposal is not suf-
ficiently specific on this issue. In our view it is essential that there be a
viable public child welfare service available toall children throughoutthe United-States in addition to whatever voluntary agency services
may be available in any given community. We believe that whatever



1533

possible there should he a Wide range of adequately funded private
agencies supplying a variety of social services in "order to provide
clients with a choice of services.
But we believe it is fundamental that a public agency be universally

available to supply essential services. We there-fore'hop)c that any
legislation dealing with social services would require a basic public
system of services together with maximum encouragement and Inanc-
ing for a strong complementary system of private, noinlprofit agencies.

We believe further study is also needed with respect to the ad-
ministration and organization of social services under this proposal.
It establishes very complex Federal, State and "service area"' rela-
tionships as well as new relationships between the public and private
sectors. here is no assurance f hat t hese changes will lead to improved
delivery of services to family and individuals. In view of the fact
that leks money might be available to provide services for a larger
)pO)ulation of eligible persons under these new arrangements we be-

lieve that more evidence is nee(led to demonstrate the pros pects of
success for this greatly changed delivery system. We there fore rec-
ommend a delay in the enactment of this'l)rol)osl uint il these matters
have been more thoroughly analyzed.

In the meantime, however, we recommend that section 42(0 of the
Social Security A.t be amended to l)0ro'i(e ad(litional authorization
of fulds for foster are and adoption services, including the national
adoption information exchange system.

Mr. Chairman I would also like to comment on Senate bill -4101
which was introduced by Senator, Long and is entitled " Ideral
C(ild Care Corporation."

Tile League is generally in sul)port of the intentions of S. 4101. We
believe that. given appropriate study by the committee, a Federal
Child Care Corporation may prove to be the best way of designing
and delivering child care services appropriate to the needs of our
diverse child l)Opulation.

But we (1o wish to emphasize the need for careful examination of
the bill's provisions by the widest sort of public witnesses. We he- -

lieve that this testimony will require many weeks because of the pres
of business before this committee and tfhe other duties of the com-
mittee member.s and staff. For this reason, the League recommends
that testimony be scheduled on S. 4101 very early in 1971, and that
the intervening tie be spent in rearingg tor these hearings.

We would be very happy to assist the committee in any wa pos-
sible to lprlpare for these hearings. We offer the committee the use of
our resources and pledge our cooperation. Briefly, the League sup-
,ports the concept of the Federal Child Care Corporation although we
have reservations about certain aspects of the legislation, particularly
those pertaining to the standards for these programs and the degree
of parental or consumer involvement, in the programs.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privi ege of appearing here.
The Ch;AiRM.\N (now presiding). TIhtank you very much. One thing

that (oes colicern ion is the high cost of child care. If it is going to
cost us $1,600 or more per child, and I un(lerstand it does cost more
per child if we want to teach them very much in these day care
center, then we reallv have to hope to get the mother ul) to a J)retly
fair income if the child care payments are to come from what either
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We are paying ti mother or what tieI mother is able to earn. The cost
their, is very substantial aild we may have to try to find some better
way to pay for it as suggested by tle bill I ilntrodluced.

I [ow woul(!d you suggest we a(ldpt a yardstick to say where it would
be eceonomical anti advantageous to provide child care and at what
p)oiilt we should pay instead for the mother simply to stay home and
look after the chillreu ?

Mr. RiNm. Senator Long, I believe there are two considerations here.
One is, and I agree with the implication at least of your question, that
)robablyv in the large majority of cases of women nio" on AII)C,

it is foolish to think that she'can Ie trained to a point that olt of
her net income she can pay for the cost of day care. With only two
children, it is going to cost her a minimum of $3,200 and a more likely
figure is close to $5,000. So, I think in looking purely from an ccolmmuic
staiidpoint, not fromt a human standpoint, that ulless she has a pos-
sibility of earning, let us say, $8,000 a VYear, it is from an ecomiomni,.
stanidpoint poor public policy to develop) day care centers under the
illusion that we are going to train women, put their children in day
care, et cetera, and I wvohll say particularly this is true in tile case ;I*
women who believe that they should be vith their children.

'We certainly agree with the suggested amendment of Senator '1al-
imadge, that from tlie standpoint of the experience with WI 1N froum
the employment situation and other considerations there are a large
mnlber ot women who want to get training, who want to go to voek
without being put in this category of women that allegedly are going
to take the training because tiat woman is not going to w\illout Imm-
tivation-without Inlotiat ion she is not going to be aile to preparee
herself to earn enough money to pay for the day care.

I would suggest that there are other cesiderations that I know
have been in your mind from past coiimieiit. you have made. It can't
be viewed just. purely economically. There is iht tren(lous advantage
to the child s sense of dignity a d self-worth if his mother wants
to get, a job and go to work and (Ices so and even though that may cost
the Government more in terms that her earnings vill not be sufficient
to pay for the (lay care, )erhaps a sense of dignity and self-sufficiency
given to that child may assure that her children will not be on the
relief rolls 20 years later. So I think there is a dual consideration. but
as a massive public policy of financing day care for the sole purpose
of getting women off the relief rolls, I tliink it has to be looked at
with great, great caution.

The Ci.i.%uirAxN. Fine. 'Ihank you very much, sit.
Mr". Run). Thank you.
(Mr. Reid's prepared state ment follows :)

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH II. REID, EXECUTIV. I)IREOTOR OF CHILD WELFARE LEAOUF.

or A11KRICA

INTRODUCTION

My name is Joseph I1. Reid. I am the Executive Director of the Child Welfare
League of America at 44 East 23rd Street, New York, New York. I am au-
thorized to speak on IhR. 16311 and related legislation on behalf of the Board
of Directors of the Child Welfare League of America.

Established in 1020, the League Is the national voluntary accrediting organiza-
tion for child welfare agencies in the VUited States. It Is the only privately
supported organization devoting its efforts completely to the Improvement of
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care and services for tile country's deprived, neglected and dependent clihihen.
There are 383 child welfare agencies affiliated with the League. Represented in
this group are voluntary agencies of all religious groups as well as non-sectarian
public and private agencies. The League's prime functions are consultation
services to local agencies and communities, standard setting, research, and
child welfare publications.

Tie League's primary concern has always been the welfare of all children
regardless of their race, creed, or economic circumstances. We have appeared
before the Senate Finance Committee in the past on behalf of Improving public
welfare programs for children and their families because we believe that a fain-
ily income sufficient to meet minimum standards of health and human decency
is essential and basic to any program of services for children.

For this reason, we now wish to offer comments on time "Family Assistance
Act of 1970," II.R. 16311, including the revisions and additions proposed by
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, as well as on other germane
legislation already introduced in the Senate. In particular, we wish to discuss
the Administration's social services proposal since the League's special interest
and expertise is in the area of child welfare services.

A. COMMENTS ON TITLE I, 11.H. 10311-FAMIIY ASSISTANCE PLAN

We were encouraged by the President's Message on Welfare Reform of Au-
gust 8, 1969 which included proposals for a national minimum income for
families in need (including those with both parents in the hoeo ), equality of
treatment for families with children across tile nation, siml)liflcatioll of the
present welfare system, and, for the first time at the federal level, the ineC11on
of tie "working poor" (where there is an employed father in the home) among
those eligible to receive assistance. The League fully supports these goals and
principles.

President Nixon said that his proposed plan
... removes the blatant Inequities, Injustices and Indignities of the welfare

system . . . It establishes a basic Federal floor so that children li any state can
have at least the minimum essentials of life .. . Benefit levels are grossly un-
equal-for a mother with three children, they range from an average of $263
a month in one state, down to an average of $39 in another state. Now such an
inequality as this Is wrong; no child Is 'worth' more in one state than in anotherstate."

ADDITIONAL FEDERAL COVERAGE UNDER FAP

1I.R. 16311 would replace the AFDC payments l)rogram, under present Title
IV-A of the Social Security Act, with a Family Assistance Plan. This plan
establishes a minimum federal payment to eligible families of $500 per year for
the first two persons in the family and $300 for each additional mimember. (It also
contains a work incentive provision which permits the disregard of certain
earned income so that a family of four could achieve a total Income of $3920
before becoming ineligible for federal assistance. This would help those families
with an emlployable member provided that jobs were available.)

Ten percent of present AFDC families reside in the seven states where current
AFDC payments are lower than the proposed federal mnininmum payment under
the Family Assistance Plan. In these states payments to these children and
families will be raised as a result of the mninimun federal payment alone, and
more families in these states will be eligible for assistance.

Time bill also provides eligibility for tile niflinum federal payment for fain-
ilies with unemployed fathers in tlme home, which will benefit such families in
the 28 states where they were previously ineligible for AFDC. Most notably, for
the first time, the bill provides federal assistance for families with employed
fathers whose earnings fall below the minimum level.

These are admirable additions to the present system and represent federal
coverage for large numbers of additional needy children.

The children of the "working poor" have been too long in need to be further
ignored. Over the years tie League has constantly recommended that poor famma-
ities with fathers in the home be eligible for federally aided public assistance
programs in the states, in order to provide basic Income to these families and
eliminate the disincentives to family stability within the present AFDC program.

Secretary Richardson presented the pressing and logical reasons for Inclusion
of these families in his statement before this Committee on July 21. We strongly



1536

endorse his persuasive testimony on this point which sums up the arguments
in favor of the much needed coverage for the "working poor."

We are leased, therefore, to see these proposals in the bill because they are
a step forward towards the goal of providing adequate financial assistance for
all families.

INEQUITIES AND INADEQUACIES CONTINUED AS RESULT OF USE OF STATE
SUPPLEMENTS

Ii other Important aspects, however, the bill falls far short of accomplishing
file President's ains, or meeting the League's criteria for acceptable income
maintenance programs. Many of the inequities and inadequacies of the present
welfare program will remain and the end result of the bill as it Is presently
written, (either with or without the HEW revisions) may be to discriminate
further against the interest of children.

Except for the families in the seven states noted above, the federal payments
alone will not bring needy persons up to the current levels of payment in the
43 higher paying states, where 80% of the AFDC families live. Therefore.
II.R. 16311 establishes a system of federally aided state supplements In an
atteint to keep payments up to present AFDC levels iln each state. This dual
system of federal and state payments, however, perpetuates the Inequities found
in the present welfare program.

It would tend to freeze into law many of the present inequities of the state
AFDC proglamns, including the discrepancy between payments of various states,
thus making permanent the discrimination against families in lower paying
states. It benefits the states which have had restrictive welfare policies, rather
than rewarding states with more liberal approaches. It provides no incentive
for states to upgrade their standards, or raise payments to families, nor does
it take into account the states' varying fiscal capacities.

INCENTIVES FOR FAMILY BREAKUP

This new program would also be inequitable in its treatment of families
headed by males as opposed to those headed by females. Under tile Administra-
tion's revised plan needy female-headed families would be eligible for federally
aided state supplementation, but families pleaded by an employable male would
not be eligible for such state supplementation regardless of the working statusof the father. This discrimination creates econolc incentives for unemployed
fathers or fathers in low-paying jobs to leave home so that the family may be
more adequately slported under this program.

Although H.R. 16311, as passed by the House, did not provide state supple-
mentation for "working poor" families, the proposed IIHEW revision is even more
harmful. It would also eliminate families with unemployed fathers from such
Coverage under tI.R. 16311.

* Secretary Finch in his testimony before the Finance Committee on April 20~sai l:
"The family stability problem is reaching a critical stage . . .The causes of

this problem are obviously rooted in complex social problems such as urbaniza-
tion, and we do not know the exactextent to which the welfare system itself
breaks up families. Nonetheless, the preservation of a system which provides a
prina fadle incentive--a clear financial reward-for family breakup seenis vie-
iols and irrational."

Secretary Richardson used virtually the same language in his statement be-
fore the Committee on July 21 in discussing family breakup incentives. Ile added
that:

"Socially, it is a self defeating pollcy--one which the poor themselves see as
exacting the pound of flesh of family breakup as the price for income stpple-lllentation."

Despite these sound Administration statements, however, I.R. 16311 would
continue to provide strong financial Incentives for family breakup.

L-LIMINATION OF INEQUITIES

The inequality of treatment of families with children across the nation is one
of the basic evils of the present system which the Administration sought to re-
form. The League opposes such irrational and socially unsound programs which
continue to discriminate against Intact families. an(i families In states with low
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assistance payments. If we are to have a new system of financial assistance it
should not start with built-in inequities. We suggest that amendments are neces-
sary to remedy this situation. Either state supplements should be made available
to all families, on a federal variable matching basis to encourage increases In
the lower paying states, or the basic federal payment shoul be raised to a more
adequate level so that state supplementation could be phased out of the program
entirely.

DISCIIIMINATION AO.AINST CHILDREN UNDER YAP

As former Secretary Finch pointed out in his April 9, 1969 statement on the
establishment of the Oflice of Child )evelopment, chihlren have not been receiv-
ing their proportionate share of ':he welfare dollar and the imbalance has been
expanding over the last few yeurs. In 1970 federal benefits and services will
average about $1,750 per each aged person and only $100 per young person. The
increase in spending for the agcd has doubled that of the increase for children.
We believe that this bill will farther accentuate this trend, despite ti Adminis-
tration's emphasis oil the iee4ed and overdue national commitment to children.

Under 11.1t. 16311 a federi minimum of $1320 per year is established for each
eligible person who is blind, disabled, or over 05. If this is compared to tile $500
per year for each of the first two persons under FAl', and $300 for each child
thereafter, time discrimination becomes clear. Moreover, in the adult categories,
each individual Is entitled to $1500 of resources, whereas, under PAP, $1500 is
the total allowable amount of resources for tie whole family no matter how
large it way be. There are state plan requirements it the adult categories which
provide protections for the adult programs which are not )reent in the program
for families and children. These include the right to cash assistance, and tile
required use of a simplitled statement to determine eligibility.

Another way in which children are disadvantaged in the new bill is by the
work and training requirements for all mothers of children over six. Even under
the Social Security Amendmients of 19067, HIEW regulations exempted mothers
of school age children from the work requirement during the times when the
children were not at school. In addition, by statute, no mother Is now required
to work or train unless proper child care arrangements are assured. This vital
protection for children Is omitt%,, front 11.11. 10311.

The League has long held that there should be freedom of choice for a mother
with respect to employment. We are glad to note that 11.11. 16311 provides this
choice for mothers of preschool children, and would like to see it extended to
mothers of school age children as well.

Although the League supports programs which make opportunities and incen-
tives for work and training more available, the League believes that work and
training for mothers must be offered oil a voluntary basis if the program is to
be successful. Experience has shown that many mothers wish to and, in fact, do
work to hell) support their children. Reports of the WIN program Indicate that
there are far more mothers who volunteer for training and employment than
there are Jobs or training opportunities available. We believe that this should
be a voluntary choice, and basic financial support for children should not be tied
to a work requirement for mothers.

Children will suffer under the proposed law If the mother chooses to stay home
to care for them and her share of time PAP payment is eliminated. It Is obvious
that the reduced amount of PAP would then be divided between all members of
the family and each child would receive that much less of the very bare minimum
amount available. In addition, the reduced PAP payment would not be made to
the mother, since no part of the family benefit may be paid to the person who
refuses to register, or to take required work or training under Sec. 447(a). "Pro-
tective payments" may be used as a sanction against such parents, regardless of
their ability to manage funds. The protections of Sections 405 and 400 of the
Social Security Act, with respect to such payments, would be eliminated by II.R.
1.6311. We believe that this sanction should be eliminated from Sec. 447(a) of
11.11. 10311.

The bill also permits a strange anomaly in that a (hld with two parents is
allowed to have the benefit of a mother at home wiho Is not required to work
regardless of the age of the child, (provided that the father does so) whereas
time child in a fatherless home will lose the care and supervision of his only
parent because under this bill she will be required to work after the child reaches
six. The more vulnerable children will thus be made even more vulnerable by
tills provision. We do not intend to suggest that the mother in a two-parent faro-
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ily should be required to work. We believe that she, like the mother in a father-
less home. should have a choice about working, but there certainly should not be
any discrimination against a child in a one-parent family.

Under this bill children in different states would continue to be treated (liffer-
ently and even in the same state there would be differential treatment of chil-
dren. The amount of assistance payments, the provision of medicaid, the avail-
ability of child care, the use of "protective payments," and other matters of
vital concern to the welfare of children, would depend upon such factors as the
father's presence or absence from the home, the working status of the parents,
and the number of children in the family. We believe that a bill designed to
simplify the present welfare system should eliminate these categorical distinc-
tions and the inequities which they cause.

In some states, families now on AFDC would receive lower payments under
the Family Assistance Plan if the Administration revisions are adopted. than
they presently do. Although the original intent of the Administration was to
jirovide benefits which would not be lower than those paid under current law,
the results of the revisions would be otherwise.

This is due to changes in Sec. 452 (a) and (b), with respect to the method
of determining the minimum required level of state supplementation. 'mnd the
elimination of the requirement for supplementation of unemployed fathers. We
believe these changes are prejudicial to the children in these families and should
iiot be enacted. Existing AFDC payments are inadequate at best, and e..
effort should be made to raise rather than cut them, particularly during a time
of increasing prices and unemployment.

An additional threat to the level of payments under H.R. 16311 is the question-
able ability of the Federal government to enforce the requirement that states
make supplementary payments to PAP beneficiaries. Federal matching at 30%
may be an Insufficient Inducement to the states to comply voluntarily, and the
sanctionss available to the Government under See. 454, may be too unwieldy
to apply.

In the past, IIEW has been slow to withhold payments from programs in the
states as sanctions against non-coml)liance, and In fact has rarely (lone so. This
Is another disadvantage of a program of state supplementation which could be
eliminated If the program were wholly federally financed and administered.

Complaints about the present system of welfare have included the complexi-
ties of its administration, and we agree with these views. But we believe that
the administration of this bill would be even more complex because of the dual
system of federal and state payments. There Is no provision for a mandatory
single administration of this program. In ninny states separate applications
would have to be made by the recipients for FAP and state supplementation.
in addition to registration at state employment offices, and possible referral to
Vocational Rehabilitation Services. We believe that a single federal standard
should apply to the entire PAP grant. and that there should be a single, rather
thii a dual. grant program, as there would be for the adult categories.

I.R. 16311. as passed by the House. continues to provide federal funding for
services for familles and children as well as the adult categories at the 75%
rate of federal matching. These services for families and children, however.
are restricted solely to families who are receiving, or have received. Family
Assistance Payments. In the adiilt categories, however, language is included
which also permits federal matching funds for services supplied by the states
to nersons who are "likely to become applicants for or recipients of aid." This
Ianr-wice presently applies to the AFDO category. and should be restored for
children and families under the new PAP plan if the service provisions remain
nQ they are in the House-passed bill. It Is a useful revisionn that can help cor-
reef problems before they cause dependency. (A discussion of the Arministra-
tiniv,' alternative social services proposal may be found in Part B of this
Statement )

CIIhD (RV PROVISIONS OF H.R. 1#1311
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1539

care services, (including tile use of such funds for the construction of day
care facilities, as proposed by IIEW revisions.) The shortage (if funds for such
purposes has been a stumbling block to the growth of dlay care services in many
commnllities.

We are concerned, however, about the limited eligibility for FA' lild
care. the lack of standards for these programs, and the unrealistic cost esti-
mates provided by the Administration for this program.

There is limited eligibility for the (lay care services which would be provided
under 11.1. 16311, as it is now written. The present language is vague, but as
we understand it, lay care would only lie available to the children of pvrsuim
who are, or have been eligible for PAP benefits, and who are working or train,-
ing for employment. (Tie IIEW revision wouil broaden this eligibility, to it-
dude children of persons "likely to become eligible" for VAl' benefits.)

The Child Welfare L.eague believes that day care facilities should be avail-
able for all children who need this kind of care and should not be limited
solely to children of welfare mothers who work. It should he available for chil-
dren of non-welfare mothers who work, as well as for children iII lieed of care
or child development services regardless of the work status of the mother.
The League believes that any day care facility should be open to ciihlren of
non-welfare, as well as welfare parents, not only because these children may
need such care, but also because it will avoid the gliettoizing effects of program'
run solely for welfare-connected children. Since Sec. 436(c) provides for the
payment of fees for families able to pay part or all of the (lay care costs, facili-ties could be open to children from non-welfare families on a paying basis.

S etion 443(b) (3) also provides that child care costs necessary for employ-
mant. raining, or vocational rehabilitation may lie excluded from earned income
in determining a family's eligibility for PAP. lHowever, the limitation on the
amount which may be excluded is an unknown factor since it depemids upon
decisions to be made by the Secretary of HEW. Entitlement to (lay care is not
made clear by these provisions, and the Committee may wish to make them
more specific.

We are also concerned about the lack of any federal standards under 1I.1.
16311 for these (lay vare programs. In. discussing his plans for welfare reform
in August 1969, IPresident Nixon said that:

"The child care I propose is more than custodial. This Administration is
committed to a new emphasis on child development in the first live years of
life. The day care that would be part of this plan would be of a quality that
will help In the development of the child and provide for his health and safety
and would break the poverty cycle for this new generation. Greatly expanded
(lay care facilities would be provided for the children of welfare mothers who
choose to work, however these would be day care centers with a difference."

There Is nothing in the language of this bill, however, to insure that these
day care centers wouhl provide annithing beyond custodial care or even that
this custodial care would be sound. If statements about the importance of child
development, and the establishment of the Office of Child Development, are to
amount to anything, federal standards must be established for (lay care sup-
ported by federal funds. Day care should be used as a beneficial program for
children and not as a "dumping ground" in order to require mothers to support
the family.

11.1t. 10311 does not Include any reference to standards for the day care pro-
vided under See. 436, and since Parts A and 13 of Title 1V of the Social Security
Act would be repealed by the proposed 1IEW revision of 11.1. 16311, the day
care standards presently in the law would be abolished. We believe that day
care standards are essential and that the standards presently In the Social
Security Act with respect to day care should be retained. These include provi-
sions iII Title IV-A which Insure that no mother would be required to work
unless (lay care Is assured for her child, as well as the (lay care standards in
See. 422(a) (1) (C) of Title IV-B.

In addition, we believe that the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements
should also apply to FAP (lay care programs and IIEW spokesmen have Indi-
cated the Department's Intention to do so. Reference to these Requirements
might well be Incorporated In this Section of the bill.

The Administration estimates an expenditure of .$3FO million dollars for lay
care services under the IAP provision, to provide day care for 450.000 children.
it is unlikely, however, that this suni would be sufficient to provide quality
(lay care for this number of children. The Administration estimates $1,10 for
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the cost of a full year for a preschool child, and $400 for the care of a school
age child We believe that these estimates are too low to provide an acceptable
level of care.

Tie following estimates, for 1967 were submitted during testimony before
tile House Ways and Means Committee last October, by Jule Sugarman, their,
Acting Director of the Office of Child Development. The figures represent the
cost ier child for various standards of care in 19067:

Minimum Acceptable Desirable

Group day care (generally used for 3 to 5-year-ods)------------------.. . 24 $1,862 $?. 320
Foster day care (generally used to children under 3) ------------------ 1,423 2,032 2,372
Before and after school and summer care (generally used for children
6 to 13) ------------------------------------------------------- 310 653 653

Source: "Hearings Before the Committee on Way and Means, House ol Representatives, Ninety-first Congress, First
Session, on the Subject of SocialSecurity and Welfare Proposals," 1969, p. 283.

These 1967 cost estimates must be adjusted upwards to provide for the increase
in costs since 1967. Costs are given for "minimum," "acceptable," and "desirable"
standard day care. "Minimum" care is defined as that essential to maintain the
health and safety of the child, but with relatively little attention to his develop-
mental needs. "Acceptable" care is defined to include a basic program of develop-
mental activities as well as providing minimum custodial care. "I)esirable" care
is defined to include the full range of general and specialized developmental ac-
tivities suitable to individualized development.

Most experts feel that the disadvantages to children of a "minitnunil" level
program far outweigh the advantages of having the mother work. Some feel
that for children from disadvantaged homes, only the "desirable" level is ap-
propriate.

Administration spokesmen have talked in terms of day care of "a high quality"
or of "hlead Start" type programs which would meet the Federal Interagency
Requirements. Based on the 19067 figures, however, the estimated costs for time
PAP program could not provide care of a quality nature in 1072. "Acceptable"
care, today, at the minimum, would cost $2,234 for group (lay care, $2,438 for
foster (Jay care and $783 for after school and summer care.

We believe that the Administration has been talking in terms of "acceptable"
day care, and the League believes that, at the least, this should be the standard
of care for these programs. Therefore, the cost estimate of $386 million would
have to be increased or the number of children served would have to be reduced.
We believe that further clarification from the Administration on this matter
woul be useful.

We would also like to call attention to the Report of the Auerbach Corporation
on the WIN program. It points out the disparity between AFDC allocations for
children and the child care costs to make mothers receiving such aid eluploy-
able. Under the PAP proposal the amount of money paid for a child's basic main-
tenance would be far less than the cost of providing quality day care for the
child in order that his mother might take training or employment. We think
these comparisons should be taken into account in determining whether mothers
should be required to work, particularly if they prefer to take care of their
child ren at home.

The (lay care provisions of II.R. 16311 need to be clarified and strengthened.
We recommend that eligibility and entitlement provisions he broadened and mitore
clearly defined, that standards for care be set at least as high as required under
present law and the Interagency Federal Day Care Requirements, and that the
fmding be sufficient to provide day care at an "acceptable level" as defined
above.

INADI:QIATF, INCONtIE mi-;Vi!, SH L|OtD' HE HA1ISE|D

II.R. 16311 does not meet the goal of providing an Income sufficient to mail)-
tain mininun health and decency to all children and families throughout the
United States. The assistance levels remain inadequate, and the bill doez ,ot
Include provisions which would increase the present level of payments. We
believe this goal should be explicitly stayed. and provisions built inteo the bill
to insure reaching an adequate income lvel by steps, at some specific future
date.
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OTHER LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS rO IMPROVE fI.R. 16311

There are many alternative ways in which II.R. 10311. could be amended in
order to bring this proposal closer to the desired goal of welfare reform, and
to reinedy provIs!,ns which now discriminate against children. Numerous bills
and aiendlnents to improve this legislation have already been introduced In
the Senate. Among them, we note the following with particular interest:

1. S. 3433, "The National Basto Income and Inceitires Act"-Introduced bVi
Nmcnator Harris and otlcrs.-We believe this proposal conies closest to meeting
the goals for welfare reform adopted by the Board of D~irectors of the Child
Welfare League of America, and those originally expressed by the Adminitra-
lion. It provides for the eslablislnent of a national program of bask inaltille
beutfits, federally administered and financed, with a three-year phasing in jIe-
riod. It would cover all needy individuals and families with Ilcolie below the
federal floor. The lhluullm would be determined by the Secretary of HEW,
based alion the poverty index-taking into account variables suci as falmnily
composition, age, variations ini tile cost of living, etc. The bill Includes a work
requirement and financial work incentives. It exempts front work requilrements
lwrsons under the age of 16 or over 05, those physically or mentally unable to
work, a child attending school, a woman having in her care a preschool child
or a child attending school and anyone required iII the hiome because f tihe
illness or incapacity of another.

2. Amendments, in chronological ordcr:-Amcndment 582-Introducecd by
Seutator Mcorcrn and othcrs.-Provides a new plan for all expanded food stainp
pirograin with simpliied distributionn for recipients of benttits under 11.1t. 16311.

The Child Welfare League of America believes that additional cash payments
for needy families Is far preferable to food stamps. If, however, tile food stallip
program is to be continued, then this amendment would improve the program by
making It easier for FAP recipients to get this additional hell).

Amcnldments 584-598-Introduced by Senator lWbcoff.-These anendilimulits
include provisions to increase payment levels over a period of tine, extend atd
improve state supplementary payments, improve child care provisions. streiigthea
work opportunities and Improve administration of the program.

Aniendment 592 would autilorize use of child care funds for conitrtet ion of
day care facilities. Funds for this pur)o.ie are greatly needed ill order to d(i'Vtlop
additional facilities.

Amicndment 788-Introduced by Senator Talnadgc.-This aimendliment is
designed to improve the Work Ineentive Programl and is based largely upm the
report of the Auerbach Corporation which reviewed and evaluated the WIN
program for the Labor departmentt last year.

We are particularly Interested in that part of this amendment which deals
with the establishment of priorities for the work and training program. It
recognizes the wide gap which exists between the number of persons required
to register tinder 11.11. 16311, and the number of training and employment op-
portunities available. It also takes Into account the disadvamntages of requiring a
mother to work when she desires to stay at honie to care for her children.

Priorities would be in the following order: unemployed fathers; dependent
children and relatives age 10 and over wiho are not inI school, working, or ill
training; mothers who volunteer for particilation ; individuals working full-time
who wish to participate ; and all other persons.

No mother would be required to undergo work or training until every pcr-on
who volunteered for work and training was first placed. Senator Talmadge
points out that, "The evidence shows that there are many more persons wiho
wish to participate voluntarily than the program can reasonably handle in the
foreseeable future."

Although we would prefer to have 1I.R. 16311 amended to exempt all mothers
with children from the work requirement, alternatively, we believe this anlend-
meat would provide desirable protection for those mothers with school age
children who prefer to be at home to care for their own chlidiren.

Amendments 800-806-Introduced by Senator Javits and othcrs.-These
amendments include provisions to increase tile federal eligibility and paynlent
standards over a period of time, so as to ultimately take over state welfare
costs; to increase the federal share of state supplementary payments on a vari-
able matching basis, and to raise state supplements; to strengthen and extend
child care services, including, in particular, provisions to exempt mothers with
school age children from the work requirement and to insure that each child
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'receiving child care, also receives educational, health, nutritional and related
services.

Am en dment 833-ntroduccd by Scnator lercy and othCrs.-To provide a
separate authorization for a program of grants for construction of day care
facilities.

We hope that the Committee will consider the merits of the Harris bill and
the Amendments noted above, as it works to Improve 1I.11. 16311 to assist the
needy families and children of this nation.

CONCLUSION OF COMMENTS ON TITLE I

Tile Board of Directors of tile Child Welfare League of America has ailirnned
its belief that there should be a national income policy with national standards
to assure that all people, Including children, may have at least a minimum
standard of living sufficient to maintain health and human decency. We be-
lieve such a program should provide incentives to productive activity and en-
courage self reliance. We believe these programs should be equitable, and ef-
fleently administered and should be designed to encourage family stability,
protect the welfare of children and respect the freedom of persons to manage
their own lives. For these reasons the Le6,gue supports the purposes of lil.t.
16311, but does not believe that the House-passed bill, nor thd proposed HEW
revisions, will accomplish these purposes. We urge, therefore, that the bill be
amended and improved along the lines indicated in our testimony so that it
may accomplish its stated purposes in a more equitable and effielent manner,
in order to better serve the families and children of this nation.

It. COMMENTS ON PROPOSED TITLE III TO ADD A NEW TITLE XX TO TilE

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT TO ESTABLISH SERVICE PROGRAMS

This Administration revision would delete provisions, now in 11.11. 10311 as
passed by the House, relating to social services In the various public assistance
titles, as well as the child welfare services provisions in Title IV-B, of the
Social Security Act. The Administration proposal would substitute instead a
social services program under a new Title XX of the Social Security Act.

Although this proposal would change the delivery system of social services
In the states, we do not believe it would authorize any new types of service
which are not already possible under present law. It would, however, provide
services free to all persons with Incomes under the poverty level, so that more
persons, in addition to those presently covered under the public assistance
titles, would be included among those eligible for whatever services were avall-
able. But since services would be financed by closed-end appropriations, tile
availability of services would depend upon the funds appropriated each year.

Ju(iging from reports of (he budget planned for this new proposal for 1972,
tihe total amount of federal funds available for services In the states would not
be greater than those now available under present law. (And might well'be
less, as a result of the 10 percent reserved for the Secretary's use under Sec.
2011 (a) (1) (A).) Except for the special authorization of $1500 million for
foster care and adoption services, it does not seen likely that additional federal
funds would be available to provide services for the additional people who woul
be eligible under the proposal.

Since the service provisions now in the Social Security Acts are continued under
the conforming provisions of time House version of II.R. 16311, however, tho
Immediate passage of this new title is not essential either to continued service
development or to the rest of the Family Assistance Act.

In mid-June the social services proposal came to the Senate Finance Coim-
niittee directly from IIHW, without prior consideration or study by the House.
Because the social service provisions raise many serious questions of policy it
seems preferable that passage be delayed until fuller consideration can be given
to some of tile new suggestions In the proposal. Before eilacting this proposal
into law we believe both the House and time Senate should have the benietit of
further study by the Department of HEW, and by the states, as well as by con-
corned organizations throughout the country knowledgeable about the field of
social services. Moreover, the states will have an enormous task to reorganize
their welfare programs if the Family Assistance Plan becomes law, and we
believe that it would be virtually impossible for then to reorganize the social
service programs at the same time.
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We therefore recommend i' delay in the enactment of a new social services bill.
It the ineantine, however, we suggest that the much needed additional funding
for foster care and chihl adoption services should be mnade available now by
amending the child welfare authorization now in Section 420, of the Social Se-
curity Act. (This Section remains in effect under II.H. 10311, its passed by the
Iouse.)

NEED FOR FEDIIAL FUNDS FOR FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTION SERVICES

The pressing need for additional federal funding of foster care services has
been enplihasized by the states and counties, as well as by tile League, for many
years. Foster care has never been adequately financed and federal expendi-
tures for this purpose have been well under 10 percent of total expenditures
made by states iiia localities.

In 1967, Chairman Long and other Senators introduced foster care bills as
amendments to the "Social Security Amendments of 1967" which would have
helped relieve the tremniidous burden of the states and comAtlics. "I'lle Senat,
passed such an aimiendieit to provide federal sharing of foster care costs, but
unfortunately, this provision was lost in Conference.

We are pleased that this new Administration has now joined the Senate in
acknowli dging the acute need for federal furding in this area and has provihtd,
lit its sucial service proposal, for a separate authorization of $150 million for
foster care and adoption services in the stkes [Se. 2010(c)l, as well ;Is ain
additional one million dollars for a National Adoption Information Exchange
System (See. 2013).

Estimates provided by tiEW show that, I 1971, states and counties will
spend $4:18 million of non-federal funds for foster care payments, and i(l1ililmls-
tration and services costs of foster care programs, while only $72 million of
federal funds, under Title IV-A and IV-B, will be available for these purposes.
(Iln addition to these public expenditures, $177 million of private funds will also
lie spent for foster care.) - An appropriation of $150 million for foster care and
adoption services, under Title XX of 11.11. 16311. would therefore add only $7x
million more in federal funds than tihe amount estimated for 1971. But this
doubling of the federal contribution would be a step forward and would ralse
the federal share of the states' total expenditures for foster care.

IIEW figures, estimated for 1071, show that there will be 287,630 children In
publicly financed foster care, plus another 64,260 In foster care financed totally
by private agencies. In addition there are an estimated 67,670 children in need
of foster care who will not be receiving It.! There is therefore a need for more
foster (are as well as for better quality of care.

Under the Administration's social service proposal the Federal government
would contribute 100 percent of the first $300 of foster care payments for
each child the state had in foster care. (It should be noted that the average
annual payment for foster care Is In the neighborhood of $1,400 a year. If addi-
tional federal funds were available under the allotment It would also provide
75 percent matching for the additional costs of foster care payments, as well
as for administrative services.) If there were 355,000 children in publicly
financed foster care, the payment of the first $.300 alone would amount to all
expenditure of $106.5 million.

In 1971, under Parts A and B of Title IV. the total of public financing for
payments for foster care Is estimated at $400 million, of which the federal
share would be $41.7 million. In addition, there , oull be a total of $110 million
for administration and services In foster care, of vhich the federal share would
be $30.3 million.' Under the Administration's new plan, If $100.5 million of
federal funds were spent in order to pay the first $300 of foster care payments
for each child in foster care, then only $43.5 million of federal funds would
remain, out of an appropriation of $150 million, for all other costs of the foster
care program. This is only $13.2 'million more than the estimated federal
expenditure for other foster care costs, under present law, in 1071. Funds for
adoption services would also have to come out of this $13.2 million.

2 Committee Print. I1.R. 16311 Family Assistance Act of 1970, Revised and Resubmitted
to the Committee on Finance by the Administration, p. 114.

Ibid.. p. 112..
op. ci., p. 114.
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PROPOSAL TO AUTHORIZE ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTION UNDER
SECTION 420, TITLE IV-B

Since FY 1967, the Executive branch has requested an annual appropriation
of only $40 million in the budget for child welfare services under Section 420
of Title IV-B, despite a Congressional authorization of $110 million. Under
the social services legislation, however, the Administration Is now proposing an
authorization of $150 million for foster care and adoption services alone, in
addition to funding for other child welfare services included in the general
authorization for individual and family services [Sec. 2010(a)]. The states'
fiscal burden would be lessened and foster care services could be improved If
Section 420 were amended to include additional earmarked authorization of
$150 million and if the budget requests and appropriations for 1972 were made
in these expanded terms.

Pending the passage of a social services bill, we urge that Congress authorize
this funding now, by an addition to the authorization for child welfare services
(Sec. 420), earmarked for foster care and adoption services.

MAINTENANCE OF STATE EFFORT FOR CHILD WELFARE SERVICES

If the proposed additional federal funding of $150 million for foster care and
adoption services is to help extend and Improve foster care in the states, how-
ever (whether under an amended Section 420 or the new social service legisla-
tion) there must also be a requirement that the states maintain their previous
fiscal efforts in this program area. It is essential that states add the new federal
funds to their present expenditures in order to improve both the quality and
quantity of foster care and adoption services. A mere substitution of federal
funds for state funds will not help the children who are presently without
adequate care, nor do we believe this to be the intent of the Administration
proposal.

In discussing the proposed federal floor for foster care payments in his state-
nent on the services proposal before the Senate Finance Committee on June 23,
Secretary Richardson said that:

"To insure that total efforts to promote child welfare do not flag, the states
will be required to maintain their previous spending levels for child welfare
services."

We agree with Secretary Richardson that this is what should be required.
The language of Sec. 2005(a) (2) (F), however, in the Committee Print of

IhR. 10311, does not seem to accomplish this purpose since it refers only to mailn-
taining funds "expended under the State Plan" in FY 1971. (Since the amount
"expended under the State Plan' Imay be limited only to the state funds required
to match the present small federal grant, this would be approximately equivalent
to only one-tenth of a state's actual child welfare expenditures.) We suggest
that the language be changed accordingly to require states to maintain their
previous spending level for all child welfare services.

If states maintain their previous fiscal efforts, the appropriation of $150 million
of federal funds for foster care and adoptions will be a help to the states In
sharing their burden of these programs, and will enable them to provide more
adequate care for children needing foster care or adoption services. We believe
it essential therefore, that these funds become available as soon as possible.
and recommend that they be authorized now as an amendment to Section 420
of the Social Security Act.

NATIONAL ADOPIJON INFORMATION EXCHANGE PROGRAM

The social service proposal authorizes $1 million for a federal program to help
find homes for hard-to-place children. This program is patterned after the
Adoption Resource Exchange of North America (ARENA), which was estab-
lished by the Child Welfare League of America in 1907. Its purpose is to bring
together for adoption those children for whom public and private adoption
agencies In the United States and Canada can find no adoptive families, an(
families for whom agencies have no children. A particular objective of ARENA
is to find more homes for children of minority groups, mixed racial background.
and children with physical or psychological handicaps. Agencies register children
who are waiting to be adopted, and families who are waiting to receive a child.
Thus ARENA makes the adoption agencies of North America a part of a large
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network of adoption resources. This effort helps to overcome uneven availability
of homeless children and suitable adoptive families.

Not only would this project make possible the placement of children who would
otherwise remain without adoptive homes, but it would also be a saving to the
taxpayers since adoption of children will remove them permanently from the
need for foster care. The estimated average expenditure for each ARENA adop-
tion placement Is $500, as contrasted with an estimated average annual per capital
cost of $2900 for foster care. Thus, each Infant placed for adoption could save
society between forty and fifty thousand dollars of foster care costs during its
childhlood years.

We suggest that the authorization of this program also be included Inl an
amendment to Title IV-13, so that it could become effective without vaiting for
the passage of a social service bill.

SUBSIDIZED ADOPTIONS

Section 2002 (4) (B) of the Administration's proposal would authorize payneints
to adoptive parents, to meet the costs of medical and remedial care for physically
and mentally handicapped children, if the parents are financially unable to do
so. This is a limited subsidy for the adoption of such children who would other-
wise be "hard-to-place."

Physically and mentally handicapped children, however, represent a small
portion of the so-called "hard-to-place" children. Funds for subsidized adoptions
are primarily needed in order to make adoption possible for minority group
children.

Subsidy makes adoption possible for children who otherwise would remain in
tax-supported foster care until they reach adulthood. Many prospective adoptive
parents who could provide good permanent homes for these children cannot afford
to do so unless some financial ail is available for child support. These children,
therefore, lack the security of a permanent family and must remain iII foster
care (luring their entire childhood. Moreover, subsidized adoptions would benefit
the taxpayers as well as the children since the costs of subsidizing an adoptive
child are much less than maintaining the child in foster care. States could save
the administrative costs of foster care as well as some of the cost of foster pay-
mnents. Subsidies of up to $1200 per year would permit adoption of thousaids
of children now in foster care at over twice the cost.

We would recommend that See. 2002(4) (B) be expanded to include federal
financial help for general state programs of subsidized adoptions. Seven states
(California, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New York and South
Dakota) presently operate subsidy programs for adoptions.

TIlE NEED FOR UNIVERSAL AVAILABILITY OF CHILD WELFARE SERVICES
WITHOUT REGARD TO CI[ILD'S ECONOMIC STATUS

The Administration has described the social service proposal as a measure to
provide services for poor people. To the extent that this proposal suhstitutels
for services previously provided under the public assistance titles, this may well
be the case. However, under Title IV-B, a child's eligibility for child welfare
services has heretofore been determined by the child's need for such services
(to the extent that such services were available), without regard to fimanicial
circumstances of the child's family. Where families coul afford to pay for all
or part of the cost of care, however, states have been permitted to make pro-
vision for payment of fees in appropriate circumstances. But fee paying lus neit
been a condition precedent to service.

The League urges continued support for this policy. We do not object lo Ihe
charging of fees under appropriate circumstances, based on a family's ability to
pay, provided that a child's eligibility for service Is conditioned on his lived for
service and not upon the payment of a fee. Since all children may at soile tielip
In their lives need care or services, there must be a universal availability of
such services for children throughout the country. If a child's care is ein-
dangered, services must be made available wherever and whenever they are
needed. When parents die, become Il, or for other reasons are umable to ful-
fill their parental functions, society must assume the responsibility for the
care and protection of children. Children's problems are not limited by eco-
nomic, geographic or ethnic considerations. For these reasons it is essential that
child welfare services be available throughout the states and available to all
children regardless of race, creed or financial circumstances.

44-527-70-pt. 3-18
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Eligibility based solely oln the need for service 's essential because the need
for child welfare services is not necessarily related to a fanilly's income, anul,
unlike medical services, child welfare services are not universally available
front private sources. In many communities private agencies offering chilh
welfare services do not exist. There is little logic, therefore, In restricting ti
availability (if child welfare services from public agencies on the basis of tie
econoiiiie status of the child's family. Moreover, a system of services offered to
all econoinlc groups tends to provide better service than a system limited to the
poverty group. A system open to all, moreover, contributes to a reduction in
social tensions, since no group then feels excluded from the benefits provided
to ainotlher group.

We believe that any legislation dealing with child welfare services should
clearly be based on the principle of eligibility determined solely on the need
for service. Unfortunately, there seems to have been some confusion on this
issue in the drafting of the social service proposal. As It is presently written,
certain child welfare services such as adoptions, foster care, and protective
services are exempt from income eligibility restrictions. However, the eligibility
for other child welfare services, such as homemakers, (lay care, counseling, and
services to young unmarried mothers, would depend upon the income level
of time family. Not only would fees be required for all those with incomes above
the poverty level, but In addition the use of federal funds for services for
persons whose incomes exceed the poverty level would be limited to 10 percent
of the federal funds in any "service area." As the proposal now reads, tle
least expensive preventive services are exactly those which might be excluded
by the 10 percent limitation. This is penny wise and pound foolish and contrary
to the best Interests of children as well as the taxpayer.

We urge, therefore, that any programs of child welfare services, finneed
with federal funds, prohibit any conditions of eligibility for service based oi
tbe economic status of the child or his family.

LACK OF STATUTORY REQUIREMENT FOR SPECIFIC SERVICES

We believe that child welfare programs in any geographic area must be
comprehensive In nature; that Is, they must provide a variety of services to
meet time variety of needs. Unless there is sound combination between programs
which help children to remain in their own homes, as well as programs for
foster care and adoption when children must be removed from their homes, no
child welfare program will he satisfactory. Any services that call be provided
to help families keep children at home the better it will be, both for the children
and the taxpayers. Services which help to prevent more serious problems should
be widely and readily available. No unnecessary barriers or discouragement
should stand in time way of a family's asking for or receiving such help when
it is needed. We therefore believe that any legislation to provide social services
should include requirements for comprehensive child welfare services In each
state.

We question whether the proposed social service provisions In the Committee
Print of 11.11. 16311 contain sufficient legislative mandates to provide such com-
prehensive services. Section 2005(a) (2) (A) provides that the state plan must
contain:

"Assurances, satisfactory to the Secretary, that the state's program of in-
dividual and family services will Include a reasonable balance (as prescribed
in regulations by the Secretary) of such services."

We question whether this language Is specific enough to achieve what we be-
lieve to be essentially desirable in the way of services for children.

It is apparent, for example, in Sec. 2005(a) (2) (0) that no foster care pro.
grame would be required in a state. In fact, the only requirements with respect
to individual and family services seems to be In Sec. 2005(a) (2) (M) and (F),
which provide for the extension of protective services for children with a view
to making such services available throughout a state by 1075, and a maintenance
of state fiscal effort for child welfare services. By comparison, present Section
422 of the Social Security Act requires the extending of public child welfare
services throughout the state with a view to making them available for "i'01
children in need thereof" by July 1975.

This requirement, however, would be deleted with the repeal of Title IV-B of
the Social Security Act under the provisions of H.R. 10311. We prefer the present
language of Section 422 to the proposed language of HR. 16311 with respect to
state plans for child welfare services.
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We also note the omission from the social service proposal of any mandated
provision of family planning services as now required by See. 402(a) (15) (B) (1)
of the Social Security Act. This Is but one of the deletions of the present law
which would be caused by the repeal of Title IV-A and IV-B, and which may
create questions of legislative intent.

We believe that legislation designed to provide social services should be more
specific about the services which should be required, and others which might
fe optional in any given geographical area.

RELATIONSHIP OF PUBLIC AND VOLUNTARY IWENCIFS

There is also need for further clarification of the relationship between public
and voluntary agencies since the proposal Is not sufficiently specific on this issue.
In our view It is essential that there be a viable public child welfare service
available to all children throughout the United States, in addition to wlhtever
voluntary agency services may be available in any given community.

In this regard, we question the meaning of the change in the definition of "child
welfare services" In See. 2002(2). It is the sane as the present definition in
Section 425 of the Social Security Act except that it excludes the word "public"
as part of the descril)tlon of child welfare services. The legislative intent of
this change is not clear.

As presently written, the language in See. 2008(c) also raises questions as
to whether public services would, In fact, have to be nainitained Ii any given
(olninunity. It is possible to interpret this section to inean that family and
Individual services might be wholly supplied by private profit or nonprofit
agencies.

We believe that wherever possible there should be a wide range of adequately
funded private agencies, supplying a variety of social services, In order to
provide clients with a choice of services, but we believe it Is fundamental iMat
a public agency be universally available to supply essential services. We there-
fore urge that any legislation dealing with social services require a basic public
system of services together with maximum encouragement and financing for a
strong, complementary systein of private nonprofit agencies.

ALLOTMENT FORMULAS

We would suggest that the allotment formulas for child welfare services
should logically be based on a combination of two factors, total child popula-
tion in the state, and per capita income in the state. This is basically the policy
of the present formula for apportionment of federal funds for child welfare
services under Section 421, of the Social Security Act.

We note, however, that the allotment formula for funds for foster care anti
adoptions in See. 2011 (a) (3) is based on child population only. The allotment
formula for funds for family and-individual services (which includes child
welfare services other than foster care and adoption) in See. 2001(a) (1) (B),
Is based on the federal share of expenditures for social services in the state in
FY 1971, with a ceiling of the 1971 federal expenditure in each state. If funds
permit, an additional allotment is based on the poverty population of the state.

Despite the equalization fund [See. 2010(b) I we believe that a formula based
on the previous federal share of expenditures Is unfair to the states which have
not yet, for various reasons, been able to establish a broader social service
program. It would be far more logical to base allotment formulas for social
servicess on a combination of the fiscal capacity of a state, as demonstrated

by its per capita income, and the population-at-risk. We believe that any social
service legislation should take these principles into account with respect to
allotment formulas.

ADMINISTRATION AND ORGANIZATION OF SOCIAL SERVI(VS

Further study Is also needed with respect to the administration and organiza-
tion of social services under this proposal. It establishes very complex federal.
state and "service area" relationships, as well as new relationships between the

public and private sectors. There Is no assurance that these changes will lead to
Improved delivery of services to families and Individuals. In view of the fact that
less money might be available to provide services for a larger population ofeligible persons under these new arrangements, we believe that more evidenceis needed to demonstrate the prospects of success for this greatly changed de-
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livery system. We therefore recommend a delay in the enactment of this proposal
until these matters have been more thoroughly analyzed.

DAY OABZ

As noted previously In our ,comments on Title I of 1I.R. 16311, we believe that
day care services are an essential component in any comprehensive program
of child welfare services. Day care is a child welfare service needed for a variety
of reasons in addition to providing care for a child whose mother ijiay be em-
ployed, or Ii training. In some cases, for example, It Is a service which helps
keel) children In their own homes and prevents the need for foster care, and in
others, It serves as a valuable child developmental program. But for whatever
reason the child needs care, the (lay care program must lie in the child's best In-
terest, and should be part of a comprehensive social service system.

We therefore suggest that provisions for day care should be included within
the proposed legislation dealing with social service programs. We believe that
the day care provisions should be placed within this Title of H.R. 16311, rather
than under Title I, if Congress decides to enact a separate social service Title.
Until such time as Congress does so, however, we believe that provision for (lay
care services should be placed with the other provisions for social services, now
in Parts A and B of Title IV, of the Social Security Act.

MANPOWER PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT FOR SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS

The Child Welfare League of America wishes to associate itself with the rec-
ommendations of the Council on Social Work Education with respect to neces-
sary legislative provisions for the education, training and appropriate use of
the personnel who would be needed to plan and deliver the social services au-
thorized under II.R. 16311, and the proposed social service amendment.

C. COMMENTS ON S. 4101, "TiE FEDERAL CHILD CARE CORPORATION ACT"

S. 4101 is an Ingenious and innovative plan to design and deliverr (a cilre
and other child care services appropriate to the needs of a diverse child Ioula-
tlion. We agree with the bill's findings and declaration of purpose, in Sec. 2001,
taken in the context of our understanding of the bill's intent. That intent is to
serve a much wider purpose than merely to provide child care services for a
certain portion of the population; what Is proposed Is a means to discover the
kinds of services needed by all children and their families, ind to arrange for
the delivery of those services in the most appropriate, timely, and efficient ilan-
ner possible.

Without a careful study, however, we are not sure whether or not we would
agree that "there is presently no agency or organization, public or private, which
can assume the responsibility of meeting the Nation's needs for adequate child
care services." We strongly suggest that this question be thoroughly examined,
particularly in tile light of the creation of tile Office of Child Development,
which was designed expressly to coordinate and centralize the expan(iing nulim-
ber of programs providing services for children.

Although this Office has yet to fullfill its promise, tie Di('W director has only
recently been confirmed by the Senate. We also recognize that, even within the
I)epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare. several other governmental
agencies-ncluding the Community Services' Administration-also have respon-
sibilities, but inadequate funding in these areas. Mixed responsibilities and little
funding may contribute to a lack of efficiency in designing a coordinating mecha-
nismn for the programs assigned to IIEM, which does little to encourage prac-
tical men to hope that broader, larger, more complex programs such as those
suggested in this bill could be efficiently managed. It may be that the Federal
Child Care Corporation is the only way to solve these administrative problems,
but we believe that the ability of the existing agencies to carry this load should
be thoroughly examine(].

In fact, the many implications of S. 4101 are so far reaching and of such lin-
mrtance that we believe there needs to be a very careful examination and anal-

ysis of the Impact of the bill's provisions by this Committee and by a wide var-
iety of Government and public witnesses. Assessment of S. 4101, alone, might
well require many weeks. Because of time press of business already before this
Committee, we respectfully suggest that substantive discussion of this impor-
tant legislation take place within the context of full Committee hearings, ar-



1549

ranged solely for this purpose at some later (late. The League would be ileascd
to assist the Committee in any possible way to prepare for these hearings. We
offer the Committee the use of our resources and l)ledIge our cooperation.

Although S. 4101 has universal application, one of its primary concerns, as
wo understand it, is to meet the Nation's needs for a variety of child care
services for the children of low-income and dependent mothers. It also recognizes,
however, the need of millions of families in our nation for adequate child care
services to care for their children while the mother Is working or has other
needs that require her to seek part-time care of her child. The legislation right-
fully calls for "child care services . .. appropriate to the particular needs of
the individuals receiving such service.,."

heree have been several other bills Introduced In both tie House and tMe
Senate dealing with various kinds of children's services, including "lead Start"
type programs, child development services, early childhood education and day
c ire. A common feature has been a concern for tile children of mothers who
work or are In training. An examination of these bills, along with S. 4101.
pre.,ents several issues to which we believe this Committee should address itself.

What types of programs should be authorized by legislation affecting young
children?

Can and should the so-called "day care needs" of children be considered sep-
arately from the educational and developmental needs, or should these programs
be combined?

Are the programs needed for the children of working mothers and guardians
essentially different from those required for children from (isadvantaftged and
so-called "culturally-deprived" families?

What are the essential Ingredients of any child care program If it is to pro-
vide adequately for a child's developmental and educational needs, lIarticilarly
when the mother Is employed and absent from the home?

We assume from rhe Declaration of Purpose, which states "... that the child
care services provided will be appropriate to the particular needs of the in-
dividuals receiving such services," that Senator Long, in offering this bill, has
as much In mind the needs of the children of working mothers, as he has Ille
needs of those mothers themselves. We believe, therefore, that no program of day
care should be established unless it takes full advantage of every available
opportunity to enrich a child's developmental opportunities, his health, and the
capacity of his own parents to effectively rear their children.

We recognize that the creation of a Federal Child Care Corporation would
provide anm unusual degree of flexibility, both in administration and fllanAing,
not usual with conventional governmental administrative agencies. We al.-t
recognize that, inevitably, the creation of this Corporation must result in tile
consolidation of all existing child care programs under its auspices or the
Corporation will become simply one more Federal creation, duplicating services
and competing for funds and personnel with the older, more entrenched agencies.

We believe that the Committee should consider the following questions before
concluding that consolidation in a new, quasi-governmental body such as the
Federal Child Care Corporation is advisable.

7Is It advisable to give authority over all child care services to any one agency--
whether that agency Is governmental, like the Office of Child Development, or
quasi-governmental, like tie proposed Federal Child Care Corporation?

Is It possible to utilize the administrative skill and the trained personnel at
various levels within the government agencies to design programs and deliver
programs through an existing government agency?

Several Commissions have recommended fuller utilization of Head Start pro-
grams so that they could also serve as full-time day care facilities. Is it desirable
to have one agency, such as the relatively new Office of Child Development, ad-
minister the large Ilead Start program, and establish another Federal agency to
administer all other child care services?

HEW has had virtually no funding to finance remodeling, or construction of
new child care facilities. Does this factor make it difficult to assess the De-
partment's ability to assume the responsibility of meeting the Nation's needs
for adequate child care services?

What would be the relationship between the Office of Child Development, with
its highly-trained and skilled Director, and the Federal Child Care Corporation?

Skilled, capable personnel in the field of child development, social work, ps.-
chology, and education are In very short supply. But some of these scarce and
skilled professionals capable of administering and developing the standards
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necessary for such a vast undertaking are presently employed in IIEW. How
could the services of these individuals be effectively utilized in the Federal Child
Care Corporation?

Having examined the issues, the Committee may determine that a Federal
Child Care Corporation is the most effective way of carrying out the purposes
of this Act. Therefore, we offer the following comments on some of the provisions
of S. 4101,

1. Section 2003(c) would give first priority for child care services to families
who qualify tinder Title IV and require services in order to take Jobs or train-
Ing. While we agree with this priority for welfare families, we believe this lan-
guage should be revised in one respect.

Research shows that it is beneficial for children from more than one income
group, one race. or one cultural background to be enrolled iti the samne program.
"Ohettoizing" children by enrolling only those from families receiving public
assistance can deprive children fnd parents of the opportunity to learn how to
function in a pluralistic society.

Accordingly, we recommend that up to 25% of the enrollment in any child care
program be permitted for children of parents other than those who qualify both
for services under Title IV and require these services in order to take Jobs or
training.

2. Standards for child care ate discussedl in Sec. 2004 of this bill. We recognize
the difficulty in designing standards for the many kinds of child care services
contemplated by S. 4101, and revisions of enacted standards would doubtless be
required on a regular basis, once the Federal Child Care Corporation had
amassed sonie operating experience. At the outset, however, we recommend sonie
alterations iii this Section.

We recommend that a specific standard of child-staff ratio be established for
chlidren under three years of age. The proposed 8-to-1 or 10-to-1 ratio would be
dangerous for this age group; we believe children under 3 should not be eared
for in group settings unless it is possible to offer services that allow them to he
ii groups not larger than five, and with one qualified child-care staff member for
every two or three children.

We also believe that the Committee should reconsider the 25-to-1 ratio in pro-
grams serving school age children, which we consider to be too high, in the light
of existing experience with programs of this type.

We think Section 2004(b) (3) should more precisely define "qualified staff
iiembers." particularly in terms of our concern about the ratio of children to

"qualified staff members." "Qualified staff members" might be defined as it-
cluding only teachers, aides, or other child care employees directly involved iln
child care activities, and excluding those with administrative or maintenance
functions, such as admissions, transportation, food preparation, and olher ad-
nilnistrative duties. (The definition should not include such personnel as cooks.
bus drivers, maintenance men, and program administrators, etc.)

We endorse the intent of See. 2004(c) (2). providing for separate evaluation
of each facility. Clearly, the bill recognizes the importance of evaluation for the
protection of the children receiving services. We want to add our recomnuenda-
lion that the initial evaluation be followed by annual re-evaluation. The Cild
Welfare League of America, as an accrediting organization, has found that
miless such re-evaluations are made, the Initial evaluation is relatively mean-
ingless. The reason Is simple; changes in administration, financial difficulties,
etc., can result in an organization which meets standards one year but beconies
woefully Inadequate a year later. It would lie valuable to draw upon the experi-
ence of the States that now have adequate evaluation programs in order to make
this Section more specific.

We recommend that Section 2004(d) (5) be amended to provide for assesnient
of physical and mental competence prior to employment as well as during time
course of employment.

3. The language of Section 2005 pertains to the accessibility of child care facili-
ties. It contains the only reference in the bill to possible parental participation
in child care programs, although much of the research and experience, growing
out of the operation of the hfead Start and other child care programs, has shown
parent participation to be the single most valuable element in programs that
were successful.

We hope that one of the principal reasons for the inclusion of accessibility 9f
programs to parents was a felt but unstated belief that accessibility not only
reduces transportation problenis. lint also guarantees that parents can be in-
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evolved in programs serving their children. In our view, the matter of parental
involvement and Its effect on the design of child care programs could be ;ub-
stantially enlarged within the bill, and It is our recommendation that the Coin-
iuittee amend the bill accordingly.

Section 2005 could be revised to provide that every facility make provision for
parent participation, perhaps by providing observational opmrtunitle ftur
parents. In this way, parents could observe methods of chihl-rearing and stiinnla-
tion and, where feasible, have an opportunity to visit their children during the
period of their care. Only by participating in the programs in which their chil-
dren are enrolled and observing those programs in operation,'can parents be-
come Involved in the three-way cooperation and reinforcement necessary in Child
care programs. Parents, children, and staff members should have opportunities
to work together in order to enhance the parentchild relationsip.

4. We suggest that Sec. 20Wi, referring to the exclusiveness of federal stand-
ards, be carefully re-examined. We do not believe it wise to provide a ianket
exemption of all child care services from licensing and other requirements fi-
posed by States and other political subdivisions.

We realize the positive benefits of such an exemption: new programs could
be established without experiencing some of unnecessary delays frequently en-
countered in the past. We also realize that some States lack standards or have
standards inferior to those proposed In this bill, and the Federal stallards would
constitute an improvement in those cases.

On the negative side, we believe it will be difficult to obtain effective coopelra-
tion in Implementing the various child care programs at time regional, state,
county, and local level if the Federal Chihl Care Corporation has sunuiia rily
scrapped all but the Federal requirements. Effective standards and licensing
requirements have been developed in many areas through the efforts of citizens
at all levels who have worked hard and long. Time general public, operators of
child care programs and elected officials have struggled to devise standards
which are sound, fair and enforceable. Many States have a tradition of strong
standards for social services for their citizens; over-riding state standards for
children's services may be seen as the first step in over-riding other protections
devised for the citizens of those States, including the aged, tile handicapped. and
the like.

We agree that there are cases where state standards should lie disregarded.
We also recognize that in some cases standards are administered by such a
variety of competing and isolated agencies, that they effectively prevent new
programs from starting. In addition, certain zoning and i)uilhing regulations
are archaic and incapable of rapid revision, and this provision may help mod-
ernize these rules.

A compromise is, we believe, in the best interests of the Federal Child Care
Corporation since little would be accomplished by extended Jurisdictional dis-
putes among the various political subdivisions over standards, licensing and the
like. We suggest that the Committee examine the feasibility of limiting the
Corporation's power to supersede state or local standards by l)rovihing for a
prior public hearing. The decision of the Corporation should not, however, be
subject to Judicial appeal. We believe that this would meet both the Corpora-
tion's need for unimpeded expansion of services, and the rights of states and
localities to a fair hearing.

5. In general, See. 2007, which refers to the power of the Corporation. Feew,,-
to allow for competition and encouragement to all of the various groups in each
community, interested in providing child care services, to participate in a truly
free, equal manner. It would permit any organization, public or private, to
provide child care. If its standards are strong, well-administered, and enforced,
we believe that the language is sufficient to prevent the kind of fraud and abuse
which this Committee has discovered and moved to correct in the implementa-
tion of the Medicaid and Medicare legislation.

In order to prevent abuses, we suggest that the Committee determine whether
it would be preferable to give priority to certain types of organizations for the
operation of child care programs. The following questions may be pertinent to
consider:

What has been the experience of the non-profit grantees compared with the
for-profit grantees as administrators of social service programs?

Do the non-profit grantees or for-profit grantees offer services at lower "true"
net cost, given comparable quality of services?



Has preference been give" to for-profit organizations directly or Indirectly in
the operation of any other social service program? Has that experience demon-
strated that the for-profit agencies should be given direct or indirect preference
in operating child care programs?

What would be the impact of preference for non-profit or for-profit agencies
on existing Federal, Regional, State, and other programs in the fields of man-
power, education, health, and housing?

Are non-profit or for-profit organizations more capable of Involving parents
in the programs offered their children?

Are non-profit or for-profit organizations more capable of enlisting volunteer
.:erviecs to augment paid staff of child care programs, thus lowering costs?

Given the necessity for national, regional, state, and local planning for effi-
cient resource, utilization, should any preference be given to grantees? Should
such preference, if given, be to local education agencies or some other non-profit
orgai Ization?

Should preference be given to existing providers of child care services rather
thaii nwly-organized agencies?

5. We strongly support the concept of a National Advisory Council on Child
Care provided In Section 2016. In light of the geographical and demographical
diversity of the United States, we recommend that the concept of a Council be
extended -o as to provide Regional, State and local Councils wherever there is a
counterpart office of the Corporation. Such Councils could help ensure that child
care services are appropriately located, that full utilization Is made of existing
resources, that cooperation is obtained from education, health, child welfare,
and other social service facilities, and that the most effective use is made of
voluntary agencies as well as individual volunteers.

6. Section 2017 serves the needed purpose of authorizing the Corporation to
cooperate with other public and nonprofit agencies, but it does not addre-is the
question raised earlier about the need for coordinated administrative machinery
to provide child care services In every community. Sooner or later, a determina-
tion miust be made by the Committee about the degree and extent of responsi-
bility for child care services of the Federal Child Care Corporation. Unless lines
of authority for administering and operating child care services are clearly de-
fined, cooperation will not result-the result may well be destructive competition
between various Federally-sponsored organization..

7. Section 2018 addresses itself to definitions. While we understand the necessity
to define each specific service In order to prevent misunderstanding, we believe
the number and variety of definitions to be unnecessarily complex. We suggest
that the definitions could be simplified and still meet the requirements of efficient
administration by the Corporation.

We recommend that the Committee delete Sec. 2018(2) (3) and retain authori-
zation contained in See. 425 for (lay care and Institutional foster care. In this
definition of child welfare services "other child care facilities" refers to institu-
tions providing foster care. We do not believe it is the intention of this bill to
eliminate institutional foster care.

As we understand S. 4101, the Corporation must be self-supporting through
fees, and this support is to be obtained primarily from public assistance funds
available under Title IV. If "day care" is eliminated from See. 425, these funds
would only be available under Title IV-A, excluding help for families who were
not eligible under IV-A. Wealthy parents might be able to afford full day care
fees-but mildle income families would require some help which might be avail-
able under Title IV-13 if See. 425 Included "day care."

We realize that this bill Is not intended to provide subsidies for child care
services for all families; however, we believe that the statements by Committee
members during the course of hearings this year indicate a clear intention to
avoid any "notches" which effectively discourage any citizen from taking el-
ployment.

When the cost of "high quality" child care services-and this matter of cost
should he explored fully by the 'Committee--is estimated at $2,800 or more per
year for a full-day program, the potentiality for the inadvertent creation of
"notches" exists for persons well up Into the middle-class range. A mother with
two children needing a full-day program would have to be able to afford over
$5,000 a year for that care, and, as we understand It, most of that sum would
come out of her net Income.

We recommend that this Committee consider amending this legislation, or
offering other legislation, to enable families other than those who are wel-
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fare-connected to utilize child care services. We believe that a carefully-de-
signed subsidization schedule should be made a part of this legislation. It would
permit working parents to continue working by asuring them of quality child
care services and would prevent child care costs from creating such a "notch"
In the Income of families that it would be financially preferable not to work.

Since Section 2003(c) gives priority to children of working mothers, we be-
lieve the bill should also Include a provision to give priority of financing to
those facilities which provide the hours of care sufficient to meet the child
care needs of these mothers. Although some mothers would use a child care
program that operates for a few hours each day, most mothers to be served
under the provision of Section 2003(c) would require programs that are of at
least 8 hours' duration. Child care services offered in locations accessible to
the place of employment or training can be of shorter duration; if locations
are not accessible, l)rograins may need to be of 10 hours' duration or longer.

If this bill is enacted, we suggest two additional recommendations in order
to avoid problems encountered in the past. First, there is always the danger of
waste and inefficiency in mounting a massive new program unless there is
sufficient time for preparation. Witness the early history of Head Start. We
recommend that an appropriation be made to enable the Corporation to begin a
tooling-up period effective with the date of the bill's passage. During the tool-
Ing-up period, the Corporation can develop its policies, recruit its staff, and,
hopefully, avoid the inefficiency that has been seen in the past.

Secondly, we suggest that careful study be made of the staffing which will be
required for the effective operation of the Corporation. While we are el)posed
to unchecked expansion of Federal payrolls based on unnecessary staffing, we
support sufficient staffing for the Corporation of a quality to ensure that it will
lie able to do its Job. We (to not wish artiflcial ceilings on staffing within the
Corporation to have the effect too common in government today, where staff
limitations result In "contracting" for work which could have been done more
efficiently and cheaply by the Government's own employees, had the same
amount of funds been expended.

In conclusion, we wish to thank the Chairman and the Committee for their
courtesy in permitting the Child Welfare League of America to present its views
today on these matters of such vital concern to children.

The CHAIRMANx. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 4:10 p.m., the committee recesSed to i-con\-ele at
10 a.m., Wednesday, August 206, 1970.)
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 26, 1970
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CO3131ITEK; ON FIx,\XNcE
WVashington, P.C.

Ihe committee met, pursliant to recess, at 9 :57 o'clock a.m., in room
"2221, New Senate Oflice building, Senator Russell B. Long (chair-
man) presiding.

lPresent: Senators Long, Anderson, Harris, Williams of Delaware,
aI(d Jordan of I(laho.

'11he CIJA.IHtAN. ins hearing will come to order.
h'llis morning we are honored to have the senior Senator from New

York, Senator Javits, who represents what was the largest State in
tle Union and even now represents a large city which spends more
money than the entire U'nited States.

Senator Javits, we will he pleased to have you give us your state-
Iue~nt with regard to this bill.

STATEMENT OF HON. JACOB K. JAVITS, U.S. SENATOR FROM
NEW 'YORK

Senator JAvrs. Mr. Chairman, I thank the ('hair very munch.
I wish to emphasize that in everything I say today I am trying

very hard to give the committee the benefit of the thinkIng based i11)po
the situation in my own State which is stch a tremendous laboratory.
I am using the technique of being a witness to present a body of in-formation and ideas which we have amassed over a period of time,
ftlly recognizing the problems that we face together. I am in no sense

he'iting the committee that they are not tioing this or' that.
'111 CIIutMAX. You understand, Senator, that, after we arethrough il orkig on this ill, having done the best oir conscience cai

dictate as members of the committee, we respect your right to ofter
amendments to change it, on the floor.

Senator ,VnS. WAell, I all very lopeful-I think tie Senators
know that I am ranking member of a number of committees where
l)ractically everything has been fought out in committee and I find
that to be the best policy. If lhmanly possible I would like to be able
to swallow a lot of my i(leas on the giound that you have done at least
s-omething about them and I will join with i you in putting the bill
through.

Mr. Chairman, I will iy to confine myself to the 10 minutes offered
by the committee and I -will offer such charts and statements and
otler documents as will cut down on the time.

Mr. Chairman, first and foremost, I consider the Family Assistance
Act. )ow before the committee to be tle most important single piece

(10 70
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of legislation proposed by this administration and I will do my utmost
to join with my colleagues in order that this legislation may become
law.

Secondly, while I consider the b:sic concept, of a $1,600 income for a
family of four as being an extremely advanced one, deserving the
full support, of the country. 1 can hardly consider it to be the end of
the road. It may take us considerable time and considerable knowl-
edge of how best to bring those who are poor out of poverty, espe-
cially through the discipline as well as the inducement to work.
however, I do believe that we should have as our goal the adequate

provision for any family, which ultimately has to be on the welfare
rolls on the basis of full maintenance at a'realistic poverty level.

I have offered an amendment for this I)urpose in order to make
clear this ultimate goal. Under the amendment, within 4 years we
would attain a level of 50 percent of the poverty level, the poverty
level being redefined under my concept to incli(le a more realistic
assessmnent of what it costs in terms of food.

We believe-as the Chair knows, I am the ranking minority mem-
ber of the so-called hunger Committee, as well as the Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Conmittee-that the so-called Federal poverty level-
roughly the $3,700 standard-is based u)on a much lower food budget
thai is really an appropriate one for the country and if you have a
realistic food budget, it would put the poverty level at alout $4,800.

My basic amendment, therefore. seeks to l)hase in a redefined poverty

level with the Federal Governmemit handling the whole welfare system
in this decade by 1979.

In addition, I propose a Federal sharing in State supplemental pay-
ments on the medicaid basis-that is, the )50 to 83 percent-rather than
the 30 percent basis which is contained in the House bill. We believe
that the sliding scale based upon the fiscal capability of the individual
State to be a much fairer one.

Now, I do not, know that I will actually I)re&s my amendment to
achieve 100 percent of the redefined povertv level bitt I feel that in
all fairness that, since I believe that this is the l)roper goal, I should
express it in specific legislative terms. It is before the committee for
whatever use the committee may consider apl)ropriate. The other
amendments deal with more i)ragmnatic aspects of the immediate
situation.

Now, the one important amendment which I would like to urge
u)on the committee for study is the so-called working poor amend-
ment. Under my anmen(hment families headed by a fully employed
male-those males who wojrk over 30 hours a w% eek, in most Staqtes
according to their requirements, or over 35 hours a week in some
other States--would be eligible for an income supplement under the
Family Assistance Act.

Now, as the measure has come over from the other body, it con-
tinues to allow inequity to exist. The fact is that, the imemnploved
male head of a family is covered by the Federal standard but when
we get into the State'supplemental payments, we do nothing to hell)
these working poor families.

Now, the cost estimate which the D)epartment of Health, VF.,ea-
tion, and Wrelfare gives, I think, is intended to scare us off. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education. am(l WTelfare hag testified that sup)le-
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menting the income of working poor families would cost a billion
dollars.

My own plan and the principal amendment which I have intro-
luce", seeks to make the bill equitable to working poor families by

including them within the program at the State as well as the Federal
levels.

We believe that the administration's estimate is out of line, because
we believe not all such working poor families will take advantage of
the opportunity by any means. The testimony of the mayor of the
city of New York on this subject, based upon the workwhich he and
the very gifted Commissioner Mitchell Ginsburg have done, indi-
cates that the demand is very likely. to be very much less than 100%
of those eligible and that the cost will more nearly approximate $300
million than the billion dollars estimated by t he administration.

I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that the committee will take a very
har(l look at the estimates in this )articular matter. I think that I
sense something of the temper of the Senate. I think we would like
to (to this. It is certainly in tile line of our principles. If we (to not
incorporate this amendment into the bill it will be largely because
we trip over the money equation. Accordingly, I would urge the
committee to consider w ether or not the estimate of the Department,
which is a billion dollars, is justified in the light of the fact that it
is based upon the worst possible situation, to wit: that every possible
working poor family will become eligible and will receive such aid.

Accordingly, I aaldress this plea to the committee. I hope very
much that you will eliminate the inequity which is involved and
which is so critically damaging to our own basic principle, to wit:
that we will at last have a welfare system which rewards work and
does not penalize work. I havee heard the chairman of this committee
speak with the deepest conviction and eloquence on this particular
subject on the floor.

This is the principal amendment that I offer, Mr. Chairman, and I
hope very much that it will have the urgent attention of the com-
inittee and I do not believe that tile administration's alternative, to
wit, to eliminate the problem by abolishihi the Federal matching as-
sistance for recipients in the unemployed a others category, and there-
fore going in the other direction in order to make the bil consistent,
is the right approach as far as we are concerned.

Mr. Chairman the other thing that I would like to emphasize, which
again comes within my particular competence, is the day care ques-
tion. We handle day care in the Labor and Public Welfare Coi-
mittee. I myself am ihe author of some measures which seek to assist
the private enterprise system in developing day care facilities. It is
completely unrealistic to expect mothers to work unless you offer
them quality day care slots, and today we are probably at a point of
meeting about one-sixth of tile actual need. 'hat is, roughly in the area
of 600,000 slots as against the demand for three million.

Now, I do not, believe that it is going to take hard money to pro-
vide this quality day care. I think a great deal can be done for us in
this way if we'facilitate it for business concerns. I hope very much
that the committee will join the sul)ply of the slots with the incentives
which it gives the AFDC mother v'ho works, and we know that is the
most numerous and most likely class to profit, from that program,
aside from the working poor whom I described.
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I think the House bill is too strict in making women work. I think
(hat they should register for work but, I think mother with children
iul) to 16 have to be given the widest degree of discretion. The history
and certainly all the facts and figures weiave-shows that seven-tenfls

which is a very high percentage, of those mothers want, to work if
given tile day care slots and I believe that they will, given the earnings
incentive un der this bill. The House bill g(es too far in compelling
vork where a mother has children up to 16 years of age.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should note tiat the Committee on Labor
and Public WVelfare-luas worked out and reported a manpower train-
ig bill which has a very large component of so-called public service

jobs. The amounts contained in the bill are too high. The bill would
authorize 3.00,000 public service jobs. It allocates one-third of all the
funds provided by the bill for this purpose as well as a sel)arate
authorization for a billion dollars a year, the first. year, and it in-
creases in subsequent years.

I am also deeply concerned about the fact that the bill does not
tie effectively the public service job to tie training. Hence, it. becomes
for all practical purposes a subvention of governmental units lower
down in the scale of the Federal Government.

personally, I prefer revenue sharing and I think many members
here do also. However, I do see a case made for a public service job
quotient to come out of the Congress in which-using the visual
analogy of a. dumbbell, one bulge would fit into the family assistance
program, the other bulge vould fit into time manpower training pro-
gram. I (10 not, believe we are so artless in the Congress that we can-
not-though this is the Finance Committee and we are in the Lalor
and Public Welfare Committee-find a way of meshing two programs.
I would strongly urge this upon the committee.

I know an anmendijhent has been introduced here to provide 30,000
jobs. I think it is critically essential that we present to tile Congress
whatever we are going to (1o on public service jobs in a package which
has a relationship to both pla s.-

We tried to (1o that, in tile manpower training bill. I would invite
Ihis committee's study of that bill. We tried to leave all opening vlere
you can make a connection, as it were, again using tile visual analogy,
with the family assistance program. I strongly urge this committee to
see how these two programs can be meshed.

lPersonally, tlhouglm it is not in the manpower training bill, but I
expect to mo11ve it on the floor, I favor public service jobs for a limited
l)eriod at tli- end of tihe line of a training O)portunity-Avhere you
cannot realize the results of the training because there is no job avail-
able at tie moment when )ou get. through or in connection with a
training for Ulp- to a 2-year)criod. I think you would not be distorting
the quality of the manpower training bill il you allowed public service
jobs to be given for hat limited period of time in the hope or ex-
pectation that a slot would open in other fields,

Now, these are the ideas which I would like to leave with tile coin-
mittee.

I wish to close, as I began, with great approval for the administra-
tion coming forward w'qh a very gifted program for welfare in
America, and with the plea that th is is one of the really critically im-
portant, things that can be done in this country. We ought to di it if
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we humanly call in this session of the Congress because yOU will have
to start all over again next time out. This is critically important. This
hill has passed the House and our experience, Mr. Chairman, is that
no matter how formidable the stack of amendments looks when we
start a bill, and we are in one right now somehow or other we hundred
men and women get through them and we will in this instance also,
no matter how formidable the stack may look.

The Chair has been through this and many other measures. 1 think
this is important to take this at tile flood when the House has passed
it and that we ought to push it to get it through this session.

The CmIkm. I.M\. 1 a)l)reciate your statement, Senator Javits. There
is no doubt in my mind, we are going to enact this bill in some form.
It is going to be the form that can muster 51 percent. of the votes. What
that is going to be I cannot predict. I (1o not know whether it, will be
precisely what, you are suggesting.

What, I would suggest right now-my mind is not closed on this
matter-we will pass whatever the majority of the committee can
agree on and we will find out what it is when we start, calling the roll.

The same thing is true when the bill reaches the Senate floor. There
are a lot. of good things in this bill that should become law. I think
we could agree on that. I think I might want to add somethiin,, or
take out something and you would, too. I mean the way to get jobs,
help industry so that industry will do the jo). That way you can
make money.

lie are on the Small Business Committee. You are the ranking
member on the Republican side. You will be the chairman if the Re-
publicalns capture the Congress and you are well aware of the fact we
could make money, especially if you" look at the money you collect oil,
lie worker's salary and withholding taxes, by encouraging businesses

to expand and by helping worthy new enterprises to get going. That
is a way you can make money rather than (iramiing money On balance.

Then I guess time second cheapest way is to subsidize a job some-
where. There are all sorts of ways you can (1o that. That usually costs
us something but it is cheaper tfian paying full time welfare. And the
third would be to provide public service employment over and above
tile l)ublic service eml)loyment that iesently exists. I suppose you and
I would tend to agree that the most inefficie'nt way to spend the funds
is a fourth way where you just are compelled to pay Soymleho(ly money
and you have no use for Ils services at all. That is where we get the
least for our investment.

Senator JAVITS. . would thoroughly agree With the chairman. I
would just add one other point-that is, where you cannot finance a
new facility or activity which will create employment. I would put
this just before public service but after the first three items that the
Chair has mentioned. For example, we (1o know that in the special im-
pact, program under the poverty program we finance an activity which
absorbs employment.

Tie C[AIRMAI. Both of us are in favor of training people for better
employment than they are able to gain today. But I think we hoth
agree that in many cases that is a complete waste of money. You might
as well just. be paying the man to stay at home if by the time you get
through training'there is no job at ihe end of tite" line. It is a very
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disal)l)ointing ex erience for him. When Nwe start to train a man, we
ought, to have a job at the end of the line.

Senator J.w1Ts. Right.
The CHIAIJRMAN. I believe we are together generally on our objec-

tives. I hope we can work out the details of it.
Senator J.viTs. I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the committee will bear

in mind what I have said. We have reported a bill. We have tried to
leave an open connection for the family assistance program. I am sure
that you will lind our committee, and I am sure we would find yours,
willing to coordinate the two as soon as you are ready here. I do think
that it would be unfortunate if we presented two separate public serv-
ice eniployment plans without relation to each other in the Senate.

The CHrAniFXXA. I quite agree.
Senator Anderson?,
Senator Williams?
Senator WnLIAS. Senator, 1 want to join my colleagues in welcon-

ing you here today. I gather that your ultimate goal would be a coin-
pletely federally financed wyel fare program.

Senator JAVITS. It would.
Senator WVLI .3S. Anl
Senator J.vITS. May I give the Senator one other reason for that

aside from the money equation? W1"e all know the problems of the
States and cities which are very, very great, and that is the demo-
graphic shift in population. I think one of the most unfortunate re-
suits of the present welfare system is that it has encouraged non-
economic shifts in population of a very serious character.

Senator WILLIAMS. The reason I asked that question, I gathered
from Mayor Lindsay's testimony that was his major objective and in
the bill before us I notice that, for example, in your own city of New
York, a female headed family with four would, under this bill as
amended by the administration, get $30 less, figuring in cash and food
stamps which are the equivalent of cash, and ignoring for the moment
medicare and housing, just on cash and food stamps they would get
$30 less under this bill than they get under existing law.

Senator JAviTS. That is a fact. I do not think that is a disservice to
New York. I think the other aspect of the bill% the Federal basic stand-
ard which will discourage shifts in population to some extent, plus
the fact that many more of the poor will be covered, represents a dis-
tinct gain as far as New York is concerned.

Senator WILLIAUMS. And I notice just as an additional example, while
the person with no income gets $30 less, the man of the family with
four, with $4,000 income, gets $68 more but the major difference be-
tween the existing law and the bill as amended before us is that it shifts
the cost of this program to the Federal Government and would reduce
the cost substantially for New York State and New York City.

Senator JAYITS. Well, New York State and certainly Nev York
City, I assure the Senator from Delaware, is in very, very rugged
shape. This would be a measure of assistance which is urgently need-
ed not just in the interest of New York but in the national interest con-
sideriuig what New York represents and the economic and social nexus
which it is.

Senator WILLIA3S. I merely point that out, that the welfare
recipients themselves do not have the stake in this bill that the city
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and State have because the bulk of the benefits in this bill go to the
State and city.

Senator JAVITS. Right.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you.
The Cn,xI,%N. Senator Jordan?
Senator JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator, you have made some very constructive suggestions in your

statement. As I understand it, and I was in the chair when you
introduced your amendments on the floor and I read them with great
interest because it seems to me you outlined a l)hasing out program

for the States and the Federal governmentt to take over, I think you
indicated in one amendment by 1969

Senator JAVITS. 10 years.
Senator JORDAN. (continuing). You would start replacing the 30

percent Federal participation State supl)lement by 50 percent I)y 1974,
then you would take an additional 10 l)ercent. each succeeding year
and have the whole job coml)leted by 1979.

Senator JAVITS. In 10 years the Federal eligibilities and payment
standard would be of 100 percent of a redeinIed poverty level.

Senator JORDAN. Mayor Lindsay, I believe, would move in the same
direction but would do it faster. Ie would achieve it by 1976, on the
200th anniversary.

Senator JAVITS. There is the difference between a mayor and a
Senator. Also the mayor was talking about achieving the present
poverty level whereas I am talking about achieving a redefined poverty
level.

Senator JORDAN. Yes; now, I am interested, too, in the bill you
have reported from your Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
having to (10 with manpower training. Did I understand you to say
that. you had hoped to provide in this bill 300,000 public service jobs'?

Senator JAVITS. It actually does, Senator. I wish to state that I
do not, agree with it. I think that 300,000 public service jobs are too
many and I shall move on the floor with respect to it. It does however
l)rovide these jobs in two ways. One, it provides a third of the funds
which normally run a billion and a half to $2 billion a year for public
service jobs. Secondly, the bill sets up a separate fund of a billion
(dollars, an added authorized fund of a billion dollars the fi-st year
so that, between them you get to 300,000 jobs roughly figuring $e6,000
a year per job.

Senator JoRDNv. InI the studies of your committee, the, research done
behind this bill, what. did you determine the need to be for public
service jobs after all avenues of private sector employ ment had been
exhausted?

Senator JAVITS. Unfortunately, the need runs high. The need can
run up to as much as over a million, and the -we have a known survey
requirement from municipalities of close to 300,000. To be exact, a
study conducted in cities Laving populations of at least one hundred
thousand shows the need for 279 400 jobs. This is contemporaneous and
jobs are needed in the fields of education, health and hospitals, wel fare,
police, et cetera.

Now, of course, this is the absolute rockbottom estimate because it
represents slots actually unfilled.

Senator JOIRDAN. Yes.
44-527--70--pt. 3-19
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Senator J.xVrs. Estimates run from a million to 5 million in jobs
that, could be established if there was the money to fund them in the
public service feature.

Senator ,JORDAX. Now, do you have comparable figures for the num-
ber of people who might be so employed?

Senator JAvlTS. Yes; of course, you have the heads of families on
welfare, but, of course. in manpower training you have the entire field
of those who can benefit from manpower program, and it is estimated
at 11 million. Indeed, we actually train approximately 900,000 per-
sons every year. Therefore, you ,have a tremendous constituency an(l],
of course, the American work force, side from the Armed Forces, is
close to 70 million. With unemployment running high-and in my
ju(ldmnent, it may reach 6 percent before you have seen the end of this
cycle-it gives you quite a healthy constituency.

Senator JORDAN. I appreciate your statement. I think you have a
lot of constructive suggestions here and especially as you recommend
tying it into the product of your Labor and Welfare Committee which
is an area of expertise in which you do have great assets.

Senator JAITis. I thank my colleague very much.
Senator JORDAN. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAiRMAnt.x. Thank you very much.
Senator Harris ?
Senator HARRIS. I do not have any questions, Mr. Chairman. I wish

I had been here to hear all of .your statement, Senator Javits. I ap-
preciate the general thrust of itas I understand what you have had to
say.

I share with you the concern about the possible overlap between the
suggested amendment which Senator Ribicoff and I have introduced
and the Nelson bill. I think we must. have a far larger program for new
jobs than that proposed in the amendment I have offered with Senator
Ribicoff. That just involved 30,000 jobs. Obviously, we need more than
that, especially in this time of high unemployment. But I think we
need to be sure that is not unnecessary duplication and overlal). I
ap reciate what you have to say.

Senator JAvTs. The Senator is very kind. I hope that lie will amend
it, and I will write him a letter setting forth a concel)t which I have
and which I am going to try to carry out. In a word, it is to assure a
job at the end of training but not to make a permanent method of
financing municipal employment through a manpower training pro-
grams. If there is any logic in that, there would be even more logic in
the family assistance program than in manpower training.

Senator HARRIS. I appreciate that, and I know your special interest
and expertise in this subject. May I just, say also that, I think you are
quite right in offering the amendment that you have offered in regard
to unemployed and -

Senator JAViTs. The working poor.
Senator HARRIS. I think it would be terribly unjustified in a bill

which hopes to do more for people who need a better chance at a de-
cent living and decent opportunity for a better living if we penalize
the people who are now receiving some assistance; that is what we
would do unless we adopt an amendment along the line of what you
suggest,
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Senator JAvNrS. Senator Harris, I was really afraid it. might even
go the other way and you would eliminate the Federal help to the
working poor as a way of remedying the inequity. In other words,
you can equalize by going the other way. I hope and pray you will
not do that.

Senator IIAIIs. I said earl ier: Every time a so-calledl notch is note
that worries us intellectually, it is advocated that we resolve the diffi-
culty at the expense of the poor. I don't agree with that.

Senator JAwS. Thank you so much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRIMA ,. Thank you very munch, Senator.
(Senator Javits' prepared statement, follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF lION. .ACOB K. JAVITS. A lT. . SENATOR FROM TilE STATF. OF
NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, I consider the Family Assistance Act, now before your com-
inttee, to be the most Important single legislation proposed by this Administra-
tion. I have co-sponsored the Act and regard It as a remarkable initiative.

In March of 1968-more than two years ago, after the riots in Newark, Detroit,
and a number of other cities, the National Advisory Commission on Civil Dis-
orders (The Kerner Commission), reported:

"Our present system of public welfare Is designed to save money Instead of
people, and tragically ends up doing neither . . . This system has two critical
deficlencies:

"First, It excludes large numbers of persons who are In great need, anti who,
if provided a decent level of support, might be able to become more pro lucti'e
and self-sufficient.

"Second, for those included, the system provides assistance well below the mini-
mum necessary for a decent level of existence, and imposes restrictions that
encourage continued dependency on welfare and undermines self-respect."

The Kerner Commission recommended that a program be established to pro-
vide: "for these who can work or who do work, any necessary supplements in
such a way as to develop Incentives for fuller employment."

Mr. Chairman, the Administration has come forth with the first comnprehen-
sive legislative proposal aimed at these basic objectives. While it deserves our
scrutiny and best efforts to improve it, it also deserves, first and foremost, our
basic support.

Accordingly, while I shall indicate what I consider to be the priorities for its
improvement, I wish to make it very clear that whatever the Committee's dis-
position may be in respect to amendments which I have proposed, or other hem-
bers of this Committee or the Congress have advanced, that this bill should be
considered "must" legislation for this session of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, we need to set two goals in connection with this legislation-
one relating to the adequate provision of assistance to the poor and federal
assumption of state and local welfare costs. The second goal relates to those in-
centives, requirements and efforts in education, manpower training and child
care that will make attainment of the first goal fiscally possible.

In respect to the first goal, the Family Assistance Act's proposed $1600 mini-
mum payment and eligibility standard for a family of four is a significant first
step, but even with the addition of food stamps, it will not provide an adequate
level of support.

Correspondingly, the federal assumption will not be sufficient to relieve the
states and localities of much of the additional heavy welfare costs in the com-
ing years which they simply cannot carry.

As the Administration itself has acknowledged, a $1600 payment. even taking
Into account food stamps will:

...not of course, be a sufficient amount to sustain an adequate level of life
for those who have no other Income; it is nevertheless a substantial improve-
ment and can be made more adequate as budget conditions permit."

The goal of an eventual full federal assumption of welfare costs has been
advanced by Governor Nelson Rockfeller and endorsed by the National Gover-
nor's Conference.
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Early this year, the Committee for Economic Development, composed of 200
leading businessmen find educators, conducted a comprehensive study of the wel-
fare system, and in a report dated April 1970, entitled "Improving tile Public
Welfare System" concluded:

"The concept of a truly uniform national system of public assistance based on
Income maintenance requires that the federal government not only assuine all
increasing share of the necessarily increasing cost, but that it eventually under-
take the entire burden. As an objective to be attained as soon as fiscally feasible,
we recommend that the federal government undertake a substantially higher
proportion of the financing of public assistance with a phased take-over by the
federal government of state and local public assistance costs over the next five
years as the goal."

Even after the proposed federal a-ssm11plltion of tile cost of lnaintainin'! the
$1600 level, the states and cities during time first year of operation, will have
to pay more than $2 billion just to maintain supplemental payments at current
levels, which are themselves Inadequate to individual needs In most states.

If the federal gov,-nment assumes welfare costs. then local governments will
le able to apply their[ resources to those efforts in education, health, manpower,
nutrition, child care. and social services that hold the promise of going far to
,ellinite welfa re dependency.

To express these goals, I have submitted an amendment, No. 801, which would
provide a federal family assistance payment, beginning III fiscal year 1974 of
fifty percent of a redefined poverty level, with yearly increases equivalent to an
additional 10% of the poverty level. Under this amendment, a federal payment
and eligibility standard of approximately $2400 for a family of four (half the
re-defined poverty level) would be established in fiscal year 1074 and(1 a standard
at the poverty level would be attained in fiscal year 1979.

In ordet to establish a more adequate basis for determining a standard upon
which to base future increases of the Federal payment standard and eligibility
level, my proposed amendment would define the poverty level as three times the
low-cost food budget for a family of four, adjusted by any rises in the Consumer
Price Index since the cost of the low-cost plan was last determined.

Under tihe amendment, the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare would
he empowered to make adjustments for families of various sizes and for regional
differences,

The so-called "Poverty index" was originally developed in 1964. At the core
of the definition of poverty was the "Economy Food Plan" designed by the De-
partment of Agriculture for "emergency or temporary use when funds are low."
Tie Department of Agriculture has itself described the plan as "not a reason-
able measure of basic money needs for a good diet." In computing the proportion
of total family income that should be expended to meet food requirements, the
Socinl Security Administration has determined that the percentage of income
expended for such necessities reflect fhe relative well being of both individuals
aid the society in which we live.

For families of three or more persons the poverty level has been set at three
times the cost of the "Economy Food Plan."

Last fall, in adopting the Substitute Food Stamp Program, supported by
Senator McGovern and myself, the Senate established a new schedule of bele-
fits on the basis of the "low-cost" food plan designed by the Department of
Agriculture to provide a nutritional diet. It is this plan-and not the economy
!ood plan-which is more Indicative of what It actually costs to purchase nutri-
I tonal food necessities.

Currently, the "Economy Food Plan" cost has been set at $1201.20 for a family
Cf four while the "low-cost" diet has been established at $1614.00.

We need not fear a standard of assistance at the poverty level for those who
are unable to provide for themselves, nor need we assume that we will be faced
with astronomical costs-if we are confident that our efforts in the area of social
services will bear fruit.

Under my amendment, full federal administration of programs would be
elfected when the poverty level and a full federal assumption is reached.

In order to maintain Incentive at higher eligibility and payment levels, tile
ahllendmnent would authorize the Secretary of Health Education and Welfare to
cLlange the amount of earned income that could be exempted in determining the
amount of family assistance payments beginning in fiscal year 1975.

Mr. Chairman, since the Family Assistance Act effects a federal assumption to
tuae extent of the federal payment standard, the proposed amendment would
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bring about a full assumption of state on local costs up to the newly defined
poverty level by fiscal year 1979.

Mr. Chairman, the committee also has before It amendment No. 800, which
would increase the federal eligibility standard to 50% of the re-defined poverty
level beginning in Fiscal Year 1974 (the third full year of administration). The
application of the new criteria, base upon current costs would result hi a
standard of $2400 for a family of four in fiscal year 1974.

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare estimates the net cost
of the proposed amendment to be $4.5 billion in fiscal year 1974 and $4.8 billion
in fiscal year 1975.

While these must be our goals, I am aware of le practicalities of the current
situation. I, therefore, have introduced amendments as interim steps designed
to provide a greater level of assistance, and greater federal sharing in welfare
costs than are now provided in the Ilouse Bill, so that, we can be more responsive
to the needs of individuals and of the states and localities.

Mr. Chairman, in order to provide a more adequate level nationally (until
we embark on the phase-in of the federal takeover of welfare) the second amend-
meat, No. 803, would require all states to supplement at a level which would
provide a total federal-state payment level of $1800 for a family of four. The
requirement would apply only during fiscal years 1972 and 1973, and wouid be
eliminated as to fiscal year 1974 and subsequent years, when a higher federal
standard would be reached under amendment Number 800 which I have Just
described.

This amendment would help deal with the continuing problem of the gap,
in levels of assistance between states. While the Family Assistance Act has
been proposed for the purpose of eliminating the "gap" between payment levels
from one state to another, the combination of the Federal floor and time varying
degrees of state supplementation will leave a substantial range of from more
than $1600 in Mississippi to more than $3700 In New York State. 1 ask unani-
mous consent that a table prepared by the Department of health, Education
and Welfare showing expected levels of supplementation in each state be printed
in the Record at the conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. Chairman, in order to provide a further inducement for states to raise
their levels and to provide additional assistance to these which would be re-
quired to do so under the amendment that I have just outlined, I have sub-
mitted amendment No. 802, to provide for federal sharing under the Meeaicde
formula rather than the 30% level for all states prescribed under the house bill.

In addition to the fiscal relief which will arise from federal assumption of
payments up to the $1600 standards, the Administration proposes to assume
30% of the cost of state supplementary payments. According to the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, these l)ayments will exceed $2 billion by
fiscal year 1972.

Under proposed amendment No. 802, tihe state governments would be pro-
vided with federal sharing of at least 50% of supplemental costs, while some
states would receive a larger amount of federal assistance depending upon
state fiscal capacity.

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare estimates the cost of
proposed amendment 802 and 803 at $800 million in fiscal year 1972 and $900
million in fiscal year 1973.

I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Record at the end of my
remarks, a table showing the Percentages of federal-state sharing now applicable
under Medicalde.

Mr. Chairman, until the goal. of assistance at the poverty level is achieved,
we must retain, and indeed expand( and revise time food stamp program; it can-
not be sacrificed in exchange for any level of cash payment short of a trimly
adequate amount.

As I stated last August 12, 1969, Iim commenting upon the President's original
muenssage concerning welfare reform :

"An income-maintenance program at. an adequate level may yet replace time
food stam) program, but it would be folly to even consider initiating the transi-
tion before that level is established. Under the present circumstances, our Na-
tion's poor require an 'expanslon'-not a phase out-of food stammpl and related
programs until a clearly adequate family allowance plat Is phased in ..."
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Accordingly, I have co-sponsored Senator McGovern's amendment to provide
for distrilbution of food stamps with family assistance payments, amid I am
pleased that the Administration, In its re-submitted Family Assistance Act, has
taken some stevs to Interlock administration of the two programs. I am also
loleased to note that the President intends eventually to transfer time food stamp
program to the department of Hlealth, Edcalon and Welfare. The Department
of Agriculture im this Administration has exhibited a deep sense of concern for
tei poor, yet the fact remains that the program can be better placed within the
)eparlment of health, Education and Welfare where it can eventually be inte-

grated with the Family Assistance Plan.
Whether or not the foregoing anmendments will involve "costly" commitments

will dependil on this legislation meeting the second goal which tie Chairman noted
oi July 21, 1970:

"If we can write a lill which encourages work and discourages idleness...
then perhaps we can truly end the welfare generation."

There Is nothing more essential to the realization of this objective than the
incluslon of the working poor. As the President indicated lit his historic message
on welfare reform, on August 11, 1069:

"I propose that we make available alm addition to the Income; of the working
Iomor to encourage them to go on working and to eliminate the poibility of
making more from welfare than from wages . . . the most glaring1inequity in
the old welfare system is the exclusion of families who are working to pull
themselves out of pMverty . . . families headed by a non-worker often receive
more from welfare than families headed by a husband working full time at very
low wages."

As the Committee members know, the term "working poor" applies to ialiltes
headed by full time working males with incomes hoelowv the pmverty llmm ($3720
for a family of four in urban areas). In 196,S, 39% of the poor families with
children came within this category, yet under the current program known as
Aid to Families with )ependent children n (AFI)C) such families have not been
eligible for welfare payments.

T'he Administration's l)roposed Family Assistance Act elinalte.s this exclusion
in respec-t to the federal eligIbilIty-payment standard ; and under the prol)sed
Act, working families headed by males as well as those headed by females are
eligible for a family assistance paIyment of $1600 for a family of four. For the
purposes of the federal benefit payment, tie family's net Income is determined
by deducting the first $720 1mn yearly earnings plus one-half of the remainder
(other deductions are allowed for costs of child care and for Income earned by
students) and the family then receives the difference between $1600 and its net
income.

Since the federal floor of $1600 is less than the payment standard under AFI)C
in the 42 states-in which 82 percent of present AFDC recipients live--the pro-
Ipsed Family Assistance Act requires the States to supplement the federal pay-
ment for such recipients up to tile payment level in effect iII tie State as of
January 1970. or up to the poverty level, whichever is lower. Tie fouse-pasmed
bill provides for 30 percent federal sharing in the cost of such supplementary
payments.

However, no matching Is available for supplementary benefits paid to the
"workimig poor" nor is there any requirement in the Act for the States to pay
such benefits to the "working Ior." The prollo.sed Family Assistance Act pro-
viles. as passed by the House, that supplementation must apply to:

any family other than a family In which both parents of tie child or
children are present. neither parent Is incmpacitated. and the male parent is not
unemployed."

In short, the House bill perpetuates this inequity.
Members will recall that when lie testified before this Committee on July 21.

1970, Secretary of Health. Education and Welfare. Elliot L. Richardson. iioted
three mndesirable social consequences of the exclusion under current law.

First, he noffd thoi the exclusion constitutes a basic inequity, since working
poor families miiay have financial need equal to that of families in which there
is no full-time working male. yet they are unable to receive federal public assist-
ance under current law. As the Secretary underscored:

"This unwise and unjust public policy has had l)redlictalle results in terms of
social tension. First, an understandable discontent has been generated amiong
those wlo are excluded and who see others no worse off than they I)einIe assisted.
Second. ominucs racial overtones have developed slice current AF)(' reelp-
iens-those wvho are helled-are ahout 50 percent nonwhite, while the working



1567

poor-those who are excluded-are about 70 percent white. This country caln no
longer afford to have one of Its most important and needed anti-poverty efforts
viewed by many of its citizens as a divisive, unfair and arbitrary failure. Such
a view does not help to bring us together, does not promote umiderstandilng among
people , and dioes nlot help to restore public confidence In thi. wisdom of our social

policies."
Second, the Secretary lointed out that the exclusion produces all incentive for

male heads of households to work less, rather than more. The current welfare
program includes, it a number of States, the "AlJ)('-nemployed Fathers"
program under which families headed by fathers working no more than 30 liours
per week (or 35 hours, at each State's option) are eligible. Thus, it father who
is on welfare Is better off working no more than 30 hours a week. If lie works
more than that, lie Is suddenly not "neuployed" and lie loses a., sistancte.

Third. the exclusion of the working poor has provided encouragemienit for
families to dissolve or for couples never to marry. In situations in whieh a full-
time working mail is not making as much as the mother of his children could
receive in welfare benefits. tile couple is financially better off if the man leaves
home. Over 70 percent of the fathers of families currently oi AFIDC are "absent
from tile home."

Mr. Chairman. the considerations which have prompted the Administration
to include the workingg poor" under tile basic federal payment apply equally
in respect to the supplemental payments. For example, in states that (it-v pro-
vide a total AFDC payment of $2000 or more, a mother and her three children
would be eligible to receive a payment of $2000 under the present AFI)C pro-
gram. Under tie Family Asistance Act she would also receive $2000 (consisting
of the $1600 federal family assistance payment and a $400 state suppleiontary
payment). However, the same family of four. consisting of a mother, father,
and two children would receive $1600 and no State F'miplementation,
There are more than 35 states in which tile total p: -mnent exceeds $2000 and.

in fact, 22 states in which it exceeds $2500 providing !n effect, greater financial
encouragement for the miale to leave time hoime and an additional incentive not
to work beyond a certain number of hours per week.

Tile Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has indicated that, if
the working poor were supplemented, as proposed under my amendment, 1,-
473,000 families would be included; umer the act, as passed by the House, only
984,000 working poor families would be covered for purposes of the $8,000
payment only. I ask unanimious consent that a chart entitled "1071 Estimated
('aseloads of Working Poor Under 11.11. 18311," l)repared by the departmentt
of health, Education and Welfare, be Included in the Record at the conclusion
of my remarks.

Your Committee had mtued that under the Hlouse-passed bill, a work disli-
centive amld all equity Issue was left in the AFI)C-UF category. As I indicated
earlier, under the program which is in effect in 23 states, families headed by
fathers working no more than 30 hours per week (or 35 hours, at each State's
option) are eligible for State supplemental benefits. The Committee pointed out
that this was inequitable to a family headed by a full time, working male. In
commenting on this discrepency in his testimony on July 21, 1970, Secretary
Richardson stated:

"The Administration has proposed eliminating this problem by abolishing the
federal matching assistance for recipients in the Unemployed Fathers category-
about 90,000 families out of a total AFDC caseload of almost 2 million families.
As a result, all male-headed families would be treated alike, and all unbroken
set of incentives would apply."

Ile indicated that although one means of eliminating tile discreptincy was
mandating the extension of State slpplementation to tihe working poor. It was
considered too costly ; lie estimated that such inclusion could cost aproximately
$1-billion in fiscal year 1971.

Mr. Chairman, since Secretary Richardson aplpared, ihe Committee has h iard
Mayor Lindsay, who provided tile Committee with the results of work done by
himself and Comnissioner Mitchell Ginsberg, Indicating that 0 to 12 million
persons working poor families who will become eligible for FAP sutiplements.
not more than 3 to 4 million will apply in the first two years, and the amount of
supplementation they will receive will be quite low. On time basis of that and other
information developed through a look at the six states that now give assistance
to the working poor provided by the 'Mayor-which I recomnmeml that the
Committee study-it was estimated that tile (ost of s5llh)nlment to the working
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poor would more likely al)roximate $300,000,000 rather than the $1,00,000,000
estimated by Secretary Richardson.

With respect to the ability of the States to assume any additional costs arising
from the inclusion of the working poor, I wish to indicate that this amendment
Is offered in conjunlction with Amendment No. 802 to H.R. 16311, which I intro-
duced with other amendments on July 31, 1070. This latter amendment would
provide for Federal sharing in State supplementary payments oi a variable
basis ranging from 50 to 3 percent depending upon state fiscal capacity, rather
than on the 30 l)ercellt basis pre'crlbed for all states under the Hlouse-passed

Mr. Chairman,- in fact the Committee might consider-if the burden to the
states became too great-that the federal government assume this entire amount
in order to ensure Inclusion of the working poor.

We are therefore up against the hard rock of dealing with a clear an(1 blatant
discrimination. I hope very much that the Committee, In its efforts to turn
this bill into a "workfare" bill, will do something about this.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the Committee will call upon the Aduniistration,
to justify In detail and on a state by state basis, Its basis for the one billion
dollar estimate, and to provide their comments as to the Information provided
by Mayor Lindsay to the Committee.

Mr. Chairman, a second mainstay of our efforts to eliminate welfare depndency
lies, of course, in the area of manpower training and related employment oppor-
tunities and other efforts to increase economic independence.
The Administration's proposals to provide training opportunities to more

than 225,000 welfare recipients under the Family Assistance Act and the improve-
inents in the program over the present Work Incentive Program are comnmendablu
Initiatives.

However, I believe that we must look to other legislation and sources in order
to obtain a full perspective as to the adequacy of our total efforts. Only 92,750,000
of miore than $2,684,778,000 of projected expenditures for manpower training
im fiscal year 1971 will be funded under the authority of the Social Security
Act. The proposals under the Family Assistance Act for manpower training aild
related activities in fiscal year 1972 would provide less than a third of tie oppor-
tunities which may be projected In that year.

It. is therefore essential that this Committee work closely with the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, of which I am the ranking minority
member and which has jurisdiction over the greater part of these programs. I
pledge that I will make every effort toward that end.

I am pleased to say that the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare has
reported out a bill entitled the "Employment and Training Act of 1970" which
holds the promise of Improved and expanded manpower training programs.

The bill contemplates the shift of the major responsibility for manpower
training programs to the states and the cities where they can best respond to
the needs In particular areas. It may be noted that a specific provision in that
Act would ensure that programs under It would be operated under a plan co-
ordinated with the Family Assistance Act.

Mr. Chairman, as Senators Riblcoff and Harris and others have noted, all
the manpower training in the world will not provide jobs for many of those
who are on welfare rolls.
We need therefore, to supplement these training efforts with a limited number

of public sector jobs, but we should ensure that the programs respect the basic
manpower training purpose, as well as the placement and advancement needs of
individual participants, and respond to real needs In the public sector, and
Iocognize the occupational links between that sector and the private sector.
O'herwse, Mr. Chairman, we will have written legislation-whether In this
C,,mmittee or the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare--which encourages
I(leness and discourages productIvework.

Together with Senator Clark, I made a proposal of this kind two years ago.
Recently I proposed an amendment to the Administration's Manpower bill rec-
ommending that we start off with approximately 120,000 job opportunities at
an approximate cost of $600,000,000. I suggest therefore, that the comnmendablo
proposals made by Senators Ribicoff and Harris be considered both in terms of
the find and magnitude of opportunities that would be provided, but also in
relation to the Employment and Training Opportunities Act of 1970. which would
authorize substantial amounts for public service employment In the coming
years.
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Mr.- Chairman, I wish to add a word at this point in respect to the conditions
under which persons eligible for Family Assistance will be given an opportunity
to obtain training or employment opportunities.

The Family Assistance Act would require tie registration of those eligible
under the Act, with certain exceptions, for training or employment.

I think that. it would be preferable to rely on the work Incentives in the bill
rather than on work requirements, but, to be candid, it would be be unrealistic
to expect this legislation to be passed by the Congress without an overall work
requirement.

However, I recommend to the Committee that It ensure that the requirements
art Included in such a way as to maintain the basic dignity of the poor in the
course of administration of the program, and, I suggest that the Committee
eliminate the work requirement-but not the registration requirement-as to
mothers of school age children.

It has been established that welfare mothers do want to work. In a study
of families on welfare in New York City conducted by Dr. Lawrence Podell In
1966, It was documented that seven mothers in ten would prefer to work and
more than eight In ten had already had some enpl)loymnent experience.

We can expect even a higher degree of motivation under the Administration's
bill since it contains incentives. much stronger than those applicable under cur-
rent law. Under the proposed Act, tihe first $720 per year of earned Income
and one-half of the remainder would be exempted in determining the amount
of the Family Assistance Payments rather than $360 and one-third of tile
remainder as generally applies under existing law.

But despite these motivational factors. welfare mothers are frequently unable
to i)articipate it training or employment because of a lack of child-care facilities
for their children during hours when they are away from home. Tile Report of
a .Joint Review carried out by the departmentt of Health, Education and Welfare.
and tihe New York State I)epartnient of Social Services issued in September.
1969, documented an increased interest of mothers in training and employment.
but cited tile long waiting lists for child-care centers. Lack of child-care facilities
was indicated throughout the report as one of tihe prime obstacles tn tie path
that leads away from welfare dependency.

The provisions for child care set forth in the Administration's bill underscore
tile hirteasing realization that lack of child care facilities-not lack of Initia-
tive-represents for millions tihe primary obstacle to econoinic independence. But
we must face time fact that even on the niost ambitious of schedules, we cannot
expect child care services to become available In time near future in any sig-
nificant number for millions of poor school-age children. Under time Family
Assistance Act, 450.000 child care slots would be made available initially in the
Nation. New York Governor Rockefeller. in testifying before the Ways and Means
Commmilttei', noted that iln New York State alone we need 250.000 additional chll
care places representing a construction cost of $500 million.

Mr. Chairman. as to school age children who are not suitable age for child
care. the mother on welfare-like any other imother-is lit the best position to
determine whether her participation 1In emloyment or training will serve the
Interests of her family. The House-lassed bill recognizes this to soime extent. in
exempting the mothers of pre-school aged children from the work rtquirements.

And I might add that no guidelines can be formutated that could express ade-
quately for more than 3 million school aged children in poor households headed
by women. tie circumstances under which imrtlelpation li employment or train-
lng will be a long-term benefit rather than a long-term liability for time chill.
the family, and society because of neglect or Inattention.

But this does not mean that we should fall to encourage such mothers to
accept work and training opportunities. Accordingly. although my amendment
would eliminate the work requirements for mothers of school age children. It
would leave unchanged tile requirement that they register for nianIower services,
training or employment. By requiring registration, the mother will become aware
of work and training opportunities, but would not be forced to accept them If
she determined that they would Interfere with her care for her child.

We must give welfare mothers the respect to which they are entitled. We
should rely i time first Instance upon their own desires to provide for their
children, and upon a thoughtfully constructed Incentive system, a mneamlingfully
developed manpower training and employment program, and expanding compre-
hensive chhil-care services, to close tile gap, il time, between our efforts to help
the poor and our success in eliminating the rise In welfare dependency.
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.1r. Chairman. I tan appreciate the concerns of the Committee that such an
exclusion might be costly, since there will be more than 1,,31,000 female-headed
families eligible in 1971 for the Family Assistance Plan. As I have indicated. I
think that the natural desire of the mother to care for her children will prevail.
flowever, I ask the Committee to consider the long-term costs of perpetuating the
cycle of poverty by neglecting children and encouraging their own idleness and(
eventual welfare dependency.

As the author of (lay care legislation in the Senate as early as 1962 as an
author of Title IV B of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. I am pleased not
only with ile child care provisions put. forward by the Administration but with
the proposal made by the ('hairiman for a Federal Child Care Corporation. In-
deed. I have put forth a number of proposals-some now law-for the use of the
private-public corporations to deal with efforts as widely diverse as poverty,
foreign aid and private sector liquidity.

In respect to the Administration's proposal for Chihl ('are, I waiii to urge
the Committee to undertake a number of minor change. that may nevertheless
have a deep effect if this legislation is implemented.

First. the ('oininittee and those in the Congress are umderstandably focusing
on child care from the standpoint of the employment needs of the mother. flow-
ever, we must be very sure that full attention is given to tile lmceds of the child.

The Administration has indicated, and the House Report has noted, the neces-
sit)y of providing each child with education, health, nutritional and related
services. But I think that it is appropriate that the Senate write that intention
into law since-despite all gooi faith and good intentlons-there remains tie
possibility that efforts to provide more "slots" will prompt the evolution of aim
inferior custodial system of child care for welfare mothers.

Under amendment number 805 which I proposed, the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare would lie required to ensure that all children receiving
care under Section 436 of the Family Assistance Act receive time education, health.
nutritional and related services. "necessary to help each child achieve is full
potential."

Unlless this requirement is written Into this legislation we could p'erpetluate
ironically the cycle of poverty through these very actions which seek to arrest it.

Second, if we are to bridge the "child-care gap" we must have an accurate
figure on the number of welfare mothers who wish to work but are precluded
from doing so 11y lack of ehild care facilities.

Amendment No. 800 would direct tile Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare 'in consultation with the Secretary of Labor, to establish reporting
procedures an(h to submit annually to the Congress a detailed report indicating
the extent of the need for child-care facilities among persons covered by time
Family Assistance Act, and to the extent to which existing child care facilities
are adequate to meet such needs, so that the Congress will be in a better position
to respond.

Third, this amendment would make it clear that child-care services provided
nd(ler tile Act. will be made available to mothers who wish to work part. as
well as, full time. From the point of view of the child's development, -it may be
desirable for the mother to work only part time. For the school age child, unless
the work requirement is elimninate(l, the effect of the proposed legislation may ie
to Increase the number of "latch key" children who, having no adequate stilmer-
vision at home, are often swept up In the activities of the peer group, becoming
victims of the destructive social pressures which such groups often exert on
their members.

Fourth, time A(minstrationt has shown great foresight it providing under
Section 443(a) (3) for an exemption of ain amount of earned Income for portions
of the cost by a family member for child care which the Secretary deems neces-
sary to securing or continuing it) manpower training, vocational rehabilitation,
employment or self-employment. However. while this provision it effect will
give ai allowance for child-care families with some income to enable time mother
to engage in work or training, it will not benefit the family which has no income
whatsoever, where the parents are engaged strictly in training. In order to cover
any such circumstances. the proposed anlenm(nent would authorize the Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare to provide, through the Secretary of LJamor.
allowances for child-care costs of mothers under Section 432 of the Act for
costs "which are necessary to and directly related to his participation in training."

Finally, the Administration's bill wisely provides for the financing of hilkh-
care projects con(lucted by private as well as by public agencies. But if we are
to respond adequately to the Xatlon's needs, we must view the ro!(, of the private
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sector not only in terms of providing child-care facilities as part of a strategy
to eliminate welfare dependency, but it the larger sense of encouraging business,
labor and industry to make Independent efforts to establish child-care facilities
for employees. Companies represented at a Conference on Industry and )ay Care,
sponsored by tho Urban Research Corporation and held in Chicago on March 18,
1970, repeatedly Indicated an Interest In child care. lut iderseured the nted for
Information and technical assistance.

This amendment would establish aln office in the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare to provide technical assistance antd Information to such
firms.

Mr. (iairma-m. I close as follows: There are now more than 24 million poor in
the country-more than the entire population of Canada and one-half that of
France and the United Kingdom.

Poverty is not a chosen way of life. A typical welfare family of four spends all
but $9 of its average monthly Income of $284 on the elemental necesitles of
life-generally inadequate food, clothing, and shelter.

As President Nixon emphasized in commenting on the scope of his welfare
reform proposals on August 11, 1969: "these are far reaching effects . . they
cannot be purchased cheaply or by l)iecemeal efforts .

Tie Proposals that I have made will be costly only If our efforts in mlmipower
training, monbumc opportunity and (lay care fail-our failures should lK, no ex-
cuse for evading our hunianiitarlan obligations to our fellow Americans.

Nevertheless, Mr. chairmann , I think that it might be helpful to the ('ommittce
to Indicate what I consider the priorities to be. The highest priority, it term,;
of basic equity, as well as the piurpos. of this legislation, should be the iiclusion
of the working uoor under the state suiplleimntal. And I suggest that the ('om-
mittee also consider the amendments that would provide for a minmumn level
of supplementation and for an Increase Int federal sharing In slate atd local costs.

I hope that time Comnittee will also give particular attention to the prmposals
it respect to the work requirements for mothers of school age children and these
day care provisions, a number of which would be of lnhinal cost.

Also, I wish to Indicate that In concentrating upon the Family Assist'ante Act,
I intend In no way to downgrade the imortance of a number of other related
elements of legislation before the Committee.

First, I wish to indicate mity general support for those provisions of the Family
Assistance Act which concern tle so-called "adult categories'-thi( blind, the
disabled, and the aged, and wonld provide national uniform eligibility stand-
ards and assurances of a ininumn income for people itt these categories. I hope
that the Committee will give these provisions that sane consideration that has
liee given the Family Assistance xrtion of the Act. and I hope that due iitpor-
tance will attuch.

Second. I want to compliment the Administration on Its attempt to deal in an
innovative w-ny with time matter of the revision of social services. esxcially that
part which authorizes a Governor to onsolI(late programs in order to meet local

e(1eds.
Third, with respect to the other revisions of the welfare program ainnounced

by the President, I share the Administration's desire to reform the Medlcald
plogrant and support the concept of a Family National Health Insurance Pro-
gram for all poor families with children, which the President has indicated li
will propose at the beginning of the next Congress. While I support tils plan
it concept, I hope that it would deal Nvith the problem of providing manlnwer
services and health care facilities, as well as providing the poor with purchasing
power for health care. There is a vital lack of adequate health care facilities and
manpower. I hope that the Administration will deal with tlis urgent problem itn
its desire to prol)se a meaningful Family National Hlealth Insurance Plian. To
achieve this goal, I have recently Introduced a comprehensive National Health
Insurance bill, as well as a bill to provide Federal assistance for the develop-
iiett of local comprehensive health services systems. In addition, I hope that this
Administration measure would Include coverage for all persons entitled to Mcdl-
caid rather than just coverage of "poor families with children."

Finally, Mr. Chalrmn, I note that the Administration would seek reforms
in tite Public Housing system by Incorporating Into tihe Family Assistance Act. thme
provisions of th- Housing Act of 1970 that specify percentages of family Income
to be paid as rent. While I am not at all convinced that this Is the correct way
In -which to proceed, and while I have doubts as to tite )erentage., contained it
the Administration proposal. nevertheless I am encouraged that the Adtinistra-
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tion seeks to meet the problem of meaningful reform of our public housing pro-
gram to help the poor.

Mr. Chairman, once again let me express my appreciation for the opportunity
to appear here.

ATTAC11 MENT

.tat spplcmicntal payment to an eligible fanfly of j iwith no other income ,

Alabma ----------------------------------------------------------- 0
Alaska ---------------------------------------------------------- $20
Arizon ----------------------------------------------------------- (02
Arkansas ---------------------------------------------------------- 0
California ------------------------------------------------------ 1, 652
Colorado --------------------------------------------------------- 768
Connecticut ----------------------------------------------------- 2, 000
Delaware l---------------------------------------------------------
District of Columbia --------------------------------------------- 1,327
Florida ------------------------------------------------------------ 5
Georgia ------------------------------------------------------------ 0
Hawaii --------------------------------------------------------- 1, 508
Idaho ---------------------------------------------------------- 1, 328
Illinois --------------------------------------------------------- 1,556
Indiana ---------------------------------------------------------- 200
Iowa ----------------------------------------------------------- , 315
Ka n s -------------------------------------------------------- 1,244
Kentucky -------------------------------------------------------- 356
Loijisiana ---------------------------------------------------------- 0
Maie ----------------------------------------------------------- 416
Maryland ------------------------- 752
Masa(.hu1e ts --------------------------------------------------- 1,772
Michigan ------------------------------------------------------- 1,532
Minnesota ------------------------ 1, 868
MissAIsli p --------------------------------------------------------- 0
Missouri ----------------------------------------------------------- 0
Montana --------------------------------------------------------- 829
Nebraska--------------------------------------------------------- 00
Nevada ---------------------------------------------------------- 116
New lampshire ------------------------------------------------ 1,304
New Jersey ----------------------------------------------------- 2, 564
New Mexico ------------------------------------------------------ 592
New York ------------------------------------------------------ 2, 156
North Carolina --------------------------------------------------- 319
North Dakota -------------------------------------------------- 1,532
Ohio ------------------------------------------------------------- 716
Oklahoma -------------------------------------------------------- 620
Oregon --------------------------------------------------------- 1, 0S7
Pennsylvania ---------------------------------------------------- 2, 012
Rhode Island --------------------------------------------------- 1,460
South Carolina ----------------------------------------------------- 0
South Dakota--------------------------------------------------- 1,712
Tennesse---------------------------------------------------------- 0
Texas ------------------------------- ---------------------------- 173
Utal ------------------------------------------------------------ 728
Vermont -------------------------------------------------------- 1,856
Virginia -------------------------------------------------------- 1,245
Washington ----------------------------------------------------- 2, 252
West Virginia-----------------------------------------------------53
Wisconsin -------------------------------------------------------- 776
Wyoming -------------------------------------------------------- 800

L Under II.R. 16311 as amended June 1970. Based on April 1070 AFDC payment levels.

Source: Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
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1971 ESTIMATED CASELOADS OF WORKING POOR UNDER H. R. 16311

Iln thousands

Woking
poor

families
receiving

FAP onlyUnited States

Alabama ...................................................
Arizona ....................................................
A rk ansa s . . . . . . . ... . . .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
California ..................................................
Colorado ...................................................
Connecticut ------------------------------------------------
D elaw a re . . . . . . .... ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
District of Columbia ........................................
F lo rid a . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia ....................................................
H aw aii . . . . .. . . . ...... .. . .... ... .. ..
Illinois ....................................................
Ind ia na -- ---- ---------------------------------------------
Iow a . . . . ..... . ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kansas - - -- -- -- -- -- - --- - - --- -- -- -
Kentucky ...........................................
Louisiana....................................
M aryland .................... .. ........ .. .... ........ .... .
Massachusetts ................................
M ithigan ..................-.-------.......................
Mirtnesota--Mississippi .................................................
M isso u ri. -- ------------- --------------- -----.-------. .......
N ew Je rsey ........... ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
N ew M exico -----------------------------------------------
New York -------------------------------..----------.......
N orth C a ro lina .. . .. .. ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ohio ......................................................
Oklahoma .................................................
O rego n . .. . ..... .. .......... .. .. .. .. ...... .. .....
Pennsylvania ...............................................
R hod e Island . .............. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
South Carolina ......................................
T ennessee -------------------------------------------------
Texas ....................................................
Utah. ......................................
V irg in ia .. ........ ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
W ash ing to n . . .. ............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia ...............................................
Wisconsin --------------------..--------------------........
Other States:

Northeast (Maine, New Hampshire Vermont) ...........
North Central (Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota) ------
West(Alaska. Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Wyoming) ...........

T o ta l . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

31.6
9.0

15.7
45.9
18.2
7.7
5.1
1.2

34.1
43.6
2.8

25.5
10.9
19.2
7.1

22.5
36.8
7.7
2.3

20.1
23.2
33.2
20.9
14.4
9.0

40.3
46.5
31.8
11.6
7.3

45.4
1.3

16.7
32.8
70.8
1.2

30.8
8.3

10.2
15.4

17.2
53.6
15.0

924,600. 0

Working
poor families

receiving
FAP and!or
State sup-
plement if

working
poor are

supplemented

39.5
15.7
15.7

102.3
18.2
11.8
5.1
1.2

43.0
45.2
4.3

76.8
20.9
37.9
15.2
27.8
53.9
9.2

16.3
35.4
64.9
34.5
51.5
40.9
10.3

106.3
46.5
31.8
12.9
13.3
69.1
5.5

23.2
37.9
80.0
16.3
38.2
19.5
10.2
29.1

42.2
74.6
18.8

1.473,300.0

increase in
number of

working
poor

families
who would

receive
benefit

7.9
6.7

56.4

4.1

8.9
1 .6
1.5

51.3
10.0
18.7
8.0
5.3
17.0
1.5

14.0
15.3
41.6
1.3

30.5
26.5
1.3

66.0

1.3
6.0

23.7
4.2
6.4
5.1
9.2

15.1
7.4

i.2
13.7

25.0
21.0
3.8

548,700.0

TWENTY-THtREE STATES WHICH PROVIDE AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT
CHILDREN OF UNEMPLOYED FAT1IERS

California, Colorado, Delaware, Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, Washington,
West Virginia.

FEDERAL 'EDICAL ASSISTANCE BY STATE

Perccntage

1. Alabama -------------------------------------------------------- 78.54
2. Alaska -------------------------------------------------- -------- 50.00
3. Arizona ---------------------------------------------------------- 66.42
4. Arkansas -------------------------------------------------------- 79. 76
5. California ------------------------------------------------------- 50. 00
6. Colorado -------------------------------------------------------- _- 56.24
7. Connecticut ----------------------------------------------------- 50. 00
8. Delaware -------------------------------------------------------- 50.00
9. District of Columbia ----------------------------------------------- 50.50
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FEDERAL MEFIICA, ASSISTANCE, BY STATE-(OII|Iled I'rcalag
"

10. Florida 64. 10
11. Georgla 71.48
12. Hawaii 50. 75
13. Idabo . -- --- 68.91
14. hlli-o- - 50.00
15. Indlia-a ........ 52. M5
16. Iowa ------------------------------------------ 55. 27
17. Kansas ---------------------------------------------------- 57. 78
18. Kentucky --------------------------------------------------------- 74.30
19. Louisiana --------------------------------------------------- 73.57
20. MaIne ------------------------------------------------------ 8.33
21. Maryland ----------------------- 50. 00
22. Massachusetts ----------------------------------------------- 50.00
23. Michiga ---------------------------------------------------- 50. 00
24. Minnesota --------------------------------------------------- 56. 95
25. Mississippi -------------------------------------------------- 83,00
26. Missouri ---------------------------------------------------- 59. 29
27. Montana ---------------------------------------------------- 64.72
28. Nebraska ---------------------------------------------------- 57.25
29. Nevada ---------- ------------------------------------------- 50.00
30. New 11ampshire ---------------------------------------------- 59. IS
31. New Jersey -------------------------------------------------- 50.00
32. New Mexico ------------------------------------------------- 71.48
,33. New York --------------------------------------------------- 50. 00
34. North Carolhna ---------------------------------------------- 73. 96
35. North Dakota ------------------------------------------------ 70.48
36. Ohio ---------------- --------------------------------------- 52.42
37. Oklahoma --------------------------------------------------- 6S.84
38. Oregon ---------------------------------------------------------- 56.35
39. l'ennsylvana ----------------------------------------------------- 51.60
40. Rhode Island ------------------------------------------------------ 51. 70
41. South Carolina ---------------------------------------------------- 78.68
42. South Dakota ------------------------------------------------ 69. 91
43. Tennessee --------------------------------------------------- 74.62
44. Texas -------------------------------------------- 6.66
45. Utah ------------------------------------------------------- 68. 23
46. Vermont ---------------------------------------------------- 64.96
47. Virginia ---------------------------------------------------- 65. 04
48. Washington ------------------------------------------------- 50. 00
-19. West Virginia ------------------------------------------------ 7 73
r0. Wisconsin --------------------------------------------------- 55.21
51. Wyoming --------------------------------------------------- 60. 3S
52. American Samoa -------------------------------------------------

The CI~auI .\N. Our next witness will be the Senator from Illinois,
Charles H. Percy. We are pleased to have you hcre with us today,
Senator Percy.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES H. PERCY, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator Pmicy. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee--
The CHAIRM31AN. Senator, before you present your statement which

is always provocative, I would like to urge my colleagues here that we
are here to hear the witness. The reason I say that, the way these hear-
ings have been going the past several days, during the morning session
our members engage in colloquy with the witnesses until noon ind we
havee heard about two, and then the chairman comes back here in the
afternoon either by himself or hopefully, with the assistance of one of
the members to hear the other five witnesses. I would hope that as
provocative and eloquent spokesmen ais Senator Javits and Senator
Percy are, the Senators will volunteer to sit with me in the afternoon
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or else restrain t themselves for the debate on the floor. Senator Mc-
Govern was here yesterday and we had a very entertaining session but
it left. the chairman all by himself in the afternoon.

Senator 'IVILLIA-3s. I might suggest since we have been about. 7
weeks on one bill on the floor, we can take the bill over there and have
a sideshow.

Senator I:micv. Mr. Chairman, I have taken the liberty of preparing
miy testimony which I would like to submit for the record at this pint
in" full and I have a two-page summary which I would like to read.

Before reading the summary, however, I would like to connuent on
two matters of which I hope my Re)ul)lican colleague particularly
would take note.

From everything I know of welfare programs as they are run in
Illinois ow, I consider that I really have a mandate from the Il mil-
lion people of Illinois to do someiiimig about welfare and to work
through our committee process to bring about change this year. I con-
sider welfare reform to be must, legislation in this session of Congres'
and I hopo we do not go home until we do something to reform our
j)resent system.

I feel so deeply about it because I sent out to Illinois 80,000 (luest ion-
naires. The recipients just had to put a postage staml) on ad isenid it
back. I received 11,000 back. That meant a lot of people felt Arougly
about, the issues mentioned.

When we discussed welfare I gave them several choices. I asked them
whether they favored guaranteeing to anyone able and willing to work
a job and 56 percent of Illinois respondents said, ves. I sai', (10 -you
think we ought, to concentrate on reforming our l)i'esenlt welfare sys-
tem ? And 43 percent said yes, we must reform ouir present system. I
said are you satisfied with our present system, aidl I percent said that
they were satisfied. So. of the respondents--and this is far better than
a Gallup or Harris Poll because while their sample is composed of 1,800
l)emois across the country, this was 11,000 people ill one State-99 per-
cent said we must do something about, wel fare. lhat is why' I say I have
a mandate and that my colleague, Ralph Smith, has a nlaidate to (io
something. I am therefore delighted the House has adopted a plan and
I am delighted that the Senate Finance Committee has taken so much
time to find a workable plan. I hope we start forward.

Secondly
The CHAIMAN. Ali litI just, interrupt to say, Senator 1 ercy, that

one thing we want to do when we finally complete work on this bill is
to eliminate this situation such as exists under present law right there
in Chicago, Ill., where a mother goes to work and by accident of efforts
increases her income by a thousand dollars and has her welfare beuie-
fits cut, by $2,300, by one example I heard of. 'We do not want to have
that type of welfare which in effect amounts to a 230-percent tax on
the person's earnings as a result of the bill we pass. We would hope
when they work and improve their condition they would keep most
or at least. half of it rather than have it reduced by more than 100
percent.

Senator Pmtacy. Well, we recognize that there are some inequities
in our program. It is not a Perfect program. But I would like to say
that I strongly favor the enactment of a work requirement for welfare
recipients in Illinois. We have now had this as a legal requirement in
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Illinois for 5 ye-ars, and even though it is not perfect, and it needs
improvement, the State administration strongly supports it. I think
the legislature does. I personally do and our eXl)erience to date has
really been quite good.

We have trained now about 50,000 welfare recipients. Since 75 per-
cent of those trained were welfare mothers, a total of 35,000 women
have been given training.

I checked this morning just to be certain that Mr. Harold Swank,
the Illinois director of public aid,,and Mr. Gershen Hurwitz, the
deputy directorr, have not changed their enthuisiasn for the work pro-
gram." They indicated to me that they have trained thousands of i ata
processing operators, particularly in'key punch operations which are
the simple type but they have worked tliem up through more sophis-
ticated data processing as well. They have trained thousands of nurses
aides, taking them through to become nurses. Laboratory technicians,
dental technicians and the only limitation they face is'the fact that
we (10 not have adequate day-care center facilities.

I would like to give the figures for Illinois indicating the need for
day-care facilities. We have an estimated 180,000 children between the
ages of 3 to 5 who are in need of day care. Of these 180,000, 57,000 are
now being cared for in 1636 license day-care centers. Another 10,000
are being cared for in foster homes. Therefore, additional space must
be found for approximately 120,000 children and this is the limitation
we have on the number of women that we can put into this work pro-
gram. If the present capacity of existing facilities would double, an
additional 1,100 day-care centers would be required, assuming a pro-
l)ortional increase in foster care facilities.

Our program in Illinois allows a woman to keel) the first $30 of her
earnings and she or he, can also keep one-third of the balance. Though
this is not, the best, incentive in the world it has been at, least a. better
incentive than we had before, coupled with the work requirement, and
our director and the State administration say this work program is the
only program, the only hope, that they know of for working down our
welfare costs even though the initial investment is somewhat higher
to build these facilities and to operate the day care centers.

So, with that experience I will quickly then summarize my testimony.
The family assistance plan is designed to move aid recipients front

dependency to stable employment at a living wage. The plan accom-
plishes this objective, in part, by requiring the heads of all house-
holds receiving assistance to register for training, vocational rehabili-
tation or employment.. This provision applies to female-headed families
with at least one child under the age of 6. The provision does not apply
to such families with at least one child below this age, although these
women will be encouraged to register voluntarily.

Obviously, if these women are to be required to register or are to be
encouraged to do so voluntarily, some provision must be made for the
care of their children. The bill recognizes this and includes a section
for the provision, including construction, of child care facilities.

The constructon provision now contained in the bill is inadequate
in a number of respects. First, although it permits the expenditure of
funds for the remodeling of existing facilities, it does not in any way
alter or relax local code requirements. These local requirements are, in
some instances, unreasonable, and the cost, of remodeling existing fa-
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cilities to conform with thel may be found to be prohil)itive. As a
consequence, if the bill is not changed, new facilities may be con-
structed while perfectly suitable and safe existing facilities are unused.
I coinmend to the coi; mittee Senate bill S. 4101, introduced by our
chairman, Senator Long, which I think gets right to the heart of this
problem and I certainly commend particularly -that section of the bill
to all members of this committee.

I point out in tile full statement that I put into the record an ex-
ample of a church in Chicago which expended $50,000 to provide
what 1 consider to be very adequate (lay care facilities only to dis-
cover that city ordinances'would not. permit the facilities to be used
for lay care. Since then I think Mayor )a.ley has indicated that lie
would'have an emergency order of some soi. to tctify this situation.
Nevertheless, the painl t is the same. I am sure that there are thousands
of churches located in the right communities, ill the right areas,
properly used for sunday school purposes, which stand idle through-
out the course of the week when mothers cannot get. day care facilities,
when mothers could walk their children right, down to these local
churches if we had ordinances that provided for it and if we had re-
modeling funds to perhal)s adapt them for this kind of purpose.

Second, the bill does not specify the amount of funds that are to
be made available for construction and current estimates indicate that
the amounts which will be available will be. inadequate.

Third, the bill lacks specific guidelines to insure the equitable dis-
tribution of funds to States and localities and the bill fails to establish
criteria for evaluating requests for funds.

The amendment which I have offered is designed to remedy some
of these defects. Thus, the amendment would specify authorizations
for construction funds for the next 4 years-$45 million for the first,
$49.5 million for the second, $54.45 million for the third, $59.895
million for the fourth. The figure of $45 million would build 500 day
care centers at the average cost. of $90,000 per facility. The increased
figures for following years reflect a 10 percent inflation and construc-
tion cost escalator for each subsequent year which is based on past
experience. These funds would be utilized to finance 75 percent of the
construction costs of particular projects.

The amendment would also establish a formula for the allocation
of funds to each State based upon the ratio that the number of children
under 7 in a State receiving assistance bears to the total number of
such children in the country. The formula would also guarantee a
specific sum to t-he less populous States.

Finally, the amendment would specify the criteria, which the See-
re tary of Health, Education, and Welfare is to apply in determining
which grant application to fiuid so as to insure the expenditure of
funds in the area. of greatest need.

I believe that the child care provision of the bill is important. It is
iml)ortant because child care is essential if female-headed families are
to be assisted in an attempt to end their dependence upon family as-
sistance. It is also important because enriched or developmental child
care promises a means of helping to "break the cycle of poverty".
Thus, I hope that the committee will give this provision its most, care-
ful consideration and attention.

44-527-70-pt. 3-20
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I fullv support the principle and the concept of the administration'sfamily assistance pllan. I am a cosponsor. But that cosponsorship does
not nean there are not improvements to he made. f am delighted
that thi', committee is digging as deeply into this matter as it is. It
would be disastrous for us to embark on a course we (lid not thinkwould work.

I (1o urge that we move ahead this year. It ii )Ossible to see many
of these problems and solve them in legislation this year if we have
the will to do it.

The (lwurMi. N. Senator Harris?
Senator IImus. I (to not have any questions, Mr. Chairman. I ap-

l)reciate, Senator Percy, your being'here and, particularly, your em-
)hasis on day care. I t'hiIk that we have to worry, too, about people

who are not receiving welfare, mothers who may want to work as
well. And the administration bill does not look to their problems. I)o

ou have any comment on that ?
Senator Imar'v. I think I provided in my testimony some figures on

.the overall needs. The overall needs are tremendous and as the women's
liberation movement moves ahead, I presume there are going to be
more and more mothers that will want, to work and have an independ-
ent career. We are archaic in this country. European countries provide
dav care facilities, countries abroad provide (lay care facilities, and it,
is about time private industry in this country recognizes that they
are going to have to be progressive about this . We cannot deCpeId oil
the Government to (10 everything. They are going to have to be mod-
ern like the European countries so they will have available a larger
labor supply pool.

Senator 1IHumis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CIIAI1I,\N. Senator Jordan?
Senator ,JoitmDN. No questions. Just my thanks to Senator Percy for

a good statement.
The (im.%imx\-x. Senator Anderson?
Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIA-31S. Senator Percy, I want, to welcome you to the

conunittee. I have just one or two questions.
Is your ultimate recommendation to complete federalization of the

welfare. plain and that. the Federal Government take it, over?
Senator Pmcy. I am not willing to go that far in that directionn. I

feel that the States should absorb what they can. The States cannot
probably absorb the amount that is being considered now and perhaps
the Federal Government is going to have to absorb a larger part. I
hope it, will absorb those parts which will enable it, to get a good re-
turn on its investment and I think the construction funds for day
care centers is one area where that can occur since construction grants
are not, continuing grants. But I am not fully qualified to say how
far the Federal Government should go. I alhvays like to see, just as I
l)rovide for 25-percent State funds, even for construction, I always like
to see local and State participation in any program the Federal Gov-
ermnent, has.

Senator WmLLmiAs. This bill does move in that direction as you
know, and as I mentioned to Senator Javits earlier, in your own State,
the State of Illinois, we were furnished with the report that actu-
ally welfare recipients get, little, if any, additional benefits under this
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bill. The benefits go to the city and State. As you well know, for ex-
ample, under this bill a welfare family of four with no income gets
$180 more under this bill. We will forget the medicaid and publicc hous-
ing, just, talk about the cash benefits. But a person with $1,000 income
gets $7 less, $283 less if it is a $2,000 income and progressively up, so
ill substance the additional benefits to the welfare recipients is zero.
It is largely benefits to the cities and to the States where the Federal
Government is absorbing a larger portion of the load.

Now, we are now discussing t he extended provisions at this time
which are not in existing law but speaking as far as tie existing welfare
plans tolay, and I agree with you that we need a reform of our exist-
Ing s system. Some of us were a'little concerned with the description of
the S4ecretary of IIIEW when he said liat there was no reform in this
bill in that ino-tley would have a grandfather clause providing that
no one would get, less and everybody would get, the equivalent or more,
and I thought maybe there might be some misunderstanding on the
)art. of the Welfare recipients and the public in general that there was

reform. I think we need reform but reform is generally defined as tak-
ing away from solneoin( something to which we think they were not
entitled ani that is not in this bill.

Senator I :HY. I would not. want to put a litmus test on a plan
such as this to whether or not recil)ients in my State received more or
less under this plan. I think tie need for reform is so basic that I feel
we should move toward a program that we have l)roven can workfairly, as Al)losed to straight welfare, and that we should establish
the principle nowv (les)ite what may appear to be inequities.

Now, I think the provisions are inadequate. As a member of the
Nutrition and lluman Needs Committee I support supplementary food
stamps to make up the inadequacy of a basic $1,600 minimum. I would
like to see us work away from tie food stalnps. I think in a sense they
are degrading but, in a sense we can wean ourselves away from that.
system and we will have to enrich the benefits as we go along. However,
this year 1 hope we can take that. basic. gigantic step of reforming the
basic system and going in )ri'ciple toward family assistance )rogramls
and then as we go along, see how we can remove the inequities.

Senator W iimi,\s. Well, I agree with you, we need work incentives
and that is what. I think must be in this formula. As I pointed out, and
I discussed this with you privately before, under this proposal here, a
person earning $7,006 in Chicago*will have $60 less than they would if
they were only earning $2,000. I do not, think we can endorse a bill
Which has that disincentive to increase your earning ca)acit.y. Air bythe same example, a person earning $5,000 would have $860 1mre than
the l)erson would if they adopt, training and increase their earning ca-
pacity a thousand dollars. In other words, if they increase their earn-
ing capacity $1,000, from $5,000 to $6,000, they actually have $866 less
spendable income and that correction does have to be made and I think
you would agree that we cannot have an actual penalty on work, that
it must be an incentive where the more he works, the more he has, rather
than to have a bill designed on the mathematical formula where tie
more you work- the less you have.

Senator l~Eme-. A bill I have sponsored ever since I have been ill
the Senate provides for an increase in social security to encourage
recipients to continue working. And here I am delighi'ed the commit-
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tee is looking iii such detail and not acce ting ever, statement that it
is going to he an incentive until we see th it ial ly is. I have asked
tleo State of Illinois to u)mit to the committee and to me what they
consider to be adequate incentives, taking into account our particular
situation, and the v'ery figures you point out, and they will (1o that.just as proiiiptly as they can plut it, together. I consider those the
nitty-gritty detail of working it out.. If we agree inI principle that
we aire working toward a reform program of this type that, has in-
centive for work, then I think we can work those details out and conie
up with a satisfactory plan now. I think we should say this is what
it. is going to cost. and what, we are going to find some way to afford
it. But we are going to go ahead with the plan.

Senator WiriiirS. On that point, we are in agreement and I merely
)oint these out because as you stated, we cannot correct the problem
if we (10 not recognize it. and once we recognize the problem and if
there is need for correction, we can see if we want to work out a
solution. But you do not. solve it, by just brushing it under the rug and
talk in glow'ing ternis about, work incentives when in reality the for-
inule does not carr' it, out. I think we have to examine this formula
ill detail and l)erhaps it was examined before it was sent. down but at
least, these figures are in there and they cannot be ignored and I think
all of us working together, we may have an answer somewhere down
the line.

Senator PE.RcY. I would like to say that I find generally when I go
back home and around the Washington community that there is a
general impression that the minority members of the Finance Comi-
mittee are fighting the President trying to block his program and I try
to say, knowing t'he inen as I do, that is not. true at all. They want to
make certain that we enact a program that. will work, that will actually
contain an incentive and not a disincentive, and I would think H-EW
would be very grateful if we found some loopholes and points in this
program that will not fulfill our expectations and that they have gone
back and returned with revisions in the program. We want to perfect,
it but I do not see any inclination, I hope I am right, to stop the
program and not enact anything simply because there are some flaws
and I hope that we can work with the same tenacity as the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware has on many other occasions to find
the right answer and go ahead when we do find it.

Senator Wn4LIAS. Unfortunately, we found the homework had not
been (lone before the bill was presented, and so we have to do the
homework in the committee. So, perhaps both the committee and
IETEW can learn something from these hearings.

Senator Pr.RCY. I think of that as working in collaboration and
cooperation with the committee. I hope that will be understood by
the public.

The CHAMIMAN. Senator Percy, I am pleased to hear the fine state-
ment you have, basically for the concept, of workfare as a step beyond
welfare. Now, welfare is something that we will provide for when we
cannot do any better but you and I both agree that workfare is a
better idea. Ti at is what we art trying to do.

Senator PERoY. Absolutely.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, it has been somewhat amusing to me to see

some of the press accounts indicate that this Senate Finance Committee
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is a very conservative, reactionary group that does not take to the idea
of improving on the welfare program. This committee initiated the
work incentive programs a year or two ago an1d I was gravely dis-
apl)ointed to find that the adninistratiol, and 1 am not, just Iindiff
fault. with this administration, it, has not been in power long enoug-I
to Completely wreck that work incentive program. It. took the previous
administration to start that procedure whereby all the efforts of this
committee and this Senate to put people to work under that program
had been frustrated, at least to Id)out 99 percent frustrated, by the
way the. program has been administered. So, when we see solleone
tryig to imiove in that direction we want to look at his program and
ask him what makes you think that is going to work any better thanwhat we tried to (lo?If we can find a way to make it work, I do not
have anyl doubt, we will lind the votes to l)aSS it, but the iml)ortant
thing is" we (to not want to come back 2 years later with the same
frustrations we liad with that. program. WXe want to see these people
working and where someone proposes something to us that we (1o not
think is going to work we would like to see it changed so it will work.

I am particularly pleased to see you speaking in favor of this thing
where you provide incentives for 1')eol)le to gro to work when they are
on welfare. Your predece-sor, Paul I)oughas, sAt, here mid otered
amendments year after year to try to let a person kee l) sone of what
they would earn by going to wvork and for the life of ie I (1o not see
how we can expect a welfare client to go to work when lie cannot
keel) anything of what he earns any more than you can expect a
lbusinessnan to stay in business if he is taxed 100 l)ercent on wA'hat,
lie makes or more than 100 percent. 'Most business peol)le think if
they are taxed a hundred percent of what they earn that is because
the Government does not want them to (1o thia and when we reduce
a person's welfare dollar for dollar how can yoti. expect, him to feel
ai- differently?

Senator Prmcy. M,ay I close on a personal note which I did not. in.-
tend to make, but which I feel is appropriate since I feel so deeply about
the importance of what you 're doing and since I wiant to hel) any way
I can. There is an inclination on the part of many people to believe that
welfare recipients do not want to work, that they would rather sit
home. I would rather saxv my own personall experience is simply not
along that line. When ouir family was on relief and we received our
food from a truck and an allow ance to keep our electricity on, our
family was just ill the depths of despair. Al e all felt worthless. My
mother did, my father did. Finally, the program came along under
President Roosevelt, a work program. Make work. Leaf raking. My
mother was a concert violinist. and she. was asked to play. Site got tlhe
same money, she got the same allowance. She got $90 a month for going
to play in the Illinois Symplony Orchestra. The difference was she had
dignity. We found sonie way for the children to be taken care of and
she played for all the schooflhildren in an orchestra tilled with unent-
i)loyed'musicians. All of them felt a sense of dignity and pride. Slid-
denly the world had not, ended for them. They vere needed and
wanted and schoolchildren all over the State of Illinois were en-
riched through music that they never would have heard otherwise.

That was a leaf raking program of work and I remember when elec-
tion time came she voted for Franklin Roosevelt and my father asked
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why. I remenlber my mother saying he fed me. It was a very pesosonal
experience.

Over the years I have worked with the impoverished ill Chicago and
I have gone on occasion to welfare recipients' homes wvith Mr. Swank,
the directorr of Public Aid. A very small percentage of these people
want. to stay home. 'ly want to w ork if they can and when they get
a job and get (lignity they feel like my mother did.

I have talked to these women on jobs. They have a sense of dignity
anti pride that helps them to be better mothers. They come home re-
freshed, not tired, and they have a sense of dignity that you cannot
give a woman any other way.

I am pIleading with tile committee to tind a way-there ought to be
a way to guarantee work for everyl)ody in this country. People are
lying around in hospitals. They cannot get any attendants. There are
thousands of women who could l)e equipped to become nurses aides.
We can solve the prol)lems of middle income America and give them
better medical attention if we can take thousands of these. vomen and
train them. This is a program of great emergency and I really implore
this committee to work as tenaciously as you are at what I consider
absolutely must legislation.

The .I agree with you. Let me tell time kind of thing we
(10 n|ot w\anlt to (10. We (o not Alt to (to the ty)e of thing I am going
to relate to you. 'When President Nixon was running for office, he said
he wanted to have black America have a piece of the action. I am well
aware of a case right here in Washington, ).C., of a very tine Negro
woman vho with her husband is trying to run a small blisines's. "Ihey
are trying to get someone to work foMr them. She really feels she cannot
afford to pay more than $2 an hour. So, she tried to prevail upon some-
one to go to work for her at, $2 an hour. They find some Negro mother
and offer her the job. T'he mother is ready to take the job but she calls
her social worker who says (1 not takeo te job, you can make more

money on welfare.

h'le cost of workfare does not. bother me in that particular instance.
In that one case I would be willing to pay the welfare money, and
let her receive the wages too, but I think we would be in better shape
if we had been able to provide the cash for the children and providee
all the opportunities for employment to the mother. This is not de-
grading work; it's in an air-conditioned establishment with pleasant
surroundings. I would think it would be better to pay the woman,
to subsidize" the wage rather than to leave this other pemon working
with her husband in their establishment trying to get ahead, unable
to get help, working 18 hours a day because kthey cannot get help,
with the welfare buying them away from an industrious couple trying
to make their small business go. You agree with me, I can tell by tile
110d of your head, that there is a frustrating experience, where sonie-
one is trying to run a small business and cannot get people to work
for them'because the welfare is outbidding for them.

Senator P.R:cy. I would like to see us be as tough as we can be
on the work requirements for welfare recipients and I was condemned
as being hardhearted when I came out for it. I do not think it. is being
hardhearted. In the end it is compassionate to give people. a chance to
stand on their feet and to give them dignity
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I would like to be as tough as we call in requiring work ut you
cannot require it if you do not have the physical facilities to take care
(if those children.

The CIiAlu 1,\,. Thank you very much.
Senator IPmEY. Thank y ou, Mr. Chairman.
(Senator lPerey's prepared statement follows:)

TESTIMONY OF lION. (IAR.ES II. ]PERCY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM TIlt. STATE OF

ILLINOIS

DAY CARE FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION AMENDMENT

Mr. Chairman, other members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity
to-appear before you this morning in order to testify on behalf of the l)ay ('are
Facilities Construction Antendurent to 11.11. 16311.

The Family Assistance Plan is designed to move aid recipients from delend-
enuy to stable epllOyelnlt at a living wage. The 'lan accoilplsl s tils objec-
tive, in part, by requiring the heads of all houseliolds receiving assistance to
register for training, vocational rehabilitation, or employment. This provision
applies to feniale-headed families without at least one child under the age of
six. The provision does not apply to such families with at least oe Child litlow
this age. although these women will be encouraged to register voluntarily.

Obviously, if these women are to be required to register or art to be en.omr.
aged to do so voluntarily, sone provision nmust be iiade for thle (a re of their
children. This follows front the simple proposition that a volnai (annot heI,
expected to leave her child unattended at homie or to wander in the streets while
she is trained and begins to work.

Thus, if the intent of the work provision of the bill is to bv fulfilled. the bill
must provide for adequate (lay care facilities. This Is confirmed by tile experi-
elnce gained during the operation of the experimental Work Incentive or WIN
Program. For example, during November, 1969, a total of 1700 mothers or other
caretakers, 31% of those contacted, could not bKe referred for enrollent in tie
WIN Program for the sole reason that adequate child care arrangements were
not available.

11.R. 16311 recognizes this problem and, In fact, the bill provides persons
eligible for child care with five basic options. If they have income, they may
make their own arrangements and exclude the costs of child care from their re-
ported Income. Or, they may arrange to have the chill cared for li their own
home or in the home of a friend or relative and have the Federal Government
pay for the cost. Or, they may have the child cared for in a family day care
home which would have a small group of children cared for in someone's hone.
Or, they may have their child cared for in a group day care center. Or, finally,
they nay, through a vendor payment system, choose among available daiy care
programs, or in some cases, organize their own programs.

Although the government. will establish reasonable standards as to the manner
in which Federal funds call be used for each of the options I have mentioned,
these standards will mandate enriched day care, including educational activities,
health and social services, only for the last three options. The expectation is,
therefore, that a large number of parents will initially select the first two op-
tions, but will switch to one of the last three when they understand that to do
so will offer their children a greater number of advantages.

Olven these facts, it would appear that some provision must be made for the
care of a large number of children. While the exact number of children Is unclear,
testimony received by this committee, Indicates that approximately 500,000 moth-
ers with children who range in age from 6 to 17 will be required to register for
work and that approximately 800,000 mothers with at least one child under 6
will be encouraged to register. Based upon an average of 2.5 to 3 children per
mother, we might expect as eligible for day care anywhere from 1,250,000 to
1,5W0,000 children of mothers required to register plus some percentage of the
children of mothers with at least one child under six who voluntarily register
to be eligible for (lay care.

If these estimates are fairly accurate, given time Intent to encourage the use of
developmental day care to be provided, in Imart, by group day care centers, some
provision must be made to provide facilities for these children. The bill, as re-
vised, recognizes this and empowers the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
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fare to make grants to or contracts with any public or non-profit private agency
or organization to pay part or all the costs of providing child care facilities.
These grants or contracts are to be utilized to acquire, alter, remodel, or renovate
existing facilities, or when it is not feasible to use or to adapt existing facilities,
to construct facilities for (lay care.

There are a number of features of the section of the bill authorizing construe-
tion which disturb me.

First, the bill provides thlat before new facilities are to be constructed,
tile Secretary must determine that it is not feasible to use or adapt existing
farlllties for use as child care center.,: .However, the bill does not in any
way alter or relax local code requirements governing day care facilitle.. It
hIes been my experience that there are many existing structurally som(d,
dry, and well-ventilated and lighted facilities, such as tlio;e possessed by
churchles. and Sunday schools which are suitable for use as child care centers,
but which cannot be so used because of excessively stringent local codes. Since
the lill doe.s not provide for changes in these local codes, I believe the See-
retary will find that the cost of remodeling these existing facilities to col-
form vith what are, in some cases, unreasonable codes, will be prohibitive.
Allow me to cite but one example from my own state of Illinois. Five years
ago, leverend Pierce of the Chicago Temple-First Methodist Church In Clii-
cago influenced his board of trustees to spend approximately $50,000 to build a
day care center on the fourth floor of the church building. This beautiful
facility which could have provided care for at least 25 children of mothers
who worked it downtown Chicago, was denied a license because the ten square
feet per child of outdoor play space required by the local code was not
available.

As this example indicates, if the bill is not amended, the Secretary will
be required to construct new facilities, which will also be excessively costly
due to the need to conform to these same code requirements, while perfectly
safe existing facilities remain unused. I, of course, believe that we must safe-
guard the lives and the health of our children, but I do not believe that
ll this. instance our desire to do so necessitates the excess ve expenditures
required to comply wtIlh local code requirements which are, in some instances,
almost ludicrous.

The ('hairmnan of this committee, the distinguished Senator from ILoulislana,
Mr. Long, has offered a bill, S. 4101, which aims at remedying the prob-
lent caused by these local (-odes and I particularly commend that portion of
hIl- bill to the committee.

Second, assuming that some construction will be necessary, the bill does not
secify the amount of funds that are to be made available for construction.
However, we may estimate, front the figures available, that construction funds
will be limited. Before tile bill was revised to include authorization for con-
struction, the cost of (lay care including personnel, training, and research
was estilate4l to be 386 million for the first year of operation. This esti-
mate was not changed after the bill was revised to authorize construction.
Given time Administration estimate that 450,000 children would receive child
(-are in the first year of operation at a per capita cost of 800 for a total
cost of ,60 million, the amount remaining for construction will be very small

lde(d.
My amendment is designed to remedy this defect. The anlendlnent would

specifically authorize the expenditure for construction of $45 million for the
first 3ear, $49.5 million for the second, $54.45 million for tile third, and $59.895
for the fourth. Tile figure of $45 million would build 500 lay care centers at
tile average cost of $90,000 per facility. The increased figures for following years
reflect a 10% inflation and construction cost escalator for each Nubsequent year
which i.- based o past experience. li view of the fact that It costs approxi-
mutely $90,000 to buihl one facility for 40-40 children, this is a modest au-
thorization for a construction program. However, because of our economic con-
dillon and the already great projected cost of family assistance, I think tile
authorization is helpful without being excessive.

These funds would be available to finance 75% of tile construction costs. I
believe that this level of federal support Is sufficient to provide an Incentive
for local efforts to construct child care facilities. I believe deeply in the prill-
ciple of local commitment to safeguard the integrity of federal expenditures.

A third reason for my concern about tile construction provision of the bill
involves tihe absence of specific guidelines for the expenditure of construction
funds. Thus, the bill lacks guidelines to ensure the equitable distribution of funds
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to states and localities and the bill falls to establish criteria for evaluating re-
quests for funds. My amendment is therefore also designed to remedy these
defects.

The amendment establishes a formula for the allocation of funds to each state.
Basically, for tihe first year of operatlox, a transitional period, tlie amendment
would distribute funds to each state on time basis of the ratio that the number of
children under 7 in the state receiving AVDC bears to the total number of chi-
dren under 7 it the entire country receiving AFi)C. After the flr.t year, the ratio
would be determined upon the basis of the number of children under 7 receiving
family assistance. The number of children under 7 was cio. en because local
code requirements are most stringent for day care facilities for children of this
age and under and thus it is most likely that more new facilities will liv com-
structed for children of this age than for any other. Since some of the less jlam-
lated states might not receive enough money to build even one center mder this
formula, the amendment contains a provision stating that no state shall receive
less than $100,000,

The amendment further specifies the criteria which the Secretary is to apply in
determining which grant application to fund so as to ensure the expeliiture of
funds in the areas of greatest need. These criteria include a conisideration (of:

1. the number of low income working mothers, of mothers egaged in joh train-
lug and of mothers receiving welfare in time area in which a pirojcit is to I
located;

2. the availability within the area of opportunities for mothers to secure cum-
ployment or to participate iii job training programs;

3. the increase, if any, required in the number or capacity of day care facili-
ties in the area to mieet the need for (lay care of tihe mothers in the area who
are employed or it training programs or who could be employed oir placed il
training programs;

4. the extent to which there are buildings available in the area that could le
remodeled for day care centers.

In sum, my amendment would completely revise the construction provision of
the bill. It would establish specific authorizations for construction funds for
four yemdrs. It would establish a formula to ensure equitable distribution of these
funds to the various states on the basis of the greatest need. Finally it would
establish specific criteria to be used by the Secretary in deciding which projects
to fund.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that time day care provision of 11.11. 16311 is important.
It is important because child care is essential if female-headed families are to
be assisted in au attempt to end their dependence upon family assistance. It is
also important because enriched or developmental child care provides a means
of helping to "break the cycle of poverty." Without it, the objectives of time bill
could fail. Thus, I hope that the committee will give this provision its most
careful consideration and attention.

The CIAMnxr1Ax. Our next witness will be Mr. Leslie Ovre, execu-
tive director of the Public Welfare Board of North Dakota.
STATEMENT OF LESLIE 0. OVRE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PUBLIC

WELFARE BOARD OF NORTH DAKOTA

EFFE(CT OF FAP ON NORTI DAKOTA

Mr. Ov. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Leslie
O're, executive director of the public welfare program in North
Dakota. I have been working in public wdlfare for more than 36
years.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before your coln-
mittee today on H.11. 16311 the Family Assistance Act of 1970. It
is not my purpose to specifically sul)port or oppose the passage of
II.R. 16311 as it was originally, as it has been amended or as it will
be further amended, nor am I able to discuss its effects on any State
other than North Dakota. My remarks will be confined to some of



1586

the provisions of the bill which will have a direct effect on tile State
I represent.

A politicall code was adopted by Dakota territory ill 1877, 12 years
before statehood, which contained a section l)o1Viding for support
of the poor. Following the enactment of the Social Security Act, a
little more than 35 years ago, our )resent, public welfare programm
(almic into existence. '[he ability to work and the availability of work
have always been factors of eligibility for public aid in North Dakota.
We have always been concerneId with equity and uniformity of treat-
ment of those in need.

For more than 20 years, North Dakota has officially and unoffi-
cially recommend to the Federal Oovernment that all needy families
he treated equitably, that consideration be given to the uneul)lOyed
and the nnderelnploye(l. We have not been able to provide the needed
financial aid for those families but we have )rovided direct services
and referrals as our resources permitted. We have kept. many fam-
ilies together by providing high quality preventive and rehabilita-
time services. O program has not perpetuated poverty or encour-
aged (leeldency. For many years the average length ot stay on the
AFI)C program was 2.7 years. This is, of course, now increasing be-
cause of the recent change in Federal law.

We certainly endorse. tile concept of providing needed aid, money
and services to the working poor. These families have too long been
neylected,

It may) be necessary in some States to develop a system of paying
people to go to work. This has not been true in North I)akota, and'it is
not true. at, tile present time. For more than 30 years employment in
North )akota has been the major alternative to tile receil)t of AFI)C
by needy families. Appropriate education and training have been made
available, if appropriate, and have been provided by the public welfare
program as well as by the North )akota State Einployment Service,
and in some instances by the Vocational Rehabilitation Administra-
tion. "M-any eligible AFDC mothers have asked for help in securing em-
l)loymeimt instead of receiving AFDC.

We were somewhat handicapped for years by the restrictive policy in
the \AFDC program prohibiting any earning exemp!)tion . For approxi-
mately 2.5 years North Dakota has; with State and county funds, as-
siste(l the.4e families-the unemployed and the un(leremployed-
with needed medical care and services, even though they were not re-
eipients of AFDC. North 1)akota has consistently ranked in the top
third so far as the amount of AD I)C payment is concerned, and has
consistently ranked in the. bottom third so far as the percentage of
children rece iing AFDC. T[his has been (ile primarily to the coi-
prehensive services provided through our J)rogram and the stress on
eml)loyment when that was practical and available. The average length
of stay on our AFI)C program has been consistently low. In the past
we have been able to assist many families to move from the AFDI)C
role. into private employment.

Durin.(Z the )ast few years we vere able to exempt $20 of the total
net earnings as employment expense, and the balance of the earnings
was deducted from tme Ibudgeted need. Tie amen(hnelt regarding ex-
empt Parninlrs, which took effect Jiuly 1. 199, has increased our case-
load. WVe are now required to exempt the first $30 of earnings plus
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one-third of the balance. This has had the effect of inviting AFI)C
brothers to clear through the AFI )( )ogram1 before going to work
rn(l, ill most instances, has not malde it possible for us to close the
A FI)(C case. As a result we have an increasilg AFDC caseload.

Before the requirement that we exeml)t a consideral)le part of the
earnings we were aible to place many AFI)' mothers in employment
and terminate assistance. We now close very few cases because of
earned income. The family assistance program requires that the first
S6 )lus 50 percent of the'lblan ce of net earned income I)e exempted.
1nt(der this proposedd arrangement we will close very few cases as a
result. of earnings. The idea of )aying an individual to go to work
had never really occurred to its in North )akota. We have perhaps
a different work ethic in North Dakota than obtains in many other
j)arts of our count r'y.

The FAP provides that the first $60 of earned income slall be
exempt, plus 50 percent of the balance of earned income. l'iis ammnt
provides more than an incentive for goina to work, in North l)akota,
at least. It. provides an oultright bonus. WYe strongly recommend that
there l)e a reasonable maximum oil the earned income exeml)tion. We
streiniously object to the provisionn that the earned income be used to
reduce the family assistance payment to a greater extent than to reduce
the supplementary payments. We will, of course, strongly recommend
that the earned income be first used to reduce the Sul)pllemletary assist-
ance payments and then applied to tie family assistance payment.

The crediting of uinearned income is not too well spelled out ill I.R.
16311. We have some misgivings in this area, bIut since we do not know
exactly what the bill l)rovides, we. cannot intelligentliv comment on it.

In tie area of services, North Dakota for :0 years has recognized the
value of comprehensive services of the highest quality. During tile
past 10 years )articularly, North )akota has develol)el an enviable
social service program. This has saved considerable money, both for
lhe State and for the, Federal Government. More important. our coin-

l)rehellsive, preventive, protective, and rehabilitative services have
made life more worth while for many individuals and families.

We highly endorse the provisions of the bill which provide for ac-
countability: in the area of social services. We have strengthened, and
are. continiincr to strengthen, our ability to measure the etectiveness
of social services and become more accountable in this area. Measur-
ing the effectiveness of social services requires more than siml)le
monitoring.

At the present time society has an open end obligation to provide
needed services. We believe ihat the recommendation found on page
472 of the President's budget will )revent North )akota from accom-
P)lishing what H.R. 16311 intends. During the past, 30 years we have
found in North Dakota that opportunity for emjloynment is sufficient
for many individuals. We have also found that opimotunity alone is
not sufficient for many individuals, but that a mixture of ol) )ortunlity
and services are needed. Carefully structured and controlled services
are needed to have the desired effect.

We have found that in order to engage successfully, in employment
the 1)erson must be both l)hysically able, and psychologically able, to
work. Physical rehabilitation is fr-equently more easily aecompllished
than psychologicall rehabilitation. It, is also more dramatic and can be
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more easily measured. Complete rehabilitation to be effective imist
include a); expanded social service program.

In tile area of employment it, is becoming more difficult for mothers
of young children to find suitable employment. This situation has
tended to increase our AFI)C caseload. So long as mothers who have
I skill cannot find employment, and must apply for AFI)C, it will be
difficult to rc(iuce our AII)C caseload by providing training for other
mothers. It appeals that there are sil'ply not enough jobs available.

It, is extremely difficult to determine North Dakota's fiscal responsi-
bility un(er the current Family Assistance Act and other bills pending
in Congress. Various figures and estimates are available. We are aware
of section .501, "Saving Provision", of 11I.R. 16311. The wide publicity
given the Family Assistance Act and its generous .. ork incentive pro-
visions will induce many families currently ineligible for AFDC to
take advantage of the provisions of II.R. 16:11. 'rhe statutory minimum
of $110 per month for adults will make more adults eligible for aid.
Limitations proposedd in the medicaid l)rograin will affect the number
of, and amount of, payments to the aged, )lind, and disabledd.

I-.R. 16311 appears to i)rovide a penalty for the high pay States
and financial relief for te low pay States.

Since North Dakota ranks low-38-in average per capita income,
we object to the single matching formula in the supplementary pay-
ments provisions of 11.11. 16311. Low per capita income. States who
are also lowiv payStates perhal)s have no objection.

If tihe family assistance program is enacted without further amend-
ments, the additnoal cost to the State of North )akota per year will
conservatively amount to $1,700,000 of State money. This will mean
a 20-percent increase in our current. expenditures of State funds. This
includes $365,000 sul)pleientary payments, $300,000 ABD, $900,000
additionall medical assistance costs, and $135,000 work training costs.

Other bills and proposals now being considered would increase our
costs of providing preventive, protective, and rehabilitative services
by approximately $540,000, and State financial participation in bonus
food stamps will cost the State approximately $360,000, or an addi-
tionRl $900,000 per year. The State cost would, therefore, be increased
at, least, $2,600,000.

'Ihe required coordination in the process of administering tIme family
assistance program will be time consuming. There will be Federl
involvement by the Department of Health, Education, and 1 Welfare,
the Departiment of Labor, and the departmentt of Agriculture. In
North Dakota we will also get, involved with the Department of In-
terior, the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Also involved will be 50 sovereign
States and other jurisdictions.

Assistance payments may be made through time family assistance
plan and supl)lementary l)ayments by the States. Tie State may elect
to have the Federal Government ineide the supplementary payment
in the family assistance payment. It may then be necessary for us to
make appropriate audits of the Federal Government.

Tie State will be responsible for providing appropriate services to
move the family from dependency to nondependency. This will be
difficult under tbe complete separation of assistance payments from
social services, especially so with two levels of government involved.

In North Dakota we are structured and staffed to administer the
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family assistance program but the administrative matclhing provision
does not encourage us. It, seems unfair that tile Federal Government
is more willing to administer the family assistance program ill North
l)akota, by creating duplicate facilities than to contract with the State
to do the jobs at less cost to the Federal government.

That completes my testimony, Mr. chairman, muemel)rs of tile
committee.

Senator8111 AxRsoN. (now 1 )esi(ling). Quest ions?
Senator I lI\Ms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We al)preciate your testimony. I am just wondering about the state-

inent about the length of stay on welfare and the number of cases in-
creasing, and the results you testiied to of increasing the earnings ex-
emption. I wonder if you might, go into that. You say the average stay
in welfare has beeit 2.7 years il the past.

Mr. Ovim. That is ihe average length of stay on AFI), Senator
I Iarris.

Senator I lmus. That is getting longer
Mr. OvRK. Yes; it, is.
Senator I l.\Iis. )o yOU have aliy idea how much longer?
,Mr. Ovi This provision of the bill of our program, inl exempting

the first $30 or a third of the balance of earned income came into effect
July 1, 1969. Prior to that time we were better able to manage time
closings of our AFD1)C families based on earnings. For example, the
average AFDC payment, to a mother with three children in North
)akota was l)robably around $300 a month. Formerly if she secured

employment at about. $400 a month, we were able to close her case when
site became self-snpporting. Site was happy and so were we.

Since July 1 1069, ste must, earn about $630 a month before site
becomes ineligible for AFI)C, and the wages in North Dakota are
not large enough not high enough to provide many mothers with
earnings .of more than $400 or $500 a month.

As a result, we have an increased caseload.
Senator HAus. I-low much welfare would she be entitled to if she

were earning that much money?
Mr. ORE. If she went, to work and found a job at $400 a month right.

now, site would be eligible for about $115 a month for AFI)C to sup-
plemelt that.

Senator IARms. While 1he length of stay on welfare has lengthened
and tile number of cases has increased, have AFDC payments
decreased ?

Mr. OvEm. Somewhat. With the day care expense it has increased.
Senator HAmmms. Sir.
Mr. Ovm:. The total cost, has increased including day care costs.
Senator HILms. Is that because of the (lay care?
Mr. Ovam:. Yes.
Senator I-Imus. Do you think that the increased number of cases

and the lengthened time on receiving A FDC has anything to do with
the fact. that unemployment has gone up generally in tile country dur-
ing the past year?

Mr. 0vlE. It has-yes; it has now. It is more difficult for the AFI)C
mother to find employment now than it used to be, even with our help
as well as with thetelip of the employment service.



1590

Senator If.%mius. You have a rather good payment in relation toother States, as I understand it from your testimony. There has a!-
ways been the common that people move from one State to another in
order to get. welfare. '1'liat larticularly, of course, becomes a question
now with the residency requirements a,'-viig been relaxed. 1)o you have
any information as to how long the average applicant, for AFDC in
North Dakota has lived in the State prior to applying or what percent-
age of the applicants for AFI)C have lived in thme State I year or less
at the time of alpl)lication ?

Mr. Ovtw. In North Dakota we are constantly losing populationn
each year. This residence-the change in the resi(lence requirements,
the abolition of the 1-year residence requirement we formerly had, has
not affected our AFDC caseload at all as far as I know. lWe may have
lost. mor than we gained. There are families who have left'North
Dakota and am now transferred to another State. I think overall we
have lost more than we have gained, Senator.

Senator lIm1mus. rank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much.
Senator ANDERSO.N. Senator Jordan ?
Senator Jom,,. Just one question. You say that this bill appears

to provide a penalty for the high-pay States and financial ilief foi
the low-pay States: I understand that North Dakota is a high-pay
State.

Mr. Ovil. Yes, sir.
Senator JORDAN. Would you recommend that this committee give

some consideration to introducing a. factor that would take into ac-
count. the degree of effort-

Mr. Ovl. Yes, sir, Senator; I certainly would.
Senator JORDAN, (continuing). That a State 1)erformns in meeting

its obligation here?
Mr. O vml. Yes, sir; I certainly would.
Senator JORDAN. Thank you. that is all I have.
Senator ANDERSON. Thank you.
Mr. William Dimmick is our next witness.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. DIMMICK, PRESIDENT OF THE
HEALTH AND WELFARE PLANNING COUNCIL OF MEMPHIS-
SHELBY COUNTY, TENN.; ACCOMPANIf;D BY PAUL SCHWARTZ,
DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF SOCIAL WELFARE, MEMPHIS STATE
UNIVERSITY; AND MOSE PLEASURE, JR., ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR OF THE HEALTH AND WELFARE PLANNING COUNCIL

M12"r. DIMMICK. Ilonorable members of the Senate Committee on
Finance, I am William A. Dimmick, president of the Health and Wel-
fare Planning Council of Memphis-Shelby County, Tenn. With me
are Paul Schwartz, director Division of "Social Welfare, Memphis
State University and Mose Pleasure, Jr., associate executive director
of the health and welfare planning council. Mr. Schwartz is on my
left., Mr. Pleasure is on my right.

A brief historical statement is in order to place this testimony in
proper perspective. A welfare subcommittee of the plannini council's
division of community development began work on an alternative
to the present welfare system in response to President Nixon's an-
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nounced intention to introduce welfare reform legislation. Subsequent
study and debate included all segments of tile population of Memphis
adolted the results of this study anti debate as the Councils otticial
and Shelby County. The planning council's board of directors adopted

the results of this study and debate as the comcil's ollicial position on
welfare reform. This oflcial position is hound under the title "Con-
cel)ts for 1)ignity", copies of which we are l)leased to leave for the
further consideration of the committee.* "Concepts for Dignity" goes
into great detail in pointing out 40 points which we consider basic to
welfare reform.

The Health and Welfare Planning Council was then encouraged by
Shelby United Neighbors, our local United Fund, to seek a statewide,
base for study all( ddebate. At. the request of the United Funds anld
Community Councils of the four nmjor urban areas in Tennessee,
Brigadier "Luther A. Smith, president of the Tl'emessee Conference
on Social Welfare, commissioned Paul Schwartz of 'Memphis State
University to prepare. a statement for study which was mailed to
over 6,000 health and welfare professionals' and volunteers. At its
annual meeting in Nashville the C"SW voted to appoint, a repre-
sentative to join The Health and Welfare Planning Council of
Memphis in testimony before this committee. Mr. Schwartz is that
appointee. I take pride in pointing out, therefore, that in addition
to the kind invitation of the Senate Committee on Finance, our testi-
mony here today is the result of the hard work and warm support of
a significant cross section of tile people of tle State of Tennessee.

We take great pride in the fact that, through tie efforts of Mr.
Cliff Tuck, director of Coordination for Shelby County, our welfare
positions received warm recognition and consideration by the Na-
tional Association of Counties. A number of position points in our
presentation were incorporated in the NACO welfare positions. I n this
way the efforts of Tennesseans have gone quite beyond our borders.

WVe are present, also, because it is a privilege and a. duty to lend
assistance, as small as it may be, to you who shoulder the ultimate
responsibility for reforming the presently inadequate system of pub-
lie welfare. "We share with you this moment, of tremendous oppor-
tunity and challenge in our Ration's history. 1W"e share with you this
moment during which our glorious national dream can begii4 to he-
come reality indeed for more of our people. We stand with you at
the threshold of a new American era--an era ushered in by the
establishment of a minimum income floor guaranteed as a right to
those for whom our ol)portunity structure does not, function properly.

This revolutionary new concept has the potential for becoming the
basis of genuine reform in public welfare. We salute our adminis-
trative and congressional leaders, past, and sentnt, whose commit.
ment to social justice and human welfare has brought us to this day
of great )romise. Our presence here is based on the real hope that the
family assistance plan will produce the welfare reform which we all
seek. We applaud this body for leading the Nation to the realization
that public welfare is a national issue. As partners with our esteeme(
administrative and congressional leaders we come to present recoin-
mendations which we hope will assist in achieving our common goal.
The basic premise upon which our position is built is that welIfare

*See p. 1595.
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reform is needed to help people get off the welfare merry-go-round.
'There is a brief paragraph not included in the text before you which
I would like to add to our text,.

The paragraph is this.
h'lie reason for welfare reform in the first. place is that we must

now make it operate to get people out of poverty rather than per-
petuate the cycle of poverty. In order to achieve this reform, we must
guarantee two basic things.' First, a basic minimum income floor guar-
anteed as a right to those in need, and second, a comprehensive array
of social services to serve as bridges out of poverty.

While the two basic guarantees tre inseparable in our judgment,
we tend to stress bridges out of poverty as a very essential element.

This is the end of the paragraph and I will be glad to provide the
reporter with a copy of it.
I would like now to address ourselves, then, to the adequate in-

come floor. B.y adequate income floor we mean a level at or above some
reasonably established mark of basic impoverishment. Our recom-
mendations, which we view as basic to the achievement of an ade-
quate income floor, a re:

1. That, the minimum income floor should be set at $3,600 for a
family of four. This basic level can be flanked by two subsequent
measures which tend to progressively reduce the overall cost of huan-
cial assistance.

2. The national food stamp program should be eliminated and sup-
porting appropriations rea .ocated to provide for the high-income
floor. Food stamps might be used for individual emergency situations
instead of an ongoiti solution to impoverishment.

3. Congress and State legislative bodies should raise the minimum
wage to *1.75 per hour in order to place approximately 10 million
jobiolders above the threshold of impoverishment.

4. Both the basic income floor for welfare recipients and the mini-
mum wage rate should be adjusted annually based on any significant.
increase in the consumer index.

5. The working poor without, children should be covered (with the
understanding that jobs covered by the minimum wage law is the
best solution to this particular poverty problem). Single adults who
work or are unemployed should also be Included.
6. Old-age assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the disabled legis.

lation should provide the same eligibility requirements as social se-
curity, with a minimum floor of $200 per moith for a single person
(over 6'2 years for aged; any age person for blind or disa bled), and
$350 per month for a married couple.

7. Benefits for the aged, blind and disabled should have an auto-
matic cost-of-living increase based on the consumer index as suggested
for welfare recipients.

Now, to address ourselves to bridges out, of poverty. The success or
failure of an adequate income floor, in achievi the goal of the
elimination of poverty, will depend on the strengt, and effectiveness
of the bridges out of poverty built into the welfare program. A com-
)rhensive array of social services must. be )rovded for all recipients

who ineed them if this goal is to be accomplished. Only adequate, effec-
tive and forthright, services, of broad scope, can l)roduce the orderly
translation of the status of poverty into tIme status of productivity.
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We strongly urge the creation of these bridges out of poverty as an
integral l)art of, and not divorced from, the welfare package.

1. Of highest priority, in this regard, will be the availability of free
day care services for working mothers. )ay care should be expanded,
provided on a 24-hour basis, and enriched by the incorporation of
Headstart concepts. Organized groups, religious, and otherwise, could
make giant steps toward providing these services if the proper incei-
tives were offered.

2. If mandatory job and training requirements aie retained in thle
family assistance plan the pmblic sector, including private public
contractors, should be made "em)loyers of last resort," with training
and salary sul)ort financed from Federal funds.

3. To assist in controlling the population explosion, additional fi-
nancial incentives should be provided for recipients who voluntarily
decide not to have more than one child )er )arent (perhaps $250 addi-
tional per year; a family of four would receive tile minimum floor of
$3,600 plus $250, or $3%,850 per year). This provision should be included
only if through income tax reform an equal tax credit were made
available in the same manner to nonrecipients.

4. Of crucial importance to building and maintaining bridges out of
l)overty is the participation of local citizens, especially the recipients
themselves, at, all levels of l)lahning and administration of the wel fare
program. This item cannot, and must not, be given short, shrift.

5. The family assistance plan should have a scheduled phasing out of
State funds until there is a complete Federal takeover of the cost of
welfare in 10 years.

Such a plain will redeeim the Amerioan dream for many who can have
little or no hope wtihouit, it. Such a plan will give those of us who
are more fortunate even more reasons to be l)roud that we are
Americans.

We have with purpose in regard for your time made a brief state-
mnent. We thank you for your t-ime with us, your efforts inl behalf of
all the people of our land and the world, and we respect.fully request,
your further consideration of the "concepts for dignity." \Ve offer
ourselves for any service to which you may call us.

Thank you.
Senator ANDERSO,. Any questions?
Senator JORDAN. No questions, thank you.
Senator ANDERSON. Senator Harris?
Senator I-humus. Father Dimmick and Mr. Schwartz and Mr.

Pleasure, I am immensely iml)ressed with your statement, but, more
than tlat, with how it, was prepared. Is there anything like this going
on anywhere else in the country, where there has been some attempt.
to get. the local people together to concentrate on coming up with
some idea s omi wel fare?

Mr. PmAsuRE. We do not know anything like it.
Senator Ilnmus. It is the first, I have heard of it..
Mr. ScUwVA\TZ. I understand something like this took place in Cali-

fornia but whether that was only limited to Government functionaries
or the broad citizen )hase I do not know.

Senator II,%,us. I wish that same sort of process could go on-all
over the country. As you know, having just, been in the process of
develol)ing these recommendatiolis-and it. goes without saying that

44-527-70--pt. 3-21
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I think they are right on target; I think what is said, Father Diminick,
about. a iniimum income floor guaranteed as a right are very impor-
tant. words; I think what you say about the level of income an'd recom-
mending, instead of food stamps, except ill emergency situations,
raising the level, is good; Senator McGovern was lere yesterday before
this committee and said he would be quite happy with that kind of
suggestion.

I am very pleased with what you say with regard to l)articipation
of local citizens in the program and witl your recommendations about
federalization of the welfare system so fhat it will be taken over as
a Federal program. I think that must be done for a lot of reasons.

There are so many myths about welfare. You and I know we would
not like to, as they say, "be on relief," but, somehow people assume
that poor people do or that they just do not have the ambition that
the rest of us have.

How can wve dispel a lot of these myths about welfare, do you
think? Is there a better way than what we have done?Mr. D)IM.rcu. Maybe my, colleagues would like to-

Senator ILARnTIs. Mr. Pleasure, do you have any ideas?
Mr. PE.%surm. The process that wie took this through over a full year

and a half-this was not done overnight--the process we took this
through, we think, is a valid process and when the well motivated
volunteers that you can find in any community are given an oppor-
tunity to take part, in this, they may begin by being turned over, but
they are exposed to something that become. an educational process
for them. The community becomes educated. This kind of education
process

Afr. ScHnAVirz. This includes welfare recipients.
Mrt'. PLEASURp. The M emhis Welfare Rights Organization was

right in the middle of this. Sometimes it becomes abrasive but it was
goo( experience for everybody and out of it came what you heard.
This is theirs. This is no professional job. This is the result of the
process we took this thing through. It is a. beautiful thing. It is time
consuming, it, can be frustrating, but it is fundamental to how a
democracy works.

Senator hInmis. From the standpoint, of those who are not them-
selves recipients of welfare assistance, did you find in this Iroces's .some
of them changed some of their ideas about welfare?

Mr. PLEASURE. Absolutely; yes, sir.
Mr. J)UI [cK. We were itterly amazed, we should say, maybe utter-

ly is too strong a word to use, but when our "Concepts for dignity",
when we were working this out and finally had the paper ready to
present, there was no major opposition to its adoption. There were
some questions and I would say minor modifications on )art of the
wording of it but because the people involved had been ti rough the
process of thinking about these, I think, therefore, they were ready-
well, these were their ideas, shall we say-they were not'ready to accept
somebody else's ideas but they had grow ,n along with these.

Mr. ScllWAlrZ. May I say this essentially was how we attacked the
stereotype- of happy (lependents on welfare, the person who would
rather sit there than get out..

I think there are two points I would like to add to what was said.
One is I am under the impression-I may not be accurate-that a
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services package attached to this bill involves development of service
areas programs i various States in order to create various service
packaging including adoptions and family counseling and so on. If
the process whereby these service a(ea r were develo)e(I went
through a similar ind of process, I think we could literally involve.
hundreds of thousands of citizens from various walks of life in the
process of getting acquainted and undergoing the various attitudes
changes referred to.

The second point, the effect of an adequate welfare program sur-
rounded by work opportunities and'work incentives and surrounded
by adequate services would produce a. situation in which thousands of
people would be leaving welfare for the l)roductive area and that
would be the best public relations for all of us in the world an(l the
best interpretation.

I think everyone is touched sitting here and hearing a Senator tell
about when lie was on relief and touched by the fact that, he is now a
Senator. A program of moving peol)le out (of welfare is the. best thing
we can ever achieve and I think we join all America in this thing.

Senator ILrnus. I agree with that. Tihe thing that struck me some
years ago in talking about welfare is that., though they do not realize
it, people receiving welfare assistance and those who are taxl)ayers
are saying the same thing about welfare. They (o not hear each other
say it. but they both say it is a failure, that it'traps people in poveiy,
that it perpetuates dependence. If ve could somehow listen to each
other, we would find out we are on the sane side. More people now
realize that welfare as it. now exists is not working.

Mr. ScHn ,rrz. The opportunity for this process, however, exists in
so many segments of this bill. The creation of (lay care facilities on
local level has to be sUpl)orted by boards and groups of citizens. And
it is this kind of involvement, I think, that would parallel this and
really produce a changing view and I would feel, we all would agree,
havin'ig lived through this year and a half, that involvement is the
best way.

Senator IL x ns. I appreciate that very much, Mr. Schwartz and
Father Dimmick and Mr. Pleasure. You lave helped not only with
your testimony but with the idea of how it came up.

Senator ANDERSOx. It has been a fine statement. Thank you very
much.

Mr. Di.iMtMcK. Thank you very much. W1e are indeed grateful to you.
(Thme document referred to previously "Concepts for Dignity,"

follows:)
CONCEPTS FOR DIoNITy

RECOMMENDATIONS OF TIHE HEALTH AND WELFARE PLANNING COUNCIL OF MEM1hIlS
AND 8IJELBY COUNTY, TENN. FOR REFORMING TIlE U.S. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SYSTEM

We, the people of the United States, In order to form a more perfect
Union, establish Justice, Insure domestic tranquility, provide for the
common defense, promote the general welfare, nd secure the blessillg
of liberty to ourselves and to our posterity, do ordain and establish
this Constitution for the United States of America.

The Preamble to our Constitution Is still the most cogent statement of goals
ever formulated for a nation. That we are in yet another cycle of ferment toward
achieving these goals is testimony to their continuing dynamism and relevance.
It is this dynamism and relevance which brings the United States to the very
loint of making the "goals of America" relevant to all Americans.
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To this end the health and Welfare Planning Council of Memphis and Shelby
County, Tennessee has sought to be and to become one of the major places
where Mid-Southerners can voluntarily formulate plans for social policies and
programs. "Concepts For Dignity" is a result of that process. A Welfare Task
Forcc, alipointed as an ad hoo sub-committee of the Community Development
Steering Committee, has been at work for more than six months on these propo-
-(als. The Board of Directors of the Health and Velfare Planning Council adopted
the forty Welfare Reform Positions as Council policy for testimony before the
Senate Finance Committee and inclusion in the record of the committee hearings.

It Is our belief that the Involvement of people at the local level, people from
all strata hnd all segnients of the population, in the process of identifying and
defining major social issues and problems and the development and initiation of
proposals and plans intended to contribute to their solution is the (nly practical
means for making the "Americen Dreani" a national reality-for making the
"goals of America" the goals for every American. The Welfare Tosk Force has
given documentation to the utility of this concept. For spurring aur faith and
inspiring further exploration and Innovation we give profound thanks to the

dedicated volunteers-The Welfare Task Force, The Community Development
Steering Committee, and tile Board of Directors--who are the otithors of "Con-
cepts for Dignity".

MIosE PLEASURE, Jr.
Associate E.ccutive Director.

community Development Stcering Comniittec

Dr. Granville Davis, Chairman
John T. Fisher
Elias Goldsmith
Miss Elizabeth Jones
Reverend James M. Lawson
Leon Lynch
Dr. Joseph ii. Riggs
Mrs. A. R. Scharff, Jr.
Clifford L. Tuck

1'clfaro Task Force

Clifford L. Tuck, Chairman
Mrs. Joseph 11. Miller
Mrs. Patricia Vander Schaaf

Staff

Mose Pleasure, Jr.

IN TRODUOTION

Much of the current debate about "Welfare" Is confusing. It is dillcult to
determine whose welfare is at stake or exactly who Is "on" welfare at any given
tile. Aiv tie recipients of "Public Welfare" the true beneficiaries of the Amer-
ican general social welfare system? Or, do the majority of Americans enjoy a
propitious general social welfare system at the expense of a minority for whom
this system does not work? Up to now the answer to these questions have de-
pended on the prejudices of the respondlents. Now that such prejudices have be-
come unconscionably costly luxuries we should lie able to "tell it like It is". Let
tile following "item" serve as Introductory to the story which must be told.

As a teenager, Roger Atkinson lived with his parents In a Public Housing
developmentt. Roger attended Public School and participated In the "reduced

price" lunch program. After graduation 1ie entered the Army. Upon discharge
Roger retained his National Service Life Insurance. lie enrolled In the State
University, working part-time to supplement his GI 11111 Stipend. Roger married
a Public Health Nurse, bought a 1ho1me with a GI Loan, and obtained an RFC
Loan to go into business.
When Roger, Jr. was born In City Hlosplital the Atkinsons lrchased a small

ranch through the Veteran's Land Program. Payments on land placed In the
Soil Bank speeded up the payoff of the mortgage. Roger's father and Mother re-
tired to the ranch In real comfort on their Social Security Checks. REA lines
supplied electricity for the ranch, the Federal Government gave assistance In
clearing the land and supplying emergency feed, the County Agent showed him
how to terrace the land, and the Federal Government built him a flsh pond.



1597

Roger, Jr. read books borrowed from the Public Library. Tie money saved
for Roger, Jr. by his parents and Grandlparents was Insured by a Federal Agency.
In Public School Roger, Jr. paid the less than cost price charged by the school
for the federally subsidized lunch program. Roger, Jr. rode the school lous, played
in municipal park, swain in the public pool, and became a member of Future
Farmers of America. Roger, Sr. owned an automobile, so lie favored State and
Federal Highway Programs. lie was one of the signers on a petition seeking Fed-
eral assistance in developing an industrial project to "help the economy of his
area", was a leader in a move to get a new Federal Building, and went to Walsh-
ingto with a group to ask the Federal Government to build a great daim costing
millions so that the area could get "cheap" electricity. lie was also a leader in a
move to get hIs specific type of business sp-,cial tax wrlte-offs amd exenmlptions.
Then one day, when he heard that it would require a larger share of taxes to
provide substitute, supportive and supplemental goods an( services for persons
who live below the poverty index, Roger Atkinson, Sr. wrote to his Congressnan :
"I protest these excessive governmental expenditures and the attendant high
taxes. I believe In rugged individualism; I think that lKople should stand on
their own feet without expecting handouts. I am oplp)sed to all socialistic trends
and I demand a return to the princilles of our Constitution and tile restoration
of States' Rights."

The picture i overdrawn and an extremely complex reality has been over-
simplified, but the point is valid: like Roger .Ltkinson, Sr., the majority of
Americans both accept and actively promote Public Assistance programs. Wel-
fare Controversy and opposition develop when "welfare" is narrowly construed
to mean the scant few Public Assistance Programs other than the Local, State
and Federal subsidies which benefit the majority and which are known by more
acceptable names.

A recent poll indicates that the citizens of the United States are increasingly
concerned about the conditions of their fellow citizens:

There Is a marked increase In concern for the plight of America's disadvan-
taged over the past four years, according to a recently released Lou Harris 1'oll.
The Harris Organization, which polled a cross section of 1,542 Americans last
May, found Amnerltmns "Increasingly conscience-stricken over the plight to the
poor, the elderly and those subject to various forms of discrimination." A similar
survey was conducted in 1905. Results of the two surveys were:

CONCERN FOR DISADVANTAGED

(In percent

1969 1965

Say they "often feel bad" over the way-
Some people in the United States still go hungry ------------------------------- 63 50
Older people have been neglected ------------------------------------------- 52 35
American Indian has been treated ------------------------------------------- 42 24
Some people in big cities still live ir. slums ----------------------------------- 37 31
Negroes have been treated -------------------------.----------------------- 35 32
Some Jews have been heated ----------------------------------------------- 21 19
Some Catholics have been treated ---------------------------------------- is 14

Harris said tile results "rather. convincingly Indicate that the nnk and file of
Americans are not without both guilt and compassion for tile condition of the
less privileged. If anything such sentiments have been on the rise." lie said that
current notions that the American public is "going sharply to time right"
is a misconception in light of his findings.

The Health and Welfare Planning Council therefore determines that all Public
Assistance Programs, under whatever name, must be structured to: 1) Assure
individual dignity, 2) Provide individual economic security, and 3) Provide
motivational inducements for Individual improvement and advancement.

In September, 1969, the Nixon Administration introduced a surprising and
bold welfare reform measure to the U.S. CongresA entitled "The Family Assistance
Plan". The measure is surprising in that it seeks to establish a national standard
for welfare and it is bold in that it Introduces the concept of a minimum level
of subsistence for Americans as national policy for the first time in American
History. A "Welfare Task Force" was appointed by the Planning Council and
authorized to study the developing welfare reform legislation and recommend a
policy position for reforming the National Welfare System.

Nationally, the characteristics of the victimized poor can be statistically
described:
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1. At the end of 1968 there were 25 million Americans below the poverty
index ($2.43 per day per person as indicated in the Heinennan Report
Recommendations).

2. Thirty-three percent of the poor are employed full-time, but earn an-
nually approximately $1,000 below the poverty index line.

3. Sixty-seven percent of the poor are white.
4. Thirty-thrae percent of the poor are black (includes Mexican-Amerlcans,

Puerto Ricans, .Indians, etc.).
5. Forty percent of the poor are children under 18 years of age.
6. Twenty percent of the poor are over 65 years of age.
Statistics cannot adequately convey the abject hopelessness of existence In pov-

erty. Poverty is best understood when fortunate Americans try to live for a week
or two on a "welfare diet" or for longer periods with other types of privation
typical of poverty existence. The tragedy of being in poverty can be strikingly
summarized in a statistical statement, however: "Seventy percent of the nonaged
heads of poor families worked for at least part of the year and most of those
who did not work were Ill, disabled, women with young children, or children."

In Memphis and Shelby County there were about 47,000 persons on some form
of Public Welfare (narrowly construed) at the end of 1969, or approximately
6% of the total County population. Memphis and Shelby County, on the other
hand, have 160,000 per.,oins living on incomes below the poverty Index line, or
approximately 25% of the total County population. Memphis and Shelby County
are second only to San Antonio, Texas as the worst metropolitan area In the
United States in poverty density.
CONCEPTS FOn DiGNITY-1EALT11 AND WELFARE PLANNING COUNCIL OF MEMPHIS

AND SIIELBY COUNTY, TENN.

WELFARE REFORM POSITIONS

(Positions not necessarily listed in order of Importance.)

1. Name of legislation should be "Life Assistance Plan," rather than "Family
Assistance Plan".

2. Since 10,000,000 jobs in the United States are paying less than $1.60
per hour (less than poverty level), State and national legislative bodies
should raise the minimum wage law to not less than $1.15 per hour and extend
law's coverage to all job classifications not presently covered.

3. Welfare should provide assistance of $3,600.00 to a family of four and con-
tinue support payments until the family has reached a total unsupported income
of $5,500.00 per year (decreasing Federal support fifty-cents for every dollar
earned to that point). Base allowance should be $1,300.00 per adult and $500.00
per child. Applicant income gained from irregular or infrequent sources should
be exempt as a criteria for eligibility.

4. Must have a yearly adjustment based on consumer index (cost of living)
increase. This increase should be figured from the previous year's 12-mo. average,
and a separate check issued for the total amount of annual Increase on Decem-
ber 1st, with percentage to be added to next year's monthly benefits.

5. Federal Government plan should require rt least ninety-percent of State
expenditures for welfare to continue as supplement to Federal guarantee floor
during first two years, but provide for eventual funding totally by Federal Gov-
ernment. Example-

Percent State
PercentState share to be

share to picked up
continue by Federal

Fstal 1971-72 .................................................................. 90 10
rca11973 (July 1972) ---------------------------............................ 80 20
Fiscal 1974 (July 1973) -------------------------------------------------- 70 30
fiscal 1975 (July , 1974) ------------------------------------------------ 60 40
Fiscal 1976 July 1, 1975) ------------------------------------------------------- 50 50
Fiscal 1977 IJuly 1, 1976) ----------------------------------------------------- 40 60
Fiscal 1978 (July 1, 1977 - ------------------------------------------------- 30 70
Fiscal 1978 (July 1, 1978 ------------------------------------------------------- 20 80
Fiscal 1980 (July 1, 1979 ------------------------------------------------------- 0 100
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0. The Federal Government will absorb State share costs as indicated in item
5 formula if the State agrees to reallocate "saved" appropriations to education
and manpower programs, especially for the poor (previous State increases in
education and manpower budgets would be averaged for last three years to In-
sure welfare dollars are not being used to take place of normal increases).

7. Working poor without children must also receive benefits, including single
adults who are working or unemployed.

8. Mothers who are also heads of families should be aware of benefits, but not
be required to work or register for training except at her own option, but
should be encouraged to attend family planning, home management, and where
needed, basic education courses established within this plan while children are
attending school.

9. Persons required to register for Jobs or job training should be placed in
positions which have opportunity for advancement and to which they are satis-
factorily motivated.

10. Minor members of families must be provided tutoring or other extra educa-
tional help where this need is identified.

11. Free day care provisions should be provided in the life assistance legisla-
tion and day care should be expanded to a 24-hour schedule and provide Head
Start educational concepts; incentives should be provided to organized religion
for providing these services. Quality educational standards should regulate all day
care facilities.

12. Monitoring policy of life assistance legislation should provide incentive to
train assistance recipients as para-professlonal monitors to provide income checks
on an optional semi-annual and mandatory annual basis.

13. Supportive service within life assistance plan, such as employment and
training, must be periodically reviewed and monitored by local and State citizen
review committees consisting of substantial recipient participation and represen-
tation from other social-welfare and manpower organizations. Citizen review
committees shall be responsible for determining suitable Job criteria.

14. Some provision Is needed to insure that students living away from family
will receive direct payment under assistance.

15. Assistance plan must not be restrictive in the definition of family and be
flexible, based on need.

16. Assistance plan should provide for orientation and continuing family plan-
ning education of local, State, and National welfare administrators, caso work-
ers, and counselors within the program. Welfare recipients should assist in
conducting the orientation sessions.

17. Handicapped children should be eligible for additional benefits above
normal welfare provisions.

18. The Federal Government should pay full benefit with a Federal check and
the State should reimburse the Federal Government for its share of the benefit,
rather than pay benefits in two separate checks.

19. Welfare services administration should be a county government responsi-
bility with the local administrative costs being supported by Federal funds.
Citizen review boards should review and recommend all administration per-
sonnel applications.

20. If mandatory job and training requirements are retained in the "family
assistance plan," then the public sector, including private public contractors,
will have to become "employers of last resort," with training and salary support
financed from Federal funds.

21. Each county must have a centralized general assistance office, as a divi-
sion of its welfare service administration office, to provide "emergency assist-
anco" when applications are being processed for welfare benefits, or an applicant
is not eligible for benefits under welfare reform legislation.

22. Special emphasis will be placed on manpower programs for the
rural poor.

23. Welfare legislation must include provisions that )rovile for Job develop-
ment and training planning programs that anticipate projected changes in the
job market.

24. Legislation must include provisions that will adequately staff, provide
regulatory and review authority to cooperative area manpower planning coni-
inittees for the purpose of effecting maximum coordination between State cm-
ployment security offices and local private and public academic, employment
and training offices and Institutions.

25. When a welfare recipient is eligible for benefits from more than one agency,
the agency providing the larger benefit will also provide the benefits due from
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the other agency(s) in the same check, subsequently receiving reimbursement
from the other benefit agency (s).

26. Welfare eligibility should be determined by: (a) Number of children
(proof of dependency), (b) sources and amount of regular income (see item 3-
sources and amount must be substantiated), (c) personal or real property
should not le a criteria for determining eligibility only if not considered a
"'necessity of life."

27. Applicant eligibility can be verified by telephone (home visits should not
be necessary).

28. A person residing in a non-welfare residence should be eligible for benefits
if the applicant is not a legal dependent of a member of the household (verifi-
cation through Internal Revenue Service).

20. Recipients of one form of welfare should be eligible to receive other forms
of assistance equal to the amount of additional expenses encumbered by the
recipient in meeting their required needs .bove and beyond those that would
normally be provided by only one form of welfare (i.e.-handleapped, mentally
retarded, etc.).

30. Additional "seasonal" benefits should be provided to recipients if the
minimum level for a family of four is below $3,600.00 per year.

31. Welfare legislation should establish a "special reserve fund" at the local
level to meet immediate needs resulting from lost or stolen benefit checks (re-
serve funds should be Federal cost).

32. A National Citizen Review Committee should be established and struc-
tured the same as local and State review committees. This committee should
establish what personal and real property should be classifled as "necessities
of life" and therefore exempt from consideration as assets In determining appli-
cant eligibility for all welfare cassifleations. Legislation should require citizen
review of this criteria at least once every three years.

33. Elderly retired citizens drawing wefare benefits and who are over 62
years of age should be exempt from taxation.

34. Elderly citizens should plan and regulate senior citizen benefit programs
by serving as at least a majority of the membership of a citizen review com-
mittee whose decisions shall be considered mandatory upon unanimous vote,
and advisory upon majority vote.

35. Old age assIstance, aid to the blind, and aid to the disabled legislation
should provide same eligibility requirements as social security with a minimum
floor of $200.00 per month for a single person (over 02 years of age for aged;
any age for blind or disabled), and $350.00 per month per married couple
(couples marrying after receiving benefits should retain original benefits). The
amount of assistance should be reduced in proportion to other income (i.e.-
social security benefits, other retirement income, income from bonds, stocks,
rental property, etc.). Seventy-five dollars per month per single person and
one hundred dollars per month per married couple should be exempted from
other income in this formula.

36. Aged, blind and disabled benefits should have a provision which provides
the same type of automatic cost of living Increase as suggested in item 4 of the
welfare reform poston.i

37. Real property value should be exempt unless property produces an Income
for any welfare recipient regardless of classification.

38. To assist In controlling the population explosion, additional life assistance
"incentive" benefits should be made to recipients who voluntarily decide not to
have more than one child per parent (perhaps $2.50.00 additional per year incen-
tive; family of four would then receive basic floor of $3,600.00 plus $250.00 in-
centive for a total of 3,,850.00 per year). This provision should be included only
If Income tax reform provides an equal tax credit in the same manner to persons
who are not welfare recipients.

39. Welfare recipients of all classiflcations should be provided official iden-
tification cards,

40. The national food stamp program should be eliminate( for welfare recip-
ients and supporting appropriations reallocated to basic floors of new welfare
legislation, either to Increase the minimum floors or to absorb a portion of the
Increased welfare costs created by these higher floor positions, The food stamp
program should be retained to a,sst needy persons who have emergency needs
or are otherwise not eligible for welfare benefits.
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RESOLUTION OF TIlE TENNESSEE CONFERENCE ON SOCIAL W.LFARE, AvRiL 24, 1970

Based on a careful examination of tie Family Assistance Plan, the Tennessee
Conference on Social Welfare finds it unacceptable. We further believe that It is
irreparable by amendment. We therefore do not support it. We actively slpprt
positive alternative legislation which endorses the followig seven principles:

1. Structural reform Is no substitute for adequacy of financing sufficient to
Improve the situation of all those who depenid Uison it.

2. The level of minhiumn income assurance should be adequate in relationship
to cost of living estimates.

3. The federal floor should be raised to the level of poverty through a series
of transitional stages such as to (a) strengthen Federal standards, (b) protect
the higher level of payment while raising the lower, and (c) maintain the level
of state expendit ures necessary to achieve these ends.

4. Benefits in kind and services extended to those aided by the phan should
not be used to reduce assistance levels.

5. Welfare reform should be such as to move toward greater Inclusiveness and
away from categorical distinctions.

6. The legal and constitutional rights of recipients should le fully )rotected.
7. No improvements in tihe public welfare system should Ie such as to reduce,

the effectheness of measures to prevent need or obscure the urgency of steps
for improvement.

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. McGann. ,Jack McGaton.

STATEMENT OF JACK McGANN, LEGISLATIVE AIDE, LIBERTY
LOBBY, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ntr. McGAN,. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With your permission, I
wil 11 now read my stltatement.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Jack McGann,
legislative aide of Liberty Lobby. I appear today to present the views
of the Libery Lobby's 23,00-melmber board of policy, and on behalf of
the 240,000 subscribers to our monthly legislative report, Liberty
Letter. Our board of l)olicy has voted overwhelmingly in favor of
more individual responsibility and less government. 1 am also author-
ized to speak for National Tax Action, which represents the 2,800,000
unhappy taxpayers of this Nation who belong to State and local tax
protest groups affiliated with National Tax Action.

Liberty Lobby and National Tax Action cannot support IL.R. 16311
in its pr sent form, and urge a number of steps toward the goal of true
welfare reform.

At the outset, we commend this panel for rendering severe criticism
of the administration's original welfare reform l)roposal which, for-
tunately was reconsigied to the 1)epartment of Health, Education,
and W1elfare for further honing. After the perfunctory manner in
which the House rushed to pass this program, it, is comforting to the
American people to have the more deliberative Senate as a safety
valve with the best interests of the working people at heart rather
than tile expediences of tile next election.

That the present welfare system is wasteful and mismanaged is a
Point on winch we can all agree. The problem then is how best, to under-
take a viable and meaningful reform.

Solving a problem implies an elimination of the problem. This ad-
ministrat.on is committed to solvilg the welfare l)ro)lem, so we must
assume a presupposition of concerted effort to eradicate welfare wher-
ever possible.
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Lest, Liberty Lobby be condemned for a cruel and heartless approach
to the issue, Jet. the record show that in some carefully defined areas
public assistance may well be the only answer. The blind, the infirm,
and tile aged would most probably be found in the exempt group of
worthy welfare recipients.

Letus then focus on those individuals that will not work while able
or will not avail themselves of occupational rehabilitation. These
groups provide the swirling controversy that begs for remedial action.

It is interesting to note these words o'f President Franklin D. Roose-
velt, in a 1935 message to Congress:

The Federal Government must and shall quit this business of relief. Con-
tinued dependency on relief Induces a spiritual and moral disintegration, funda-
mentally destructive to the national fiber. To dole out relief In this iv' y is to
administer a narcotic, a subtle destroyer of the human spirit.

Despite being the architect of the New Deal, F. D. R. recognized the
need for individuals to be responsible for their own welfare.

More than 30 years later, we were refreshed by candidate Richard M.
Nixon, when he stated on August 9, 1968:

America Is a great Nation, not because of what the Government (lid for the
people, but because of what the people did for themselves. . . . But for those
who are unable to help themselves . . . what we need are not more millions on
welfare rolls but more millions on payrolls.

Some unaccountable transformation overtook Richard M. Nixon
en route from candidacy to Presidency. The experts tell us that the
added cost of welfare under the administration proposal would be $4.4
billion and would increase the enrollees by 14 million persons. In Mis-
sissipl)i alone, 35 percent, of the total populationn .would become wel-
fare recipients. It seems the Nixon administration thinks that it can
spend the country into affluence rather than have it earn its way.

Only a short time ago the President vetoed two aplropriation bills
as beiig inflationary; one of these was aid to education. One wonders
where the logic is as lie contimes to press for passage of this welfare
chimera conceived in fiscal fantasy. Perhia)s the administration was
poorly advised on its efforts to overhaul wel fare, or maybe it, was dem -
onstrating a false concern for sound monetary principlWs. In the words
of columnist Carl Rowan:

Imagine someone telling you 20 years ago that a Republican President would
ask the Federal Government to guarantee a minilinum annual Income to every
family. You would have laughed your Informant out of town. Especially if he
told you that this Republican would advocate a welfare that covered 25 million
Americans instead of 10 million, and cost $10 billion instead of $5 billion.

ohere the money will come from. Early in 1970 we read in the
papers that the administration was forecasting a budget surplus only
to discover that. there was a miscalculation and that the predicted Sinl-
plus was suddenly transformed into a whopping $3 billion deficit. Re-
duced to its siml)lest terms, it means that our Government is operating
at, a loss. That loss iav reach $8 to $10 billion, according to Representa-
tive George Mahon, chairman of the House Appropriations Commit-
toe. The administration was quick to squelch any rumors of an income
tax hike, but wvho among us in so naive as to place mitch credence in
this sales pulling.

From anaccounting standpoint we must realize that all expenditures
of Government are a nonproductive overhead expense, and must be
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held ill due l)roportion to the income and pro(uctivity of the people,
or we will have all economy i liquildation.

The Nixon administration has chosen to ignore that economic prin-
ciple. For examl)le, the administration appears to be sponding as usual
and the combination of high taxes and inflation appear to conscript
the wages of the labor force. 'he State will provide the needed reve-
ilies, say the egalitarians. But who and what is the State? Tile French
economist Bastait define(l the State as the great fiction by which every-
body tries to live at. the expense of everybody else.

Believing analysis of the past to be a'valuablo tool in guiding tie
future, let, us nowv turn to the O1eO welfare program in NeW Jersey.
The administration at one point was fond of pointing to this pilot
program as living proof that the proposed national plain could and
would work. But, alas, only a few (lays ago before this very committee,
testimony by the General Accounting Office showed that, tie OEO
conducted p ogram was carried out under somewhat less than labora-
tory conditions. It seems that errors in data collection were found
which might lead to opposite conclusions than thos (h'awn by OEO.
Also, there is the matter of the work-incentive l)rogram-WIN-

whose ills have been duly highlighted by the chairman in his opening
statement of August 4. Ak portion of this report bears repeating: Inthe first 21 months of the. WYIN, only 13,000 welfare cases have been
closed, while during the same period 641,000 families were added to
the welfare rolls-a ratio of 50 to 1.

The Washington Post of July 23, 1970, reported that the monthly
welfare bill in the )istrict of "Columbia increased by 71 percent ill
1970 over 19069. City welfare officials said that the increases were mainly
due to liberalized *policies that make it easier to qualify for and get,
relief, as well as new programs to locate the needy and steel- them to
the welfare office.

More than 200 years ago, Professor Alexander Tyler mused that:
A democracy cannot exist as a permanent form of government. It can only

exist until the voters discover that they can vote themselves largesse from the
public treasury. From that moment on, the majority always votes for the candi.
date promising the most benefits from the public treasury, with the result that
a democracy always collapses over loose fiscal policy . always followed b.
a dictatorship.

To many, socialism sounds like a conservative scare word without.
much basis in fact.. But by what other name can you refer to a transi-
tional society which increasingly takes from each according to his abil-
ity and renders to each according to his need. 'lhe uinvarnished truth of
this new welfarisl concept being espoused by the administration is aJain wlhich takes a sharp turn toward this socialist. principle.

Our Founding Fathers realized that a democracy was a poor form
of government and that is why they established a 'Re)ublic. "Let. the
people's will be done," cries the I)ofitician. Naturally people like get-
ting something for nothing and will reward the politician who votes
for large (toles by returning him to office again and again. No wonder
a skeptic was heard to remark that, "if a Ipolitician tries to buv votes
with private money, lie's a crook: l)ut. if lie tries to buy them with the
people's money, lie's a great, liberal."

The unhappy fact of this parasitic welfare, plan is that a- more and
more are receiving l)ublic money, fewer and fewer will be providing it
until diminishing returns set in and we become a classless society. Con-
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(litions have reached such calamitous proportions that it now seems
that if you want your father to take care of you, that is paternalism;
if you want your mother to take care of you, that, is maternalism; if
you want Uncle Sam to take care of you, that is socialism; if you want
your comrades to take care of you, that is communism ; but if you want
to take care of yourself, that is Americanism.

Repeatedly, Sr. Chairman, we hear the vociferous demands of the
welfare rgts groups complaining that they need additional relief so
as to be ab e to live in dignity. Hear what. Dr. Thomas Mathew, noted
Negro neurosurgeon, says on that score: "Dignity can only be earned

Our grandparents s ha0 a guaranteed income--they called it
slavery."

For a man to be totally free, he must have some measure of inde-
pendence, and handouts from the Government only exacerbate his de-
)endlenc', and correspondingly reduce his freedom. The theory of wel-
farisin is that people prefer security to freedom: each advance of the
welfare state takes with it another ;!ice of individual liberty. As gen-
erations pass along, this concept of al)solute right of guaranted income
becomes increasingly more difficult to turn back. As Churchill said,
"You cannot unscramble an eg."

If we choose to permit. socialism to gain control of our country, let
us be preparedd to accept the baleful consequences amply illustrated
in Britain as the professional brain drain continues. Let us also look
southward to Uruguay, a country which has more literacy and (loctor.s
per capita than the Lfnited State. lIenry Hazlitt observes in his book
Man vs. the WNelfare State:

Uruguay's warning to the United States and to ihe world Is that governmental
welfarism, with its everincreasing army of pensioners and other beneflelarles,
Is fatally easy to launch and Zatally easy to extend, but almost impossible to
bring to a halt-and quite impossible politically to reverse no matter how
obvious an(l catastro)hlc Its consequences become...

As stated above, Liberty Lobby and National Tax Action cannot.
support H.R. 16311 in its present form, and we urge this committee
to consider the following when relporting out a bill:

This country can ill afford to institutionalize welfarism if its goal
is to eliminate it. We leave it to the experts to determine how costs
can be cut and recipients reduced. A minimum wage is totally un-
acceptable at any level because anyone whose services are not worth
that amount wil/ be forced to join the ranks of the unemployed. Jobs
should be provided for anyone willing to work. Any able-bodied man or
woman who refuses to work or be trained for work must forfeit any
public assistance. A commission should be formed to study welfare e
reform. Legislation reinstating the "man in the house" rule should be
drafted.
Mr. Chairman, we will not. survive as a nation if we trade our prin-

ci)les for a mass of ol expediencies with new and fancy labels.
If our system fails, it, will be because we developed something more

deadly than the hydrogen bomb, and that, is a l)hilosollhy-an i(ea-
whicl promulgates that the individual is no longer responsible for his
own welfare, or morally accountable for his own conduct.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to present, our views.
Senator ANDERsON. Senator Harris?
Senator TKimus. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
Senator JoiDANx. No questions.
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Senator ANDERSON. Thank y.ou very much.
MNr. McGxNx. Thank you, sir.
Senator AXD'itsox. Dr. Boggs.

STATEMENT OF MRS. FITZHUGH W. BOGGS, REPRESENTING THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR RETARDED CHILDREN; ACCOMPA-
NIED BY MRS. CYNTHIA STURDEVANT, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON
OFFICE

Senator ANDERSON. Go right ahead.
Dr. Boms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Mrs. Fitzhugh

11". Boggs and I am re)resenting the National'Association for Retarded
Children of which I am a past president and am currently serving as
chairman of its colmmittee on governmental affairs. I am a volunteer.
I am accoml)anied to(lay b)'Mrs. Cynthia Sturdeevant., who is director
of our Washington office.

The Social Security Act touches all our citizens in some ways and
touches the mentally retarded in many ways. You have our testimony
before you which covers a few of the molre salient points among the
many which affect us in this legislation. One item was omitted from our
testimony and with your plrmissioll, I would like to submit an
addenduin in the statement relative to our concerns about protective
payments.

A\s Senator Harris said earlier, we tend to resolve the "notch" prob-
lems that concern us most. frequently to the disadvantage of the poor.
We also are concerned about "notch" 1)roblems-not, ones created l)y
steps in income but created because of arbitrary distinctions made-
frequently against the mentally retarded-in teruns of the classification
of where they hapl)en to be residing or what their condition is or what
kind of services they seem to need.

There is a "notch" between medical and social care. There is a
"notch" between public and )rivate institutional care. These are of
grave concern to us for a number of reasons.

This committee has also expressed great concern about incentives
and disincentives, more vaticularly incentives and disincentives as
they affect, the individual's motivation to work. WVe are equally con-
cerhied about incentives and disincentives to States to do the' right
thing by the disabled and dependent members of our society.

In the past. we have h1(1 in this act disincentives to the Staies to do
the correct, thing. We believe that, some of these disincentives are con-
tinued and perhaps accentuated in the proposed legislation.

In the time available I cannot possibly touch on all the points con-
tained in our testimony and I would like to speak therefore, to two
specific points, hoping that. the others may also receive your attention.

First., I would like to speak to what. we consider to -be an ine nity
111 the )rolosPed provisions for the liability of relatives of people in
the adult categories. The older people of this country have asked for
the dignity of not being r equired to go to their children for support.
in then' declining years. TPhis request has been granted in the proposal
passed by the Holse and in the administration's proposal. The older
people are not asked to be legally dependent on their children. How-
ever, this simply accentuates the fact that parents are still permitted
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to be required to be legally liable for the support of their disabled adult
children ad infinituni.

What this really means is that, people over 65 and also the older dis-
abled, tile majority of tile disabled who are over 45 or so who
might. be dependent, on their children, do not have to be dependent on
their children. But 'the younger disabled individual may be required
to rely oil his parent and the parent may be forced to be liable for the
Sull)port. of tie adult. disabled child. This adult disabled child repie-
sents a major calamity in the family in which le is born.

We believe that this. is an inequity and we believe that. the responsi-
bility provision should be rewritteni in the manner that we have indi-
cated in our testimony.

I refer to section 1(03(a) (2), which expressly says that spouses
may be held responsible for each other, parents ofiminor children may
be held and parents of blind and disabled may be held responsible.
We think that phrase should be removed.

Senator HARRIS. What was that phrase again?
Dr. B13os. In section 1603(a) (2) the language states what the

resources of what relatives may be considered in determining whether
the person is eligible. And this represents a. revision over the present
situation. It specifies that the only relatives of applicants whose re-
sources may be considered are spouses for each oher, parents of dhil-
dren mnder 22-this was an administration change in thle House bill-
and parents of the blind or disabled of any age. We believe that last
lan uage should be struck.

Senator AmumisoN. May I just break for a second ? There is a roll-
call going on. Some of us will answer it, others will remain here.

Senator Wm, .,A.rs. Was your statement about done?
Dr. BOcos. I would like to take up the second point, so it. will be

5 minutes perhaps.
Senator A NDERSON. We will be back.
Dr. Boms. I am at your disposal, if you would like to recess.
Senator WILLAS1 . We will just suspend and we will come right

back, if you will excuse us.
Dr. Boos. Thank you very much.
Senator Wi.im r. We wfil be right back and then you can resume.
(A recess was taken.)
Senator 'WullT.m-s (now presiding). You call resmne your testi-

momy now.
1). BocGs. Thank you, Senator.
The second point'that I would like to developp has to do with the

Etatus of individuals who require some form of institutional care.
Prior to 1967, there was a. complete prohibition for eligibility for

public assistance un(ler all circumstances for pl2ople who are in public
institutions other than nle(lical institutions and who are in any kind
of mental or tuberculosis institutions. At that time that precluded
any consideration of public assistance for persons who were disabled
by mental retardation and who were in any such kind of institutions.
Tr these might be pe ole who had they left the institutions would, how-
ever, have been eligible.

At that time the definition of mental institutions useA by tle Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare covered all institutions for
time retarded. When the Long amendment was passed in 1967, making
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)erlsons over 65 in mental institutions eligible for medical assistance,
and so on, the Department, in response to what it said was congres-
sional intent, redefned mental institutions to in fact mean psychiatric
hospitals. The definition, however, excludes an institution for the
mentally retarded-such as Stockley-for example. On the face of it,
this seemed like a disadvantage and discrimination and we inter-

reted it. as such; it had other concomitants that I will not go into
ut it has led to new problems that we now have in assuring appro-

l)riate residential care for retarded adults.
I think it, important to understand that adults who are disabled by

mental retardation are not all of the same kind and (1o not have all
of the same needs. Some have rather complex physical disabilities
associated with their mental retardation which reqiires skilled nurs-
ing care, for example, or even hospitalization. Others require the
kind of protective, living arrangements which meet the definition of
intermediate care as it appears in section 1121 of the 1967 amend-
ments, but do not require continuing medical supervision.

Now, the effect of the present interpretation of the intermediate
care provision, section 1121, combined with the prohibition against
eligibility for people in public institutions other than medical institu-
tions which it is proposed to contime in the new title XVI is to make
the kind of "notch" which affects the eligibility of a l)ron because
of the way of his needs are defined or because of the facility that
happens to be available to him, or its sponsorship, rather than on any
essential characteristic of his.

Let me give you an examl)le. There has recently been created in the
city of Wihmington, Del., a facility called All Star House, with which
you are probably familiar. This is a facility for mentally retarded
young men, some of whom have been in the main public institution
(Stockley) and who are seen as not requiring that (legreo of protection
from here on in, but who do require a specialized living arrangement
with. special staffing to protect them because of their social inade-
quacies.

This facility has been brought into being by the All Star Foundration
and the facility itself has been given to the State of Delaware to
operate.

In my opinion, tlis facility is nov going to be disqualified insofar
as any r esidents in that facility might be concerned w o would other-
wise be eligible for disability assistance because it is a public institu-
tion. If the same institution' had been placed under private auspices,
however, the people in it would have been eligible, and the State of
)elaware would have route(i public assistance money with Federal

aid into tei private facility in support of these indivliIduals, but they
would be prohibited from' doing so as long as the facility remains
under public auspices.

This is a great injustice. We fel that the sponsorship of the insti-
tution should not be a determinant as to whether or not the Federal
Government participates in the sU ipnrt of the dependent people in
it. It is an injustice to the State. What is even more serious from our
point of view, is that it puts fiscal pressures on the States, incentives,
to (1o the wrong thing for people who need the care. It puts an incen-
tive on them to displace this pul)lic institution in favor of tie private
Sector.
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In the case of mental retardation, where the majority of the ac-
ComUoa(lations are public now, this situation will put a premium on
utilizing the private sector because the public sector cannot earn the
Federal money. As a result we are going to inflate the demands on
the private sector out. of all prOl)ortlon to the ability of the private
sector to respond rapidly.

It. means furthermore that individuals who are now in publicc facili-
ties will be selected for out-placement by the States in accordance
with their ability or nonability to earn Federal funds outside the
public institutions, rather than" on the primary consideration which
should be what is the best place for the individual.

This is a very coml)lex problem, I agree. The injustice, so far as the
individual is concerned, of saying, "Well, the Federal Government
will attend to your needs if you are in one kind of facility but not.
if you are in another" is quifc )atent from the individual's point of
view. From the point of view of public policy we have additional
l)roblems, because it has become perfectly apparent that some public
medical institutions for the retarded are collecting funds new-(legiti-
mately from title XIX for certain individuals who are entitled
thereto-I will not go into those that are being improperly collected
but let us consider for the moment the ones which are collecting prop-
erly-and in many instances this money is just replacing State money
l)reviously spent tor this purpose. Thisineans that the maximum bene-
fit to the retarded individuals in public medical institutions is not
necessarily returning to them.

However, the fact that the States can claim Federal aid for a medi-
cal facility and not for a public medical facility favors the medical
tyl)e of care, the medical model of care, over the social rehabilitative
model of care, which is often the more suitable.

'1'ho resolution of this problem is not an easy one. But one proposal
that we would offer for your consideration (without making It exclu-
sive of other possible alternatives) would follow these lines: every
disabled individual should be entitled to his basic board and lodging,
the maintenance of kind of payment. the $110 month, regardless of
where lie is. Then in order to avoid the States replacing State funds
with Federal funds and not improving the service components to the
disabled individual-and I am speaking of those disabled by mental
retardation primarily-we should charnel the additional funds needed
for proper care and l)rotect0io1i, social services to those in public insti-
tutions, as well as in private institutions and in noninstitutional set-
tings II the community. Thus, the place of residence of the individual
is not the critical factor in whether or not lie receives service which
miect Federal standards. The critical thing is his need, and the kind
of service that will best minimize his disabil ity.

Now, in this connection I might mention that under the vocational
rehabilitation system, we have had no barrier to vocational rehabilita-
tion services reaching people who are in public institutions and can
benefit from them. Some of the State vocational rehabilitation agen-
cies have assigned their personnel full time to public institutions to
assist in the vocational rehabilitation program in those institutions
and we have improved the discharge rate from the institutions.

We must also recall, however, that there are people in those institu-
tions for whom vocational rehabilitation is not feasible but whose
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own )ersonal dependence can be ininimized. They can be improved
in self-care. nhey cannot only be made more comfortable and happier
but actually less of a burdeni for the people who care for them. A
person who can feed himself costs less to maintain than a person who
has to be fed. Self-care services of this type are in the real of social
services-social rehabilitation, if you will, as distinctt from vocational
rehabilitat ion.

1Vo have very little Federal leverage in these areas right now and
I would urge tiat the committee come out. strongly to indicate that
persons who are disabled to the point where they need sonie specialized
living arrangement-for example, some form of institutional care,
whether 24 hours a day or part day, should be equally entitled to
services which will improve their status and assist them to make
the maximum of whatever potential they have foi' living a satisfactory
kind of life within their limitations. We urge elimination of thle
notches which depend on the )articular classification of tile setting
which happens to be most. al)l)ropriate to the disabled individual.
The CIAIRMA.. Thank you very much.
Questions?
Thank you very much for a very fine statement, -)octor.
()r. Boggs' plrel)ared statement follows:)

STATEMENT PRESENTED IN BEHALF OF TIlE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR RE'ARDEII
CHILDREN , INC., BY )R. ELIZABETH M'. BOGGS, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

SUMMARY

Mental retardation is the single most important cause of serious disability
among our youth and young adults and lence Is a significant cause of poverty
conversely certain concomnitants of poverty have been shown to cause mental
retardation. These latter include Inalnutrition in mother and young Ch1il,
Inadequate prenatal care, lead poisoning and related environmental hazards.
The National Association for Retarded Children is vitally interested in

Income maintenance for the disabled and for families with handical)ped children ;
we are interested in social services to tie handicalI)ed and their families, and
we are interested in intervening in the cycle of poverty as it may contribute
to the perpetuation of mental retardation in successive generation.

NARC endorses the principles of welfare reform and urges action on 11.11. 16311
iII this session.

We have listed In our statement a number of specifics which appeal to us
particularly. The following recommended changes deserve priority attention, in
our view:

1. The concept of "family" should be extended to Include the unborn child
and his parents.

2. The Committee should clarify through Its report the language of Section
436a) (3) so as to Interpret the requirement that projects "provide for various
types of child care needed . . . and needs of tile children Involved" to mean
explicit inclusion of appropriate provision for the handicapped children who
will Inevitably be part of the universe of candidates for day care.

3. For the sake of both consistency and equity, the language of Section
1603 (a) (2) should be amended by deleting everything following the word "child"
and the definition of "child" should be the same as lit Section 415(1), thus
limiting parental liability for an adult disabled child. (Conforming change
should be made in Section 1902(a) (17)).

4. Action on Parts A & B of Title XX should be postponed.
5. The Secretary should be asked to come up with a new and distinct social

services plan for the disabled and handicapped which recognizes the health,
rehabilitation, social services continuum for this group and (lops not produce
"notches" based omi some arbitrary determination that a service is or is not
"medical" or Is or is not "social" or "rehabilitative." This plan should be
devised by persons knowledgeable about the needs of the disabled and should
have universal coverage of this group as a goal.

44-527-70--pt. 3- 22
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6. Active federal support should be forthcoming for constructive institutional
programs whose services are bvsed on a social-rehabilitation model, in addition to
those conceptualized on the medical nursing model.

7. There should be a clear incentive to States to exercise their responsibility
for direct administration of programs of intermediate care (non-medlcal) as well
as to utilize such care in the private sector.

K The proposed anendlnent of Section 1121 which is contained in Section
402(10) (13) (page 134) of the Administration's revised bill, II.R. 16311 (exclud-
ing public non-medical institutions from reimbursement for "intermediate care")
should not be adopted.

9. Limitations on eligibility of the disabled because of their institutional
status which are contained in the proposed section 1010 of the Act (page 100)
should be deleted. This latter is a carry over of a very archaic and obsolete pro-
vision of prior law and has no place in a "reform" bill.

10. As an alternative approach, let the individual retain entitlement to his
basic maintenance ($110 per month) and let the federal concern for his health
and welfare be demonstrated by assured direct federal assistance to the states
(and through them to approved private agencies) to develop and operate the
full range of needed special services in Institutions as well as In the community.

11. Federal participation in essential "hard" social services should remain
open ended.

12. The Secretary should be bound, as the States are now, by "due process"
in administering protective payments under section 406 and 1610; reasonable
procedures should be established for assurlng that recipients receive full
benefits from any protected payments made on their behalf.

STATEMENT

The National Association for Retarded Children is a nationwide membership
and service organization concerned with improving the lot of America's mul-
lions of mentally retarded children and adults, throughout their life span. It
also seeks to promote prevention of this disabling condition through research
and the prompt application of research findings.

Mental retardation is a significant cause of disability and hence of poverty;
conversely certain concommittants of poverty have been shown to cause mental
retardation. These latter include malnutrition in mother and young child, In-
ade.quate prenatal care, lead poisoning and related environmental hazards.

Mental retardation is the single most important carmsc of serious (lIsabflity
among our youth and young adults. This is true, notwithstanding tihe fact that
the majority of those generally considered to be mentally retarded are able to
entee the labor force, albeit at a relatively low level of earnings. Moreover, those
whose impairment is sufficiently severe to prevent their full employment are
not merely deprived of an adequate income on a day-to-day basis, but also,
due to the early origin of their condition, they are unable to establish for them-
selves full entitlement In our systems of social insurance (public and private)
by whIch most people protect themselves through hospitalization, unemiploy-
nient insur-ance, and provisions for retirement. Income maintenance, social and
rehabilitation services, medical costs are therefore a major concern to those of
us who bespeak tihe cause of the mentally retarded.

Despite its chronicity, mental retardation Is not am unmodiflable condition.
Physical, social and vocational habilitation an( rehabilitation have important
roles to play In this held. Health and welfare services are becoming increasingly
available both the retarded children and to adults, but this Is merely a rela-
tive statement. These services are required not only by the very poor but by any
family with a disabled child. Such a child and such a family is seriously dis-
advantaged even at income levels which would normally be considered adequate.
We believe that appropriate social and rehabilitation (as well as medical) serv-
ices lust be available to all such families as a measure of tertiary preven-
tion. in order to minimize time handicapped child's long term personal depend-
ency and to relieve the extraordinary burden on the fanliles. This burden Is
economic, emotional, and social.

The foregoing statements indicate wily the National Association for Re-
tarded Children is vitally interested in the improvement of various Titles of the
Social Security Act. We are concerned with income maintenance for tile (Its-
abled and for families with handicapped children; we are interested In social
services to the handicapped and their families, and we are interested in inter-
vening in the cycle of poverty as it may contribute to the perpetuation of mental
retardation in successive generations.
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ENDORSEMENTS

NAIB endorses the principles of welfare reform aOnd urges action on 11.R.
16311 in th is session.There are a number of provisions in the administration's proposals with which
we specifically concur and to which we wish to give affirmative support.

Among the specifies in the bills which wce welconie arc:
1. The extension of family assistance to intact families.
2. The move toward greater uniformity and equity in eligibility and levels

of support.
3. The recognition that the care of an incapacitated family member, of what-

ever age, in the home, is justification for permitting the family head to remain
in the home rather than necessarily to seek employment outside it.

4. The plans for extensive development of child care services with the in-
tention to invoke the resources of a "wide variety of competent organizations."

5. The establishment of the $110 a month floor under the adult categories.
6. The plan for subsidized adoptions of handicapped children.
7. The separation of the provisions for the service system from the provisions

for money support.
8. The inclusion of certain institutional programs for adults under the heading

of social services.
9. The designation of information and referral services and protective services

as social services to be made available to all persons who need them without a
means test.

10. The interdigitation of vocational rehabilitation services with "supportive"
services in a way which will assure greater utilization of "rehab" by low income
persons who have a handicap.

In this latter connection we might mention a study by Dr. Jack Tobias done
under the auspices of one of our local member units (Association for the llelp
of Retarded, New York City) which showed quite clearly that mentally re-
tarded youth from disadvantaged families were less likely to know about or be
referred to vocational rehabilitation than were comparable handicapped young
people from middle class families.

OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

You have invited our attention to -1.11. 16311 The Family Assistance Act of
1070. It is difficult to consider this bill without referring to the closely related
matters contained in H.R. 17550 and in the proposed Family Health Insurance
Plan, particularly since eligibility for the latter will hinge on eligibility under
PAP. Therefore we have found it necessary to cross reference these matters to
some extent and hope the Committee will bear with us.

We find ourselves in agreement with most of the broad principles enunciated
by Secretary Richardson in his presentations, but we also find that the Adminis-
tration proposals are in certain respects deficient in carrying out those principles-

1. Coverage of Children Before Birth: Secretary Richardson wants FAP to
be viewed as an investment in our children, yet the primavera, the woman preg-
nant with her first child, whether she be married or not, comes under FAP only
after her child Is born unless she chooses to join the household of an eligible
relative who already has a child. It is especially Important that this woman
receive adequate prenatal care but she Is not now eligible for medicaid and
would not be eligible for Family health Insurance. It Is also important In the
prevention of handicapping conditions that the infant be well cared for at birth
and any defects prompntly identified and treated. This wilt more likely be ac-
comlplished in a low income family if the family is already enrolled for Family
Health Insurance. Furthermore, it is important that the expectant mother have
access to appropriate social services, and that she have enough Income to mai-
lain her health and nutrition during pregnancy. 1I'e recommend that the concept
of "family" bc extended to include tl, unborn child and his parents.

2. Attention, to the Special Needs of Handicapped Children it PAP Families.
We see a tremendous dual potentiality in the child care proposals contained

in proposed amendments to Title IV. Its greatest potential in our area of con-
cern lies In the possibilities for early detection and remediation of handicapping
conditions and in the provision of enriched environment which will tend to foster
maximum intellectual development. We know that these objectives are very
much in the mind of the administrators who will be carrying forward the child
care provisions.
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There is. however, another important potential which may be overlooked but
which we believe should also be realized under this section. It can be realized
if the Committee so directs. We refer to the needs of handicapped children in
poor families for specialized day care and other social services. Specialized de-
velopmental centers for children with mental and physical handicaps have been
considerably developed in the past decade. These facilities could be expanded
and extended to serve additional children from PAP families if Section 436 funds
are permitted to flow in that direction along with social services and "medi-
caid" funds under Section 1905(a) (4) (B). It is important in this connection
that regulations facilitate rather than hinder the incorporation of children
front poor families into child care projects designed to minimize the physical
or mental distbilitles of non PAP children. In the field of the handicapped, par-
ticularly, it is inefficient to establish two segregated systems, one for the poor
and one for the nonpoor. We'c recommend the Committee clarify through it re-
port the language of Section 436(a) (3) so as to interpret the requirement that
projects "provide for various types of child care needed . . . and needs of the
children involved" to mean explicit Inclusion of appropriate provision for the
handicapped children who will inevitably be part of the universe of candidates
for day care.

3. Divergent Provisions for Day Care:
We note with some concern that two different money streams with different

mechanisms, criteria, and purposes are being proposed in 11R. 16311 for day
care. Since the Administration wants the governors to "consolidate" services
and eliminate "fragmentation", It seems inconsistent to fund day care for chil-
dren of working mothers separately (and without State financial commitment)
when day care which has optimal child development as Its object remains a part
of the child welfare-social service system under State administration at lower
federal matching. We suggest that to avoid a costly dual system the Commit-
tee consider emphasizing that the Section 436 projects should be directed pri-
marily toward resource initiation and development. These projects should be
targeted on areas most lacking such resources, but Intake should not be limited
exclusively to children of working mothers. iSubsequent operational funding
could well be channeled through Title XX, but with a 90-10 federal-state match-
Ing and an open end appropriation for children of working mothers as appears
to be planned for other work-related "supportive" services, In any case we be-
lieve that all federally funded general day care and child development programs
which are not administered by the Office of Education be cleared through Office
of Child Development.

4. Removal of Inequitable Discrimination Against the Parents of the Adult
Disabled and Blind.

We refer to Section 1603(a) (2) of Title XVI (dealing with responsibility of
relatives) as it would be revised under the Administration bill. The phrase "or
blind or disabled" should be deleted front the Section cited; and the age speci-
fication for children changed from 22 to 18.

We believe that in general the adult disabled Individual should be seen as a
citizen in his own right and that legal liability for his support should be limited
to his spouse. We welcome the proposed changes which would move in this
direction and which would ring the "relative liability" provisions of the pro-
posed Title XVI more In line with the comparable provisions under Title XIX
by eliminating liability of children for their aged parents.

Nevertheless, the administration's proposal to this effect only sharpens the
discrimination which it continues against the )arents of the blind and disabled.
If the children of the aged are not to be mandated to supl)port them, surely the
parents of the adult disabled should and c-n be equally relieved of liability.

The numbers involved are fewer, although tihe individual burden can be
greater and much more protracted. The option to relieve parents is open to the
States at present and has been chosen by States whose total population exceeds
25 per cent of the country. It has not had a catastrophic effect on disability
rolls. However, the fact that different States treat parental liability for the
adult disabled differently is a source of inequIty. If Secretary Richardson is
consistent in his pursuit of nationwide equity he will want this Isue resolved
at the Federal level, in favor of the families which have suffered tills extra-
ordinary catastrophe.

The change proposed by the Administration raising to 22 the age of a "child"
whose parents' resources can be considered in determining his eligibility for
aid under the adult categories seems to us highly inconsistent. The provisions



1613

of FAP clearly imply the expectation that a normal 18 year old will go to work
and become self supporting unless he becomes a full time student, ill which case
FAP will continue to support him to age 22 if his family is eligible. In the case
of those severely dhkabled within the meaning of Title XVI or Title Ii, rela-
tively few will make it to college, and if they do they will be entitled to voca-
tional rehabilitation assistance. There is no reason why parental liability for
the non-college bound disabled person should extend beyond the age of lpresum1p-
tive emancipation, which everywhere else In the Act is set at 18.

ill'e recommend, for the sake of both consistency and equity that the language
of Section. 1603(a) (2) be amended by deleting crerything followcing the word
"child" and that the definition of "child" bc the same as in Section J.o5(b).

5. The Social-Rchabilitalion -Hcalthi Services Continumn:
Especially for the handicapped and disabled the internwshing and overlapping

of health services, social services and rehabilitation services Is Inevitable and
indeed desirable. IHowcver, we have traditionally approached the financing of
these services by different and incompatible mechanisms. These mechanisms now
interfere with smooth deliveryy systems. In health, middle income people can
cover many expenses (but not the worst of them) through insurance and their
poor counterparts have medicaid, on ani open ende( basis ; vocational rehabilita-
tion Is free to the person with vocational potential, but social services are means-
tested on a sliding scale.

Thus a handicapped person who is taught to comb his hair in a comprehensive
physical rehabilitation center gets this service pald for as part of Ills in-patient
hospital bill ; the same person learning the same skill as part of "personal adjust-
ment training" in a sheltered workshop on the way to a Job would get it free,
while the more seriously handicapped counterpart being assisted in "self care"
in an adult independent living center would be charged on nim "ability to pay"
basis. The totality of social services needed by some handicapled people Is con-
slAerable yet these costs remain outside the realm of coverage by insurance.

We view the new social services proposals and the trend to separate social
services from Income maintenance (both In terms of personnel responsible and
in terms of eligibility) as very promising. Unfortunately past experience has
shown us that what appear to be very progressive concepts In the broad teris.
of legislation usually turn out to be much narrower by the time they have been
circumscribed by regulations and limited by appropriations. Our approach to
to Title XX therefore is one of cautious inquiry. Does it mean what it seems to
say? And what about that Secretarial discretion? We timd that there are other
organizations with the same uncertainties, including some with long and respon-
sible experience in the welfare field. It has been suggested that action on Title
XX should not be rushed at this time, so that time call be given to further dIs-
cussion and clarification. After all in many instances regulations implementing
the 1907 amendments on services have been Issued only In the last six months
and only a few state plans fully exploiting these amendments have been approved
so we are still finding out what they mean. "Separation" has just become the
order of the day.

We therefore repcectfully suggest that action on. Part A of Title XX be post-
poned and that the Administration be asked to accept comments from the using
public and affected agencies and to bring in revised )roposals at the same time It
brings in its forthcoming family Health Insurance plan.
We would like to see moves made toward a common coverage of health and

certain social services which would otherwise be means tested under the general
family health Insurance umbrella, preferably on a capitation basis. In addition
we believe in the concept behind vocational rehabilitation-I.e, that It is in the
public interest to restore handicapped persons to as full a functioning life as
possible and that the rehabilitant should not be penalized for his misfortune; we
woul like to see this concept applied also to rehabilitative and social services
for the severely disabled and handicapped, both children and adults.

6. Separation of Social Serrices for the Disabled:
Secretary Richardson has announced that the FII plan, to be unveiled no

later than next February 15th, will cover only families with children. Ills reason,
a valid one ii our view, is that the problems of the adult categorical recipients
are quite different front those of the usual family with young children. The same
cain also be said for the needed social services. It has been our obserVation that
whenever "welfare" is discussed, whether as income maintainance or social serv-
ices, the ideas expressed are predicated on the family-c.hild model and that the
social service needs of the "indivildual"-i.e. the aged, disabled or blind adult are
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incompletely conceptualized ann Inadequately represented. This Is strikingly docu-
nieted In the background material supplied hy tile Department (dated June 17th,

1970) where it Is shown that, by and large, the adult recipients receive only one
fifth as much service as AIDC, recipients yet on the face of it aging and disabled
adults should be more in need of such assistance than AFI)C families. The few
follow-up studies that have been made on retarded adults in the community sug-
gest the truth of this hypothesis. Very little is being done for assistance recipients
and other chronically disabled persons to Improve their 'functioning or to protect
their Interests. We, as an organization whose local units are deeply involved In pro-
viding some of these needed service.,; to some severely disabled adults, on and off
welfare, are acutely aware that very little public money flows in these channels
except for institutional care--and even there very little Is federal. In short very
little federal leverage is being exercised in this field.

I'e recommend that the Secretary be asked to come up eith a new and distinct
social srvlccs plan for the disabled and handicapped which -ecognizes tile health,
rehabilitation, social services continuum for this group .id does not produce
"notches" based on some arbitrary determination that a service is or is not "Imedi-
cal" or is or is not "social" or "rehabilitative." This plan should be deised by
persons knowledgeable about the neds of the disabled and should hare uni-eh-r.va
coverage of this group as a goal.

7. The Social Component of Institutional Care:
The continuum above and the confusions surrounding the medical-social

"notch" problem are well Illustrated by the ambiguities concerning "Intermediate
care." Some see it as a form of nursing care less Intensive than "skilled nursing
home care." Others see it as "non-medical." The term "custodial" is creeping back
Into use. The ilea seems to be that what is not "medical" Is nothing except keep-
Ing body and soul together. Few people outside the field seem to recognize that
"social and rehabilitative" services programs are the essence of what is I led
by mniny moderately retarded adults, and other persons with developmental (is-
abilities, and that such programs should be supported on their merits.

11"'e rry much nieed active federal support for eonstructre institutional pro-
grams chose services arc based on a social-rehabilitation model, in. addition to
those conceptualized on the medical nursing model. The language of Section 1121
as originally passed in 1967 and the Committee's supporting explanation in its
report led us to hol that we had found in the Intermediate Care Facility an idea
which could be adapted to the needs of a certain group of adult retarded persons
who need continuing social supervision, guidance and habilitation but who do not
need continuing medical care. At present this Idea is being tentatively inple-
mented in a few states, where, within the options offered by federal regulations
certain private institutions offering service to this Intermediate group of adults
disabled by mental retardation are being utilized by State agencies through the
vendor payment mechanism authorized under Section 1121. However, we were
dismamyed to find that the 11,'W has been encouraged to assume that only private
"on-'l medical" institutions may be so utilized and the same eare offered under
State auspices may not be paid for with federal participation nationally and
state by state, on behalf of eligible clients In any public institution.

This offers a clear incentive to States to divest themselves of their responsi-
bility for direct administration of programs of intcrnediate care (non-medical)
and tnove toward purchase of such care 4n the private sector. This, we predict,
will constitute a heavy pressure contrary to sound public policy. Sound policy
calls for maximizing the efforts of both public and private agencies to produce
the quantity and quality of care needed by various groups of disabled people.
Arbitrary distinctions between "medical" and "non-medlcal" institutions and
between "patients" and other disabled persons needing constructive care, and a
policy which favors private Institutions over public institutions, can only be
counterproductive. In the present situation where at least 85% of the accom-
modations for disabled mentally retarded adults which could qualify as inter-
mediate care facilities are in public institutions, Inducements to States to use
only private facilities will result in a flow of funds into a scarce market, forcing
prices up, forcing a bubble type of expansion, and even possibly forcing transfer
of publicly owned facilities into private hands. More importantly, it will force
individual clients out of public into private institutions on the criterion of their
ability to earn federal funds thereby, rather than on the primary criterion of
where they can best be served. There will also be pressure to qualify public
institutions for the retarded as "medical" institutions as far as possible. This
will directly counter major efforts of our Association.
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In this connection we wish to point out that, although there generally is no"medical" treatment for mental retardation per se in adults, many retarded
adults have concomitant "medical" conditions which are ministered to in these
institutions and which would qualify them as "patients" entitled to medicaid.

W|e strongly oppose the proposed amendment of Section 1121 which is con-
tained in Section 402(10) (B) (page 134) of the Administration's revised bill,
11.R. 16311. We also strongly urge the delelion of the limitations on. eligibility
of the disabled because of their institutional statits which are contained in the
proposed section 1610 of the Act (page 100). This latter is a carry over of a
very archaic and obsolete provision of prior law and has no place in a "reform"
bill.

The disabled adult should be entitled to federal sharing in his baste mainte-
nance costs (Title XVI) wherever he chooses to reside or may be forced by law
or circumstances to reside. Above that he is entitled to health, social and re-
habilitation services. Federal aid and leverage should be applied to assure that
he gets the services lie needs rather than penalizing him, or his State, because
his needs are more "social" than medical.

The conditions in many institutions housing the retarded, both public and
private, are still a disgrace to the Nation. This applies to both "medical" and
non-medical units. Federal particilation in costs of care can be used as a signifl-
cant lever to upgrade the quality of care throughout the spectrum, but not If
significant portions of the spectrum are excluded categorically from federal
attention.

We certainly deplore the substitution of federal dollars for State dollars which
results in little or no Improvement of condition of the retarded under care. This
Is happening now in public "medical" Institutions, as well as in privatee non-
medical institutions. For example, in California it is estimated that only about
5% of federal fluds claimed for medical care In public Institutions was plowed
back in improved care.
If the Committee wishes to continue to use the vendor payment approach to

institutional care for the disabled, then such payments should be applicable to
every eligible person In any institution suitable to him regardless of sponsorship

However, we do offer the following alternative approach. Let the individual
retain entitlement to his base maintenance ($110 per month) and let tme fed-
eral concern for his health and welfare be demonstrated by a.sred direct as-
sistance to the states (and through them to approved private agencies) to de-
velop and operate the /ll range of needed special services in institutions as well
as in the community. If the Department and Bureau of the Budget would give
guarantees that adequate funds would flow through time various S1 nmechanismils
to guarantee a real impact on the quality and quantity of these service,, we could
withdraw our objection to the highly discriminatory and negative language con-
tained in the Administration proposals. We will readily agree that such a for-
Ward step could be more productive than any system of reimbursement on a fee.
for-service basis.

It should be borne In mind that the States are currently Investing something
of the order of $1.4 billion dollars annually In subsistence, and in social, health
and rehabilitation services for the mentally retarded, most of them with parlous
little input from federal sources.

8. Consolidation of Human Services, Joint Funding, and Openm Ended Funding:
As an organization which for twenty years has been speaking on behalf of a

group of people who are exceptionally In need of comprehensive health, educa-
tion, social and rehabilitation services, NARC has long advocated mechanisins
for coordinating such services, particularly at the point of delivery. Advocacy Is
not a new idea with us. We are very sympathetic to Secretary Ilichardson's
visions of the neighborhood multi-scrvice center, provided those with atypical
needs find therein the specialized kind of help they require.

It appears, however, that Part B of the proposed Title XX Is defective and
premature as a vehicle to this end. Sue) an important proposal should not be
tacked on to "social service" legislation with a mandate that "social service" be
the core of any step toward consolidation, along with an exclusion of "medicaid".
Rather a proposal to assist states to re(,rganize human services along more
rational lines should be debated on Its own merits. These merits should Include:

(a) neutrality among the various HEW contenders, rather than a bias
toward social services making them "more equal" than other components;
funding out of the office of the Secretary would symbolize this neutrality.

(b) prior rationalization of IW"s own eligibility requirements and fund.
Ing philosophies.
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(c) a clearer differentiation between the objectives of resource develop-
ment and income subsidy; recognition that if "medicaid" is excluded, other
means-tested "fee for service" systems should be excluded, or vice versa.

We recognize that it is iml)ractical to "consolidate" open ended and closed
end grant programs and that programs which are basically income maintenance
In purpose must be open ended. Dr. James Shannon has righly pointed out that
"medicaid" is such a program, and Its exclusion from "consolidation" Is there-
fore justified. However, there are certain social services which fall in the same
category.

The principle of joint funding is sound. We wish to polit out that recom-
niendations on this point were made as long ago as 1962 by the President's Panel
on Mental Retardation. We have long recognized the need for the administrative
reform of which Part C of Title XX represents a first step.

We recommend that federal participation in essential "hard" social services
remain open ended for the time being.

We recommend that action on Part B of Title XX be deferred pending perfec-
tion of this plan and prerequisite changes in IIEW's own program guidelines and
regulations.

We recommend that 1IEW be authorized and encouraged to develop sound
flexible Joint funding mechanisms for its own programs as a precursor to "con-
solidation" at the State level.

We recommend that HEW be asked to present a general plai for relaxing the
"single state agency" requirements of its many federal-state programs to permit
governors to regroup their hunmuan service systems, bearing In mind that "con-
solidation" can not mean a monolith with no substructure.

9. Protected Payments:
Proposed Section 446(a)(2) replaces present provisions i:a Section 406(b)

providing procedures for l)ayments to a protective payee. The new section 1610
substantially carries forward the provisions of the present section 1605 on the
same topic. By contrast the changes in Title IV appear substantive; all references
to a fair hearing have been omitted; the supporting explanation by the Depart-
ment emphasizes procedures for choosing the payee but does not consider the
problems of assuring that funds are used for benefit of the entitled persons
particularly when the payee is not a member of the salme household.

We agree that determinations in this matter are best made administratively
and that procedures and regulations should be comparable to those applying
under Section 205(J) (appointment of representative payees for social security
beneficiaries). However, instances have been reported to us which suggest that
abuses do occur under Social Security and we would not like to see them en-
larged upon under Titles IV and XVI. At the same time we do not want to see
disproportionate administrative time devoted to this concern.

We recoimnen(l that the Secretary be bound, as the States are now, by "due
process" in making protected payments under Sections 406 and 1610, and that
reasonable procedure s be established for assuring that recipients receive full
benefits from any protected payments made on their behalf.

The CI.AIR r rN. Now, the next, witness will be Ted Watkins speak-
ing for Watts Labor Community Action Council. Is he here? Ted
Watkins.

(A comnmunication received by the Committee fronm Mr. WVatkins
follows:)

WATTS LAno COMMUNITY ACTION COMMITTEE,

Agt st 24, 1970.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

U.S. ScIatc,
Washi nglon, D.C.
(Attention of Tom Vail, Chief Counsel.)

IloxOxmm GENTLEMEN: I am sorry to advise you that I am unable to testify
before your Committee at the present time. As Project Administrator of the
Watts Labor Community Action Committee, I do not want to Jeopardize one of
our critical funding sources-namely, private foundations.

The Tax Reform Act of 1969, Page 20, section 49-45 D and I), makes It illegal
for any organization receiving support from private foundations to, in any way,
influence legislation or legislative bodies. I am sure that the Committee members
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are very much aware of this legislation and can appreciate the need for illy de-
clining to participate In your hearings on Welfare Reform.

If however, I could be of assistance to the Committee as a private individual,
with no connection to my activities with the Watts Labor Community Action
Committee, I would of course be happy to cooperate.

Sincerely yours,
TED WATKINS,

Project A dmi nistralor.

The CHAIRMAN. I will call the next witness. Lawrence Spiceser,
director of the Washington office of American Civil Liberties Union.
Is le here? I awrence Spieser of the Civil Liberties Union.

Then, that concludes this morning's hearing. We will meet again
at 10:00 o'clock tomorrow.

(Whercupon, at 12:30 o'clock p.m., the hearing was m'cessed, to re-
convene at 10:00 a~n., Thursday, August 27, 1970.)





THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

THURSDAY, AUGUST 27, 1970

U.S. SENAr,
COiM-iTTEF ON FINANCE,

1Vas~hngton, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at, 10:15 a.m., in room 221,

New Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. ILng (chairman)
presiding.

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

The CITAIRMANW. The first witness for this morning's session is liar-
old W. Watts, director, Institute for Research on Poverty, University
of Wisconsin.

Is Mr. Watts here? Will you proceed, sir?

STATEMENT OF HAROLD W. WATTS, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR
RESEARCH ON POVERTY, UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN

Mr. WArrs. Shall I proceed?
The CHARM AN. Yes.
Mr. WATrS. I am grateful to this committee for the opportunity to

appear here and express my views on the Family Assistance Act of
1970.

I have been intensively concerned with the l)roblem of welfare re-
form for more than 5 years, as a research economist for the Office of
Economic Opportunity, as director of the Institute for Research on
Poverty at the University of Wisconsin, and as a principal investiga-
tor of the graduated work incentive experiment being carried out in
urban areas of New Jersey a' (i Pennsylvania. I have also followed
the development of the Family Assistance Act from the earliest stir-
rings up to the bill that is before you today.

I am pleased to note that th6 bill as revised under the urging of
this committee shows correction of some of the defects I noted in my
testimony before the Ways and Means Committee on November 13,
1969. Most importantly, there has been a recognition of the incentive
effects of all tax and subsidy programs that bear upon poor families
and steps have been taken--or promised-that will make self-support
uniformly more attractive than dependency. Much of the secretarial
discretion on pivotal issues has been removed. The movement toward
a unified Federal administration of cash benefits has been given
stronger encouragement.

Finally, the formulas for Federal reimbursement of State supple-
mental benefits have been improved and clarified. I will, in view of
the extensive statement already in the record of the 'Ways and Means

(1619)
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hearings, confine my remarks to several important remaining issues.
TIhe first of these is the level of the tax on earnings that is implicit

in the Family Assistance Act. It remains very high when one considers
its combinations with food stamps, medical benefits, public housing
aid and for some, State supplemental benefits.

We do not have a sound basis for evaluating the effects of very
high implicit taxes on motivation of self-support. Until we do, it
seems prudent to avoid the extreme levels.

I would propose that. an overall ceiling be included which wouhl
insure each family eligible for family assistance that the total bene-
fits, both cash and in-kind, which th'at, family would receive at zero
income will never be reduced by an amount greater than half of the
total income the family earns iw its own efforts. As it. now stands,
combinations of progranis can result in reductions that, leave tile family
with much less than half of the fruits of their efforts, with as little
as 25 or 30 percent in fact. I believe that. such rates ought, to be avoided
as we move cautiously toward a policy of equitable assistance for the
working poor.

One major change is proposed in the revised bill-elimination of
the Federal mandate for supplementation of benefits for unemplo-yed
fathers, families headed by an unemployed father. This was done to
remove a "notch" at, the i)oint., which is typically usually 35 hours
per week, where a father is no longer unenployed according to regu-
lations.

It should be understood that time notch was moved and not removed.
For now the bill proposes an equivalent added benefit for families
whose. unemployed father deserts them. Again, no one can say with
authority how inany more female-headed families this will produce.
But, I believe it. is always unfortunate to place a premium of family
instability. In the long rn we must look toward raising the genertil
family assistance benefits so as to eliminate or drastically reduce these
supplemental bonuses and the consequent, discouragement of respon-
sible parenthood.

For those States which now operate AFDC-UP programs, there
should be some provision against abnipt, termination of benefits if the
State chooses to discontinue the program. The rolls could be closed,
followed by a scheduled reduction of benefits over 1 or 2 years. With-
out such provision there will be a great deal of distress and a very
heavv burden on the emergency funds of State and local governments.
We have had some recent direct experience with this in Wisconsin
since the UP was removed in July.

Also, the revised bill proposes a more stringent, work test. The
penalty for noncompliance has been raised, and the standards of suit-
ability have been weakened.

'Whilo I recognize and share the objective of these provisions, I
would also caution against the capacity for mischief of the policy
itself. In periods such as the present one, the economy simply is not
generating enough jobs. While it is always possible to find 'persons
who will not accept bona fide offers of "good" jobs, most of the poor
are eager for them, and even more so when the periods of labor de-
mand are short.

It, is all too easy and hardly unprecedented for coercive powers
such as the ones in this bill to be used to exploit and even perpetuate
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the existence of a large group of ill-paid and infrequently employed
workers.

A similar caution applies to the training l)rovisiom. There is no
evidence that public manpower services and/or training programs
which provide genuine opportunities for increased earning lower
require coercive powers in order to be used. The problem is that such
programs have rarely been seen. We have mainly judged such lpro-
grams by their cost "and not by their results, ani many of the pro-
grams in that category have lacked participants. But I believe that. we
risk a monumental waste of time, money, and effort if emsentiall' coer-
cive powers are used to populate programs that do not enough evi-
(lent merit to attract trainees or clients.

Finally, I would like to express my strong support for the general
thrust o thi's )rogram. Our policies toward the poor have gone much
too far down the road of discrimination against the working poor.
A part of that inequity is redressed here. It is unfortunate that prior
claims on our budget prevent a more substantial movement toward
that goal. This program combined with programs offering improved
education opportunities, both operating in an economy that is capable
of using all who want to work, offers our best chance for eliminating
poverty.

I havo not included here further discussion of the experimental
projectt in New Jersey. Mr. Wilson and Mr. Kershaw have, I believe,

given you a good summary. I am, of course, more than happy to dis-
cuss it with you if that should be your pleasure.

Again, thank you very much for the opportunity.
T0he CHAIMAN. Any questions, gentlemen?
Senator Cuims. Mr. Watts, do you endorse this part of the proposal

that would pay a welfare benefit, to the fully-employed working poor?
Mr. Ws.'. 'yes, I (o.,
Senator CURTIs. And you are aware that there are about 10 million

people who are on welfare now and that this could raise the number of
welfare recil)ients in the Nation to a possible 24 million?

Mr. W,%Trs. Yes, sir.
SOaator CURTIS. In that connection, I notice a sentence in your last

paragraph:
"It is unfortunate that prior claims on our budget prevent a more

substantial movement toward this goal."
Then in reality, you really favor a larger bill, do you not, than tile

one that the Nixon administration has recommended?
Mr. WArrrs. Yes, sir, I do.
Senator CURTIS. About how much larger?
Mr. Wvirs. Roughly twice as large in terms of cost..
Senator CUlTIs. ' wice as large?
Mr. Wrrrs. Yes.
Senator CuRTIS. In other words, you favor a bill instead of being

4.1 or 2 or 3 or 4 billion, 8.5, something like that.?
Mr. I'VWxrs. Yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. Instead of the figure of $1,600, what would you

place it at?
Mr. W:rrs. Probably close to the $3,000 level.
Senator CURTIS. Close to $3,000?
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T. WVTS. In fact, I do tend to include the food stamp benefits,
which these people will be entitled to, which does raise somewhat the
$1,600 cash benefits.

Senator CUrTIs. Do you know anybody who is for this program who
is not anxious to see it. raised right aay f

Mr. WATrs. Yes.
Senator CuRTS. You do?
Mr. W, ,rrs. Yes. Several.
Senator CURTIS. I will not. ask you to name them.
Mr. W ars. Pardon?
Senator CuRTis. That is all.
Senator WILLAM3S. 'Mr. Watts, your present employment is with

the Institute of Poverty Research for the University of Wisconsin, is
that correct?

Mr. WA'i's. Yes, sir.
Senator WVITAA3Is. And that, is operating under a Government, grant.

that was proposed, that was sponsored and financed by HEW for the
purpose of promoting this plan and the New Jersey experiment., is
that correct?

Mr. WATrs. It is the Office of Economic Opportunity.
Senator WILTaA-3s. So in effect, you are being indirectly paid by

the tax p ayers to invoke this proposal, have a built-in interest on it?
Mr. W,%rrs. I would correct. it., Senator; it is OE0 rather than

HEW, otherwise it is correct.
Senator WIrI31TA1s. That is correct, it is OEO but the taxpayers are

paying.
fr. WATTS. Yes, sir.

Senator WILLrMS. I just thought we would clear up your employ-
ment status.

No further questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank your very much, sir.
Our next witness will be Mr. Robert McManus, director of the

Nebraska Department of Public Welfare.
Senator CUrTIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to welcome to the

witness stand the Honorable Robert MeManus. He is our director of
public welfare. He is knowledgeable and I think lie will be able tohelp us a great deal. I have read his statement. He will give us some
important information concerning the impact of this bill upon the
States and particularly upon the State of Nebraska.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT MoMANUS, DIRECTOR, NEBRASKA STATE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE

Mr. McMAxus. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Senators.
I also am the director of administrative services for the State of

Nebraska, and I am here at the express wish of Gov. Norbert Tiemann.
The State of Nebraska generally supports the Family Assistance

Act. There do continue to be significant areas which are of great con-
cern to us. I am not going to read this statement which you have in
front. of you, but I do want to emphasize some very specific points
that I think are extremely important to States such as Nebraska, and
we are not alone. There are many States similar to us.
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We are concerned, our chief area of concern is the limitations con-
tained in the hold-harmless provision. We were violently opposed to
the bill prior to the installation of the hold-harmless provision be-
cause of the tremendous imp)act that. we could foresee on the State
general fund tax load. 11e Iave changed our thinking, but we feel
that the hold-harmless provision does not, go far enough.

The 1967 amendments introduced to the Social Security Act, the
provisions of earned income disregards have an impact which is tre.
mendous in our State and those States such as ours which are on the
primary formula.

I would remind you, gentlemen, there are two formulas in for coin-
putation in the So~ial Security Act, a primary formula and an alter-
nate formula. The large States such as Illinois New York, California,
Connecticut, and others are on the alternate formula. The impact of
the disregards in the State of Nebraska has been one to increase the
caseload very, very dramatically, and increase the cost per case, the
payment per case.

Now, interestingly enough, this increase in the cost of the case is
entirely, under our present setup, at the expense of the State itself. We
feel that since the hold-harmless--excuse me, since the disregards caie
into effect at the end of 1969 fiscal year that the hold-harmless provi-
sion should be made based on the 1969 fiscal year.

We feel that the base year for computations in the Family Assist-
ance Act should be on the basis of 1969, not 1971.

There are further points that I want to make. The hold-harmless
provision does not consider the administrative costs. The programs
are going to increase, we know this. We know that the medical assist-
ance program is going to increase, the AFDC program is going to in-
crease, and we recommend that the hold-harmless provision include
assurance to the States that other program increases resulting from
the enactment of the Family Assistance Act. be included, and to also
hold these increases harmless to the State.

We feel that the provisions of the act give the Secretary far too
much latitude in making determinations as to the levels of Federal
participation. No State, certainly not Nebraska, can effectively deter-
mine what their costs are going to be with the provisions the way that
they are.

such secretarial discretion should be reworded in the act to give the
States a more definite idea of funding, funding that would be avail-
able, and an exact basis upon which to determine the State's efforts
required to support the program.
lWe feel further that the closed-end appropriation for administra-

tion, training, and social services is not realistic. We feel that any ref-erence to closed-end appropriations relating to an open end an'd un-

predictable workload s11oud be an open-ended appropriation, and
allow the States to control within the State appropriation the effi-
cient and effective operation of theprogram.

The States are interested in efficiency in the operations of these pro-
grams, and believe me, Senators, we have been working very diligently
at trying to establish adequate controls within the limits of tlhe
statutes.

In the State of Nebraska and other rural States, the requirement to
separate social service and administration is not a practical one. In
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some of our more rural counties, this would require, under tile terms
of tile act the way it, is presently worded, duplicate and in some in-
stances triplicate staffs where there is a workload not commensurate
with that type of staffing.

We feel that this should be rewritten to give the States discretion
in these areas.

The manpower and training funding will increase State costs. At
the present time Nebraska provides 20 percent of the operation of
the work incentive program in two counties. Under the terms of the
act. as they are presently worded, the cost to the State would increase
significantly.

We recommend that the 10 percent be related to the hold-harmless
provision contained in the income maintenance section of the family
assistance plan. Additional costs for such a manpower program should
not place an additional burden on an already overburdened State tax
base.

Mfr. Chairman and Senators I appreciate the opportunity to come
and talk with you. I had another statement in my written statement
that. I deleted. I would just like to modify that and say that the costs
should not be underestimated, and the effects should not be overesti-
mated.

We feel that this is a forward step, it is a step in the right direction,
but we must recognize that it is going to cost money and we must
recognize that it is not the end-all and the answer to all of the social
problems of the country.

Thank you very much, Senators.
The A C M 1A~N. Senator Curtis?
Senator CURTIS. Mr. McManus, do you have an estimate as to how

much added costs would be placed on Nebraska immediately if the
revised bill were put into effect?

Mr. MCMANus. Well, because of the tremendous costs of administra-
tion, which we cannot actually determine, we think that tie cost to the
State would be somewhere between doubled and tripled unless a proper
hold-harmless provision is included.

Senator CUtMS. You mean that your total budget for public wel-fare would bo doubled on enactment of this bill, -State budget?
Mr. McMNvus. Yes, sir; without hold-harmless.
Senator CuRiis. Not just your cost of administration, but. the total

amount of money that the State spends ?
Mr. McMA.xus. That is correct, sir.
Senator CuRiis. As you and I well know, we are a small State,

populationwise, perhaps as well as national wealth. What are we spend-
ing out of State funds for public welfare?

Mr. MCMANus. The total cost of our budget, the appropriation was
$36.6 million for the biennium. The actual costs are running about
$44 million. Ve will have

Senator CURTIs. State funds?
Mr. MCM tus. State funds.
We will have somewhere in the area during the present biennium of

possibly a $4 to $7 million deficit.
Senator CuRTis. So it will be around $44 million ?
Mr. McLt,;Nus. Excuse me, I gave you an incorrect figure. It is run-

ning $42.4 million at the present time.
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Senator CURTIS. $42.4 for a biennium?
Mr. MoMA.Nus. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. That is State funds exclusive of Federal funds and

local funds?
Mr. MoMcA-xus. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. And it is your estimate that. these various portions

in the bill which you have called attention to would double that
load ?

Mr. MCAANus. Yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. And maybe more.
Mr. MoAL-Nus. This is a questionable thing, Senator, because we

cannot predict, accurately the way the bill is written what the actual
imp act will be.

Senator CURTIS. Well, that leads to my next question. This obliga-
tion on the State, it would not be a one-tume obligation but nder the
bill it would be a continuing obligation for more money.

Mr. MoLM.Nus. That is correct..
Senator CunTis. Another question:
Are you able to predict what those added costs will be, are they cer-

tain and definite?
Mr. MOMANUS. No, sir; we are not.
Senator CURTIS. Li that one of your objections?
Mr. McM Tus. That is, sir; very definitely. This is one of our main

objections, that we cannot predict, we cannot foretell what our tax
burden is going to be as a result of public welfare.

Senator CURTIS. I think, by and large, that perhaps welfare is as
well-administered in Nebraska as any place because we do not have
the problems of such large areas of population and other things.

Has the welfare load gone down in recent years?
Mr. MoMAANus. No, sir. In the past 2 years it has increased signifi-

cantly. We feel that this is largely due to the effect of thlo income dis-
regards. Wire are opening cases and we are getting younger caseloads,
younger mothers and smaller families, and the cases are not being
closed because of the income disregards.

Senator CURTIS. I think the committee understands what you mean
by income disregards. There may be others following the record who
do not.

What doyou mean by an income disregard ?
Mr. MoMANUs. Wel l, any earned income that is earned by a recil)ient

or teenager in the family, the first $30 of their income is disregarled.
Senator CURTIS. For each individual?
Mr. MoLAus. Yes. For the mother-all of the income of the chil-

dren up to 18 years old who are in school or training is disregarded.
Senator CURTIS. For each individual in the family
Mr. McMANus. Yes, yes. Then one proceeds to establish what their

income is, what their available income is in relation to their budgeted
need, and the payments consist of the difference between the net in-
come and the budgeted need.

Senator CURIS. Does it work out something like this: If an al)pli-
cant had three dependents and zero income and resources, you would
determine what their budgeted needs are and if it was within the
limits, they would get that, is that right?

44-527-70-pt. 3-23
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Mr. MCMANUs. That is correct, within the limits of the statutes.
Senator CURTIS. Under the old law, whatever income they had would

be subtracted and you would pay them a difference ?
Mr. McMA. Ns. 'That is correct.
Senator CunRis. Now, by an income disregard, the Congress has said

in the law that, you shall'disregard a certain amount of earnings for
each head of thefamily, is that right.?

Mr. CMANU\us. Thai is correct..
Senator CURTIS. And one-third of the balance?
Mr. McMlNus. Yes.
Senator Cuwris. Now, that was passed by the Congress in the hope

and expectation that if welfare recipients would get a chance to earn
something that they could keel), it would induce them to earn more
and to strive for fuller employment and better employment and eventu-
ally get off of welfare. You say it. has not. worked out that way.

Mfr. MCMANUS. In the State of Nebraska, the result. is that the case-
load has increased, and we are not closing cases, so that the levels of
earnings, generally speaking, are such that in the jobs, the levels of
their capability are such that these people continue to remain on wel-
fare, alt hough their own standard of living and their available money
is increased. So it has not had the effect of decreasing the caseload.
It has had the opposite effect, of increasing the caseload and keeping
people on welfare a longer period of time.

Senator CuRTis. You made some reference to younger applicants.
Would you elaborate on that. just a little bit?

Mr. MCM.IANUS. Well, there is a pattern that is starting to become
discernible where the average age of the applicant is becoming younger,
and we think that what this is caused by, but we are not sure of this
at. this time, is the effect of this earned income disregard that younger
people are starting to come on.

Senator Cureis. In other words, there might, be a mother who has
a couple of youngsters who are earning some money which is disre-
garded, and she gets $30 and then a third over that.'Would it appear
then that the applicant is sort of saying "Well, this is the way it is
provided, we are entitled to that" so they just apply and receive the
welfare and continue to receive it as a matter of course, and they do
not use that right to earn uncounted income as a means of getting off
relief?

Mr. McMANus. That is it., Senator.
Senator Cun'Tis. I think you have given us some very valuable in-

formation because this is ohe of the basic facts that we' have to con-
sider, whether or not we should extend welfare benefits to the fully
employed people. We can add 14 million welfare recipients by a vote
in Congress and a stroke of the pen by the President. But. it takes a
lot of doing to ever retire that many people from the welfare rolls by
any means of training, work requirement or incentive.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BF, N r. Mr. Chairman, mny I ask a question? I would

like to follow up this disregard. I am very much interested in it.
Is this the way it works? Here is a person who is just, on the border.

If they earn $16 moje without. the disregard, they go off welfare. But
when 'you put the disregard in you put them way down below the
border because you take off $30 for each worker, plus 30 percent of
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their earning so that, while they may be earning, let's say $-200 a
month, but when you calculate the disregards the record shows that
thev are earning $170 a month minus one-third of the $200 or-

MAr. MCMANUS. Minus one-third of the balance of the $170.
Senator BEN xi'r. One-third of the $170, which is about. $55, so they

are only earning about $125 a month actually. And somebody points
out to them that they can get. on welfare and still have that much
margin before they get to reach the point where they would be taken
off welfare.

Is that not. the way it works?
Mr. McMANIs. That. is correct, Senator.
Senator BEyxErI'. So it. makes them, even though they might actu-

ally be earning enough to take care of themselves, by law they are far
short of that necessary amount and, therefore, a greater number of
people qualify.

Mr. M1fcMAxus. So that, using your same example, Senator, they
would be getting, let us say, $55 and $30, $85 payment in addition to
their $200 and it. would become, their true income would then become
$285.

Now, it does another thing, and this is the point that I was trying
to stress earlier, it has an impact on other programs. This also qiiali-
fies them for the food stamps. It. also qualifies that family for medical
assistance under the title 19 program. So that impact is across pro-
grams, it, is not just one program.

I am not saying that this is bad, Senator.
Senator BNErwr. I just wanted to get it clear mathematically.
Mr. McMA1 Xus. All I was pointing out was trying to show what.

the a rithmetic does for the State taxpayer.
Senator BNx r,rr. I wanted to get the natheniatical pattern straight.

in my own mind and on the record.
fr . CMANUS. Yes.

Senator BE-NNET. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. McMAfNus. Thank you, Senator.
(Mr. McManus' prepared statement follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. McMANUS, DIRECTOR, NFBRASKA STATE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIO WELFARE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee on Finance of the United States
Senate.

NEBRASKA SUPPORTS FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT GENERALLY

The Finaily Assistance Act, H.R. 16311, as revised by the Administration onJune of 1970, has been improved in many respects and is generally sunported

by the State of Nebraska. There do continue to lie areas which tire of concern
and on which my comments today will be addressed.

"OLD IIARMLESS" PROVISION NOT ADEQUATE

The provision to "hold harmless" increased costs to the states with a liase
year of 1971 is not the best approach to nor the intent of this Act. The joro-
vision to "hold harmless" an Act whose premise is an "income strategy" must
take Into consideration cturrent programs of the Social Security Act containing
iWhat we consider to lie Income strategy uirovislons. This income strategy w,,as
initiated in the 1967 Amendments to the Social Security Act and mandated the
exemption of the first $30 plus one-third of a family's earned income. This strat-
egy has not resulted In a reduction in caseload but has increased caseload more
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rapidly than in any previous two-year period. Nebraska recommends that the
"hold harmless" provision either be worded: (1) to gradually decrease state
participation in the Income Maintenance programs with the goal of eventual
Federal take-over of the funding for the Income Maintenance programs; or (2)
to establish a base year prior to the Implementation of the 1967 Amendments con-
taining similar income strategy provisions.

"HOLD HARMLESS" DOES NOT CONSIDER ADMINISTRATION COST

It is further recognized that the "hold harmless" provision does not reflect
administrative increases that will take place resulting from the enactment of
national eligibility requirements such as income levels, resource limitations, age
requirement for AFDC children, income disregard in the adult programs, and
redefinition of permanent and total disability. It is obvious that these national
standards will Increase the cost of the state's Medical Assistance program and
increase caseload. To administer such programs it will also require additional
staff. Nebraska recommends that the "hold harmless" provision include assur-
anee to the states that otlier program increases resulting from the enactment
of the Fanily Assistance Act be included and to also hold these increases harm-
less to the state.

SECRETARIAL DISCRETION NOT ACCEPTABLE

Other provisions in the Family Assistance Act also require clarification. These
relate to family eligibility, Federal participation in assistance for the adult cate-
gories, the wording relating to supportive services, child care and the closed-end
Social Service administration. The Act provides the Secretary with discretion-
ary power to establish the rate of participation by the Federal Government
above $65 average payment for the adult categories. The Administration has
indicated that the Secretary will use this discretionary power to control ex-
penditures in the adult categories. However, a state Will not be able to determine
the level of Federal participation in the adult categories if such limitation either
is not stricken from the Act or a definite maximum written into the Act. The
Secretary is further given discretionary power to determine the Federal finan-
cial participation In supportive services, child care, and other sections where the
wording "up to" a percentage will be the Federal share of a given expenditure.
Such Secretarial discretion should be reworded in the Act to give the states a
more definite idea of funding available and an exact basis upon which to deter-
mine the states' effort required to support the program.

CLOSED-END APPROPRIATION NOT VALID

The Social Services Amendment to the Administration's revised and resub-
mitted Family Assistance Act contains a closed appropriation for administra-
tion, training, and Social Services. In the Family Assistance Act, states will be
required to administer a program for an unknown population and number which
would d conceivably double a work load of the state. It is recognized that the states'
caseload could double, but there is proposed a limitation on Federal participation
in the cost of administering this program to 110% of expenditures during a
base year. It is inconceivable to expect a state to control administration when
the state in fact has little or no control over the numbers of persons eligible to
receive aid and assistance. Any analogy to closed-end administrative appropri-
ations to the Social Security Administration is totally invalid because the
administrations of the two programs are not comparable. Nebraska recommends
that any reference to closed-end appropriation relating to an open-end and pre-
dictable work load also be an open-ended Federal appropriation and allow the
states to control within state appropriation the efficient and effective operation
of the program.

SOCIAL SERVICE SEPARATION NOT PRACTrICAL

There appears to be no requirement that the state implement a Social Service
delivery system In the Family Assistance Act In the Amendment titled, "Grants
to States for Individual and Family Services and Consolidated Health, Educa.
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tion and Welfare Plans," an attempt was made to separate an Inconic Mainte-
nance program from a Social Services program. On the surface this appears to be a
valid administrative separation and lends itself to the identification of funding
for the two segments of the Public Welfare program. However, It is an arbitrary
segmentation of service to people and a split-off with one agency dealing with a
part of a person and will further split the delivery of help to people in need of
aid and assistance. It must be realized that in many rural countries in Nebraska
such a separation will require separate staffs. The result will be: (1) inability
of the state to realize Social Service funding, or (2) Social Services will be
provided in rural counties without Federal reimbursement for the services
provided.

RECOMMENDATION FOB COMBINED STAFF

It is recommended that the Family Assistance Act be revised to delete the
requirement that states establish separate adminisrative units for the provision
of Social Services. As presently written, this Act could require the establish-
meat of a system for delivering family assistance to the working poor, another
staff to provide state supplementation, fnd a third staff to deal with Social
Services.

MANPOWER AND TRAINING FUNDING WILL INCREASE STATE COSTS

Section 447 deals with the Manpower Training and Rehabilitation Services,
requiring an administrative effort by the state of 10% of the cost of program
operation. Nebraska presently provides 20% 'of the cost of the operation of the
Work Incentive Program in two counties: Douglas and Lancaster. The Family
Assistance work and training requirement will require 10% state effort for a
greatly expanded caseload, including the working poor, at a cost to the state
far exceeding the current 20% now required under the state's Work Incentive
Program contained in Title IV of the Social Security Act. It is recommended
the 10% be related to the "hold harmless" provision contained in the Income
Maintenance segment of the Family Assistance Plan. 'Additional costs for such
a Manpower Program should not be placed as an additional burden on an already
over-burdened state tax base. It is recognized that any new program will have
certain attributes to aid its passage. The State of Nebraska is of the opinion
that the existing Welfare Programs, although labelled a failure, have in fact
done their job of providing assistance to thousands of people in need. The present
system should not be overcriticized as is the current vogue in attempting to sell
the Family Assistance Plan. To assume that the Family Assistance 'Act will
resolve all of the problems that the present system is accused of not solving is
merely to over-state and an attempt to over-sell a program which could provide
a very important basis for social improvement but not the total solution to the
many complex social problems existing today. The Administration, in attempting
to get passage of this Act, will under-estimate the cost of this program, as was
the case when Title XIX of the Social Security Act was passed. This under-
estimation of cost is the reason Nebraska Is so very concerned about adminis-
tration projects and the very limited "hold harmless" provision contained In
the Act.

I will be happy to answer any questions at this time.
The CHAIRM-AIN. The next witness is the Honorable John Parkin of

the Wisconsin State task force on welfare payments and Mr. Parkin
is to be accompanied by Representative Merrill E. Atalbaum, Repre-
sentative W. A. Johnson, Mr. Merton Ehricke, city welfare directorMr. Edward J. Hallen, county welfare director, . Kenneth Schrick-
er, vice president of the Washburn County Board of Supervisors.

Senator B NN-r. Mr. Chairman, before these gentlemen begin we
have a vote in 5 minutes on the floor of the Senate just for your
information.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you proceed, sir.
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STATEMENT OF EDWIN ;. HALLEN, COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTOR,
GEORGE E. RICE, DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL, MER-
TON EHRICKE, CITY WELFARE DIRECTOR, AND KENNETH
SCHRICKER, VICE CHAIRMAN, WASHBURN COUNTY BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS

fr. HALLEN. Mr. Chairman, we are very appreciative of your per-
mitting us to appear here today.

For pUrposes of correcting and perfection of your record, I am not
Mr. Parkin, I am Edwin J. liallen, County W1elfare Director. Mr.
Parkin is notl here, Mr. Stalbaum is not here, Representative Johnson
is not here. But I am accompanied by I. Kenneth Schricker, Mr.
M[erton Ehricke, Mr. George Rice, attorney, and two other folks from
Milwaukee County. I will explain this so you know that it was not
recklesly done by saying about 2 days ago a legislative emergene
occurred in our State where the legislative members listed on rot,
your witness list and on our 14 member memo were not perinittel
to come. So again subject to your objection, ,r. Chairman, I will
not read every word of the 14-1)age memo but refer to the two page
summary of that memo which I believe each of you have, because I
beg of yo0u to let one or two of my fellows take some part of the time
I would have been allowed.

We mentioned in the summary job training. For us it. is a very trou-
blesomo area for several years'but especially beginning with the in-
ception of the WIN program. So far as we can find now within our
own agency or attached to it by reference to other agencies 32 dif-
ferent working payment programs, one of the complaints we have
on the local level, and I must speak on that term even though I rep-
resent our legislature, is the variety and complexity of programs
which (1oes contribute to an excessive cost in welfare, increased staff
and so on because with each program comes the proliferation of men
and materials and regulations and so on.
lVe recommend then one training program under one agency be-

cause they are all for people in the end anyway.
Mr. Rice. may want to talk to you more thoroughly about food

stamps and surplus commodities programs on the local level and I
will leave that just a moment-also about the treatment of fathers.

Again subject, to your objection, Mr. Chairman, if I could just
make some comments about both the Family Assistance Act and all
current welfare. programs. Again from a local point, of view it is we
who do the work, try to carry out your mandates here but we have been
left out of any policy determination or participation in decisions as
to programs I;artlv because of the one statement which the Congress
includes in the preamble to every program, and I quote roughly exact-
ly: "This program shall be supervised by a single State agency."

i We are very much alone on the local level and if it is possible here
in Congress fo insert a statement saving that a single State agency
shall be responsible to You or to 1-EW but with 90-day lead'time
permitted those of us on the local level aild with participation possibly
with the concensus of concurring opinion, before a program is
mandated.
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Mr. McManus has just told you many of the same things I would
have, and I feel as strongly about them as he does, and especially now,
prediction of costs. Some of the proposed projections of FAP were
based on the 1960 census which is completely out of touch with reality
today, and especially with respect. to the medical assistance program.

pThat rogram has already gone beyond us both on the local level and
on the State and indeed tinder the Federal level. I think it, might not,
have been if we were permitted 4 years ago to say, give us 2 years to
study this thing while we continue with the program which thien cost
me one-lalf as much as it is costing us today.

May I introduce Mr. George Rice. ie is an attorney of Milwaukee
County.

Mr. Rici. Mr. Chairman, I will have nothing to say at this time
because the Milwaukee County delegation will speak separately, if we
may, after the vote.

Mr. ScHnucKER. I am very interested, Mr. Chairman, in the food
staml) and the surplus programs that, you are discussing here in this
program.

We feel very strongly in Wisconsin that these programs are very
good. In the rural area we find that the surplus program works very
well for the low income people. Those are the ones who are not on
aid.

They are underemployed people rather than unemployed, and this
program works very well and we would hope that you would consider
leaving ol)tion and both programs in the plan.

We also have a deep concern, I have, for the situation in the stamp
plan where we find in many of our larger cities in the State of Wis-
consin criticism of our State for the lack of providing the proper
amounts for food allowances. Yet, we find in some of our cities, t at
only -0 percent of the recipients are participating in the stamp plan,
and I think that that is a grave concern.

I think there ought to be some local rules where something could
be done about that, and I would ask you distinguished gentlemen, as
you consider your vote on this to very carefully look at the State im-
pact that it. would have on the State taxes of each State.

I am very concerned about any further rise in cost of administra-
tion. I think that we have far too many programs, as Ed spoke about,
under different. titles.

I just do not. feel that administration should be going up at. the rate
that it. is.

Thank you very much.
Mr. 4hiRICKE.'Mr. Chairman and distinguished gentlemen. I would

like to bring to your attention the vendor voucher payments in regard
to recipients on welfare.

At the present, time the categorical aids allow, the Congress allows
10 percent of the total caseload to be permitted in the voucher and/or
vendor payment. I think that this should be changed to more flexible
option with the adminstrators of the various programs, especially in
the AFDC. The main opposition to the vendor and/or voucher pay-
ment has been it takes away the dignity of the client.. I happen to come
from a city that is on a mit system of relief, and I have seen AFDC
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families evicted by the sheriff and my office being called to help them
out because there were no funds available after the AFDC check has
been spent..

I believe that we should not take away the right of the people to
handle their own moneT, who know how to handle it but. we certainly
must maintain the dignity of the family and keep them together, those
who mismanage their funds, and I urge you to give the States more
flexibility in the vendor and voucher payment.

Thank you.
The C1I.R\M x. Thank you.
Mr. Rwx. I think our allotted time, Mr. Chairman, has expired and

I do not want to overstay our welcome unless
The CHATIMAN. If you want to add something to what they said, I

will be glad to hear you.
Mr. RICE. Just a few words.
I think, Mr. Chairman, that some consideration should be given to

the supplemental payment required under the program in terms of the
States in view of the fact. that the U.S. Supreme Court in April ruled
that before you could terminate benefits you had to have an impartial
hearing, and during their course the benefits must continue.

As a matter of fact, on May 25, 1970, the U.S. Supreme Court. re-
manded a case back to the northern district of Illinois which involved
a situation entailing the reduction of benefits where the district court
judge in that instance held that a fair hearing must be required in
terms of any reduction.

Now, if this program does expand from a potential of 7 plus million
AFDC recipients to a possible 22 or 24 million people, you can see the
situation in terms of the States from the supplemental benefits stand-
point, and I think that constitutionally it. would be possible for the
Congress to provide the exception thit in the supplemental benefit
field that the fair hearing would not have to be necessitated or required
in order to terminate benefits or to reduce benefits because if the
program expands, it will become an intolerable situation for State and
local government.

I think also that the administrative options could be improved on.
I recognize the administration has made some improvements but I
believe whatever State option or whatever State elections in terms of
an option the administrative expense should be handled in the same
manner by the Federal Government without any detriment to any
State which elects to administer the supplemental benefits themselves.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
(The statement in full and a subsequent letter of Mr. IHallento the

Chairman follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE WISCONSIN TASK FORCE ON WLFARE PAYMErNTS

Mr. Chairman, my name Is John Parkin. I am a Wisconsin State Representative
and vice-chairman of the Wisconsin Task Force on Welfare Payments. I am also
immediate past chairman of my county board of supervisors.

I am here representing the Task Force In order to present its comments on the
proposed Family Assistance Act of 1970, and am accompanied by several other
members of the Task Force who will be available to answer questions if the
Committee desires.

The Wisconsin Task Force on Welfare Payments is a bipartisan committee
composed of legislators and public members, and was created by Chapter 432,
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Laws of 1969, with the specific charge to "try to Improve the welfare program,
find a better way of using the funds of the recipients, help the recipients of
welfare to obtain employment, and maintain a continuing process of education
for welfare recipients." Consistent with this goal. the Task Force has made a
study of the Family Assistance Act as it applies to the efficient administration of
a state welfare program and to the furtherance of the objectives with which our
Task Force is charged.

JOB TRAINING

The proposed Act emphasizes manpower services, training, employment, child
care, vocational rehabilitation and related supportive services. The Task Force
agrees that these services are essential iii order to train an individual for
employment so that the objective of restoring the family to the state of being
self-supporting, independent and useful to its community can be attained.

Although the Task Force favors the emphasis placed on the work Incentive
and job training aspects of the bill, it feels that the Job training programs must
include provisions for realistic administration and evaluation. An effective Job
training program must prepare recipients for Jobs that exist in the community,
that provide for the likelihood of job advancement and that will pay an adequate
wage.

The Welfare Task Force would like to share some of the e.erlences Wisconsin
has had with the present Job training programs in order that some of their
defects might be eliminated in the proposed manpower programs to be de-
veloped under the Family Assistance Act.

Presently, many of the Job training programs are duplicative. Testimony before
our Task Force by public welfare recipients Indicated that often a recipient went
through not one but several training programs and still remained unemployed at
the completion of the training programs. In Milwaukee alone, according to one
report presented to the Task Force, there are 20 manpower programs for the
disadvantaged in which a public assistance recipient might be enrolled. Almost
all of these programs are substantially or wholly federally funded. For these
20 programs, there are at least 10 different local sponsors and to date, the only
apparent coordinating attempt has been through the area Cooperative Area Man-
power Planning System (CAMPS), which serves chiefly as an advisory group
and depends upon voluntary Information from member agencies. As of August 1,
1970, the only full-time coordination position in Milwaukee for CAMPS was
vacant. Lack of coordination not only results in duplication of job training pro-
grams, it also often leaves both the social worker and the recipient bewildered as
to which program will serve the recipient's needs best.

Two independent studies of manpower programs in Wisconsin have been
presented to the Task Force and both have concluded that major problems in
programs are the lack of both coordination and standards for measuring the ef-
fectiveness of the programs. The Milwaukee Citizens' Governmental Research
Bureau, which recently evaluated the 3ilwaukee manpower programs, concluded
that there Is only limited cooperation between agencies and a definite lack of over-
all planning and assessment of results.

Even if the individual training program is evaluated, such evaluation Is usually
done by the agency itself. Self-evaluation Is of limited use, especially when one
considers that each program Is competing with all the others for federal funds.
The usual statistics collected by the Individual training program in its self-
evaluation include little data other than the number of persons served by the
program. A person is considered "served by the program" when referred to or con-
tacted by the agency. Few, if any, statistics seem to be available on the potential
number of persons in need of the program, and on how many are served by
more than one program. Similarly, little Information is available on how many
successfully complete the program and what definition of success is used.
If successful completion means the trainee has obtained employment, it is Im-
portant to know how long he remained employed and if this is the type of Job
for which lie was trained. The Work Incentive Program (WIN) is an example.
The Task Force learned in this program that contact with a trainee is terminated
three to six months after Initial employment. The number of such terminations is
Sthe standard used for success. No data is kept on whether the job was related to
the training received or on how long the persons continued in employment.

In order to eliminate some of the defects that exist in the present manpower
training programs, our Task Force recommends that those agencies responsible
for administering training programs should be further responsible for the evalua-
tion and follow-up of the employment of all participants.
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Our Task Force feels that such evaluation and follow-up is essential if the
training programs for the disadvantaged are to achieve their goal of restoring
the Individual to a contributing status in the community. This goal-in the opin-
ion of the Task Force-is the most. important of all the criteria for success.

Many of the training programs have as their objective the elimination of the
need for public assistance. At least in the case of the WIN program this objec-
tive is not being met. After successful completion of the WIN program, few per-
sons are making enough to completely eliminate the need for AFDC grants, when
allowance is made for tax deductions and the $30 plus one-thlrd Incentive. Statis-
tics presented to the Task Force Indlcated that the average AFI)C grant iII Wis-
consin for persons obtaining employment under the WIN program was $224 per
month and that the average wage after completing the WIN program was $431
per month. This family Is still eligible for a reduced grant until its gross earn-
lugs reach $58W per month.

Evaluation and follow-up of the Individual training programs and state co-
ordination of these programs will help to contribute to their effectiveness. This,
however, is not enough. The Task Force also recommends that all job training
programs be administered by a single agency at both the state and Federal levels.
Tils would allow for administrative efficiency because individual programs pro-
viding the same service would no longer be competing with one another.

In addition to agency evaluation, coordination and review of the individual
job training programs, the Task Force recommends that Congress also review
and evaluate all federal welfare and employment programs with the Intent of
eliminating those which are least effective and coordinating and consolidating
those which are most effective with due regard for local administration and
policy control. Evaluations from the various states should be given due consid-
eration. However, under the present Federal funding system, only Congress is in
a position to select between and among competing programs.

VEND Ior/VOTICIER PAYMENTS

In addition to its recommendations on the manpower development programs
proposed in the Family Assistance Act, time Welfare Task Force is also here to-
day to make recommendations relating to effective administration of an on-going
assistance program. It feels due attention must be given to alleviating the real
difficulties encountered in the administration of assistance cases where there is
a demonstrated mismanagement of funds. Although the Task Force supports
the general concept of an unrestricted money payment, It believes that rigid
adherence to the concept Ignores the practicalities of administering a program in
which some of the recipients are not capable of handling money grants. Any public
asistance program must be flexible enough to allow for effective handling of this
type of case. Both the present AFDC program, as well as the proposed FAIP pro-
gram do not provide workable alternatives to the money grant where there Is
a demonstrated mismanagement of funds.

The protective payee provision was envisioned as an alternative to the money
grant for these cases. Both the present and proposed programs contain such a
provision, but the Wisconsin experience has been that it is completely unwork-
able. The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services and local welfare
di rectors have indicated in testimony before the Task Force that it is difficult
If not impossible to find persons willing to serve as protective payees. With no
other alternatives, these mismanagement cases continue to plague welfare
directors.

Although this problem Is a small one in terms of the percentage of recipients
who mismanage their funds, it Is a significant one in terms of meeting the
needs of the families who are repeatedly evicted and whose utilities are dis-
connected for non-payment. An assistance program must also provide means for
meeting their needs.

To give the Committee insight into this problem, the Task Force cites Mil-
waukee County as an example. 'As of July 1. 1970, there were 491 active cases
where there had been a demonstrated mismanagement of funds, primarily be-
cause of failure to pay rent or utilities. The Task Force emphasizes that these
were cases with a demonstrated mismanagement of funds. These recipients were
placed on a limited voucher payment only after administrative review indicated
a consistent pattern of non-payment. This was done primarily because of the
practical problem that local assistance officials cannot leave a family out In the
street even if the cause for eviction was their own failure to pay rent. The local
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welfare department, therefore. found Itself authorizing double payment of rent
and utilities-the first xyment with AFDC funds and the second paynment with
strictly county funds. This Is a completely unsatisfactory situation. Because
the AFDO program allows only for an unrestricted money grant or a protective
payee in a limited number of cases. Wisconsin enacted legislation which allows
for voucher payment in these situations from state and county funds. This Is
neither economical nor equitable for the state and local agencies. The Task Force
reconimends, therefore, that the agency administering the assistance program loe
permitted to use a limited voucher and/or vendor system for rent, fuel, utilities
and other needs for those families where there has been a demonstrated mis-
management of welfare grants. This would tend to avoid evictions, make housing
more available for welfare recipients, and preserve the unity of families.

FOOD STAMPS/SURPLUS COMMODITIES PROGRAMS

There are many ancillary programs designed to help welfare recilpielts to use
better the funds available to them. Many recipients do not utilize these pro-
grains, however, and this is yet another practical problem in the administration
of any assistance program. The goal of both the food stamps and the surplus
commodities programs Is to increase the food budgets of recipients. Testimony
before the Welfare Task Force by officials of the Wisconsin I)epartment of
Health and Social Services, which Is the supervising state welfare agency,
pointed out that the Family Assistance Act assumes that recipients will be
buying and using food stamps. To ensure this end, the Act contemplates an In-
crease in the amount of the food stamp bonus and also provides for a pernls-
sive check-off for food stamps. A larger bonus probably wUl cause an Increase
in the use of the food stamp program. This Is consistent with the Wisconsin
experience. Since March, 1970, when the food stamps tonus was increased, the
nunber of persons on assistance purchasing food stamin,; has increased notably.
For example, during the period from January through June, 1970, the number
of assistance recipients using food stamps Increased 36%.

The theory underlying the increased bonus i food stamps is that if the bonus
Is made large enough, eventually almost universal participation |in the program
will be achieved. However, in Wisconsin the average bonus paid per person
increased by 140% for the January to June period, while the percentage of wel-
fare recipients participating in the Milwaukee County food stamp program
increased by 13% from 55% to only 68%. Although an Increase In the amount
of bonu appears to Increase the wage of the program, the recent Wisconsin
experience suggests it may be very difficult to Increase the bonus sufficiently to
ensure universal participation.

The Task Force is encouraged by the results of the recent liberalization of
the food stamp bonuses. Nonetheles% it feels that the benefits to be derived from
this program are so great that the program should be utilized by all recipients.
The Task Force, therefore, recommends that the participation in the food stamps
and/or surplus commodities programs be made mandatory for all recipients
with the decision as to which program is to be used left up to the option of the
local governmental unit administering the program and the Individual recipient.

Although the Task Force realizes that the focus under the Family Assistance
Act Is on the bonus to be provided through the food stamp plan, it recommends
continued availability of the surlous commodities program as an alternative to
the food stamp program. This recommendation is made on the basis of the
experience of the various Wisconsin counties. As of September 1, 1970, nlt
counties are expected to be participating In one of the two progranms-40 counties
are In the food stamp program and 32 are in the surplus commodities program.
Presently, a county can have only one of the two programs and it must choose
between them. The Task Force feels each county should be able to have both pro-
grams so that whichever program best meets the needs of the Individual recipient
will be available.

RECOVERY OF PAYMENTS

Anothers aspect of administering an on-going public assistance plan which
concerns the Task Force Is the recovery of payments. In the Interest of economy
and equity, any assistance program should allow for recovery of assistance pay-
ments from those who are responsible for support and have the available means.
The primary responsibility for support of dependents rests with the family unit.
Public assistance is provided only after this responsibility cannot or Is not met.
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Public assistance (toes not repeal a family's responsibility, it merely assists
when the responsibility cannot be met.

Parents are responsible for their children. It is this principle upon which a
support payment Is ordered in cases of divorce, legal separation, or established
paternity. Tie enforcement of such parental support is especially difficult for
welfare recipients. AFDC statistics based, on a 1907 sample of AFDC cases
nationwide, showed 74% of the fathers were living away from the home. These
fathers should meet the responsibilities of support if they have The available
means. Each state has variations on the methods of enforcement of support. The
Wisconsin experience with enforcement of support for welfare recipients-
which I am sure Is not unique to Wisconsin-has been that it is difficult to
locate the absent father and to enforce support orders. In an effort to improve
the collection of support, Wisconsin has established a state location service within
the Department of Health and Social Services which serves as a statewide
center for information regarding the whereabouts of missing persons who are
liable for support. This service has been in operation since January, 1970. In the
first six months of operation, there have been 513 requests for location Informa-
tion from various counties. It Is noteworthy tiaft since the initiation of the
location service, five counties which had not used the limited services provided
previously by the Department requested address information. It appears that the
counties feel this service is useful.

Nonetheless, despite the usefulness of the state location service, it alone is not
the answer to solving the state's enforcement of support problems. About 40%
of the names for which addresses wtere obtainable had out-of-state addresses. Wis-
consin's experience has been that once an individual charged with support Is out-
side the state, It is difficult, if not Impossible, to enforce these orders through the
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act. This Act relies upon the co-
operation of the state in which the father resides and that state often stands toi
lose from enforcement of the support responsibility. The Task Force has, there-
fore, concluded that the only solution to this out-of-state problem is the Federal
enforcement of the support responsibility through a fugitive fathers act.

The provision in the proposed Family'Assistance Act which provides for co-
operative agreements with courts and law enforcement officials in conjunction
with a unified locater service will not meet the needs of out-of-state enforcement.
The State of Wisconsin already has a locater service. What Wisconsin needs
now is Federal sanctions to enforce support responsibilities. When there are Fed-
eral sanctions, the joint effort that will be possible between the Federal agency
and the local enforcement agency will eliminate the obstacle now posed by the
resistance of the states to enforcement of an out-of-state court's support order.

The Task Force feels that the major responsibility for enforcement has been and
should continue to be with the states. Wisconsin has accepted this responsibility
and the Task Force is presently studying additional ways to improve its state en-
forcement system. However, state support enforcement systems can only do so
much. In addition to active state enforcement, states need the added Federal as-
sistance which would be available through a Federal fugitive fathers law.

The principle of public assistance is that any individual who does not have
sufficient resources to meet his needs will receive help. On this basis, AFDC
supplements a mother's support payment if the support payment Is not sufficient
to meet the family's needs. The father's responsibility for support, however, is
still primary. It Is for this reason that the Task Force supports strict enforce-
ment of support based on available means and the enactment of a fugitive fathers
act. Based on the same principle, the Task Force supports recovery of non-cash
assets upon the recipient's death or sale of the property. 'Many applicants have
certain non-cash resources which are disregarded in determining eligibility for
assistance. These resources are normally disregarded because they are deemed
essential to the applicant's maintenance. For example, when an applicant owns
a home, it is usually a disregarded resource. It is beneficial to allow the recipient
to remain in his home while he is on public assistance. However, the home
represents a real financial resource to the applicant. Under old age assistance,
a lien is placed on the property, to attach upon death or sale of the property.
The Task Force feels that disregard of this resource until death or disposal
allows both for the most effective use of this resource at the time of the re-
ciplent's need and also insures the minimum expenditure of public funds.

Under old age assistance, the amount of recovery under the lien program for
1969-70 was $1,604,822 (65% returned to Federal Government, 29% to the state
and 16% to the counties). This Is about 8% of the total Old Age Assistance
grants for the year. This, however, represents recovery for payments made to
the recipients over several years. Although this Is a relatively small amount In
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terms of the overall expenditures for old age assistance, it is a savings of at
least that amount to the taxpayers. Each dollar collected reduces public ex-
penditures by a like amount. Under the proposed Family Assistance Act, no such
lien may be imposed against non-cash resources of family assistance recipients.
The Task Force, therefore, recommends that in the interest of economy and
equity, the states be allowed to have discretion to legislate relative to claims and
liens under the Family Assistance Act.

POLK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES,
Balsam Lake, WIs., A tgiist 31, 1970.

He II.R. 10311.
Senator RUSSELL B. LONo,
Chairman, U.S. Senate Finamic Comminittee,
Senate Ofice Building, Wi'ashington, D.C.

DEAR SEN\ATOR LONe: This Is to again Indicate deep-felt appreciation for per-
mitting the expression of a midwestern view-point at your committee hearing at
10:00 A.M. last August 27. You were uncommonly kind in permitting tie to forego
tho reading of the fourteen page summary of the Wisconsin Welfare Payments
Task Force (a legislative creation) which you had undoubtedly read in favor
of my expression of a few viewpoints from a local level. I merely wanted at
this time to re-affirm some of those convictions because it is at this very grass
roots level where the huge complaint about the "welfare mess" originate and it
is we who (teal with them.

We feel strongly about several points which I believe the Senate as a whole
could attend since they create the laws which your committee then appropriates
funds for implementation. We suffer from a lack of participation in planning or
pre-planning, modifications of current programs, and financial planning. We
suffer from a multiplicity of programs and are absolutely convinced that one
category of human being would suffice since all are aimed at a human being in
need, I mentioned to you the complexity of trying to be familiar with the tech-
nical detail of thirty-two different work and training programs and I assure
you that your request for a delineation of these programs will be honored. We
suggest that one program under one agency ought to suffice, without adding to
the qualification of "need" other qualifying factors which only confuse and
require the addition of staff.

As to the discretion reserved to the Secretary of H.E.W., it is impossible for
that gentleman to possibly know the neds and characteristics of all of the
various states let alone their political subdivisions. In implementing some of his
reserved regulatory power, changes in financial reimbursement and programs
have occurred at various times of the year which has not only caused confusion
among staff, but nearly always result in financial deficits to those of us on the
county level. I will keep this letter short because I know that after four or more
months of public hearings, you must have become nearly fatigued with the
variety of complaint or representation, and I do not want to add further to that
burden.

I only wish that we who take our jobs and services to people and financial
responsibility seriously could have had much more tine with you and your fellow
members, because we could have shown you in some detail many places where
savings of money could be made which would actually result in better service to
both taxpayer and client. If the suggestion of Senator Iliblcoff is accepted, we
would be pleased to have at least our county, if not the State of Wisconsin,
become one of the testing grounds for a new plan. I have no authority from
either the legislature nor our task force to make such a representation, but I do
believe that they would be receptive to such a suggestion unanimously.

I feel so strongly about the need for welfare reform, that I offer whatever
assistance I can be to you. Again, please accept our gratitude for giving us those
few moments on August 27.

Sincerely yours,
EDwIN J. IIALLEN, Director.

The CIIIRMLAx. The next witness will be Mr. James Peter O'Brien,
who is supervisor of administrative services, Milwaukee County De-
partment of Public Welfare.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN PETER 0'BRIEN, SUPERVISOR OF ADMINIS-
TRATIVE SERVICES, MILWAUKEE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE E. RICE, DEPUTY
CORPORATION COUNSEL; DANIEL F. CASEY, MILWAUKEE COUNTY
SUPERVISOR; AND JOHN R. DEVITT, ASSISTANT CORPORATION
COUNSEL FOR MILWAUKEE COUNTY

Mr. O'Bitm.m. Mr. Chairman and Senators, I am accompanied at tile
table today by Mr. John R. Devitt, assistant corporation counsel for
Milwaukee County, Mr. George Rice, deputy corl)oration counsel, Mil-
waukee County, in charge of elective programs, and Supervisor Daniel
F. Casey of Milwaukee County.

lire appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to pi)sent
our appeal and we are breaking this into two portions. I will take
the portion relative to the administration of the food stamp program,
and Mr. Devitt will undertake the Federal criminal misdemeanor law
al)l)licable to any l)arent who abandons his child and leaves the State
as a fugitive father.

What we are seeking is the ability to be allowed permissive home
rule, to allow the county or local unit. operating a Federal food stamp)
program to make this program automatically applicable to all families
with dependent children receiving public assistance without the loss
of Federal reimbursements for such assistance.

We have found that 40 percent of the AFDC families do not avail
themselves of this program. This affects approximately 12,000 persons,
the majority of which are children under 18 years. ot age.

lr can increase their purchasing power if they subscribe to the
food stamp plan.

By doing this automatically we believe we can match a need with
an available resource. We note that section 4645 of the proposed bill
allows for the recil)ient to choose to request a withholding for the
fool stamp plan. We believe this does not go far enough as we have
found, as we stated before, that. in many cases the choice is made not
to use the program.

There aie mandatory requirements regarding schooling of our youth
to insure educational growth. We look upon the automatic application
of the food stamp l)lan to insure nutritional growth.

The unique part of this is that, a person who (toes not participate
in food stamps cannot feed the family for less than what the initial
costs of the food stamp purchase would have been originally. and
when you add the bonus that the individuals receive that allows them
to meet the rising costs as best they can, we know that all parties
would be aided bi this.

We believe Federal reimbursement should be allowed to us if we
embark on this program.

Many private agencies have come to us with the same opinion. What
we need is a recognition by the Federal Government that this is one
of the many ways to solve the current welfare dilemma.

Thank you.0The C Im ,RA AN. Proceed.
, r. DOvlrr. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I would

like to, before starting my portion of this program, to express my
appreciation, our appreciation, to the Senator, the chairman of the
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committee, and the staff for this opportunity to appear and present
our testimony. But I would also like to express our public thanks to
our own senior Senator from Wisconsin, William Proxmire, for his
interest in supporting our request to present oral testimony before
this committee.

ANWeT have come here from the beer capital of America not to talk
about beer but about babies and their support.

In exhibit G of our testimony is a letter from our late beloved
director of public welfare, Joseph Baldwin, indicating that 26 percent
of our caseload of the present aid to families with dependent. children
)rograni stems or is from the direct cause of abandonment. The other

causes are divorce and illegitimacies.
Lose thre causes account for about 80 percent of our program.
Now, under the leader-ship of supervisor Daniel Casey, who is seated

at my left and who is chairman of the county task force on fugitive
fathers, we have developed a rather sophisticated method of collec-
tion of welfare obligations. But we feel that, the present. welfare
administration system stifles local incentive and initiative for recoup-
ment of welfare funds.

'We feel that in the mobility of American society we are powerless
at the State level to try to di g out the absconding father who leaves
the State or hides within the State and does not sUl)l)Op t his children
and instead throws their support upon the taxpayers.Many of these people are so-ca led weekenders, where they on the
surface desert, their family, come back for weekend visits, but" they let.
the taxpayers of the U.S: Government support their children instead
of doing the supporting themselves.

Twenty-six percent, is a rather substantial portion or percentage of
welfare funds.

We are not here to ask for a hand-out but. for a helping hand in
tightening up the administration of welfare at the local level.

Now, the bulk of the welfare caseload stems from marriage l)robleins.
If I might inject, just a note of humor one of our Supreme Court
Justices was asked why they did not perform marriages and his answer
was, "I guess that. marriage is not a Federal offense," but in all serious-
ness, we will say that thebulk of our welfare problems, of our welfare
caseload stems from marriage problems of which abandonent is
probably the foremost, and we need the hell) of the Federal Govern-
ient in enacting a law such as Congressman I)avis of Wisconsin has
introduced into the House, such as Senator Ervin of North Carolina
has introduced into the Senate, in prior Congresses which will make it
a Federal offense for a father to leave the State and abandon his
children.

We think that. the Federal Government and the U.S. Senate
should develop a positive family policy for our Nation, and if it is an
offense for a person to take a car across a State line, we think it. is at.
least, eminently as important that the abandonment of children and
leaving State lines should be made the same ty)pe of Federal offense.

We are not asking for a felony but. just. for criminal misdemeanor.
lWe would hope if this were elected, we could use thv federal pro-
bation system to its maximum. We are not, interested in incarcerating
these people but have them go to work and contribute, to the support
of their children so they will not be on the taxpayers' backs.
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I might add one of our other exhibits is a very detailed letter on
this subject to Mr. Montgomery of the l)epartnlnt of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare from Mr. Rice, who is my colleague at my direct
right,, and I commend that to the comnmittees attention.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMA-2. Senator Bennett will chair this meeting while I go

vote and I will be right back.
Thank you very much, gentlemen. Does that conclude the state-

ment, of your group ?
Mr. C s.y. May I make a statement.?
The CHAIRMAx. You proceed. Take charge.
Senator BEN , T. Yes.
Mr. CAS Y. Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the Milwaukee County

Task Force to collect welfare funds f,'om what we call fugitive fathers,
I find that, in developing a collection system, No. 1, we do not have
the wholehearted support of the Federal Government. It seems that
the Federal Government which supports probably 50 percent or more
of the welfare program, does not support a collection program. There
are funds that are collectible from these husbands. You know the
AFDC program is the biggest one, and from the statistics we have
in Milwaukee County, 50 or 60 percent, of the families on AFDC
(to have husbands or fathers who are someplace. They are not out
of the country or deceased. They are someplace and probably work-
ing and perhaps supl)orting another family, but. what we are concerned
about in the collection program is locating these peol)le.

We have developed-with our computers-a system of keeping
tabs on men who are not making their payments, and we are tapping
them on the shoulder the moment-let's say 30 da.s after they are
not current. This is a new system for us, and there is no recognition
as far as support on the Federal level at the present, tine. But the big
problem that we face then in our program is to find these people.

At the local level we are developing a skiptrack tracer type of
arrangement. However, on an out of State level we find it very diffi-
cult to locate these people and, because the Federal Government has
not indicated a. real concern and because our efforts to have a national
fugitive father law passed, because these efforts have not been fulfilled,
we find that once one of these, a father abandons his family and leaves
the State, that it is very, very difficult for us to locate him without
the resources of the Federal Government, the FBI, and so forth.

I would hope, that in the development of a family assistance pro-
gram that the Federal Government would be just as concerned about
the resources that are available or collecting from these fathers as
they are about doling out the benefits to the recipients.

Thank you.
Senator BNrm-sxi.T. Have you used the I RS Locating Service I
Mr. Dvir-r. We have, Senator Bennett, and the results have been

very negligible. The results have been very slow and come back to
us Ii trickles and by that time many of the men have left where they
then were and cannot be located.

We have also used the Social Security Locating System.
Mr. COASEY. The social security data are 9 months to a year behind

and many of these people are very mobile.
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Senator BEN XNjm. Since IRS only gets an annual report, they may
be only 9 months to a year behind.

Mr. CASEY. If we want a good collection procedure, we have got
to be current, we have got to be on top of it.

Senator BENNEr. I think this is an important addition to our
record and I am sure we will take it into consideration when we
consider the bill.

I am not sure'offlhand what Federal resources we can turn to which
would be more current.

Mr. AsEY. Our hope would be that a fleeing father would be as
much of a criminal in the eyes of the Federal Government-

Senator BEi.,, rNr. A fugitive.
Mr. CASEY (continuing). As someone who steals a car and crosses

the State lines.
Senator BE',.NEr. We will have the 10 most wanted fleeing father.

[Laughter.]
Mr. CASEY. We have some cases with $8, $10 and $15,000 in a year

at the present time.
Senator BEmNmNr. Yes.
Thank you very much. I was not here for the rest of your testimony

but I assume that that completes it..
Mr. Ric. May we have a minute or two to just add a few ideas to

the record to reflect our whole viewpoint.
Senator BEN ~w. All right, sure.
Mr. Ricm. We feel that the existing Inogram, even with the most

recent amendments advocated by the administration in earl), June
still set forth some demonstrable inadequacies. For example, the pro-
gram has been advanced along the lines in terms of the need for uni-
formity, and even to a certain degree simplicity.

One has only to examine the program, as you gentlemen have, over
the past several months since May, and I an sure you appreciate that
instead of simplicity in some areas you have a greater fracturing or
fragmentation of programs. You have the administration of FAP,
you have the administration of the supplemental benefits in mostStates.

You have the new reorganization of the categorical aid program in
terms of aid to the adult., you have the new social services plan ad-
vanced by the administration in early June as an amendment. You
have the hiatus on medicaid in view of the fact that the administration
has indicated that it connnands further study and that before Febru-
ary 15, 1971, a bill would be sponsored in the Congress. What that. bill
will be, whether it will be a proposed family health insurance plan, as
originally indicated, or a continuation of medicaid bothers us on the
local level because we are expending today, as Mr. Hallen previously
indicated, almost as much for medical assistance as we are for tle
categorical aid programs.

In addition we ave employment registration, which means, as I
have indicated, six or seven different areas here, separate offices, sepa-
rate administration, additional redltape. We think, therefore, that the
plan is not a simplified plan but a more complex plan.

The disturbing thing is, of course, the uncertainty about medicaid,
whether medicaid will continue or a health insurance plan will be

44-527--70--pt. 3-24
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structured so as to make uniform medical benefits throughout. the
country for even the working poor.

A further consideration which we think merits your attention is tile
basic benefit of say, a family, of four of $1,600. Our county believes, and
most of the counties throughout the State of 'Wisconsin, that. the basic
benefit should be tailored to a specific figure, and I am not. necessarily
advocating $1,600, or higher than $1,600, but that each State should
have an adjusted, and periodically adjusted, basic benefit based upon
the specific cost of living in that. particular State, and I think that is
a matter that you might consider in your deliberations and arrive at a
proper figure and whatever the lowest cost. of living State is, it is to be
built up from there.

In that way, every State and every person wvho is eligible within the
State for the benefit would be treated uniformly throughout the
United States.

I do not believe it would add any adidtional costs to the program
if you were to restructure the basic $1,600 for a family of four.

We also believe, as Mr. Hallen has previously indicated, Senator
Bennett, when you were out, you had to leave the room for a rollcall,
that local government should have a greater partnership role in the
administration of this plan.

11Te have had the categorical aid program now since 1935, 35 years.
1e have been a partner in coinilty government, but. we are a very
limited partner. We must fund the program, but when it comes to
policy and regulation we have nothing to say whatsoever.

.1e; feel, at least, that when it comes to the supplemental benefits
imposed upon the majority of the States, that. we should have a
joint partnership with the Federal Government in terms of what
that, policy and regulation shall be.

In the original bill and even in the amended versions, there are
over some 100 delegations of authority through the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare. We recognize these delegations must be made
in any big piece of legislation. But, we believe in the supplemental bene-
fit, field which will expose the State to a tremendous potential, none of
us knows what it. may be in several years, that, at, least in that area
there should be a joint. partnership in terms of administration.

We recognize that when the Federal Government, on the basic bene-
fit, comes forth with the entire funds that that should be served en-
tircly to Federal administration and Federal policy.

We also believe, finally in conclusion, thlat. under the bill, even with
the amendments, that there may not be sufficient leadtimo to implement
the bill in the event that Congress, the second session of the. 91st Con-
gre&s, was to pass it, for the simple reason that most legislatures next
year will be faced with very severe budgetary problems like yourself.

In addition, they will be facedmwith the problem of refllplortionmfenlt
of all the congressional districts, and the reapportionment of their own
Houses and as a result, they may not be able to get at an elaborate
piece of legislation like this. So that if it. was to become law, we believe
that. an additional time should be allowed so that perhaps it can be
implemented either January 1, 1972 or July 1,1972, so that the States
canl properly adjust to the legislative and administrative.

I thank you very much.
Senator JoRDAN . What you say makes a lot of sense. Do you believe

that the total welfare loaa should be nationalized, taken over by the
Federal Government?
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MIr. Rict. My county board, Senator Jordan, has officially gone on
record, they have become so disenchanted, our Milwaukee County is
a population of 1.05 million roughly. Our welfare budget, annually nmw
al)l)roaches $120 million. Our AFDC caseload is now in the vicinity of
11,500 cases and growing at the rate of 2,000 or 2,1500 cases a year.

We have become disenchanted for the simple reason, as I inlicated
before, we are a partner in this arrangement since 1935, but we are
a limited partner, with nothing to say whatsoever in terms of policy
and regulation and, on the other hand, we, our local officials, get all
the complaints and all the grievances from the citizenry, and that is
why our county board believes that, it is beyond our fiscal capability
at present to continue, and believes that eventually it will all have to
be federalized.

Now, we recognize that there are limitations in the national Congress
in terms of budgetary considerations and( deficits and so forth and,
therefore, our position, in all candor, may be unrealistic at this point.
But if this program is to be expanded, and I concur with the state-
meits of Senator Curtis and many learned people have hypothesized
that this program in 2 to 3 years may cover 22 to 24 million peol)le,
and if the incentives do not work, then we are all in difficulty, and
especially on the local level, and that is why we believe that if the
Federal Government wishes to reorganize this'thing, they should really
take it over, fund it completely, administer it. completely and take the
responsibility for it. completely.

That. l)obably departs from a position that we had many years ago,
and I recognize'that in Wisconsin many rural counties hold a different
position. They believe that local control, local home rule, provides for
a better and a'more efficient form of administration.

I would think in your resjective States, both Senator Bennett and
Senator Jordan, that that feeling probably n 'vails, too, that. local
control will demonstrate a more responsible type of administration.

Senator JORDAN. Thank you, sir.
Senator l .,N-mr. Senator Fannin.
Senator FANNN-U. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am just wondering about. the statement you made on the job train-

ing or the problems you have as far as the employment program is
concerned. Do you find a great deal of duplication?"

Mr. Riy. Senator Fainin, I do not have the expertise in this area,
but Mr. ilallen, who is a welfare director and who serves on the Wis-
consin 'task force, indicated in his testimony that there were some 33
different programs. This was on the basis of a vely intensive study
completed by the Wisconsin Public Expenditure Survey, a taxpayer
group of great renown, and his feeling was, and the feeling generalIy
of the task force was, that this proliferation of programs, manpower
programs has gotten comlpletely out of control where the left hand
no longer untlerstands what the right hand is doing and, therefore,
he advocated only one program; you have a reorganization of man-
power programs, and one substantial sound program, be created and
administered locally.

Senator FANNIN. Others have had similar experience and I was
wondering. since there has been an in-depth study made, is that, study
readily av ailable?

Mr. Ricr. Yes, sir, our task force can provide you with copies. I
think you.will appreciate that it is a very excellent, very reliable,
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very well documented study, and I am certain that our chairman
of the task force can provide every member of the Senate Finance
Con 1mittee with a copy.

Senator FxN,.Nix. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be very helpful if
we had that.

Senator BIEN xmr. Certainly we should have a copy for the staff. If
you have them and if they are all printed and are readily available,
we will take about 20 copies.

Mr. RICF.. Yes, sir, we will make arrangements that they will be
mailed so that everyone will have them.

Senator Bmxxm"fr. Mail lhem to the committee staff and they can
distribute then.

Senator F, xxix. Thank you.
Senator BINmxm-r. I tried to shut you off a couple of times and I will

not do it again.
Is there anything else any of the four of you have to say?
Thank you for your contribution.
(The prepared statement with attachments of the preceding wit-

nesses follows. Hearing continues on p. 1668.)
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, MILWAUKEE COUNTY,

Miliwaukce, Wis., August 19, 1970.
TitE HONORABLE CHAIRMAN AND "MEMBERS OF FINANCE COMMITrEE,
U.S. Senate,
WashiPgto, D.C.

HONORABLE SENATORS: It is a distinct privilege that two representatives of
Milwaukee County have been granted permission to testify before your com-
iittee on August 27th, 1070 in favor of two amendments which our county
wishes to propose to 13111 No. H.R. 16311, The Family Assistance Act of 1970.

hRach of our spokesmen will address your committee on one principle point
and urge that the proposition so presented be Incorporated Into the revised
version of the above bill which your committee may recommend to the Senate.
In accord with the committee's request, the summary of these two points Is
as follows:

1. Present federal laws and/or regulations governing the administration of
public assistance at the state and local levels should be modified or clarified so
as to allow permissive "home rule" authority to any of the 1794 counties and
cities operating a federal food stamp program as of July 31st, 1970 whereby
such food stamp program could be made automatically applicable to all families
with dependent children receiving public assistance without the loss of federal
reimbursement for such assistance.

2, The provisions of Bill No. H.R. 7972, introduced in the 91st Congress by
Congressman Glenn R. Davis of Wisconsin on March 3rd, 1909, which would
make It a federal misdemeanor for a parent to move or travel in interstate or
foreign commerce to avoid compliance with court orders for support of children,
or similar legislative provisions, should be incorporated and made part of Bill
No. H.1R. 16311, The Family Assistance Act of 1970.

In closing, it Is also a pleasure for me to Inform you (as may be more spe-
cifically noted from exhibits attached hereto) that the State of Wisconsin
through Its Commission on Interstate Cooperation by formal resolution strongly
supports these two propositions.

On behalf of the citizens and taxpayers of Milwaukee County as well as tile
County Board of Supervisors, let me earnestly urge your thoughtful and serious
consideration of these extremely meritorious propositions.

Respectfully submitted.
GERALD II. KoPs,

Supervisor, 15th District.

*The material was received and made a part of the official files of the committee.



1645

TESTIMONY OF MILWAUKEE COUNTY IN SUPPORT Or Two WELFARE IEFORm AMEND-
MENTS TO BILL No. II.R. 16311, TIIE FAMILY ASSISTANCE AOT or 1970, WaiIcit
AMENDMENTS RELATE TO GREATER "hO.%E RULE" FOR COUNTIES IN ADMINISTERING
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AND A FEDERAL CRIMINAL MISDEMEANOR LAW APPLICABLE
TO ANY PARENT Wno ABANDONS HItS CHILD AND LEAVES TIlE STATE

STATEMENT OF JAMFS P. O'BRIEN, SUPERVISOR OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES,
MILWAUKEE (UNTY, WIS.

Mr. Chairman and Senators, my name is James P. O'Brien, Supervisor of Ad-
ministrative Services, Milwaukee County Department of Public Welfare. Among
my responsibilities is the administration of the Food Stamp Program In Mil-
waukee County. I have been in this position for three years.

We are appreciative of the opportunity to appear before your honorable com-
mittee regarding Bill H.R. 16311.

Milwaukee County Government is the sole agency for public welfare in our
community. Our 1970 budget is over two hundred million dollars with .410 of
each dollar to be spent for welfare payments or related institutions. We have par-
ticipated in as many Federal programs as possible to avail our citizens of all the
assistance that can be obtained. The Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors
have recommended certain changes relative to the Federal Food Stamp Program
as pertains to recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (see at-
tached Exhibit A).

In pursuing the objectives of the above resolution we received the endorsement
of the Commission on Interstate Cooperation. (See attached Exhibit B) This
body of legislators of the State of Wisconsin recognized the benefit that would
accrue to the youngsters on Aid to Dependent Children through the nutritional
value of increased purchase power through utilization of Food Stamps.

Milwaukee County has been very suc-essful in the administration of the Food
Stamp Program. Liberalization of bonns distribution of Food Stamps and educa-
tional efforts have aided us in increasing the number of persons benefiting from
the Food Stamp Plan. We realize that we are one small segment of the total
population utilizing the Food Stamp Plan (see attached Exhibit C). However,
the problems of Milwaukee County are merely a reflection of problems connected
with other areas. The Food Stamp Program has an out reach capability that
when coupled with proposed welfare reforms will afford the capacity to assist
low income people in the most expeditious manner.

In the year 1966, approximately 4000 cases were handled on a monthly average,
amounting to approximately $2,300,000 total stamps distributed. The year 19069
raised this to 00 cases average per month, totaling $5,700,000. A recent change
in the bonus allotment has resulted in a most liberalized plan and our projection
indicates that in 1970 we will average &100 cases participating for the Food
Stamp Program and the total amount of stamps issued will be in excess of
$9,000,000 as per the listed table:

Monthly aier- Yearly distribu-
age of food- Year cash Year bonus tio n of
stamp cases total total stamps

196 ....................6------------ 4,000 1,600,000 700,000 2.300 000
1967 .................................. 4,400 2,200,000 1.000,000 3,200,000
1968 ........................... .. 4,900 3,000,000 1,500,000 4,500,000
1969 ................. .................. 6600 3. 900.000 11800.000 5,700,000
Projected 1970 .............................. 8,500 4,400,000 5,000,000 9,400,000

TABLE COMPARES TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES RECEIVING AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN ASSISTANCE WITH
NUMBER OF AFDC CASES PURCHASING FOOD STAMPS

AFDC recipientsFood stamps- receiving benefit
AFDC Persons Purchases by of food stamp

1970 caseload in caseload AFDC recipients plan

January .................................... 9.685 36,471 4.154 19,830
February ................................... 9,646 36.390 4,235 20,119
March ...................................... 9.828 31,070 5,117 23 459
A pril . -......................---------- 9.962 37.318 5.437 24. 99
May ..-------------------------------- 10,182 37,942 5,873 26,266
June .-...".. .... .-... . - -..-.-.-...-.--. 10,429 38,561 6,104 26.9"6
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Our concern is that the persons who are currently on the AFDC rolls do not
avail themselves of this program. We have instructed the caseworkers to dliseuss
this with them and it is part of agency procedural indoctrination that the beie-
fits of the program be discussed with the recipient in the hope that they take ad-
vantage of this prognuu. However, we find, as per the previous table, that
approximately 40% of our AFDC caseload does not participate In this program.
These are the persons who find they are not able to stretch their budget for
the complete month and are in serious problems regarding their budgeting. Local
private welfare agencies recognize this and realize the consequences to the com-
munity and to the younger children. Many have registered their concern for a
change in present operation. (See attached Exhibit D). We are concerned in
Milwaukee County that our residents have as much help as we can possibly
give them to help them purchase more nutritional foods for themselves as well
as the thousands of children who are currently on our welfare rolls.

As late as June of this year we indicated that 38,561 persons were receiving
AFDO Assistance and only 26,988 persons had been assisted through the pur-
chase of Food Stamps. The freedom of choice that was allowed affected 11,573, the
majority of which are children, who need the nutritional supplement that the
Food Stamp Program affords. This concern has been echoed in public circles
on numerous occasions. (See attached Exhibit D)

An individual with three children who is on the AFDC Program will spend
more at the corner grocery store with a cash outlay than if she would be
certified for the Food Stamp Program. Rising costs do not afford the recipient an
opportunity to keep pace with the economy. Economists state daily that it costs
more to buy food. A representative of the University of Wisconsln has expressed
this very well in terms of the effect this has on an individual family. (See at-
tached Fxhibit F) The United States Department of Agriculture states that the
family of four would have to spend $118.10 per month on a low cost food plan.
By using Food Stamps they are able to come close to this figure. Without, it is
nearly impossible to maintain her family.

We believe it mandatory that Milwaukee County use all resources to assist our
recipients. We must have this mother utilize the Food Stamp Program to In-
crease the nutritional value of the meals in the home through better diet.

We request consideration of our request to make the use of Food Stamps
mandatory for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children without
the lo.ss of Federal reimbursement. This would be administered through a sepa-
rate check Issuance to recipient negotiable only for Food Stamps.

Because the word "mandatory" in the preceding paragraph is likely to be
misunderstood, we wish to clarify our request by rephrasing it in the language of
our introductory letter to your committee from Supervisor Gerald H. Kops.
Accordingly, our first request is that present federal laws and/or regulations
governing the administration of public assistance at the state and local levels
should be modified so as to allow permissive "home rule" authority to any of
the 1794 counties and cities operating a federal food stamp proframn as of July
31, 1970, whereby such food stamp program could be nmde automatically appli-
cable to all families with dependent children receiving public assistance without
the loss of federal reimbursement for such assistance.

This modification is necessary because if Milwaukee County would now em-
bark on this method of food stamp administration, any money allocated by our
local government for the purchase of such food stamps for the entire AFDC
caseload would not qualify for federal reimbursement, according to attached
Exhibit F-1.

In conclusion, our county's desired utilization of federal food stamps on an
acros,-the-board basis for all families with dependent children receiving public
assistance from the county becomes merely the matching of a known need with
an available resource which would allow both the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare a better opportunity
to achieve their goals-the assistance of the poor.

STATEMENT OF JOHN R. DEVITT, MILWA&UKE. COUNTY ASSISTANT CORPORATION
COUNSEL, COURTItOUSE, MILWAVUKEE, WIS.

Mr. Chairman and Senators, my name is John R. Devitt and I am one of the
legal advisers for Milwaukee County with the title of assistant county corpora-
tion counsel. One of the responsibilities of our office is to serve as legal counsel
for the county welfare department.
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The preceding Milwaukee County witness, Mr. O'Brien, has indicated to you
the tremendous amount of money which Milwaukee County has to expend in
its current budget for welfare purposes. This amount exceeds $97,000,000 for
1970. The remaining portion of our annual appropriations has to do with county
facilities and services such as parks, expressways, sewers, courts, mail and air-
port, all of which have had to be financially curtained in order that we might
be able to carry the welfare load. We have made strides in our efforts to gain
efficiency in the handling of the welfare program to make more effective the
efforts of our social workers. We are continually streamlining our welfare and
work relief program, eliminating needless paper work wherever possible. We have
taken women from our welfare rolls and trained them to aid others In learning
to run a home properly. We have not been remiss in our efforts to hold up our
end, and we have come here to propose strengthening this bill in the two results
recommended both by. the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors and the
State of Wisconsin.

Mr. O'Brien in his testimony has indicated the need for food stamp reform.
We take note of the fact that Section 465 of the new text of II.R. 16311, as re-
vised and resubmitted to this committee by the administration, makes provision
for food stamp checkoff at the request of any person receiving family assistance.
While this new provision is a step in the right direction, it does not go far enough
to remedy the conditions which our previous witness outlined in his printed
statement. Since one of the objectives of this bill is to insure that poor children
ar3 adequately fed, then the local governmental unit dispensing welfare allot-
ments should be given the necessary administrative tools to accomplish this
objective. One of these tools which the county is already allowed to utilize is
vendor payments for medical or remedial care or necessary burial expenses. We
here advocate that. the vendor payment principle should be extended to the
food stamp program so that county welfare authorities have tine option of auto-
matically extending the use of food stamps to all families with dependent chil-
dren receiving public assistance from the county. This food stamp extension
is administratively feasible, inasmuch as it could be accomplished by having
a separate check negotiable only for food stamps Issued and mailed directly to
such families along with their regular periodic welfare check-the latter, o
course, being reduced by the amount of the food stamp check. The welfare family
with children could then redeem the food stamp check for food stamps at a
convenient county food stamp station near its home. Thus all such welfare fam-
ilies would gain the bonus food supplies for their children which the stamp
program provides.

Turning now to the proposal for a federal criminal fugitive father law, we
might recall for the committee's Information that the House-passed version of
the Fimily Assistance Act of 1970 included a provision which would imnake the
federal portion of welfare funds granted to families under the act a civil obli-
gation owed by tine father to tine federal government. The intent of this provi-
sion was good but it would short-change the state and local governments in
their efforts to recoup their share of the welfare dollar. In our opinion it would
also prove to be the key unlocking an administrative Pandora's [lox to the even-
tual dismay of the staffs of federal district attorneys when they would attempt
to collect the amounts (line. At the outset we are glad to note that administration
officials now seem to have receded from this unwor~ablp' portion of tine act, and
we shall make further reference to this new administration position later in our
written statement.

Last year Milwaukee County succeeded in its effort to have time National As-
sociation of Counties (NACO) incorporate the proposal for a federal fugitive
father law in Its national county program. Our late county welfare director, tile
beloved Joseph E. Baldwin, played a key part in the fact presentation of this
proposal to NACO when he pointed out that abandonment of families is the
cause for 26% of our county's Aid to Families with Dependent Children caseload
(see attached Exhibit G).

Public support for this proposal has also come from news media editorials
(see attached Exhibits H and 11-1). The State of Wisconsin has given unquali-
fled endorsement to a fleeing father act both by a Joint resolution overwhelm-
ingly adopted by the 1009 legislature and a supplemental resolution approved by
the Wisconsin Commission on Interstate Cooperation (see attached Exhibit I).
The preceding 1007 Wisconsin legislature likewise approved a measure, Senate
Joint Resolution 9 sponsored by the State Council for Home and Family, urging
Congress to enact this much needed law. Tile State of Wisconsin has thus spoken
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loud and clear on this subject and hopes that its plea in this regard will gain
a sympathetic ear from this committee and from the United States Senate.

And as alluded to earlier In this statement, we found It completely refreshing
to read In our local news media that the present secretary of the United States
department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), In his testimony before
this committee on Thursday, July 30th, 1970, advocated a federal criminal fleeing
father law (see attached Exhibit J). We also would be remiss if we did not call
the committee's attention to the very fine exposition on this subject composed
by our colleague, Mr. George E. Rice, Milwaukee County Deputy Corporation
Counsel, In the form of a six-page letter to a key HEW official (see attached
Exhibit K).

Our last two exhibits respectively are the text of Bill H.R. 7972, relating
to a federal fugitive or fleeing father law, which was introduced by Congress.
man Glenn R. Davis of Wisconsin in the 91st Congress, First Session, on
March 3rd, 1969, and the transcript of a telecast on the subject of this bill
featuring Congressman Davis (see attached Exhibits L and M). We In Mil.
waukee County are appreciative of his leadership among Wisconsin congress-
men on this vital Issue. At the same time, however, we would like to include
in our accolades In this regard prior sponsors of similar measures, notably
United States Senator Sam J. Ervin, Jr. of North Carolina, former Congressman
Winfleld K. Denton of Indiana, and Congressman John B. Anderson of Illinois.

May we therefore respectfully Invite this committee to study the provisions
of Bill No. B-2160 Introduced by Senator Ervin in the 90th Congress, First
Session, on July 25th, 1907, which is practically identical to the present Davis
bill, and to endorse either one of these proposals for inclusion In any revision
of H.R. 16311 which it may wish to recommend to the United States Senate?

In conclusion, may we specially point out that in proposing this legislation
it is certainly not our Intent that fugitive or fleeing fahers who would be
apprehended under this law would be incarcerated. The main thrust of such
a law would be the use of federal Investigative authorities to locate and
apprehend such persons, and to then use the facilities of the United States
probation service to its maximum degree so that one of the prime terms of
probation when granted to these misdemeanants would be for them to continue
or procure gainful employment and transmit support money regularly to their
families in other states. With the vastly increasing mobility of the modern
American population, only a federal system Is capable of coping adequately
with this problem. It also behuoves the federal government to establish as one
of the essentials provisos of a positive family policy for this nation a standard
both disavowing government permissiveness in regard to family disintegration,
and declaring that a parent who flees the state where his or her children reside
and fails to support them is every bit as much a federal criminal as the person
who flees the state in a stolen automobile. With every confidence we appeal to the

* conscience of this committee to establish beyond doubt that through an enactment
of such a fleeing father provision the security and future of our children are at
least as important in the policy of this nation as the capture of car thieves and
recoupment of stolen autos.

EXHIBIT A

From the Legislative Committee
Be it Resolved, that the following recommendation of the Legislative Com.

mittee Is hereby adopted:
(Item 1) File No. 69-967. Journal, December 16, 1969, pp. 1362-03.

A resolution by Supervisor Lippert relating to revision of the federal food
stamp program, by recommending adoption of the original resolution with the
following amended resolved clause:

File No. 69-967
By Supervisor Lippert

Whereas the Wisconsin State Legislature has recently reduced the state
portion of aid in certain welfare categories resulting in considerable hardship
to many welfare families in the Milwaukee area ; and

Whereas one method which can be used more fully to overcome in part this
hardship is by a greater participation in the use of federal food stamps; and

Whereas approximately only 50% of the recipients of the federally financed
program of aid to families with dependent children presently participate in the
federal food stamp program ; and

Whereas If all such recipients would avail themselves of this federal food
stamp program, they could increase their food budget by about 30%; and

Whereas at the present time in Milwaukee County the use of such food stamp
program is only mandatory for recipients of the general relief program which
is completely financed by the county, but not for recipients of the public
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assistance programs because of restrictive federal laws and regulations applicable
only to the latter programs ; and

Whereas the federal laws and regulations for the administration of the food
stamp program have also resulted in cumbersome procedures which Indirectly
deter eligible recipients of public aid from utilizing the food stamp program ; and

Whereas federal social security reform legislation may also be needed in this
area; therefore be It

Re-solved, That the legislative and fiscal old coordinating committees of this
board take whatever titeps are proper and necessary to have the federal govern-
ment bring about desirable changes lit the laws and regulations for the adminils-
tratlon of the food stamp program whereby (1) a separate check negotiable only
for food stamps could be Issued directly to recipients each month, and (2)
authority could be granted to the state and to the county board of public welfare
to make the use of food stanips mandatory for recipients of aid to families with
dependent children without the loss of federal reimbursement for such aid.
Fical Note

The subject resolution will not require al appropriation of funds or increase
or decrease anticipated revenues during the current or any subsequent fiscal
year.

OFFICE OF TIlE COUNTY CLERK

MILWAUKEE, Wis., February 16, 1970.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Is a true and correct copy of a resolution

amended and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of Milwaukee County, at
an annual meeting (c-ntinued) of sid Board held on the 10th day of February,
1970, signed by the Co'inty Board Chairman and County Clerk on the 11th day
of February, 1970, and approved by the County Executive on the 16th day of
February, 1970.

T'HOMAS . ZABILOCKI,
('ounty Clerk.

EXHIBIT B

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN COMMISSION ON INTERSTATE COOPERATION

RELATING TO AMENDMENTS TO THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

Whereas the U.S. House of Representatives recently passed the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970 (Ih.R. 16311) and this bill Is now before the U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Finance; and

Whereas tills legislation provides for a comprehensive change iln the current
system of welfare and other assistance payments to low income families of this
nation; and

Whereas H.R. 10311, as passed by the House of Reprusentatives, (loes not
make it a federal misdemeanor for a parent to leave a state to avoid making
child support payments and does not allow a county participating in the Fed-
eral Food Stamp Program to make this program automatic in Its application
to all families with dependent children, all provisions which are considered
to be of extreme importance by this State and its political subdivisions; and

Whereas In spite of extensive cooperation by the States. the nonsupport of
dependent children by fugitive fathers continues unabated and causes an ever
Increasing financial burden to the States and Federal Government; and

Whereas the Food Stamp Program on a voluntary basis has not succeeded In
reaching a major portion of the low Income families, especially in the more
populous areas of the nation, in spite of the fact that this excellent program
Is directed toward providing the recipients with a more adequate and varied
diet at a lower proportionate share of their monthly welfare or assistance pay-
ments: Now, therefore,

The Wisconsir. Commission on Interstate Cooperation. meeting at the State
Capitol on April 21, 1970, respectfully urges the U.S. Senate Committee on
Finance to suplo.'t the adoption of amendments to the Family Assistance Act
of 1070 which wculd make it a federal misdemeanor for a parent to lirvc a
state to avoire making child support payments and to give a county the authority
to make thr. Federal Food Stamp Program automatically applicable to all fan-
ilies with children.

ERNEST C. KEPPLER,
Senate Majority Leader,

Chairman, Commisslon on Interstate Cooperation.
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EXIIIDIT C

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., August 10, 1970.

IION. GLENN. R. DAVIS,
House of Representatives.

DEAR 31R. DAVIS: Mr. Galbraith has asked me to reply to Mr. John R. Devitt's
letter of July 27, 1970, a copy of which was sent to you. Mr. Devitt inquired as
to the number of governmental units on the Food Stamip Program and the Com-
modity Distribution Program.

This is to confirm the information provided to Mr. Devitt by Mr. Guy IV.
Carmack by telephone August 3, 1970:

Counties and independent cities operating a Food Stamp Program as of
July 31, 1970 -------------------------------------------------- 1,794

Counties and independent cities operating a Commodity Distribution
Program as of July 31, 1970 ------------------------------------- 1,144

Counties where part of the county operate a Food Stamp Program and part
a Commodity Distribution Program as of July 31, 1970 ---------------- 42
Of the balance of the 3,129 counties and independent cities in the country,

127 were in the planning stage (114 for the Food Stamp Program and 13 for
Commodity Distribution) and 22 were uncommitted for either of the family
food programs.

This letter Is directed to you at Mr. Devitt's request. A copy is being sent
to fim.

Sincerely,
HOWARD P. DAVIS,
Deputy Administrator.

EXHIBIT D

SOCIETY OF ST. VINCENT DE PAUL,
ARCIiDIOCESAN CENTRAL COUNCIL OF MILVAUKEE,

Milwaukee, is8., April 29, 1970.
To Whom It Mayl Concern:

Voluntary agencies were hard pressed during the past winter due primarily
to Welfare cuts. Had it not been for the Federal Food Stamp Program, and sup-
plementary relief granted by some voluntary agencies, thousands of families and
individuals would have suffered for lack of a balanced diet and could not have
maintained minimum nutritional standards.

Unfortunately, far too many families eligible to participate in the food stamp
plan failed to do sa. It was estimated at one time last winter by the Director
of Public Welfare in Milwaukee County that aj many as 50% of A.F.D.C. farn.
lies were not receiving food stamps. Liberalization of the food stamp program
and educational efforts have been successful in Increasing the number of families
and individuals using the food stamp plan. Still there are far too many really
poor families, most of whom needing the extra purchasing power for food, who
are not under the program. These are people for the most part who need help
with budgeting and have numerous debts. Money received in their welfare
checks for food purchases is frequency used for other purposes. If the voluntary
agency does not grant supplementary relief children go hungry.

If the County had authority to make the Federal Food Stamp Program auto-
maitially applicable to all eligible families, it would assure at least that the
nutritional needs for the ior would be met. It Is the practical thing to do and
should succeed in bringing the food stamp program to the low people needing it
the most.

CHARLES A. O'NFILL.
Excoutivc Sccrctary.
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IEXIIIl I B '

[Editorial]

Broadcast on WTMJ-TV by John McCullough at 10:25 p.m. Monday, March 9,
and 12:30 a.m. Tuesday, March 10, 1970.

Broadcast oil WTMJ Radio by Don Parcher at 10:15 p.m. Monday, March 9, and
12:05 a.m. Tuesday, March 10, 1970.

Broadcast oil WVTM.J-FMl by Dave Adams at 5:40 p.m. Monday, March 9. 1970.
ANNCR: Milwaukee county officials are rightly concerned over the fact that

only about half the welfare cases involving aid to dependent children are par-
ticipatilng in the food stamp program. The federal government recently increased
the worth of the stamps. Now a welfare mother with four children can obtain
$126 In food for 50 cash.

The Milwaukee county board last month adopted optional resolutions by
Supervisor Jaines Lippert asking Congress to make participation in the food
stamp program mandatory by such welfare recipients. One resolution asked
that this be done by issuing food stamps with welfare checks which would be
reduced accordingly. The other asked that two welfare checks be issued for each
family, one redeemable only for food stamps and the other covering the differ-
ence remaining. The objective behind both proposals is to assure that there is no
shortage of food on the tables of poor families. We prefer the double check meth-
od. For one thing It eliminates the possibility of loss or theft of the stamps sent
through the mails. It also eliminates the dangers of holdups at stamp sale outlets
where people now stand in line with cash in order to buy the valuable stamps.

Congress, in considering amendments to the Family Assistance Section of the
Social Security Act, should adopt the mandatory, two-check system. By doing so,
the Food Stamp Program may finally accomplish what it originally set out to
do-provile fully for the nutritional needs of welfare family children.

This editorial Is a statement of opinion on the part of the management of
WTMJ-TV, AM-FM for the purpose of stimulating thought and consideratlon
of matters which are of concern to the public. Any expression on your part will
be welcomed. Address your comment to our Public Affairs Dept. Radio City,
Milwaukee, Wis. 53201.)

Exiiinrr F

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS,
MILWAUKEE COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE,

filhcaukcc, Wis., April 6,1970.
Mr. IIoWARrD WINOGRFN,
Staff Attorney, Interstate Cooperation Conmnission,
State Capitol, Madison, Vis.

DEAR MR. WiNoRrE.,N: Mr. Arthur Silverman, deputy director of the Milwaukee
Comity Department of Public Welfare has asked me to write to you concerning
the adequacy of the Food Stamp Program from the tIome Economist's viewpoint.

The U.S.I).A. Food Stamp Program instituted in Milwaukee County in Janu-
ary, 1966, replacing the commodity foods program, was a nutritional step forward
for low income families. The commodity foods list was made up of foods in
surplus supply and did not represent a balanced diet which is e entlal to
children's mental and physical growth and development, and the maintenance
of good health in adults.

The food stamp plan allows for freedom of choice in the selection of foods. The
Extension HIome Economists assigned to work with welfare families have spent
much of their time helping welfare clients learn the importance of nutritional
standards and how to make Intelligent choices in meal planning and food
buymanslip. Over two thousand clients have been enrolled in family living
education courses sponsored Jointly by the Milwaukee County Department of
Public Welfare and the University Extension. In addition countless newspaper
articles published in inner-city weeklies, radio broadcasts and t.v. shows have
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dealt with the subject of nutrition and the availability and wise use of food
stamps.

Although Inflation has left its mark on the total community, the welfare client
has had to drastically adjust her spending not only because of increased prices
In the market place but also to absorb the welfare cut effective in November,
1109.

An A.F.D.C. family of 4 (a mother and three children, ages 6, 8, and 10) for-
merly received $149 per month, today that family receives $134 per month to
cover expenditures for food, clothing, utilities, household and personal needs.

According to the Family Economics Review, published by the United States
Department of Agriculture, a faintly of the composition would spend $118.10 per
month on a low cost food plan or $151.90 per month on a moderate cost plan.
As you can see, the moderate cost plan is out of the question and the client would
spend 88% of her total grant to meet the low cost plan. This would leave her
$16.00 per month to meet all other family needs.

The Food Stamp Program permits this family to purchase $10000 worth of
coupons for $60.00 per month. This makes it possible for the client to purchase
enough food to meet the low cost food plan and still meet other family needs
such as clothulg, utilities and household items.

I trust I have conveyed to you how important the Home Economist considers
the Food Stamp Program. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate
to ask.

Sincerely,
(Mrs.) BARBARA S. RicE,
Extension Home Economist.

EXIi[BIT F-1

STATE OF WISCONSIN,
DEPARTMENT OF IIEALTH1 & SOCIAL SERVICES.

Madison, Wis., December 1, 1969.
Mr. JosEpH E. BALDWIN,
Director, Milwaukee Co Dept Publio Welfare,
Milhaukee, Wis.

DEARB Ma. BALDWIN: Your letter of November 20, 1969 states that Milwaukee
County feels that they could use vendor payments to purchase food stamps and
deliver them to the recipients thereby getting bonus stamps for the recipient.
This was not the intention of the legislation.

Your suggestion to use tlle legislation for the purchasing of food stamps had
no, been given any particular consideration. There apparently is nothing in the
fo'd stamp program that would prevent this method of administration. We
would point out, however, that if we authorize the purchase of food stamps, it
should include all four categories and not merely AFDO. We should also point
out that the money used from the grant for this purpose would not be subject
to federal reimbursement.

iWe will give further consideration to your suggestion and evaluate the effect
this might have overall on our programs.

Sincerely,
WILBUR J. SCHMIDT, Secretary.

EXHIBIT G
MILWAUKEE COUNTY,

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,
Milcaukee, lI"is., March 19, 1969.

Mr. VANC. WLBB,
Chairman, NACO Welfarc Committec,
Kern County Board of Supervisors, Bakersfield, Calif.

DE!R MR. WEBB: At the NACO meeting in Washington, D.C., onl March 3. 1969,
the Welfare Committee listed the 14 points that were considered uppermost for
study and possible legislative action. We in Milwaukee suggested a 15th point
and you advised us to putt on paper and send it to you.

We believe that it should be a federal offense for a father or mother to
abandon or desert their children. It Is a federal offense for a person to steal a
car and drive it across a state line. Is it any less for parents to desert their
children?
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In the last few years, the Uniform Reciprocal Suppo-t Act has become a ver,
useful tool In dealing with abandoning parents. Under this Act, the courts ihj
another state can act for the courts in a home state and extradition has become.
unnecessary. The abandoning parents can keep his job in the other state and
make regular support payments for the children lie has left behind or be punished.
This method works well, provided the abandoning parent can be located. When
he cannot be located, the URESA law is useless.

A look at Milwaukee County statistics will reveal the following reasons for
eligibility for the bulk of the AUDO caseload: I'crcen t
Abandonment ------------------------------------------------- 26
Divorce ----------------------------------------------------- 25
Unmarried --------------------------------------------------- 29

Total -------------------------------------------------- so
Although we have a very active program of obtaining support from divorced and

adjudicated fathers, it is safe to conclude that in over 50o of the AF'DC caseload,
no support is forthcoming from absent parents. Expenditures for the A'DC pro-
gram for 1968 amounted to $17.0 million and at year's end there were 8,658 cases
receiving a monthly amount. If fugitive parents could be compelled to contribute
$100 per month, expenditures would have been decreased by $5.2 million during
1908.

Support payments made to the Welfare Department are shared with the fed-
eral government in the same proportions that are used In making the assistance
grants. During 1908, in Milwaukee County the federal share of AFDC was 40.75%.
The federal share of collections would thus have amounted to $2.4 million. It
would certainly be to the advantage of the federal government to support a law
which would yield this kind of revenue.

The job of locating abandoning parents has been facilitated somewhat by mak.
Ing Social Security records available to welfare departments and courts. Experi-
ence indicates, however, that these records are seldom up to date and the aban-
doning parent has moved on before we catch up with hi. We believe, however,
that if his offense were federal, then the identification familitles of the FBI would
be brought into play and a much more effective locator service would result.

Congressman Davis has introduced Bill H.R. 7972 which we believe will accom-
plish the desired purpose. NACO's help will be needed, however, in order to have
this bill enacted. We earnestly solicit your help In obtaining NACO's support and
will be glad to furnish you with any additional data that you may need.

Very truly yours,
J. E. BALDWIN, Director.

EXHIBIT 11

(Editorlall

Broadcast on WTMJ-TV by John McCullough at 10:25 p.m. Thursday, April 17,
and 12:20 a.m., Friday, April 18,1969.

Broadcast on WTMJ Radio by Don Parcher at 10:15 p.m. Thursday, April 17,
and 12:05 a.m., Friday, April 18,1969.

Broadcast on WTMJ-FSM by Don Parcher at 5:45 p.m. Friday, April 18, 1969.
ANNOR: Complaining taxpayers often don't realize that the same officials

charged with doling out public relief are also working to plug the loopholes. Such
Is the case here in Milwaukee county. Officials here are trying to get a federal law
passed in an effort to cut down the huge costs of aid for dependent children. If
successful, It will save money for all of us. The proposal would make It a federal
offense for husbands to cross state lines in order to avoid supporting their wives
and children.

The state legislature, at the urging of Milwaukee county officials, has asked
Congress to pass such a law. Representive Glenn Davis has Introduced a bill which
would subject convicted fugitive fathers to a fine of $1,000, a prison term of not
more than one year or both.

Last year 26% of the aid for dependent children In Milwaukee county-nearly
18-million dollars-was spent because these children were abandoned by their
fathers. This figure could be reduced by more than five million dollars if fugitive
fathers had paid $100 a month toward the support of their children. The federel1
share of this savings would be nearly two and a half million dollars in Milwaukee
county alone.
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There are other compelling reasons for a federal law. Some mothers with
abandoned children refuse mlblic aid and manage to barely eke out an existence
for themselves and their children. Furthermore, a man who abandons his family
contributes to the nation's social and economic problems.

The full power of the federal government must be brought to bear on run.
away fathers to force them to meet their responsibilities.

(This editorial is a statement of opinion on the part of the management of
WTMJ-TV, AM-FM for tihe purpose of stimulating thought and consideration of
matters which are of concern to the public. Any expression on your part will be
welcome. The MilIwaukee Journal Stations.)

Exiiimir 11-1

(Editorial No. 238, Aug. 12, 19701

FUGITIVE FATHER LAW-NEEDED MORE TIIAN EVER!

These are trying days In the office of County Executive John Doyne. lle's
working on the county budget. Unless wholesale trimming of expenditures can be
accomplished . . . Milwaukee County residents are due for a whopping increase
in taxe.q. In the past. several years. John Doyne has managed to trim the spend-
ing without seriously harming county services. But, the job becomes Increasingly
difficult as costs rise. Ills biggest problem-money for welfarte-up more than
$2L000,000.

Doyne was dismayed over the amount of money spent on the care of dependent
children-the victims of divorce, abandonment and illegitimacy. As lie said:
"You just feel so sorry for those kids. They start out with a big fat strike before
they even get going."

Through the years the fastest growing category of welfare has been Ald To
Families With Dependent Children. The heartaches and fimnclal costs brought
on by divorce and illegitimacy cannot be solved through official channels. Such
social dilemmas must be solved by the indiviluals Involved. however, much more
can be done about those fathers who abandon their families, reject their respon-
sibilities and force taxpayers to pay for the upkeep of their children. There
have been some crackdowns on these fugitive fathers locally... and some actions
have been effective. Still needed, though, is a federal law... one that would guar-
antee prosecution of the runaway breadwinner ... no matter where he might be
found. The new head of Health, Education and Welfare, Elliot Richardson, Is
pushing hard for such a law. Although It won't alleviate time imniediate high
cost of welfare in Milwaukee County, long range benefits can be effected with a
federal fugitive fathers' law. In Milwaukee County, 22% of the cost of Aid
To Families With Dependent Children can be traced directly to runaway fathers.
Although aid to these youngsters cannot be denied, more effective appirehension
of the fugitive father can save taxpayers millions of dollars.

Watch the winners-Carl Zimmerman, Tom Iooper, Earl Gillespie, Ward Allen
and Albert-6 p.m., 10 p.m., weekdays at noon-in color on WITI-TV6 !

ExhiBIT I

Tim STATE OF WISCONSIN

COl MISSION ON IN lERSTATE COOPERATION

REQUESTINO CONGRESS TO GIVE FAVORABLE CONSIDERATION TO I.R. 71972

Whereas the Wiscotsin Legislature, by 1969 Senate Joint Resolution 16, memo-
rialized the Congress of the United States to enact legislation "so as to authorize
the release of needed information for enforcement of child support to county
law enforcement officers, and to enact a federal law making child abandonment a
federal misdemeanor"; and

Whereas the States, acting in their sovereign capacity through the National
Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, in 1950 promulgated-
and all 50 states later enacted-the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support
Act. Wisconsin has further adopted, by Chapter 40, Laws of 1969, the improve-
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ments in the Revised Uniform Act later developed by the National Conference;
and

Whereas, in spite of these extensive cooperative efforts of the States the
problems of fugitive fathers, and the resulting nonsupport of delndent children,
continue unabated and contribute materially to the increasing fiscal prepare oil
the States and the Federal Government under the AFDO program; now, therefore,

The Wisconsin Commission on Interstate Cooperation, meeting ill the Capitol
at Madison on March 17, 1970, respectfully urges Chairman lananual Celler and
the members of the House Committee on Judiciary to give speedy, and favorable
consideration to House Bill II.R. 7972 by Congressman Glenn R. Davis of Wis-
consin, "To make it a crime to move or travel in Interstate or foreign commerce
to avoid compliance with certain support orders, and for other purposes."

ERNEST C.. KEPPLER,
Senate Majority Leader,

Chafrmnan, Conunission on lafturitate Cooperation.
ELMER C. NITSCIIKE,

Speaker Pro "'rempr-c of the Assembly,
Vice Chairnian, Comniss ion on Interstatc Coop ration.

(Adopted unanimously March 17, 1970.)

EXHIBIT J

(Milwaukee Senthiel, Friday, July 31, 1970]

WELFARE LAW WOULD AIM AT DESERTION

WAS1IKIOTOx, D.C. (UPI).-IIEW Secretary Elliot L. Richardson proposed
Thursday to make it a federal crime for a father to desert his home and cross
a state line to make his family eligible for welfare payments.

At the same time, Richardson argued that, most heads of welfare families wait
to work.

In a fifth and final day of testimony before the Senate Finance Committee on
the bltl, the Health, Education and Welfare secretary said the problem of de-
serting fathers who leave their fatmilles to be wards of the state would diminish
if the administration's family assistance plan is enacted.

Intact families, for the first time, would be eligible for government assistance.
Until now, welfare payments have gone almost exclusively to broken homes
except for one small program covering 90,000 unemployed fathers.

ExHIBIT K
JUNE 2, 1970.

Mr. JoH, C. MIONTGOMERY,
Special Asgistant to the Secretary, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, lVashingtol., D.C.
DEAR MR. MONTGOM1ERY: At the outset you will recall I discussed with you

several proposed amendments to the Nixon Welfare Reform Proposal when you
appeared before the Wsconsin Task Force on Welfare Payments at its meeting
in Madison on May 18. On that occasion I promised to forward to you several
proposals which you and your colleagues might wish to consider In a proposed
revision to be submitted to the Un~ited States Senate Finance Committee in the
very near future.

Following your departure I was requested to submit a number of rcomnmen.
dations to the Task Force which I spelled out verbally and subsequently sub-
mitted a memorandum which further elaborated in s1eiflcally tenl areas of
recommended revision.

I woulh presume that the membership of the Task Force will arrange to tes-
tify before the United States Senate Finance Committee when we resume hear-
ings and, therefore, I hesitate to intrude upon the areas which they will develop.
However, there was one speclfle recommendation which I attempted to demon.
strate to you and which I now will elaborate on to some degree.

You will recall that during your presentation the Chairman, 8emator Johnsom.
expressed deep concern over the fact that time proposal embodied in lilt 16311
failed to have any effective enforcement provisions imi regard to the dcsirting
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or non-supporting father. On the other hand you emphasized the fact that the
Obligation of Deserting parents provisions contained within pages 32-3.3 of th,
enactment appeared to be an adequate remedy.

;After some 20 years of experiencing law enforcement I am convinced that. if
the Federal Government Is serious in underwriting an expansion of welfare
programs In the family assistance area it is Imperative that the Federal Govern-
ment assume a major responsibility to correct and rectify what has become a
national scandal.

Years ago, many of us recognized that the separate State sanctions controlling
and governing the non-supporting or even abandoning parent were Inadequate
and as a consequence roughly 20 years ago the uniform reciprocal enforcement of
support act was adopted. A number of states did not agree to a uniform enact-
ment and as a consequence I recall a movement develop which resulted in a num-
bro of States adopting a uniform dependency act.

However, after a number of years the commissioners of uniform laws were
able to prevail upon most of the States to adopt a uniform enactment and while
this remedy Is a vast Improvement over the situation which existed some 20
years ago, it still has proved to be an adequate tool for a number of reasons.
As you know, the migration and mobility of our population has vastly in-
creased where some experts Indicate that today the mobility factor Is at least
two to three times that which existed during or immediately thereafter World
War I. So, also, the number of non-supporting or deserting parents has sub-
stantlally increased and In adjusting it to the increase in population various
criminologists today admit that the non-supporting or abandoning parent Is prob-
ably three times in number as that which existed 20 years ago.

1While it Is true the Social Security Administration made available to law
enforcement certain limited data on Social Security records approximately 20
years ago, we have found In actual practice that this plan, although improved
upon in recent years, Is not an adequate answer for the simple reason that It Is
quite easy to obtain another Social Security number and oftentimes due to the
delay involved in recording the quarterly earnings the deserting or non-supporting
father has moved on to another jurisdiction by the time the District Attorney
Is able to actually locate him. So. also, abandonment in non-support cases are
treated differently In the various 3,000 counties throughout this nation and you,
yourself, indicated the experience which you had in this area when you were the
Director in the State of California. Therefore, It appears to us that by merely
making the Individual who has deserted or abandoned his spouse or his child or
children, and where such parties have been recipients of family assistance bene-
fits, Indebted to the United States Is by far the answer to this most serious
problem.

The statistics of your Fedeal agency reveal that in early 1969, of the A P D C
recipients-where the father was out of the home--38.07% or 630,600 fathers
whereabouts were unknown. County Government today throughout the nation
finds itself in a serious financial predicament because of its almost complete
reliance upon the property tax structure. Tihus, the District Attorney in most
counties do not have the financial resources to either locate or even extradite
non-supporting or abandoning fathers, especially if they seek refuge in some dis-
tant juriMletion where they may be additionally protected because of the fact
that the man has remarried and assumed another family obligation. The loca-
tion problem today Is almost insurmountable in terms of a non-supporting parent
who dedicates himself in refusing to support his spouse or children and who is
clever enough to conceal his identity or his movements.

On the other hand, th Federal Government has almost unlimited resour-ces
which it can employ In an effort to locate a person who defies or violates a
Federal law. For example, there are at least a dozen Federal agencies which
have vast computerized records and many of them are Interchangeable with
law enforcement data processing systems such as, for example, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation. In the last 50 years the Congress of the United States
has recognized the Interstate aspects of crinilnal activity, Including many enact-
ments which relate to sociological problems such as for instance the movement
of prostitutes in Interstate commerce. All types of enactments have developed
controlling Interstate theft; movement of motor vehicles In interstate travel,
etc., being just a few examples.

It Is for the foregoing reason that we 1i local law enforcement feels so strongly
that a Federal Fugitive Father Law must be enacted and should be considered
a part of the package of the Nixon Welfare Reform Proposal. Certainly, if the
Federal Government Is willing to commit an additional expenditure of $4.4
billion a year as an opener over and above existing Federal, State, an( local
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welfare commitments under AFDC and with tbe possibility that this Federal
commitment could grow to all additional $10 to $15 billion over and above
existing appropriations-it seems that as much emphasis should be placed
upon the responsibility inherent under the moral law that a man support his
family in any enlarged Federal program of Family Assistance Benefits. There-
fore, we strongly recommend the measure sponsored by Congressman Glenn R.
Davis, namely, ilt 7072, for incorporation within any revised Senate version
of hIR 16311. By adoption of this salutory law enforcement feature the Federal
Government and all taxpayers will be amply protected should the Family Assist-
ance Benefit Program get out of control and the non-supporting or deserting
parent population continue to increase at an alarming rate. The answer to this
problem Is the adoption of the proposal which will ultimately confer jurisdic-
tion upon the United States District Courts and afford the United States District
Attorneys an effective enforcement tool on a uniform basis. I would venture to
say that the allegedI offender in at least 98% of the cases will be located under
a Federal enactment making it a Federal crime to travel in interstate commerce
to avoid compliance with certain support orders. In that way the alleged viola-
tor can be effectively prosecuted and probation can be utilized to its maximum
potential with the opportunity for transferring probation throughout the entire
United States District Court system. While it Is true today that most states (1o
handle out of State probationers it is nonetheless a fact that most States do
not pay too much attention to an out of Vate case because of their need to
supervise and hopefully rehabilitate the offenders within their own Jurisdiction
who have been convicted by a local court.

It has been reliably estimated that tht, number of non-supporting fathers
approximates today at least 3 million families and while the statistics of your
agency indicates that only one-half of this number are currently receiving AFDC
It could conceivably be. that with the revision in the program and with the
Federal entitlement to Family Assistance Benefits, another half million to one
million mothers may eventually apply based upon the ease of application
Included within the present proposal. Thus, you can readily observe that the
Federal Government alone, by 1972, might have to underwrite the Fugitive
Father cost on a national basis to the extent of about $4 billion annually. Under
the circumstances It is inconceivable that the Federal Congress would allow
such a loophole to exist and in lieu thereof rely entirely upon the obligation pro-
vision inserted by the House, Ways, and Means Committee within pages 32-33
of tIR 16311.

It is for the foregoing reasons that many States such as Wisconsin are now
in the process of snemoralizing the Congress of the United States to enact
IIR 7972. I enclose for your perusal a copy of a Resolution recently adopted by
the Wisconsin Commission on Interstate Cooperation which emphasizes the need
for such a desirable enforcement tool. I know that there will be members of
Congress who will stress the factl that this proposal should be considered
Independently but I can assure you that if It is not included in the Nixon Wel-
fare Reform Proposal within the United States Senate it has very little chance
for any further consideration either this session or in the 92nd Congress. I,
therefore, respectfully ask that you stress the importance of such a measure in
further deliberations with your colleagues because I am certain that if the
amended Nixon Welfare Reform Proposal is implemented on the Federal an(d
State level throughout 1971, the taxpayers throughout this country will be (is-
enchanted with an additional Federal commitment of over $4 billion anually
and with little done to rectify the existing non-sul)port and desertion issue
which has become a national scandal.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE E. RICE,

Deputy Corporation Counsel.

EXmmBIT L

[II.R. 7972;91st Cong., first sesq.]

A BILL To mhake it a crime to move or travel in Interstate or foreign commerce to avoid
compliance with certain support orders, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Statee
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) part I of title 18 of the United
States Code Is amended by inserting immediately preceding chapter 2 the fol-
lowing new chapter:

44-527-70-pt. 3-25
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"Chapter 1A.-ABAN)ONMENT OF DEPENDENTS

"Sec.
"21. Definitions.
"22. Abandonment and desertion.
"23. Prima face evidence.
"24. frestimony of husband or wife.

' 21. Definitions
"As used in this chapter-
"The term 'support order' means an order of a State court having Jurisdic-

tion over an Individual, directing such individual to make payments periodically
to (or for the support of) his spouse, former spouse, or child (whether legitimate,
illegitimate, or adopted).

"The term 'State' Includes the DisirIct of Columbia and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.
"§ 22. Abandonment and desertion

"Any individual who, to avoid compliance with a support order, shall travel
or move in interstate or foreign commerce, from the State in which such order
was entered, shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one
year, or both.
"§ 23. Prima face evidence

"For purposes of this chapter, failure of any individual to comply with the
tero3 of a support order, after travel or movement in interstate or foreign com-
merce, shall constitute prima face evidence that such individual so traveled or
moved with intent to avoid compliance with such support order, if (1) personal
service (including service by certified or registered United States mail) of a
certified copy of such support order has been bad on such individual, or (2) such
support order was entered in the presence of such individual.
"§ 24. Testimony of husband or wife

"In all criminal proceedings under this chapter the testimony of a husband or
wife shall be admissible and competent evidence against each other."

(b) The analysis of part I of title 18 of the United States Code Is amended by
inserting after
"1. General provisions ------------------------------------------ 1"

the following:
"IA. Abandonment of dependents ------------------------------- 21".

SEC. 2. Subsection (a) of section 3237 of title 18 of the United States Code is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

"Any offense under the provisions of chapter IA of this title is a continuing
offense and may be inquired of and prosecuted, in any district from, through, or
into which, such offender so travels or moves, or in the district where the of-
fender is found."

EXHIBIT M

STATION WITI-TV, IIANNEL 8, MILWAUKEE "COUNTY CLOSE-UP" PROGRAM TRANS-
SCRIPT, A FEDERAL FUGITIVE FATHER LAW, AUGUST 31ST, 1969, 11 :30 A.M.

Supervisor Daniel F. Casey, 23rd District, Mr. Charles A. O'Neill, Executive Sec-
retary, St. Vincent DePaul Society, discuss the Fugitive Father Law on Today's
"Comity Close-up" Program. Keep informed of the current events of Milwaukee
County by making this program a weekly must. See prominent county officials
and guests hear details of progress and how It will affect you. Lakeway advances,
cultural and recreational facilities of Milwaukee County, up to the minute news
on the Mihwaukee County Airport, plus many other topics. Now here-is WITI-
TV Newsman, Fred Cowley. to begin today's discussion.

Coicley: We are very plea ied to have as a guest on our program today Con-
gressman Glenn R. Davis. Congressman Davis, as you probably know, is the
author of a Fugitive Father Bill which is being studied and perhaps will be
introduced very soon in Conpres as House of Representatives Bill 7972. Basic-
ally it Is designed to make it a federal offense to desert the family and naturally
because the County adminIsters welfare here in Milwaukce County, it ties into
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the situation where a person deserts a family and leaves the state and then
does not support the family that remains behind and, of course, the County
ends up with the bill basically. So with that introduction, Congressman Davis, I
would like you to elucidate a little more on your reasons for introducing the
Fugitive Father Bill.

Dats: Yes, I want to make it clear, Mr. Cowley, that IIR 7072 has been
introduced and Is now pending before the Judiciary Committee of the Iouse
of Representatives. We haven't had any action on it yet because the chairman
of the committee, Mr. Celler *, has requested from the Department of Justice,
which would have the major responsibility for implementing the legislation, a
report as to its reaction and suggestions as to the bill as drafted. So until that.
comes I cannot anticipate that the House Judiciary Committee will be taking
action, but It has been introduced and basically, as you have indicated, it's to
make it a crime to travel In interstate or foreign commerce to avoid compliance
with court orders. Now, a court order would be defined as an order Issued by a
Judge of a court of record in any place in the United States which orders or
directs a respousiblle parent to- provide support for his dependents and it pro-
vides, In order to aid in enforcement, that the travel in interstate or foreign
commerce after such an order has been issued is, prima face, an attempt to
avoid compliance with that order. Now, of course, prhn fadie means that this
sets up an apparent situation, but that is always subject to explanation (which
is only fair) and then It l)rovides a penalty of $1,00 or Imprisonment for not
more than one year for such offense, but it does provide that continued absence
is a continuing offense so that the penalties, I believe, would be adequate it
order to assist in compliance with the orders which these courts, after hearing
and careful consideration, have entered in such support matters.

(owley: Congressman Davis, I imagine particularly the enforcement portion
of this bill would require the outlay of some federal funds. I)o you have aiiy
idea-approximately-how much it would be?

Davis: No. I have no specific Information as to what this cost would be. I sup-
posp a great deal would depend uln the effectiveness of the legislation to avert
the enforcement machinery being placed in effeet. in otlier words. If it will deter
the people from fleeing, simply the existence of tihe law and the know,edge of the
penalty, of course, wouldn't cost anything.

Cowlep: It could In the long run save.
Davis: Well, even if we have to spend some money to enforce it, then It is a

money saver and not a money spender. By that I mean that we are, as certainly
these gentlemen are very much aware, not recouping on tihe vast amount of money
that our local communities in our states are spending for aid for dependents In
conformance with the theory that I believe we do have, at least all of us here do
have and we all should have, that this responsibility for taking care of children
within the financial competence of the parent is a parental responsibility and
that the public has become more deeply involved In this matter, not as a sub-
stitute for parental responsibility, but to take care of emergency situations, al-
ways keeping- In mind that there Is the responsibility of the parent within his
capacity to reimburse our local units of governments for the outlays that are
made.

Cowley: Supervior Casey, at the county level you are the chairman of the fungi-
tive father task force. Can you tell us a little about that.

Casey: The task force was set up by County Executive John L. Doyne for the
purpose of developing collection procedures. We are now in a positionn where our
data processing equipment has been perfected and time preliminary work has beenl
done so we can have Instant statistics on this matter of collecting from fugitive
fathers and others with relation to alimony and paternity payments. We are par.
ticularly concerned of the fact that a good share of the money we are collecting,
or not collecting I should say, would go to the welfare area so as Congressman
Davis has indicated it Is going to cost something to police this bill that we have
here. On the other hand. 50% of what we will collect will go directly back to the
federal government. So the federal government has a big stake; the county also
has a stake, we say about 20 to 25 percent, so the task force is set up primarily to
develop a collection program and a location program. This law is going to help
tremendously In the area of location. It is going to give us the complete resources

*Congressman Emanuel Celler (Dem., 11th Dist., N.Y.), Suite 2137, House Offlce
Building, Washington, D.C.
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of the FBI in locating men who have abandoned their families and then we will
have the opportunity to develop our future collections with them.

Cowley: Basically, we may be repeating ourselves somewhat. Who are the type
of men that abandon their families. Who are the fugitive fathers?

Casey: They are basically people who have turned their back on accepting
the responsibility of their families and-

Uoicley: What I am saying, in most cases does this involve divorce, or is It
often people that have just walked out on their families and then their de-
pendents go on AFDC*?

C:ascy: Right, 25 percent of the people on welfare are there because husbands
have abandoned their families. Another 25 percent are there because of divorce,
and possibly another 25 percent are on welfare because of paternity situations,
so about 75 percent of all those welfare cases are situations where there Is
abandonment, generally speaking, the idea that there is not a husband arotud
to make )ayments that the court has directed. That's where the location comes
in--if we can find these men and we can develop a collection procedure from
them, no matter whether they are in Milwaukee County or If they are in some
other part of the nation, If we can collect the money, every dollar that we collect
will be a dollar savings in welfare, of which the federal government receives
50 percent back and we receive 25 percent.

Cowley: Do you have figures, Supervisor Casey, that show the scope of the
problem? For example, how far behind in collections we are on support and
alimony payments-something of this nature--that would show our viewers
the scope of the problem?

Casey: We have some statistics here. First of all, the program that we are
talking about is Aid to Families with Dependent Children, or AFDC-it's the
largest of all our programs. The federal government participates, the state
government participates, and the local government participates. For the pro-
gram this year Milwaukee County has budgeted twenty-one million dollars. Our
twenty-one million dollars will be spent as of the end of September. Our problem
is complicated by the new state budget, but we have an idea that there is some-
thing pushing thirty million dollars in this program. A good share of this money
Could be collected if we could find these fathers who have abandoned their
families We have other statistics from the data processing equipment at the
county. These statistics have not been refined so I will just give you a few.
No. 1-we at the present time are twenty-five million dollars In arrears on
family support collections In the courts. Now, that number must be refined so
it doesn't exactly represent twenty-five million dollars that we have to collect,
and this sum is not all for the welfare program. However, the real startling
statistics that came out (and we are able now to have them month by month
starting in June) show that the number of court rases where we are collecting
is increasing from the present total of 12,000 by over 300 each month-300 addi-
tional cases per month where the county is collecting-and also the amount
that Is not being collected Is increasing by the amount of $750,000 a month.
Again we must refine these figures, but they are indicative of a trend that we
have and the only way we can reverse the trend Is through collection procedures
and by locating these people and collecting this money from them.

Cowley: Mr. O'Neill, you have a substantial background in family matters;
now what is your interest in the proposcd legislation?

O'Neill: Well, because of the Intexest and concern of the State Council for
Home and Family in anything that would weaken family life and in the in-
creased cost of the AFDC Program, the council several years ago discussed what
could be done about fathers who did not adequately support their families and
about children who were being deprived of normal home conditions. It was
recognized that part of the problem was due to the fact that fathers would leave
the state and that there were no means to trace these men who are leaving the
state in order to get away from their legal responsibility of support. It was
thought that there was need for a federal law which would make abandonment
of children a federal misdemeanor and consequently the state council recom-
mended Wisconsin Senate Joint Resolution No. 9 which our legislature adopted
in 1907 and Senate Joint Resolution No. 10 approved by the 1969 legislature, both
of which measures urge the Congress of the United States to enact a law by
which abandoning children would be a federal misdemeanor. I think these Resolu-
tions directly support IIR 7972 Introduced by Congressman Davis In March of

*Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
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1969. Then, too, I must say that in my work in the Society of St. Vincent DePaul,
'7 I have been confronted quite frequently with cases of families in which the father

has a good job, lots of money to spend on everything, and yet does not support
his wife and children, and when theese fathers leave the state and their ad-
dresses are unknown, there is no place to turn to really trace them. Such is my
concern.

Cowley: Congressman Davis, I am told that legislation of this type has met
with something less than success inI Congress previously. Why do you feel that
your particular fugitive father bill has a better chance for passage?

Davis: If I might use a rather trite phrase, I suppose I would say that the
idea is not new, but I believe it is one whose time has come. And I think its time
has come because of the realization of more and more, not only public officials.
but leaders of various private charitable organizations, by the public generally,
that the cost of our public welfare systems are just going to skyrocket beyond
our capacity to pay within the next generation unless we find some alternative
to that. Now this isn't to say that these people who are recipients are living in
luxury. I think it would not be fair to say that, but I think the important matter
that we need to be aware of is that we are trying to make the people who are
morally and legally responsible carry this burden, rather than to have the tax-
payers of the country generally pay this burden. I think people are becoming
more aware of this problem now. In the private practice of law I had occasion to
work with what we refer to as the uniform state reciprocal enforcement of sup-
port act. It hasn't been effective for many reasons. A man moves from Wiscon-
sin to California. Let's say legally, or illegally, he takes on family responsitilli-
ties there. Wisconsin tries to get him to take the responsibility for the family
he left behind. So he goes before a judge In California who is bound to have
a sympathy for a man whose family, we will say, the members of the family
are all California residents, and while that judge cannot change the order
that has been entered in Wisconsin, he can exercise discretion as to what
this man is practically able to pay to conform to those orders, and many times
they are more leninent than the facts would justify. If this were merely a matter
of finding this man and subjecting him to the Jurisdiction where the original
order was issued and enforcing it from there, I think there is a better chance,
not because the idea Is any different, but because I think there is a greater public
awareness, both among officials and among the public generally, that we must
put the responsibility for this tremendous welfare load upon the backs of those
people who really have that responsibility, rather than the taxpayers generally.

Cowley: Supervisor Casey, the National Association of Counties recently had
its annual meeting, and Milwaukee County was successful in gaining support
from this group for time Fugitive Father Law. Can you give us a little back-
ground on how this support was achieved and what type of support it is?

Cascy: That's correct, Fred. We have been successful In getting the idea of a
fugitive father law incorporated in the platform of time National Association
of County Officials. We started on this program last year. We continued In
March at the time that we visited Congressman Davis seeking his support of
the fugitive father bill and then we finally were successful this summer in Ore-
gon in getting the National Association in going along with the Idea In sup-
porting a fugitive father bill and they are supporting it at the present time.

Davfs: It wasn't necessary to get my support of this Issue in March, Super-
visor Casey. I think really what did make me greatly aware of the prob-
lem that caused me to Introduce the hill early in March of this year was the
meeting that I did have with Chairman Kops* of your Legislative Committee,
and with County Executive Doyne, and with Mr. Devitt** and some of your
other county officials In December of last year. Certainly the information you
have pinpointed here is merely an accentuation and an updating of some of
the information which was submitted to me last December and which Infor-
mation made it quite obvious to me then that we weren't going to solve many
of the problems of achieving support for dependents of those that are responsible
from the family standpoint and from a legal standpoint unless we did have leg-
islation at the federal level.

Cascj: I would like to say one thing, Congre.sman Davis. I want to point
out to the viewing audience that when we ventured to Washington, we went
there to see three representatives in Congress from this area, and we were suc-

*0Ion. Gerald f. Kops. Second Vice Chairman of Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors.
**Mr. John R. Devitt, Milwaukee County Assistant Corporation Counsel.
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cessful In enlisting the help of only one of them. Actually, Congressman Davis
had been ahead of us on this idea of submitting the legislation and his staff
had worked on it. I might also add that we at the local level-

Cowlcy: Congressmen Reuss and Zablockl---did you get their support or not?
Ca8cy: The bill was introduced by Congressman Davis.
('owlcy: So we will have to draw our own conclusions.
Cas cy: I know who introduced the legislation! I might say, Congressman

)avis, part of the task force duty. I believe, is to keep you informed on the
statistics that we will be developing here; and I think it Is Important for us
to keel) our congressmen and the state legislators informed on what can be ac-
complished through the legislation that we have introduced, through resort
to courts and procedure at the local level and through the state locator pro-
grait which we have recommended to the state and which is pending in the
legislature.

Cowicy: I am glad you brought that tip, Supervisor Casey, why don't you talk
a little bit about this state locator business and what we are actually doing in
this area right now.

Casey: It was a surprise to all of its at our meeting last December that the
State of Wisconsin dId not have a locator service while thirty other states
(1o. The Idea of the locator service is to provide a staff at the state level to
actively try to locate these fugitive fathers, and it's a matter of getting the
state to cooperate and determine what department it is going to be located in
and a few other details but there is cooperation then.

Cowley: Would this then become an area of reciprocity between Wisconsin and
other states?

Casey: Right, that is correct. In other words, If we have a locator service
here then we will work with thirty other states throughout the nation and we
will submit them names of people we are looking for and they will use their
efforts at their end to locate within their state.

Cowley: In other words, we are cooperating in this locator system?
Casey: We aren't yet, by the way.
Vowlciy: Well, you mentioned before the program about the possibility of

how much money you could actually return toother states.
Casey: That's the uniform reciprocal support program-that's a different

program.
Cowley: Can you go Into that a little bit---
Casey: Congressman Davis outlined what that program was generally, just

a few moments ago. The Idea is-
(owley: But in terms of dollars land cents right now what are we spending?
Casey: O.K. In that program where we have already located the individual

In another state, through the reciprocal act, we may send the information to
another state. They will then bring the man to court and the judge will make
a determination of what support lie will have to send back to Wisconsin. So
they will collect it at their office in the other community, say Los Angeles
County, and send It to Milwaukee County. At the same time they may know
that one of their people reside here in Milwaukee County--

Cowley: We are returning how much now?
Casey: We are collecting a little under a million and sending It out of Mil-

waukee County. We are receiving something like seven hundred fifty thousand,
so we are sending out a little more than we receive.

Cowley: Mr. O'Neill, based on your knowledge of the local situation and the
scope of the AFDC and surrounding problems, I would like you to talk In that
vein about the necessity for this federal legislation.

O'Neill: Well, I think It Is very necessary and when we consider that Mr.
Casey has brought out that 25% of the cases receiving aid for dependent chil-
dren are cases where husbands have abandoned their families, and I think there
is a similar percentage throughout the state. This is a sizable number, and from
a money standpoint as I understand It, with the Milwaukee Department of
Public Welfare spending twenty million dollars in 1968 for this program, of
which one and one.half million dollars was recovered, leaving a net cost of
eighteen mlllio. dollars or eighteen and one-half million dollars, we should cer-
tainly make efforts to increase the amount of money that could be recovered;
and I believe that If Bill H.R. 7072 is enacted Into law. actually more than an
additional million dollars could be recovered In Milwaukee County alone. This
Is a sizable amount of money.
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Cowley: In your estimation, sir, are there other ways in which the parents
of broken families could fulfill their obligation to their children and to the re-
mainder of their family?

O'Neill: Do I believe that the families themselves could become more self-
supporting, and that there could be more inter-family help-parents helping
children and that sort of thig?

Cowicly: Right. What are other ways in which the obligation in the case of
a broken family might be fulfilled?

O'Neill: Well, here hasn't been so much that we have beeni alile to ncvoii-
plish within the family unit itself, although there Is gome effort made in that
direction. I believe we must use the various programs that are designed
to help. We mentioned the uniform reciprocal support act; some public officials
maintain it is not uniform and it is not reciprocal, but at the same time it is
producing a lot of results. One of the drawbacks under that program is that it
does not trace the runaway fathers. You have to have the address before you can
take any action for supporL Voluntary agencies have tried to locate many of
the men without too much success. There are other agencies to help those peo-
ple who can afford to pay, and I believe Supervisor Casey would agree that we
are not too much interested In that group. We are interested about those who
are on welfare. For example, wives who can afford to pay five hundred dollars
to the Tracers Company of America get very good results. They turn over the
addresses of about eight hundred inen who desert each year, and it is estimated
that with a little prodding about 90 percent of those return. So there Is some-
thing to be said for the efforts of voluntary agencies. But I believe, finally, on
this particular point about other methods, there should be serious considera-
tlion given to "support courts" in Milwaukee and other metropolitan areas. In
that connection Judge Clarence Traeger of Dodge County who takes the whole
responsibility for support orders In his county has the best record of collec-
tions in the state. I believe that if we are to make any headhway in this whole
area of support, we should seriously consider "support courts."

Cotoley: Thank yon, Mr. O'Neill. Now for summary statements from our panel-
ists--anything you wish to add, Mr. O'Neill ?

O'Neill: Well, I think inI a sense tht my last statement would be a summary,
but I would like to go back and say that if we are to strengthen the family, all
of us must support this bill introduced by Congressman Davis. Finally, although
it is repeating, the concept of "support courts" deserve serious consideration.

Cowiey: Supervisor Casey?
Casey: Well, I would just like to thank Congressman Davis for introducing

this legislation and I want to assure him that he will have the one hundred per-
cent support of the county and my task force in advancing passage of the law.
We are very happy that this legislation has been introduced, and we will be at
your side all along with any aid that we can give.

Cowley: Thank you. Congressman Davis?
Dat.s: I jilst want to make it clear that this bill is not an effort to substitute

federal action for state and local action, but merely an effort to assist the states
and the local communities in the performance of what Is their basic respon-
sibility,

Cowlcy: One more question, Supervisor Casey. What effect do you feel there
will be on the need for this legislation in the facts that the state budget at this
point, at least, does not include AJYDO-U welfare payments, where the father
remains in the home but is unemployed, and also reduces -AFD payments?

Cascy: Well, this legislation will help to make it a federal offense to abandon
a family. What happens in t*he AFDC-U program where the parent is unemployed
is that there Is an indirect encouragement for him to leave the home and the
federal legislation will obviate that problem, I feel.

Cowley:So this is one more need for it.
Casey: Right.
Cowvley: Thank you for joining us on "County Close-up". We will be Joining

you in two weeks again with "County Close-Up" and also will have a public
interest program here next week.

Amn:ouncer: We wish to thank our participants, the Honorable Glenn R. Davis,
Member of Congress, 9th District, Wisconsin; Supervisor Daniel F. Casey, 2.3rd
District; Mr. Charles A. O'Neill, Executive Secretary, St. Vincent DePaul So-
ciety; and our Moderator, WlTI-TV Newsman, Mr. Fred Cowley. Be with us



1664

again next week. This Is "County Close-up"--another community service of
WITI-TV Inc., a Storer Station, in cooperation with Mr. Bruce Kanitz, informa.
tion officer for the Millwaukee County Board of Supervisors, under the direction
of Bob Kessler. The preceding program was i)re-recorded on video tape.

Senator BN.NY-r. The next witness is Mrs. Edward F. Ryan,
national legislation chairman, National Congress of Parents &
Teachers.

We are very happy to have you here, Mrs. Ryan.
4

STATEMENT OF MRS. EDWARD F. RYAN, CHAIRMAN FOR LEGIS-
LATION, NATIONAL CONGRESS OF PARENTS & TEACHERS

Mrs. RYSN. Thank you.
Senator BPNj,-rTr. You may proceed in your owu way.
Mrs. RYAN. On behalf of ihe approximately 10 million parents and

teachers who are members of the National PTA, we deeply appreciate
the privilege of presenting our views in support of the Family Assist-
ance Act and certain amendmeits.

Although the family assistance plan is not perfect, and although its
income floor is lower than equivalent welfare payments under )resent
programs in most States, we believe it is a necessary stop in a right
direction.

We are pleased, also, that some of the recommendations we offered
in testimony last November concurred with other views and have been
met in the present bill. These included strengthening of social services
and the supplementary food stamp )rogram. We believe these needs
can be !net, by the recent amendments offered by the administration.
If, as some observers say, social workers are widely unqualified to give
the necessary services, ve look upon the accounting g requirement as a
strong incentive to appropriate recruiting and training programs. If
we invest more in l)arenit education, the foster care program will cost a
geat deal less. On this point, as on others, total reform will not come
overnight, but we believe dese proposals will take us in the right
direction.

Second, we welcome recognition that most of the families who now
live with daily hunger and anxiety cannot by themselves move out of
poverty, even. with cash assistance, without certain changes in the
societal framework in which they live, and cushioning from events that
would be mishaps to families of higher income but are catastrophic to
the poor. 'Ve therefore welcome and support the administration's pro-
posals for medicaid reform and a family health insurance program and
a public housing subsidy to allow families to pay rent on a basis of
percentage of income.

WVe are concerned, however, with the work incentive and with the
apparent lack of a, sufficient employment program. If we really mean
to help families move out of l)overty into the mainstream of produc-
tive life, the plan should not leave 'them in the marginal zone at the
edge of poverty where they can too easily fall back into the welfare
life. The promise of self-support should not be lost in seasonal employ-
ment or the marginal jobs of a recession market.

We therefore regard with much interest Senator Herman E. Tal-
madge's amendment No. 788, proposing mandated coordination be-
tween the Departments of Labor and of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare in regulating and operating these programs. This amendment
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would also require arrangements for supportive services before placing
people in employment, would l)rovide for on-the-job training and pUb-
lie service employment where needed, and tax credits to employers for
the first year's wages. The amendment's further requirement that at
least 15 percent of the registrants for the work incentive program be
enrolled in each State each year would place a necessary floor under
State responsibility.

WeV would also support the amendment,', priority list in implement-
ing the work requirement: uneml)loyed fathers "finst, then children
and relatives 16 and over who are not in school, working, or in train-
ing; third, mothers who 7,olteer, but with the proviso that. "no
mother would be required to undergo work and training until every
single person who volmteered for work and training was first placed."

We agree with Senator Talmadge that there are many more who
wish to work than there are jobs or opportunities for jobs.

Moreover, we are deeply concerned with the small provision of
adequate day care for the children of women who are already work-
ing, and would urge that existing Federal standards, which are far
from stringent, be applied to present facilities and this situation
clarified before encouraging further employment among mothers of
both pre-school and school-age children. Without such provision, we
might well be developing a new generation battered by both poverty
and neglect with some inevitable outcome in antisocial'behavior. This
does not appear necessary.

In regard to the all-important question of incentive, we would
urge two additional considerations.

In the first place, we believe jobs required for participants in this
program should pay at least the legal minimum wage. Otherwise, the
program runs the risk of becoming the means of perpetuating low
wage scales and the whole marginal economy which keeps so many
families in poverty. Again, we recognize the necessity of combining
job training, social support, and long-run iml)rov events in education
to surmount the immediate difficulties, but a respectable wage scale is
one of the keys to success in the total program.

Second, we urge reconsideration of the disregard schedule in re-
spect to earnings. Let us recognize that a main impetus to this pro-
gram is psychological, the need for self-respect and enjoyment of the
fruits of one's labor. We recommend that earnings be disregarded up
to $3,000, for the family of four, and that thereafter the payments be
scaled off in some ratio, perhaps 2 to 5, that will continue a strong
incentive to earn. We suggest this for the following reasons:

(1) The problem of choosing between work and welfare on the
basis of whether children will have enough to cat occurs at the poverty
line; therefore, let the family's earnings be secure to that level. Peo-
ple who have themselves worked out of poverty into self-support say
that the deduction of earnings is the chief disincentive to vork; we are
also told that when people have once had the experience of substan-
tial earnings-and $3,000 is substantial at this level-they will not
choose to drop back into the welfare life.

(2) Senator Talmadge reported that the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare has not been able to provide estimates of the
effect of current earned income disregard provisions. We submit that
a choice between base payments from which half of all earnings are
deducted after the first $72O, and base payments continued until earn-
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ings ha-ve reached $3,000 and then scaled off in a proportion that will
not destroy incentive, may not involve much money, because the first
alternative might keep people in poverty and therefore last a great
deal longer. Besides, at $3,000 the wage earner will be paying taxes
like any other, which cannot help but add to his self-respect.

We believe that this program can have far-reaching benefits for
children and families now locked in poverty, and are most grateful
for all the concern that has gone into shaping it. We believe our sug-
gestions will add strength through greater recognition of human
motivation and shall deeply appreciate your consideration.

Thank you very much for this opportunity.
The CHAIRMAN (presiding). Senator Bennett?
Senator BE.NNfrn. I would like to ask one question.
You were in the room when the previous witness was testifying

about the practical effect of the disregard pi)gramn, that it was actu-
ally bringing more people into the system than it was taking off?

Mrs. RYAN. Yes.
Senator BENN-m-. This is exactly opposite to your recommendation.
Do you have any further comments you would like to make about

that?
Mrs. RYAN,. Because I believe that the disregard provision is so low

and people come to the point where it is a question of feeding children
or letting them go to school, this is what our members in the lower
income group point out, and it is very discouraging when such a small
percentage of what they earn actually belongs to them.

Senator BE.NNE:Tr. Could it, not be that those who are anxious to get
off will use the disregard in the way it was intended, but there are
other people who see the disregard as an opportunity to get them on
welfare or otherwise they would not qualify? That, in effect, is the
testimony of the previous witness from their experience in Milwaukee.

Mrs. RYA.. Among PTA people and among our colleagues are a
great many social workers and among our members are a great many
low-income people who have moved into, say, paraprofessional jobs in
schools and in social work and managed to get off welfare and are
continuing, and their view is on the other foot, that the fact that so
little of what people earn at that level they can feel belongs to them is
very discouraging, and at the $2,000 and $3,000 level the question of
whether children will eat is a very real question, so that it is not a case
of trying to get something for nothing. It, is a case of trying to see
that ones children are fed and that they will have clothes to wear to
school. It is that kind of thing. It is a matter of pennies.

Senator B.NNEmr. OK.
I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAI, AN. Thank you very much.
Mrs. RYA,. Thank you.
The CHAMIMAN. The next witness will be Dr. Alton A. Linford,

president of the Council on Social Work Education.
Senator HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, if I may be permitted a personal

privilege, just let. me say I would like very much to join with you in
Velcoming )r. Linford this morning to tetify before this committee.
Dr. Linford happens to be a citizen or at least a native of Wyoming.
He was born not far from Jackson Hole where I live and the beautiful
Star Valley is his home country. He and I went to school together, and
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after all these many years I am delighted to note his accomplishments
and I look forward'with considerable anticipation to his testimony.

Senator BEiN N. There is Rocky Mountain territory here.
Dr. Rex Skidmore, who accompanies Dr. Linford, grew up about

three blocks from where I grew up and for a long time I have watched
him grow up and I have watched his success ini this field, and I am
delighted we are going to have the benefit of the combined wisdom of
these people from the Rocky Mountain area.

Te CHAIRf,'x. Will you proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF DR. ALTON A. LINFORD, PRESIDENT, COUNCIL ON
SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. REX A. SKID-
MORE, DEAN, GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK, UNIVERSITY
OF UTAH, AND DR. DOROTHY BIRD DALY, DEAN, SCHOOL OF
SOCIAL SERVICE, CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA

Dr. LINORe). Thank you very much. It is a pleasure to be here and
to have this greeting from the distinguished Senators. Senator Hansen
and I are meeting the first time since our parting in 1934. It has been
a long time, sir.

Senator IhANSIM. It has indeed.
Dr. LiWFoRD. My name is Alton Linford and I appear before you

this morning in my capacity as president of the Council on Social
Work Education. I am accompanied by Dr. Rex. A. Skidmore, a mem-
ber of our board of directors and deal of the Graduate School of So-
cial Work. University of Utah, and by Dr. Dorothy Bird Daly, who
is dean of the National Catholic Sclool of Social Service here in
Washington, D.C.

Unfortunately, you do not have a Senator to sponsor you this morn-
ing, but you belong to all of them.

The council on Social Work Education is the only national agency
exclusively concerned with social work education. The members of the
council include the 80 graduate schools of social work in the United
States, 283 colleges and universities with undergraduate programs in
social welfare, including community colleges offering 2-year programs
to train technicians, over 30 major voluntary national health and wel-
fare organizations, and the National Assoeiation of Social Workers
with 50,000 members who are concerned about social work education.

In addition, thousands of State and local health and welfare agen-
cies, libraries, individual educators, practitioners and interested citi-
zens are also affiliated with the council.

I speak in relation to I.R. 16311, particularly in reference to title
XX, and more particularly in reference to the manpower professional,
paraprofessional, technical staff to achive the purpose of the act.

Our formal statement has been filed with the committee and it in-
cludes some general comments, 11 specific amendments with spe-
cific working which we propose to various parts of the bill, and at-
tached are lists of universities, schools, national agencies that are
affiliated with the council.

It is the considered judgment of the Council on Social Work Educa-
tion that the stated purposes of the proposed legislation are responsive
to the needs of the people and the pressing social problems of the Na-
tion. Our special interest and competence relates to manpower and our
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recommendations are addressed to this aspect of the proposed
legislation.

The services proposed would do much to improve the quality of life
in our country. In our view, however, the bill in its present form ad-
dresses itself only minimally to the establishment of the needed services
and the necessary organization and administrative structure for effec-
tive serve ice delivery. It (toes not give recognition to the need for per-
sonnel with varied preparation or to the problem of securing and devel-
oping the manpower that will be required to carry out the purposes
of the proposed act.

Our statement includes a number of recommendations for technical
amendments and additions to H.R. 16311. The intent of these recom-
mendations is to extend coverage for support of educational programs
to community colleges in addition to the baccalaureate programs and
the graduate schools; to increase the funds available for training
professional, paraprofessional, and technical personnel, and to allo-
cate funds for evaluation and assessment of the effectiveness of various
educational programs.

In urging an increase in funds available for these purposes, we
draw particular attention to section 707 of title VII of the Socia.l
Security Act, not of the bill under consideration. This was enacted
as part of the 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act. This is the
title that authorized the expenditure, appropriation, and expenditure
of $5 million for development of manpower in the administration's
welfare program.

As you know, only 3 million have been appropriated under this
authorization.

We believe that this title affords an adequate vehicle for accom-
plishing the training recommendations which we make. For the most
part, this would cover, this would carry a basic burden.

In contrast with the 3 million which has been appropriated annually
in the last 3 years, we believe that a minimum of 40 million ought to be
made available. We calculate this on many bases, but one of them,
you might say, is that in the administration of almost any program,

business or industry or otherwise, it is generally calculated that. a
5 percent investanent in that, in the preparation of training of man-
power, is about the least that ought to be provided.

This 40 million that we propose is somewhat less than 5 percent of
the $800 million which this bill proposes to appropriate for the im-
plementation of social services.

Whether this bill passes or not, these services are urgently required.
We offer this as a vehicle that might accomplish that.

If you would be interested to examine a little bit further the specific
proposal we make in respect to title VII, section 707, it is found in
our statement that is fi1ed beginning with page 7 and ending on
page 9.

In effect, this proposal is to amend the section enacted in 1967 to
broaden the base of support to permit the Secretary to enter into
agreements with public or private nonprofit educational institutions,
agencies, or organizations through grants or contracts for the purpose
of developing, maintaining, and improving educational preparation
and continuing training of the range of manpower, professional
paraprofessional, technical, and volunteers needed for achievement of
the purposes of the act.
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It also specifies that this money may be made available for more
than the present act permits. For example, we would add student aid,
scholarships, in other words. The present act authorizes only faculty
Su)lPOrt.

It would also provide for faculty support but, ill addition, for two
other purl)oses, evaluation and assessment of the effectiveness of the
educational training programs funded, and, lastly, for the improve-
ment and expansion of necessary educational facilities.

We believe that we may be the only organization that. is addressing
itself in testimony to this particular' question of the development and
preparation of imanl)ower for the implementation of the legislation
which is before you, and we commend it, to you.

My colleagues might wish to add something if they may.
Dr. SKi)moRE. I appreciate the opportunity to meet with you and to

back up what Dr. Linford has said.
I am particularly pleased to be in the same room with Senator Bel-

nett, for whom I have deep admiration and respect.
I would like to emphasize or underline two items, if I could. The

first one, there is a great need to provide manpower for the effective
delivery of social services in this H.R. 16311. Right now even, there is
a real shortage of qualified personnel and the situation will become even
more critical.

Second, there is a genuine need for qualified personnel on several
levels, professional, paraprofessional, and technical. Just the desire to
want to be a surgeon does not qualify a person to be a surgeon. Just
the desire to provide social services (toes not qualify a person to provide
social services and, it seems to me, that there must be moneys provided
to help to train people to provide these services on these different levels
of qualifications, the professional, the master's degree, the, doctors
degree, the paraprofessional and the technical people.

So it seems to me that this money is needed, is sorely needed, to help
study, to help provide faculty, to insure the effective delivery of serv-
ice,- in the proposed legislation.

Thank you.
The CHAI I AN. Thank you very much.
Any questions. Thank you very much.
(Afr. Linford's prepared statement follows. Hearing continues on

page 1680.)
R RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AMENDMENTS TO 11-R. 10311 DIRECTED TOWARD 'MORE

FULLY ACiiIEVING TiE PURPOSES OF THE ACT

(By the Council on Social Work Education, New York, N.Y.)

I. BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

A major purpose of the Council on Social Work Flucation Is "to give leader-
shill and service . . . to assure an adequate supply of appropriately educated
professional, paraprofessilonal and technical social work personnel needed to
plan, adminster, provide and improve social services and other related human
services" (Article 1, By Laws). The Council on Social Work Education, convinced
of the need and value of utilizing a road range of personnel In the planning
1nd delivery of social services, provides leadership and services to all levels of

social work educatlon-associate, baccalaureate, master's and doctoral degree
programs ard continuing education.

No program is any better than the people who plan, administer, and provide
its services. Unless provision is made fnr an adequate supply of appropriately
professional, paraprofessional, and technical personnel, HR 16311 cannot achieve
its proposed goals.
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In this statement, the Council on Social Work Education in conformity with
its purposes and with the above stated view Is addressing itself to a single major
component of the IIEW proposals on social services in relation to Title I, the
Family Assistance Plan; Title II, the revised program of aid to the aged, blind
and disabled; and Title III, the plan for individual and family services; as well
as to certain sections of the present Social Security Act not included in the HEW
propose ls and which also need change if the proposed amendments are to achieve
their stated purpose. The particular responsibility and competence of the CSWE
is to seek to assure an adequate supply of appropriately educated and competent
professional, par1professional and technical personnel to plan and administer
the program and to provide effectively the serveles mandated and authorized
under the Act.

It is ,he considered judgment of the CSWE that the stated purposes of the
proposed legislation are responsive to the needs of the people and the pressing
social problems of the nation. The services proposed by HEW if appropriately
expanded, properly organized, sufficiently supported and effectively delivered,
ani coupled with an adequate income, would do much to improve the quality
of life in our country. They would contribute to the alleviation of social break-
down and eliminate some of the causes of individual economic and psychological
dependencies, physical and mental illness, and deviant and dysfunctional be-
havior and delinquency. They would also provide opportunities for development
of broad community involvement in changing social conditions that contribute
to or aggravate such problems. In our view, the bill in its present form addresses
itself only minimally to the establishment of the needed services and the neces-
sary organization and administrative structure for effective service delivery.
It provides less than a minimum base of support, inadequate to the size and
complexity of the needs and problems to which it is addressed.

C8WE will join with other lay and professional organizations in suggesting
to Congress steps necessary to correct the inadequacies of the proposed bill.
The part foular concern of MVS E is that the pre ?osed Act, in its present form,
does not live rceo!anition to the need for personnel with varied preparation or to
the problem of securing and developing the professk'nial, parapwofcssion ul and
technical manpocer th.,I will be required to carry out the purposes Of the pro-
posed act.

Undoubtedly, the framers of the proposed Act considered manpower planning
and development as an implicit requirement for "efficient and effective adminis-
tration" which is called for in the Act. However, as the members of Congress have
recognized in other legislation, it has been demonstrated (in all fields-in health,
in the military and in governmental operations generally) that il this era of spe-
cialization and sophisticated technological development, the manpower component
must be identified and specifically planned for, if personnel with the requisite
knowledge and skill are to be available in sufficient number to make any program
operable, effective and efficient. Obviously it is neither possible nor necessary to
utilize only highly trained professional personnel for activities that can be car-
rIed on effectively by paraprofessional, technical personnel and by volunteers. It
Is important, however, to take serlousiy the lessons learned in experimental pro-
grams in which indigenous paraprofessionals have been used to good effect-
that without adequate Involvement of professional personnel for tasks requiring
such expertise, no service program can operate either effectively or efficiently.

An increasingly important dimension of both social planning and social admin-
istration is determination of the range and mix of personnel needed to achieve the
aims of a program and to assure effectiveness and economy In the provision of
services. Such planning must include establishing the means by which such
personnel will be recruited and prepared, not only initially at the entry level, but
continually as problems change, new knowledge is developed and responsibilities
of staff expand. Because of the rapidity of social change of technological and
knowledge development, many skills In professional, technical or industrial occu-
pations become outmoded In five years, or at most, ten. Training-responsive to
changing community needs and program priorities, and regularly updated-is
inlperative.

If the proposed legislation is to achieve its essential and urgent goals, the pro-
grams that it envisions will call for large numbers and several kinds of qualified
personnel who are not only able to deal with individuals and groups through more
traditional approaches, but able to work with representative community groups
in self-help and neighborhood-based activities. Such personnel are not currently
available in sufficient supply or even potentially available through existing educa-
tional resources. Indeed, the Council on Social Work Education would have
everyone concerned with the legislation and the program face the fact that the
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personnel needed for the planning and provision of services under the proposed
legislation will serve to aggravate further the very long-stanling and critical
shortage of qualified personnel to meet the social needs and unresolved social
problems facing us as a nation.

As far back as 19060, tie U.S. Department of Labor, in conjunction with the
National Social Welfare Assembly and the U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. published a survey of manpower in social welfare., At that time,
about half of all such personnel were employed in Public Welfare and Child Wel-
fare Services, but only 4.5 percent of these had educational preparation to equip
them for their tasks.

In 1965, a Task Force on Social Work Education and Manpower of the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare' documented an increasingly
serious shortage of qualified manpower in all parts of the country. The shortage
was found to exist in all fields of practice-in family and children's services, cor-
rectIons and delinquency prevention, services to the aging and handicapped, and
in the newer programs directed toward Increasing employability and self-sup-
port capacity. Since then, each annual manpower report of the President to the
Congress has pointed up the increasingly serious nature of the shortage in this
field.3

One of the reasons for the failure of the 1962 Service Amendments to the Social
Security Act to achieve the hoped-for goals was that Section 705, which author-
ized funds for education of necessary personnel, was never funded; Section
426 was inadequately funded in relation to the purpose and the needs. The Social
Work Manpower Bill, introduced by Representative Wilbur Mills, which became
Title VII, Section 707, was only partially funded. Together, these were so insuf-
ficient in relation to the need that they did not produce enough manpower even
to keep pace with mounting population and normal attrition. They could not
begin to support training of personnel at various educational levels for the new
or expanded services established In every session of Congress since 1955, as the
Congress responded to the increasing complexity of our ociety, the vexing solal
problems facing us, and the higher aspirations of people in all soclo-economic
groups for an improved quality of life.

In seeking resolution of a manpower problem in any industry or field of service,
three basic approaches are possible and usually utilized. They are: (1) to expand
educational resources to increase the number of personnel available; (2) to find
new ways, through research or innovations, to reduce the number of personnel
needed to perform the work or provide the service; and (3) to break down and
sort out the tasks by level of difficulty, nature of decision making responsibility,
and degree of knowledge and skill required, and to prepare personnel for each
of the specified levels.

The field of social welfare and the organized profession of social work have
made considerable progress during the past five years in coming to grips with
the manpower problem.

Five classlications of social work personnel and needed educational prepara-
tion are now delineated:

1. The human services aide with high school education or less who, calling
upon his native ability and aptitude, assists in the interpretation and de-
livery of services with competence achieved through his life experience and
with skills developed through training while on the job.

2. .The community and social service technician with an associate degree
from a two-year community college with preparation to perform specific
functions, under supervision, In the delivery of social services.

3. The social worker ,with a baccalaureate degree from a four-year college
with an approved undergraduate social work program with preparation to
serve individuals, groups, and communities in a wide variety of service
programs.

4. The certified social worker with a master's degree from a graduate
school of social work with preparation for advanced practice, and for ad-
uinistration, policy and planning of functions.

5. The social worker with a doctor's degree in social work or related dis-
ciplines with preparation for leadership roles in policy development, ad-
ministration and planning and for research and teaching.

L Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare Manpotwer in 1960, U.S. Department
of Labor and National Social Welfare Assembly, New York, 1061.

2 Closing the Gap in Soctal Work Manpowtr, U.S. Department of Hlealtb, Education and
Welfare, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1965.

& Annual Manpower Report of the 1'residnt, 1965-1969, U.S. Department of Labor.
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Additionally, the social welfare field continues its long established tradition
of utilizing volunteers where appropriate and available and of providing con-
tinuing education to all classifications of social work personnel.

Despite expansion in graduate social work education, in the past decade there
are not enough graduates to carry responsibility for diagnosis of complex, severe
and deep rooted social and individual problems and for planning, administering
and preparing staff, for programs and services to deal with the problems.

The development and growth of undergraduate programs to prepare personnel
to provide basic services and to help people in need to learn about and make use
of public and voluntary community resources is more recent. The newest develop-
ment in social work education is the preparation of community and social service
technicians at the community college level." In addition to helping to add to the
manpower pool needed for the delivery of services, these programs also provide"new careers" op)portunities for economically and educationally disadvantaged;
high school students.

Tie social work profession is now moving on many fronts to maximize the
contribution of all levels of personnel, to Increase efficiency, and to assure effec-
tiveness in service provision. The fact remains, however, that in this complex
and rapidly changing society families with young children and adolescents and
certain other vulnerable groups-the lonely aged, the handicapped, the poor,
the disadvantaged minority groups-need a variety of social supports and serv-
ices. These require highly skilled, as well as dedicated, personnel to bring the
help where the hurt is.

Hence it is the position of the Council on Social Work Education that thq
passage of this legislation would be destined for frustration and failure in
implementation unless there is Included a prograni to require and assure develop-,
mcnt and appropriate utilization of the necessary inanpocer component. To this
end the Council on Social Work Education submits herewith recommendations
for additions and technical amendments to H.R. 16311.

If. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS AND ADDITIONS TO I.R. 16311
AND IIEW PROPOSALS ON SOCIAL SERVICES

A. Technical Amendments
1. In Title I, Section J52(c) (.f) (B), change (B) line 8, page 31 of the Bill to

(C) and insert before it the following:
"(B) for the training and effective use of the necessary range of personnel,

professional, paraprofessional and technical, in the administration of the
agreement, a nd"

2. In Title I, Section 463, paragraph (d), amend line 11, page 44 to read: "not
in excess of $30,000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be available to him to carry out
this section, and not less than one-third of the total amount available shall be
allocated by him to each of the purposes as stated in paragraph (b) and para-
graph (c) of this section, respectively."

3. It Title II, Section 1602, paragraph (3), amend the paragraph beginning
on line 20, page 79, to read: "provide for the training and effective use of the
necessary range of personnel, professional, paraprofessional and technical, in
the administration of the plan, for the furnishing of technical assistance . .. "

4. In Title II, Section 1608, amend the section, by adding on line 11, page
98, the following addition to the phrase beginning "of the state plan Including
conduct of evaluations directly, or by grants or contracts, of the programs au-
thorized, as u-ell as research into and demonstrations of more effecti-e operation
of the programs authorized, and including training of the range of personnel
eccssary for the operation of the programs either directly or through grants or

contracts with appropriate pubiio or private non-proflt, educational institutions
or agencies."

5. In Title Ill, Section 2005, amend by changing paragraph (C) on page 113
to (M) and by changing all subsequent paragraph designations accordingly,
through (N) which would become (0), and by inserting a new paragraph (0)
to read :

'Gutde for Associate Degree Prograins it the Community and Social Services (New
York: Council on Social Work Education, 1070) published in cooperation with the
American Association of Junior Colleges and supported by a grant from the Esso Educa-
tion Foundation.

G Committee Print, June 23, 1970, 91st Congress, Second Session, H.R. 16311.
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"(0) The state program will employ and appropriately utilize a balanced
range of qualified professional, paraproessional and technical person nel
necessary to the effective provision of services in accordan e with criteria
pre8oribed by the Secretary."

6. li Title III, Section 2008, paragraph. (o), amend paragraph (c) beginning
on line,18, jrige 119, to read: "The secretary Is authorized to make grants to
any public or non-profit private agency or organization, educational institution,
or orgaizfton, and contracts with any public or non-profifit private agency or
orga:Lation, education institution or organization, for .... "

7. In Title III, Section 2011, paragraph (a) (1) (A) (a), amend line 19, page
123, and subsequent lines in the paragraph to read:

"(a) of such section, of which at least fifty percent shall be available to carry
out section 2008, and not less than half of which fifty percent shall be allocated
to training and to research. The remainder s/all be available to carry out see-
tion 2007 and 2009."

8. In Title III, Section 2012, paragraph (I) (B) (i), amend line 5, page 127,
by adding: "Including the training of persons employed or preparing for em-
ployment In this program."

B. Amendment of Title VII, Scotion 707
In order to assure the effectiveness of the programs proposed under this Act

in achieving their stated purposes, the Council on Social Work Education recom-
mends that Section 707 be amended as follows:

1. That the present paragraph (a) be deleted and the following wording be
substituted:

"(a) The Secretary s authorized to enter into agreements with public or pri-
vate non-profit educational institutions, agencies or organizations through grants
or contracts, for the purpose of developing, maintaining and improving educa-
tional preparation and continuing training of the range of manpower, profcs-
sional, paraprofessional and technical, and volunteers needed for achictciment
of the purposes of this Act and related purposes."

2. That the present paragraph (d) be changed to (g) and that a new paragraph
(d) be inserted to read:

"(d) Grants and contracts under this Section be utilized for development,
inaintenanve and improvement of social icork education to insure the necessary
flow of qualified personnel nto the field and for curriculum development, in-
novation in educational tethods and organization, and shall include:

"(i) student support, including tuition grants and stipends for living
costs;

"(II) faculty development and support and related expenses,
"(Iii) evaluation and assessment of the effectiveness of educational pro-

grams and methods and demonstration of noto patterns and methods of
education at all levels; and

"(Uv) the improvement and expansion of necessary educational facilities
and other necessary purposes."

3. The addition of paragraphs (e) and (f) to read:
"(e) I addition to funds otherwise available therefor, such portion of any

appropriatio to carry out the purposes of the Act as the Secretary may deter-
mine, bilt not less than $,10,000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be available to him
to carry out this Section."

"(f) Not less than 75 percent of any appropriation for purposes of this Sec.
tion shall be allocated to purposes Identifed in paragraphs (f) and (ii) of this
subsection, and with due regard for their effect on achieving an appropriate
balance of support of the total range of personnel needed to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act."

The Council on Social Work Education urges this amendment of Section 707 to
i.clude'student support as well as faculty support and minor facilities improve-
nients and extending eligibility to two-year community colleges in addition to
graduate schools and four-year colleges and universities; elimination of the
present ceiling on appropriations; amnd a minimum appropriation under this
Section of $40,000,000 annually. It is estimated by HEW that approximately
$810,000,000 will be spent in the first year for the services outlined in thie
proposed legislation. Therefore, $40,000,000 represents slightly less than 5 percent
of total expenditures for manpower development. It has ben (lein onstrate(l that
such an amount is needed and would be within the capacity of colleges and

44--527-70-pt. 3- 26
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universities to utilize immediately in increasing and improving their educational
efforts. HEW, in FY 1970, received many more applications under Section 707
for innovative programs that would have extended and improved undergraduate
and graduate social work education than the $3,000,000 available. A large number
of excellent innovative and approvable projects remained unfunded with a
resulting loss to the public services. Extension of support to community colleges
and special programs for the training of paraprofessionals is very much needed.
At all levels-from paraprofessional to doctoral education--lack of support has
proven to be an obstacle to the necessary expenslon of social work education,
particularly to the recruitment of economically disadvantaged minority group
representatives as students and to their advanced education necessary if they
are to become members of faculty. Most schools of social work currently have
waiting lists of qualified applicants for admission who cannot be enrolled either
because they need scholarship help which is not available, or because the schools
lack means of expanding faculty and facilities to accommodate them.

We would urge, therefore, that appropriations to fund all parts of the social
work educational continuum be substantially increased. This is necessary to
expand and to improve educational programs and to provide student support so
that a sufficient supply of qualified social work manpower may be produced for
the purposes of this proposed legislation and for other needed programs.

GRADUATE SCiOOLS OF SOCIAL WORK

CSWE CONSTITUENT MEMBERS

University of Alabama
Arizona State University
University of California, Berkeley
Fresno State College, Fresno, California
University of California, Los Angeles
University of Southern California
Sacramento State College, California
.San Diego State College, California
University of Denver, Colorado
University of Connecticut
Howard University, Washington, D.C.
Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C.
Barry College, Miami, Florida
Florida State University
University of Georgia
Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia
University of Hawaii
George Williams College, Downers Grove, Illinois
University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois
Loyola University, Chicago, Illinois
University of Illinois
Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis, Indiana
University of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Louisville, Louisville, Kentucky
Louisiana State University
Tulane University, New Orleans, Louisiana
Boston University, Massacu
University of Maryland at Baltimore
Boston University, Massachusetts
Simmons College, Boston, Massachusetts
Boston College, Chestnut 11111, Massachusetts
Smith College School for Social Work, Northampton, Massachusetts
University of Michigan
Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan
Michigan State University
University of Minnesota
IUniversity of Missouri
St. Louis University, St. Louis. MNissouri
Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri
University of Nebraska
Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey
State University of New York at Albany
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State University of New York at Bufftlo
Adeiphi University, Garden City, New York
Columbia Univer.sity, School of Social Work, New York City
Fordham University, New York City
hunter College of tle City University of New York
New York University, New York City
Yeshiva University, New York City
Syrac we University, Syracuse, New York
University of North Carolina
Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio
fIio State University

Univ-isity of Oklahoma
Portland State University, Portland, Oregon
Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, l'ennsylvania
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
1 university of Puerto Rico
University of Temiesee .
University of Texas at Arlhigton
University of Texas-Austin
University of Houston, Houston, Texas
Our Lady of the Lake College, San Antonio, Texas
University of Utah
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington
West Virginia University
University of IV'Isconsin-Madison
University of Wisconsin-Miihwaukee

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS

NEW SCHOOLS WORKING TOWARD ACCREDITION

University of Arkansas State University of New York
San Franciscon State College, at Stony Brook

San Francisco, California Temple University,
San Jose State College, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

San Jose, California Marywood College,
University of Kentucky Scranton, Pennsylvania
Brandeis University, University of South Carolina

Waltham, Massachusetts
Western Michigan University,

Kalamazoo, Michigan

UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS IN SOCIAL WELFARE

CSwE CONSTITuENT MEMBERS

Spring Hill College, Alabama
University of Montevallo, Alabama
Huntington College, Alabama
University of Alaska
Arizona State University
University of Arkansas
Arkansas State University
Humboldt State College, California
College of Notre Dame, California
University of California
Chico State College, California
Fresno State College, California
California State College at Hayward
California State College at Long Beach
Los Angelps State College, California
Pepperdine College, California
San Fernando Valley State College, Northrldge, California
Chapman College, California
Loma Linda University, California
University of San Francisco, California
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Sacramento State College, California
San Diego State College, California
San Francisco State College, California
San Jose State College, California
University of the Pacific, Stockton, California
Whittier College, California
University of Denver
Colorado State University
Southern Colorado State College
Southern Connecticut State College
Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C.
Barry College, Florida
Florida A & M University
Florida State University
University of Georgia
Georgia State University
Fort Valley State College, Fort Valley, Georgia
Boise College, Idaho
University of Idaho
Idaho State University
Indiana University
Illinois Wesleyan University
Southern Illinois University
Roosevelt University, Illinois
George Williams College, Illinois
Illinois State University
Augustana College, Illinois
University of Illinois
Wheaton College, Illinois
Anderson College, Indiana
Saint Francis College, Indiana
Goshen College, Indiana
Ball State University, Indiana
Indiana State University
Taylor University, Indiana
Valparaiso University, Indiana
University of Iowa
Mount Mercy College, Iowa
Marycrest College, Iowa
Drake University, Iowa
Clarke College, Iowa
Briar Cliff College, Iowa
Wartburg College, Iowa
Tabor College, Kansas
Washburn University of Topeka, Kansas
Wichita State University, Kansas
Western Kentucky University
Thomas More College, Kentucky
University of Kentucky
Spalding College, Kentucky
Morehead State University, Kentucky
Eastern Kentucky University
Southern University, Louisiana
University of Maine
University of Maine in Portland
College of Notre Dame of Maryland
University of Maryland
St. Joseph College, Maryland
Hood College, Maryland
Northeastern University, Boston, Massachusetts
Our Lady of the Ehns College, Chileopee, Massachusetts
Anna Marie College, Massachusetts
Eastern Nazarene College, Quincy, Massachusetts
Albion College, Michigan
Alma College, Michigan
University of Michigan
Andrews University, Michigan
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Marygrove College, Michigan
Mercy College of Detroit, Michigan
University of Detroit, Michigan
Michigan State University, Michigan
Western M3ichigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan
Kalamazoo College, Michigan
Northern Michigan U,.iverslty, Marquette, Michigan
College of St Scholastica, Duluth, Minnesota
University of Minnesota, Duluth, Minnesota
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota
Augsburg College, Minnesota
Concordia College, Minnesota
Moorhead State College, Minnesota
Bethel College, Minnesota
College of St. Thomas, Minnesota
College of St. Catherine, Minnesota
Mississippi State College for Women
Mississippi State University
University of Missouri
3Marillac College, Missouri
Montapa State University
Carroll College, Montana
University of Montana
Dana College, Nebraska
Nebraska Wesleyan University
Creighton University, Nebraska
University of Omaha
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
University of Nevada, Reno
University of New Hampshire
Mount St. Mary College, Hooksett, New Hampshire
Upsala College, New Jersey
College of Santa Fe, New Mexico
New Mexico State University
D'Youville College, New York
State University of New York at Buffalo, New York
Adelphi University, New York
Keuka College, New York
St. Bernardino of Siena College, Loudonville, New York
Hunter College, New York City
The City College of the City, University of New York
Nazareth College of Rochester, Rochester, New York
Molloy Catholic College, New York
Skidmore College, New York
Wagner College, New York City
Syracuse University, New York
Utica College of Syracuse University, Utica, New York
Western Carolina University, Cullowhee, North Carolina
North Carolina A & T University, Greensboro, North Carolina
University of North Carolina
East Carolina University, Greenville, North Carolina
Lenoir Rhyne College, North Carolina
St. Augustine's College, Raleigh, North Carolina
Catawba College, North Carolina
University of North Dakota
Ohio Northern University
The University of Akron, Ohio
Ohio University
Bowling Green State University, .Thio
Edgecliff College, Ohio
University of Cincinnati, Ohio
Cleveland State University, Ohio
Capital University, Ohio
Ohio Dominican College
Ohio State University
Ohio Wesleyan University
University of Dayton, Ohio
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Wright State University, Ohio
Kent State University, Ohio
Miami University, Ohio
The University of Toledo, Ohio
Central State College, Ohio
College of Wooster, Ohio
Youngstown State University, Ohio
Northwestern State College, Oklahoma
University of Tulsa, Oklahoma
University of Oregon
Mount Angel College, Oregon
Portland State University, Oregon
Muhlenberg College, Pennsylvania
College Miserlcordia, Pennsylvania
Mercyhurst College, Pennsylvania
St. Francis College, Pennsylvania
Villa Maria College, Pennsylvania
Temple University, Pennsylvania
La Salle College, Pennsylvania
Philadelphia College of Bible, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Albright College, Pennsylvania
University of Scranton, Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania State University
Barrington College, Rhode Island
Winthrop College, South Carolina
Augustana College, South Dakota
Sioux Falls College, South Dakota
University of South Dakota
Mount Marty College, South Dakota
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, Tennessee
East Tennessee State University
University of Tennessee
middle Tennessee State University
Tennessee State University
University of Texas at Austin
Mary Hardin-Baylor College, Texas
Texas Woman's University
University of Texas at El Paso
Texas Technical Tniversity
Prairie View A. & M. College, Texas
Baylor University, Texas
Utah State University
Weber State College, Utah
Brigham Young University, Utah
University of Utah
Trinity College, Vermont
Mary Washington College of the University of Virginia
Madison College, Virginia
Hollins College, Virginia
Norfolk State College, Virginia
Eastern Washington State College
Washington State University
University of Washington
Pacific Lutheran University, Tacoma, Washington
West Virginia Wesleyan University
West Virginia University
Wisconsin ,State University, Han Claire, Wisconsin
Wiseonsin State University, La Crosse, Wisconsin
University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, Wisconsin
Mount Mary College, Wisoconsip
Wisconsin State University, Oshkosh, Wisconsin
Wisconsin State University, Whitewater, Wisconsin
University Of Wyoming
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ASSOCIATE MEMBERS

(INCLUDING COMMUNITY COLLEGES)

Jefferson State Junior College, Birmingham, Alabama
Talladega College, Alabama
Carver Research Foundation, Alabama
Glendale Community College, Arizona
Henderson State College, Arkansas
California State Polytechnic College
California State College
Adams State College, Colorado
New Haven College, Connecticut
Mattatuck Community College, Waterbury, Connecticut
University of Delaware
Federal City College
Flo. Ida Technical University
The University of West Florida
Tift College, Georgia
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College, Tifton, Georgia
Bradley University, Illinois
Marion College, Indiana
Morningaide College, Iowa
Union College, Kentucky
Berea College, Kentucky
Asbury College, Kentucky
Morgan State College, Maryland
Boie State College, Maryland
Western Maryland College
Springfield College, Massachusetts
Ferris State College, Michigan
Wayne County Community College, Detroit, Michigan
Kalamazoo Valley Community College, Kalamazoo, Michigan
Lansing Community College, Michigan
Willmar State Junior College, Willmar, Minnesota
Eastern Michigan University
University of Minnelsota
Jackson State College, Mississippi
Fairleigh Dickinson University, Teaneck, New Jersey
Newark State College, New Jersey
New York City Community College
State University College, New York
Manhattan Community College, New York, New York
State University of New York at Plattsburgh, New York
Roberts Wesleyan College, New York
Staten Island Community College, Staten Island, New York
Johnson 0. Smith University, Charlotte, North Carolina
Warren Wilson College, North Carolina
Ashland College, Ashland, Ohio
The Defiance College, Ohio
John Carroll University, Ohio
Antioch College, Ohio
Lincoln University, Pennsylvania
Community College of Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Community College of Allegheny County, Pennsylvania
Shippensburg State College, Shippensburg, Pennsylvania
Eastern Baptist College, Pennsylvania
Catholic University of Puerto Rico
Roger Williams College, Rhode Island
Rhode Island College
Benedict College, South Carolina
Yankton College, South Dakota
Lambuth College, Tennessee
Carson-Newman College, Tennessee
Memphis State University, Tennessee



1680

Memphis State University, Tennessee
Paul Quinn College, Tex'as
Roanoke College, Virginia
Clinch Valley College of the University of Virginia
College of the Virgin Islands

NATIONAL VOLUNTARY AGENCY MEMBERS

AFL-CIO Community Services Activities
American Foundation for the Blind
American Jewish Committee
American National Red Cross
American Public Welfare Association
American Social Health Association
Big Brothers of America
Camp Fire Girls
Child Study A.ssociation of America
Child Welfare League of America
Community Development Foundation, Save the Children Federation
Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds
Family Service Association of America
Lutheran Council in the U.S.A.
National Assembly for Social Policy and Development
National As&sociation of Jewish Center Workers
National Association of Social Workers
National Board of the Y.M.C.A.
National Conference of Chtholic Charities
National Council of the Y,ICA Associations of the U.S.A.
National Council of Churches of Christ in the U.S.A.
National Council on Crime ond Delinquency
National Federation of Settlements
National Jewish Welfare Board
National Urban League
Planned-Parenthood-World Population
Salvation Army
Travelers Aid Association of America
United Way of America
United HIAS Service
Volunteers of America

The next witness is fr. Jerry Wurf, who is president of the Ameri-
can Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees.

STATEMENT OF JERRY WURF, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT OF
THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICI-
PAL EMPLOYEES, AFL-CIO; ACCOMPANIED BY WINN NEWMAN,
GENERAL COUNSEL, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY,
AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, AFL-CIO, AND JULIUS TOOL,
GENERAL COUNSEL, AFSCME, DISTRICT COUNCIL 37, NEW YORK
CITY

Mr. Wrupx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name
is Jerry Wurf, and I have already been identified by the chairman.

On my left is Mr. Winn Newman, who is the general counsel of
our union, and on my right is Mr. Julie Topol, the general counsel of
our New York affiliate.

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to read the statement which has
already been submitted to the committee. In spite of the fact that you
showed great forebearance and let us give you a nine- or 10-page
statement, I do want to dwell on some highlights of the situation.
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First., I would like to identify oui! organization. We are the largest,
public employee union in the United States, perhal)s in the world, and
we have almost 500,000 members. Included in that membership are
some 30,000 welfare workers who will be critically affected by this
legislation in terms of what has already been proposed.

M. Chairman, we are ill the position of basically opposing the legis-
lation for a number of critica reasons. We are opposing the legisla-
tion in our capacity as advocates on behalf of State and local govern-
ment employees, who will be adversely affeced by the legislation as
it now stands.

The legislation threatens to eliminate the jobs of our people. It
threatens to eliminate collective bargaining wh ich has been achieved
in many places across the United States in behalf of these employees
and it threatens salary levels Nshich have taken us many years to
achieve.

I also want to say in terms of our social responsibility that we are
concerned with other aspects of the legislation. Essentially, we have the
same criticism of the legislation as the Iadership Conference on Civil
Rights, the National Association of Social Workers and the AFTL-CIO
with whom our organization is affiliated.

First, let me state we have been making for many months now,
repeated but futile attempts to work out some reasonable situation
with the Federal Government whereby we could protect the tens of
thousands of employees of local and 'State government involved in
public welfare who will be adversely affected by this bill.

To give you some idea of the difficulties that we have encountered,
let me say that I wrote about our concerns on this bill to Chairman
Hampton of the Civil Service Commission and I got a reply in
May that said, and I quote exactly: "We were unaware of the per-
sonnel implications witl regard to State and local employees."

This is just an incredible statement. This Commission had not, the
administration had not made any provision for dealing with the
economic and social well-being of the thousands of employees to be
affected by this legislation.

Since tAn, there have been discussions .-ith the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare; there have been discussions with the
Department of Labor; there have been discussions with the Depait-
ment of Civil Service in an effort to achieve from them some reason-
able mechanism on behalf of the employees involved. Although all
have assured us that it is against the administration policy to jeopar-dize the well-being of these employees, nevertheless, nothing has been
forthcoming from them with regard to protecting these many
employees.

Let me point out that there is a loss of jobs threatened for thousands
of employees in this legislation as now written because they would lose
all their existing rights once the statute was adopted and would have
to apply to the Federal Government as new hires.

In many instances, in places like New York where. we have worked
out the Nwaiving of Civil Service requirements in order to make itpossible for the poor to become part and parcel of the welfare admin-
istration system, these employees would not meet the necessary educa-
tional and other requirements of Federal employment and would all
lose their jobs because they would not meet the Federal standards.
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Second, employees with many, many years of service, who me- rigid
standards to be employed initially would face a whole new set of rigid
standards and might not be able to qualify under the law.

Basically speaking, the Federal administrators would be able to
pick and choose as they see fit without any rules that have been set
forth in termsof lhe legislation.

"l'l[os who would be lucky enough to be hired under this particular
situation would lose credits for retirement and leave they may have
acquired over many years of service.

In most. of these situations, layoffs take place in terms of seniority
and these employees would lose all such protection they now enjoy in
this area. Credit for eligibility for increment increases would also be
lost.

We now have sul)erior conditions of employment in many commu-
nities. For example, I heard testimony this morning from Milwaukee;
in Milwaukee we have superior conditions of employment with regard
to vacations, sick leave, retirement.

11T% have superior conditions of employment with regard to the
same things in New York City.

We work a 35-hour week in New York City while Federal employees
work a 40-hour week. Other welfare departments have other arrange-
ments.

Collective-bargaining rights which we have in some instances ac-
quired by virtue of statutes enacted in the various States and in other
instances on a de facto basis with various welfare departments across
the country-all of the rights of collective bargaining that have been
so painfully acquired-would be lost under the l)roposed legislation.

Mr. Chairman, what we feel most strongly is that the same concepts
that were applied to the Mass Transit Act of 1964, which required
l)rotection of the employees and I am quoting now, "no worsening of
their positions with respect to their employment," should be applied
in this legislation.

I might point out with the great change that took place when public
corporations of one kind or another acquired the transit companies
across the United States, they were able to hold intact their bargain-
ing relationships, their conditions of employment, and so on.

I would also like to call the committee's attention to the fact that
the National Labor Relations Board and the courts have continued in

•a very simple and clear concept with regard to successor employerrelations.
The concept has been that, when a new employer comes into the situ.

-ation, lie is responsible for carrying out the arrangements made by
his predecessor under a collective- bargaining agreement. I would point
out that this has not been put into this legislation, and I regret very
much that the assurances we keep getting orally from the adminis-
tration in broad sweeping terms have not been implemented by any

specific recommendation.
We want to make some remarks with regard to the social service

-amendments. The original legislation did not present any problems
with regard to social services, but two amendments changed the
picture.

One amendment reduces the funding although caseloads aregoing
up. This, in effect, means to us that personnel have to be cut off that

:are now necessary to carry out the program.
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Second, the amendment requires priority hiring of the poor and the
use of volunteers.

This, coupled with the previous amendment that I mentioned, poses
the threat of the replacement of present employees who possess the
necessary professional and other qualifications. We would have a
situation where our folks would be laid off and replaced by voluinteers
or those who were willing to take less.

Let me point out that in a program in Albuq uerque, N. Mex., I be-
lieve last Mlay 50 people were replaced in a welfare department by 50
people trained in one of these poverty programs. These trainees re-
ceived 50 percent less, I believe, than was paid to the employees they
displaced and who had qualified under the laws of the State of New
Mexico.

Thus there would be a direct assault on salary levels under this bill
and this would be contrary to past congressional actions in private
sector employment under the concepts that have been developed under
the Bacon-Davis bill and the Walsh-Healey Act.

We want to make it clear we have no objection to hiring the poor.
We do object to hiring the poor to replace existing employees and
turning our membership into the poor. In other words, we do not
want present employees to become the clients of these welfare agencies.

The situation can be summed up by saying that we fear loss of
jobs, we fear loss of credits for length of service, we (ear loss of bene-
fits that we have acquired.

Perhaps Mr. Topol, who will follow me, will mfke a few remarks
about how critical these benefits can be. Mr. Chairman, in spite of the
fact that we have a very strong feeling about these matte's, and we
have not made the kind of noise we should have made about them
because we have a strong feeling that welfare adminisration in this
country has to be drastically reformed. We do think it would be
irresponsible to go forward with reform at the expl-nse of the well..
being of the many thousands of employees now working in welfare.
offices throughout the country.

Mr. Chairman, may I introduce for a few words Mr. Julius Topol,
who willpoint out perhaps more specifically than I have what would
ha ppen if the legislation were enacted in its present form.

(M'r. Wurf's and Mr. Topol's prepared statements follow. Hearing
continues on p. 1688.)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JERRY WURF, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT OF THE AMFRI-
CAN .F_)ERATION OF STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPxOYEES, AFL-CIO

Mr. Chairman, our Union of 500,000 public employees includes 30,000 persons
who work for state, county, or local departments of public welfare. I speak
principally in their behalf today and, in part, in behalf of the tens of thousands
of other persons employed by the 3,500 state, county, and local public welfare
offices in America.

I appear before you as an opponent of the legislation you are considering.
We are opposed to the legislation In Its present form because the bill threatens

to eliminate the Jobs of tens of thousands of experienced public employees-
union and not. For the members of our Union, this legislation also threatens
bard-won gains achieved over many years. These gains include collective bar-
gaining agreements not possible in the Federal ranks under this legislation and
wages, benefits, tind conditions of employment superior to those that would be
offered' under this legislation. Finally, these employees are threatened by
this legislation's reduction of social services expenditures amid ,rising caseloads
and by the bill's allowance for administrative options that could lead to the
replacement of regular employees with lower paid or unpaid personnel.
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These concerns, of course, reflect the vested Interests of our Union and Its
members who are public welfare employees. However, we believe these con-
cerns are also critical to the rule of logic and reason in the Implementation
of meaningful welfare reform, which we support.

Our Union is equally concerned with the full sweep of this legislation. Our
conclusion on this score is also In the negative. I will not elaborate these overall
concerns here today, but I do want to say that our overall objections to the
legislation are the same as those of the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights,
the National Association of Social Workers, and the AFL-CIO.

We have made repeated-but futile-efforts to work out with this Administra-
tion a set of amendments which would shield present welfare employees from
the loss or the erosion of their jobs and working conditions through this legis-
lation, as It now exists

I want to emphasize to members of the Committee that because of our own
desire for meaningful welfare reform and because of our sympathy for the
major underlying concepts of this legislation, we have not pressed our case. on
employee protection flamboyantly. This is due in part to continuing but un-
fulfilled assurances from this Administration that it would provide protection
for current employees. They have responded no more productively to the
needs of welfare employees than they have to the needs of welfare enrollees.

I want to make the point, too, that we do not believe that Federalization of
the welfare program can be viewed as a cure-all. It can work no magic, nor
provide any guarantees of success.

It was a letter from our Union to Chairman Hampton of the Civil S-rvice
Commission that first brought to his attention the personnel implications of this
legislation. Chairman Hampton advised me in a letter of May 11, and I quote,
that "We . . . were unaware of its personnel implications with regard to State
and local employees." It is precisely this kind of short-sightedness of planning
and the historically inept administration of personnel requirements for federal
programs that convinces us that a multitude of personnel problems will result
under this legislation unless specific employee protections are written into the

ill.
Our concerns are threefold:
(1) That present welfare employees in the assistance payments area will

have to seek employment under the program as new hires.
(2) That even those present assistance payments employees who are hired

under Federalization will lose collective bargaining arrangements and its attend-
ant benefits.

(3) That social services employes, who will be retained under State control,
will be subjected to los of Jobs and to eroded wages.

THE THREATENED LOSS OF JOBS

In those states which elect Federal administration of the welfare programs,
present employees will-in the absence of legislative protection-be required to
seek Federal employment as new hires, subject to Federal civil service require-
ments very different from those under which they have already qualified. The
poor, who have been placed on the payrolls of Departments of Public Welfare
through the waiving of state and local civil service requirements will, under
this legislation, be expected to meet rigid Federal civil service academic and
testing standards in order to continue in their jobs. Given no legislative instruc-
tions as to priorities, federal administrators will pick and choose from among
present employees In any way they see fit.

THE LOSS OF HARD-WON' GAINS

Even those who are fortunate enough to be hired under a Federalized pro-
gram will suffer substantial losses, including the loss of past service credits for
retirement, annual leave, and sick leave; the loss of seniority rights In layoffs;
the loss of credit for previous service toward eligibility for periodic step in-
creases in salary. Many are now covered by health and retirement benefits
superior to those of the Federal Government; others enjoy a shorter work week,
more holidays, and more annual leave than do Federal employees. Public em-
ployees who have struggled over many years for union representation would lose
their union and the collective bargaining arrangements which now protect them.

We believe that the Federal Government should apply to itself those concepts
which have been applied to the private sector by the National Labor Relations
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Board and the courts. That concept is that a successor employer must be
responsible for carrying out the collective bargaining arrangements of his
predecessor. This is in fact what Congress required of public bodies taking over
transit systems in the Mass Transit Act of 1964. Congress went even further
and completely protected transit eml)loyees from, and I quote, "a worsening of
their positions with respect to their employment." The Federal Government has
refused to apply that concept under this legislation.

AN ASSAULT ON SALARY LEVELS

The original piece of legislation, prior to the Administration's insertion of
social services amendments, did not affect employees at the state and local level
who perform social services functions. The new amendments severely curtail
the moneys available for services other than foster care and child placement.
In fact, these funds are to be 10 per cent less than what is available in the current
fiscal year. The amendments also require the States to give priority in services
employment to welfare recipients and to establish a program to provide volun-
teers and partly-paid volunteers in providing individual and family services.

These two amendments form a pincers threatening the jobs of persons now
performing social services tasks at the state and local level. These employees
Include social workers, children's counselors, homemakers, home economists,
and clericals. The cutback in funds comes at a time of rising caseloads. It will
force economy measures, which traditionally means personnel adjustments. When
the economy measures forced by funding cutbacks are joined by the requirements
to hire the poor and to use volunteers, we anticipate that the result will be
replacement of present employees by lower-paid or unpaid individuals.

We consider this an intolerable situation. In effect, it casts the Federal
Government in the role of leading an assault on public employee salary levels.
I would point out that the Congress has consistently prohibited Federally-
financed wage-cutting in the private sector through the Bacon-I)avis and Walsh-
Healey Acts. Public Employees are due no less consideration.

I do want to make it very clear that our objections are not to the requirements
to give priority in employment to welfare recipients. Our objections are that there
are no provisions in the legislation to prevent the replacement of existing
employees by lower-paid workers or volunteers, which would result not only
in the loss of jobs but in lower salary levels.

We know from our experience in an experimental program in New York City
that there is no need to bring employment to the poor at the expense of those
now working, nor to bring work to the poor in such a manner as to be a damper on
salary levels for other workers. The experimental New Careers program devised
and conducted by our Union in New York City provides a high school dropout,
upon'completion of two years of college and three years of experience as a case
aide, with qualifications as a fully-recogniIzed professional social worker-per-
forming the same work as a social worker with a Master's Degree and paid at
the same rate.

A sample of what could happen under the social services amendments to this
legislation is found in the replacement of social services employees by man-
power program trainees-at half the regular salary level-in Albuquerque, New
Mexico. Last May, 50 social services employees were discharged and replaced
by Concentrated Employment Program trainees at salaries far under those laid
previously.

I would like to list for you now some of the specific losses which would occur
for our workers under Federalization of the program, assuming that our workers
are hired under the new program.

In New York City and Milwaukee County, members of our Union now have re-
tirement plans that are 100 per cent employer-paid. Under Federal employment
they would be required to make a 0 per cent employee contribution.

In New York City and Milwaukee County, health care benefits Including major
medical plans are 100 per cent employer-paid. In Illinois, our state employees
have a health care plan which is 50 per cent employer-paid. Under federal em-
ployment, these workers would be thrust Into a program where the employer
pays only 27 per cent of the costs.

New York Cify employees have a 35-hour week, with 30 hours In the summer.
They would work 40 hours a week In Federal emnploynient.

Local employees in New York City, county employees in Milwaukee, and state
employees in Illinois all have more paid holidays under present agreements than
they would have in Federal employment
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New York City and Milwaukee County both lave annual leave agreement&
superior to those of the Federal Government.

I don't know how I could meaningfully relate to you the very real human con-
corns buried within these losses that our members would be subjected to through
Federalization of the welfare program without employee protection provisions.

Similarly, it is difficult to really give you a feel for the human aspects of the
threats to existing employees that are contained in the social seitices amend-
ments to this legislation.

Men who have .pent years at a job would be suddenly without employment,
even though their functions continued.

Women who have accrued years of service toward retirement, would suddenly
he without credit for those years.

Employees who have for years had a say throilgh collective bargaining In their
salaries, pensions, and other fringe benefits, as well as the conditions of their
employment, would suddenly be thrust into a situation where the boss unilaterally
determines these matters.

These are injustices. They represent irrationality and unreasoiableness, and
they are the reasons why we urge the defeat of this legislation in its present
form.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JULIUS TOPOL, GENERAL COUNSEL OF DISTRICT

COUNCIL 37, AFSCME, AFL-CIO
We speak for 10.000 clerical-administrative personnel engaged in the "intake'

and payment functions at the New York Oity Department of Social Services as
well as the other functions that will be affected by this legislation.

To state the specific concern of the persons for whom we speak, we are dis-
mayed by the fact that those who drafted the bill for the purpose of extending
security and dignity to citizens who do not have it now 'appear Indifferent to the
prospect of loss of security and dignity of a substantial group of employees who'
have, themselves, through their own initiative, achieved the constructive work
status which is the laudable aim of this legislation. For, it is fair to say that the
provisions of the bill, or more accurately, the absence of certain provisions in
the bill, threaten the 10,000 employees we represent along with thousands of
other State employees throughout these United States with the possible loss of
Jobs if the FAP program and other existing State programs are "Federalized"
pursuant to the provisions of Section 461, Subsections (a), (b) and (e) of this
bill. And for those of them who ultimately do work in these transferred programs,
there are no meaningful provisions to insure that their present favorable terms
and conditions of employment are continued.

President Jerry Wurf has pointed out the importance of these experienced per-
sonnel to the successful implementation of these programs; and we see no need
to elaborate further on this point.

What is needed from the Administration is the specific provision in the law
which will ensure to the employees that they will continue to have the jobs they
are now filling. It will not iuffice to use language which camouflages what amounts
to a totally discretionary selection process such as "preference will be given to
present employees for the jobs, provided they'meet minimum qualification require-
ments". Such qualifying language serves as an unnecessary demoralizing red
flag. These employees know they meet the required qualifications. They have
been doing substantially equivalent tasks for years; and the very separation of
functions contemplated by the bill are now being carried on by a substantial
number of the employees we represent.

Equally disastrous to morale, and unnecessary in this connection, would be a
procedure of forcing the transferred employees to serve a new lengthy period
of probation. They have long ago served their probationary period and demon.
st rated their worth.

The point we are making here, i.e. to eliminate the uncertainty of continued
employment, is not slight or petulant. Recent history in New York City in con-
nection with the transfer of a substantial number of clerical-administrative em-
ployees to a newly formed public benefit hospital corporations is illuminating.

This is a matter with which I am personally familiar. I served as a represent-
ative of the affected labor organizations and employees on a task force that drew
up the provisions relating to the transfer of employees and personnel administra-
tion In general. The end result was a State statute which specifically and ex-
plicitly guaranteed job rights and all existing benefits and terms and conditions of
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employment. Nevertheless, the remaining uncertainties reL-ted to the transitional
process had such a demoralizing effect as to threaten effective and effllcient
operation of the hospital system. But, it is precisely because both management
and labor were able to point to specific guarantees of jobs and terms of employ-
ment in the legislation as well as the protection of an ongoing bargaining rela-
tionship that the anxiety and potential demoralization were overcome and an
orderly transfer and transition has in fact taken place.

We are confident that the Committee understands how much more harmful
it would be in the present circumstances to fail to give clear-cut assurances to
the employees of their continued employment and tenure.

We have pointed out further that the bill falls to protect transferred employees
against a diminution in or outright loss of the favorable terms and conditions
they presently enjoy. Examples of these benefits accrued or enjoyed are the
following:

Rctlrcnit.-'Many employees have accrued 5, 10, 15, or 20 years of services.
A failure to give credit for State or local service would amount to a serious loss
of rights. For example, a person with 14 years service would lose a pension of
30% of his final salary at age 55. This is based upon a value of 2.1% for every
year of service under 20 years. A further loss would result from the fact that
New York City employees have a negotiated pension plan which gives them half
pay after 20 years, with 2h% additional payment for each additional year of
service.

Annual leave and sick leave.-The law should provide for full transfer of ac-
crued annual and sick leave balances. Otherwise, many employees will lose sub-
stantial amounts of money In the form of such leave that they had "banked" for
future contingencies.

Health benefit.- New York City pays the total cost of the employees' basic
health plan. In the Federal Government, employees have to pay one-half. The
loss to each employee would be about $150.00 per year.

Hol~dlays.-The New York City employees have 11 guarantee(] holidays; Fed-
eral employees have 9.

Hour.-New York City employees have progressed to a 35-hour week, within
additional straight time cash payment up to 40 hours and time and one-half
cash pay after 40 hours of work. Thus, if the employees are required to work
40 hours a week at their present level of pay for 35 hours, they will suffer the
equivalent of a 14% cut in pay.

Welfare funds, training fund8.-New York City employees have negotiated
for employer contributions to trust funds which are used for a variety of belie-
fits, and training purposes. Present and projected programs thus paid for fully
by the employer include total family dental coverage, disability Inurance, total
family eyeglass service, full reimbursement for prescribed drugs, and life
Insurance.

.cope of bargaining.-The employees of the Welfare Department of the City
of New York were among the pioneers among public employees who inaugurated
collective bargaining with their employer. For many years now, they have bar-
gained or participated in bargaining for their salaries and pensions and other
fringe benefits such as vacations, holidays, and other time and leave rules, wel-
fare and training funds, transfer policies, physical working conditions and
grievances and disciplinary proceedings.

Tfhe members of the Committee know that any provision which permits con-
tinued agreements or continued bargaining, but only on those matters permitted
by Executive Order 11941 means virtually the end of collective bargaining as
the Committee and these employees understand that term.

Postal employees reached a stage where they felt the need to have collective
bargaining on a broad range of traditional bargainable issues. New York City
employees long ago reached that stage, having engaged in full fledge bargaining
and found it highly desirable. In their circumstances, to extend to them bar-
gaining, but only within the scope of bargaining set forth under Executive
Order 11941, would be met with disbelief and dismay. This would be true for
most of the other State and local employees throughout the country who will
transfer to the Federal payroll under this bill. This Is a substantial identiflable
group which has a history and development of labor relations that cannot be
ignored. Ve are confident that the Administration and the Congress can enact
the necessary labor relations provisions which are geared to this history and
development.

Respectfully submitted,
AUGUST 26, 1970.
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Mr. 'roio. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ini my written statement I said that I speak for 10,000 New York

City, employees in clerical and administrative functions.
I" should'have also added that the 10,000 New York City employees

who are doing the service functions are in serious jeopardy on the
basis that Mr. W'urf has already explained; that is, to substitute the
p)oor and volunteers for them, but I am not going to dwell on that

cause Mr. Wurf has very fully and amlply discussed that,.
.As to the clerical and a(lministrative employees, we have two con-

cerns, one of this, only one of which, will I elaborate. The two are
the potential loss of jobs, one, and two, those who do get the jobs,
what it will mean in terms of loss of benefits.

On this potential loss of jobs, may I introduce a specific note as
to New York City. We consider it neither a petulant nor slight issue
we are raising, the uncertainties with respect to jobs.

I happened to have personally participated in a transfer of em-
ployees to another public employer, the Hospital Corporation's 40,000
hospital employees were transferred to another employer. We thought
we did everything we could in terms of protection of existing rights
and. writing it into the legislation, job rights as well as benefits.

Nevertheless, despite the explicit termls-
The CHATImCAN. If you will l)ardon me just a moment, I think I

had better go vote, gentlemen, but Senator Bennett will be here. I
would like you to be available, I would like to ask a question or two
if that will bIe all right.

Senator Bx NN r. Shall I ask these witnesses to wait and proceed
with other witnesses?

The CHAIRMAN. Fine.
Mr. WVURF. I take it then, Senator, we will retire until you return?
Senator BExExi-r (presiding). No, you can finish your statement

or if you prefer to make it in the Senator's presence, you can retire
now and( we will bring another witness on and then return to you.

Mr. VuRw. In view of the fact he titillated us by saying that lie
wished to ask us a question, we will return.*

Senator BENXIrr. The next witness is Mr. Ozzie Edwards, presi-
dent, National Federation of Social Service Employees.

STATEMENT OF OZZIE EDWARDS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FED-
ERATION OF SOCIAL SERVICE EMPLOYEES

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I wish
to conv ey my sincere appreciation to have the opportunity to testify
regarding the Family Assistance Act of 1970, H.R. 16311.

The National Federation of Social Service Employees is an orga-
nization of 16 unions and associations representing 41,000 social serv-
ice employees throughout the country.

Member include: Social Services Union, Local 535 SEIU, AFL-
CIO Los Angeles, Calif.; Social Service Employees Union Local 371
AFSCME, AFL-CIO, New York, N.Y.; Social Service Employees oi
Florida Miami, Fla.; Independent Union Public Aid Employees Chi-
cago, IA.; Maryland Social Service Employees Union Local 112
AFSCME, AFL-CIO, Baltimore, Md.; Rhode Island Alliance ol

*See p. 1691.
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Social Workers, Providence, R.I.; Monmouth County Welfare
Board Employees Association, Redbank, N.J.; Winston-Salem Con-
cerned Social Service Employees, Winston-Salem, N.C.; Iowa Fed-
eration of Social Service Employees, Marion, Iowa; Massachusetts
Social Workers Guild Local 509, SEIU, AFL-CIO, Boston, Mass.;
'Welfare Employees Union, Detroit, Mich.; Connecticut Union of Wel-
fare Employees, Local 629, SEIU AFL-CIO, New Haven, Conn.;
Federation of Social Workers, Rochester, N.Y.; 'Westchester 'Welfare
'Workers Association, Yonkers, N.Y., and Independent Union of Wel-
fare Employees, Gary, Ind.

Our members have historically avowed that the archaic welfare
bureaucracy should be changed. Their daily experiences witnemsing the
unending suffering of the welfare impoverished and yes, some union-
ists helped to authenticate the need to reshape the whole system of
social services.

We assert that the family assistance plan contains certain positive
features:

(a) Federal administration,
(b) Reformed eligibility requirements,
(e) Separation of services from income.
An aura has been created reflecting that the impoverished prefer

the welfare rolls to employment. We support the theory that all able
bodied should work but statistical information has shown that most
of the poor are unable to work.

In January 1969, of the 10 million persons participating in the public
assistance program, 80,000 were blind, 728,000 were permanently and
totally disabled, 2 million were in receipt of old age assistance, 4,815,-
000 were children, 1,500,000 were mothers of preschool children, 500,-
000 were mothers of school-age children and 80,700 were employable.

The administration should abandon the intent to force mothers of
children over six to obtain employment.

The family assistance proposals for an expanded program of day
care for mothers of children forced into training or work, are not
sufficient.

We feel that S. 4103, however, is a positive step in the right direc-
tion, setting up national standards and creating a Federal Clild Care
Corporation.

The level of funding should be raised especially in the metropolitanareas to afford the necessary financial support and services for the

poor and the disadvantaged. It has become apparent that the in-
sufficient $1,600 floor will increase benefits in the Southern States,
the constituency that historically turns its back on the impoverished,
especially the back poor.

Furthermore, employment agencies have displayed a varying degree
of commitment to the welfare poor. Nothing sliort of sufficient guar-
anteed income with adequate guaranteed jobs will offer a realistic
solution.

Services: I personally feel that this portion of the bill has been given
limited attention.

Under the family assistance plan, title will be abolished but Secre-
tary. Richardson recommends that categories be formulateA under the
services program . The Fede- al Government will reimburse the States
b.y 90 percent, for services in support of manpower, all others 75 per-

44-527-70-pt. 3-27
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cent. The average framework for funding plans for social services
akin to OEO, is unrealistic. In addition, the plan does not develop an
adequate and clear system for compliance from the States regarding
services.

The right of appeal carried in the proposals is nebulous. Moreover,
legal services are included. This is a gross indifference to minority
groups.

Mr. Chairman, the committee provided excellent amendments in
1967. We express that these )ositive amendments be retained under
the family assistance plan.

In order to develop a, service )lan that will effectively and realisti-
cally benefit families and adults in strengthening family stability,
a(lequate resources are needed, and in this area the family assistance
)lan fails miserably.

The $810 million request is less than sufficient with the scandalously
low app)ropriation of $150 million for services to the aged, following
the same pattern of neglect for one of the greatest constituency in our
society, our senior citizens, is confined to l)e.-osis already receiving
services.

Limited funds will hamper the social service. employees, who are
already overburdened and understaffed in attempting to deliver these
services.

Job security: There is a crisis in welfare now * * * as all eyes are
upon the family assistance plan. Many State officials are react.-
ing adversely, creating an atmosphere" of inertia. In attempting
to obtain fiscal relief, the dail- abandonment of services and income
for the poor has become a classic course. NFSSE from its earliest
existence has pledged that the rights of the poor should be upheld.

The repression against the poor was challenged when NWRO be-
came organized with the will to resist against the establishment. Their
strength was augmented and voices of concern were raised in concert
for the goals and objectives of NWRO. And now the ax that slowly
grinds has bein turned upon our fellow unionists * * * social service
employees are seen as the oppressors and to others the search and
destroy tactics are being used.

A c ucial point deals with the utilization of volunteers in the social
service component. Although we wholeheartedly endorse the concept
of new caretrs in social services, we cannot support, legislation that
will provide for the replacement of social semice workers by volun-
teers. The controversial family assistance plan lacks provisions of job
security, for workers all affected by federalization of public welfare.

Mr. Chairman, we ask that-- you consider an amendment to the family
assistance plan concerning job security for all social service employees.

We cannot, and will not, support the intended Family Assistance
Act which does not protect all social service employees, an act that
in the end would ultimately destroy certain positive features of the
family.

And what, will happen to the children? Our- Government allocates
billions for defense and the military industrial complex, to the war in
Southeast Asia, and the regime of Southm Vietnam, and yet when we
talk of rescuing the lives of children, yes, little black childliein, little



1691

Hispanic children, little children of oriental ancestry, little Indian
children, little Mexican American children, little white'children * * *
children who through no fault of their own are born into this Nation,
live and some are rushed off to die in foreign wars, in punishing their
parents we inherently destroy them.

RECOM M31,NDATIONS BY N SSE

1. The level of funding should be raised especially in the metropoli-
tan areas to afford the necessary financial support and services for the
poor and the disadvantaged.

2. Tie administration should abandon the intent of force mothers
of children over 6 to obtain eml)loyment..

3. Legislation should be included to provide for job security for all
social service employees affected by federalization of public welfare.
Employee benefits such as retirement, wages, educational leave and
training, seniority grievance procedures, and working conditions
should be a part ofthe Family Assistance Act.

Moreover all contractual agreements and negotiated settlements
should be honored.

4. Present social service positions including homemakers, children
counselors, clericals, home economists, supervisors, both child welfare
an() public assistance workers should not be replaced by volmteers.

5. The public sector should create meaningful jobs at. revised mini-
mum wage standards with specific emphasis on entry levels, upward
mobility, relevant training and promotional advancement.

Trhaik you.
Senator BEN.N ET. Thank you.
You certainly made your position very, very clear.
Mr. EDVARDS. Thank you.
Senator BENNE rr. I have no questions.
Thank you very much.
The next witness, Mrs. Richard M. Lansburgh, president of the

Day Care and Child Development Council of America, Inc.
The CJTAR3M1A, (presiding). 'Will you wait a couple of minutes

while I ask a couple of questions of the )revious witnesses, Mr. Jerry
Wurf and his witnesses of the State county and municipal employees.

Mr. Wurf, you alluded in your discussions, that is, in your testi-
mony, to discussions with the administration concerning protective
amendments for social service employees.

Could you tell us what your proposals were?

STATEMENT OF JERRY WURF, ACCOMPANIED BY WINN NEWMAN
AND JULIUS TOPOL-Resumed

Mr. WuRF. In essence, Mr. Chairman. the proposal that we put
forward was the kind of wording that exists in the Mass Trnsit Act
and, in essence, if you want me to I could read it, but, in essence, what
it does to assure-

The CHAIRM3AN. Put it in the record.
(The language referred to follows:)
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[Excerpt from the Mass Transit Act of 1904)

Public Law 88-315

Section 13-Labor Standards

(c) It shall be a condition of any assistance under this Act that fair and
equitable arrangements are made, as determined by the Secretary of Labor, to
protect the interests of employees affected by such assistance. Such protective
arrangements shall include, without being limited to, such provisions as may be
necessary for (1) the preservation of rights, privileges, and benefits (including
continuation of pension rights and benefits) under existing collective bargain-
Ing agreements or otherwise; (2) the continuation of collective bargaining
rights; (3) the protection of individual employees against a worsening of their
j positions with respect to their employment; (4) assurances of employment to
employees of acquired mas transportation systems and priority of reemploy-
ment of employees terminated or laid off; and (5) paid training or retraining
programs. Such arrangements shall include provisions protecting individual
employees against a worsening of their positions with respect to their employ-
inent which shall in no event provide benefits less than those established pur-
suant to section 5(2) (f) of the Act of February 4, 1887 (24 Stat. 379), as
amended. The contract for the granting of any such assistance shall specify
the terms and conditions of the protective arrangements.

Air. WuRi. In essence what we were struggling for was that there
be no deterioration of conditions of employment.

There was great sympathy expressed by the folks we spoke to but,
you know, nothing has come forward.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, now, here is a type thing that I was thinking
about. We look at neighborhoods even right here in Washington, I
can show you neighborhoods where there is a lot of litter, beer calls,
soft drink cans, chewing gum wrappers, various and sundry things
thrown around the streets, somebody ought to sweep it up, put it in
the trash can, and in that instance you are talking about picking up
and disposing of the litter that the trash can collector misses.

I have often done that sort of thing in my neighborhood. I have
done it in the Watergate East area, my neighborhood, where people
leave soft drink cans and paper cups. I am not above doing it because
I think the neighborhood looks better if you do it.

In cities where you are talking about doing it, where public em-
l)loyees are now niot doing it, what would your reaction be if we
sought to make a contract with the city saying that:

We will expect you, in fact, require that you, continue the services that you
are presently providing, and then we will make a contract that we will pay for
it If you will provide some additional service, put some additional people on
to add to the service that you have.

By the time you see what has been done with regard to getting in
the trash, picking Ul) the litter, there is a lot that remains to be d-one
and that is ]low it, is going to continue to be unless somebody does
some more about it. If we have a contract with them where they
will continue to do the job that they are doing and then we will pro-
vide, if they have several people on welfare in that community, we
will help pay for putting people on the job so they can get on with
the work.

'Ar. WunF. Mr. Chairman, let me make it clear that our union has
no objection to using the poor for additional services, you know for
continuing services and involving the poor in these jobs. We think
it is an excellent idea. As a, matter of fact, sir, in my-o0t in my testi-
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money but in the statement I gave the committee, we point out an
excel lent program of that kind that took place in New York.

What we are concerned about, is if we have an employee making,
say, $6,000 or $7,000 a year, who may have achieved that job by virtue
of a program of waiving requirements to make possil)le the hiring of
welfare recipients, under the legislation that is now before you, some
bureaucrat in the Federal civil service system is going to take a posi-
tion that this person has not got. the kind of high school equivalency
that is necessary to meet the Federal standards. In spite of all their
experience in performing these tasks they cannot get the job. Mr.
Chairman, we are also concerned that in New York City we have, a
program where our folks work 35 hours a week. Those are conditions
of em ployment we worked out. Then, they come to work for the Fed-
eral Government and their hours will leap to 40 hours a week. Or,
in New York City, in Milwaukee, and a number of other l)laces, the
retirement system is entirely paid for by the employer. In the Fe(l-
eral program a substantial portion of the retirement is paid for by
the eml oyee. This would mean a cut in the salary of the employee
affected.

In other words, we are not arguing that you not add, take advantage
of this concept of puting the poor to work; we are for it. But simply
do not take our people and make them unemployed, or denigrate their
conditions of employment, in order to help somebody else. That is
sort of a circle that we do not think anybody wants.

The CHAIRM-3AIN. What type ages do you succeed in getting for
your employees in New York ? I know you have had col ective bar-
gaining an you have worked to better the position of your employees.

Mr. WVuRF. Mr. Topol can tell you.
The CHAIRMAN. The sanitation 'workers, for example.
Mr. WuRF. The sanitation workers are not our members in New

York but. their wages are quite high. The employees that we are talk-
ing about, the clerical adiniistrative, employees in welfare between
$6?000 and $7,000 a year.

he CHAIRMA N.%. That, is the clerical workers.
Mr. WuRF. The clerical administrative workers.
The Ci.mRt,%x. Yes.
Mr. W Uv. What, are the wage rates of the social service employees?
Mr. ToroL. They are in the $9,000, $10,000, $11,000 range; college

graduates primarily.The CHAIRTMAN. What kind of pay do they have for sanitation
workers in New York?

Mr. WTuntp. Nine, $10,000 is mny inexpert guess.
The CIIA1M,\,A. Well, now, here is the kind of thing tlhat I am think-

ing of. You go into any ghetto area, generally speaking the place is
filthy and yet those peol)le there are living on public money. Now I
would be happy to pay them something more to just get out and do the
kinds of t thing s that I did as a boy.

My mother or grandmother would put me out in front of the house
to sweep up the sidewalk because the place would look a lot nicer,
the neighborhood would look better.

Our people did not especially like to have a dirty sidewalk in front
of the house so we would go out there and sweep it ui).
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Now, it would seem to me that it would be desirable for us to put
some people to work keeping the place clean. Now I do not have that
in mind as a substitute for all the money-for the billions of dollars-
that will be needed to help the poor. But I would think that we could
benefit the community and benefit them by paying those people. I do
not see how we can pay them any $9,000 a 'year but pay them to where
they would do a lot )etter, make more than they would make other-
wise to clean the place up, pay someone to go out and pick up the soft
drink cans and the paper cups and sweep the place up and put that
stuff in a garbage can.

You understand that is not near as hard work as some fello;,, getting
out there and picking up the garbage cans all day long.

Mr. 1tuRF. Senator, what I want to say is I do not think we have
any difference of opinion, at least in terms of what I understand your
position to be, )ut what I am afraid of is this: If I am not a clerical
administrative employee performing a useful task by any reasonable
set of criteria-I am qualified to do my job and I am earning $500 a
month for doing this, $6,000 a year, and I have done this for 5 or 10
years, everybody is satisfied with what I am doing-by virtue of this
statute that is before you now, I might lose my job. I might take home
leIs wages. I might lose my retirement rights: I might lose my promo-
tion right. I might be laid off.

That is what "e are concerned about.
Now, as to the direct question you raised about auxiliary services,

the union has been engaged in terms of hospitals, in terms oI transpor-
tation, in terms of social services and various. programs to take people
who are pool-, people who have not had an ol)portunity to get the edii-
cation that others have, to train these people, to upgrade the-% peo-
ple, to bring them into the mainstream of our economy. We have been
very successful, sir, in a number of programs across the country inhospitals.

I think such programs are available in santitation, such programs
are available in welfare agencies, in parks and recreation and .so on.
The union has worked hard and literally thousands of people who
were burdens on the community are now usefully employed in various
agencies across the country, particularly in departments of hospitals.

This is not our concern.
Our concern is that you not take our people, whether they are social

workers, professionals, or clerical administrative employees, many of
whom come from deprived sectors of our society, who have achieved a,
medium of security, and destroy that security by virtue of this law.

I think it is incredible that at this point. after all the discussion on
this act and nll the discussion that took place with our union and so
on, that the administration has not come forward with some reasonable
pro )osal to protect the many thousands of people who are affected by
the law.

This is our concern.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, of course, you know if we expand the welfare

rolls from 10 to 24 million people, it does not seem likely that there
would be any diminution of the work opportunities that would be
available to people.

Mr. WVunp. Well, I do not know what will happen, but there can be a
diminution in this way: When I met with an important planner for
the administration in this situation, a man named Mr. Rosow, Assist-



1695

ant Secretary of Labor, who has got some strong ideas and is one ofthe people who has been drafting concepts for the Federal administra-
tion, he made the point that by virtue of this legislation he had hoped
to get rid of some people whom le does not think were performing the
functions and get, other people.

When I pressed him for what his criteria were for hiring 1new people
or what his criteria for getting rid of old people were, le had no
answer except he wanted to improve the situation.

Well, he might want to glibly prove he is a red hot bureaucrat, and
lie can improve services by putting these things over, but lie might
put thousands of people out of work, and Senator, it does not seem
to me in terms of the past history of the congress and I was specific
in my remarks the concepts put forward by t he National Labor
Relations Board, the concepts put forward by the Court, the concepts
l)ut forward by the Mass Transit Act, it, is not the policy of this
Government to go in and knock everybody out of the ballpark and
start a new ball game.

It las generally been the policy to conserve the rights and interests
of existing employees when there is a change. It has been the general
policy and we do not see. why this policy is not the same in this situation.

'[lie CHAIRMINAN. Thank you.
Mr. TooL, I am not going to go over the entire matter since your

questions to Mr. Wurf covered the things I wanted to cover. But I
wish you vould look at my statement of a transfer to another employer
which took place in New York of 40,000 employees and the demoral-
ization which was potential there and which was met by prior planning
and )rior assurances and exl)licit terms and conditions in the law
which obviated what appeared to be a potentially disastrous situation,
and our experience shows we cannot be ignored nor simply have pious
)latitudes to take care of this matter.

Thank you very munch.
The Cm.\uR-NtAN,. Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. WuiF. Thank you.
The CITAIRN . All right.
Now, Mrs. Lansburgh, president of the Day Care and Child Develop-

meat Council of America, Inc.

STATEMENT OF MRS. RICHARD M. LANSBURGH, PRESIDENT, DAY
CARE AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL OF AMERICA, INC.

Mrs. LAN$BURII. Senator Long, I am very happy that you are
back. As a former constituent of yours, I wouldIhate to tesify without
having you lere.

The CH\Ru.MrAN. Thank you.
Mr.-s. LAxsnmiomR. I am very haP, Mr. Chairman, and meml)ers of

the committee, to be luere anl to l)reseut the views of the )ay Care
and Child Development Council of America on the proposed amend-
ments to the Social Security Act.

The Day Care and Child Development Council of America is a
private , nonprofit citizen's organization which believes that day care

and child development services of high quality are a right of all
children, parents, and communities in this Naiion. Our overriding
concern is that. America's children have the opportunity for the full
development of their human potential.
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Ouw members represent a broad cross section of American life-
professional and lay, volunteers and parents; people who are con-
cerned about what is happening or is not happening to America's
children, who recognize that the equality of life is largely determined
by what happens to children in tie first years of life, and who are
concerned that this Nation act. on that kinow% ledge.

We see it as our role to promote the development of these services
through public education, information services, and technical assist-
aice.

I have personally been deeply involved in the promotion of better
seri vices to children for mauy years, professionally, as a social worker,
and on a volunteer basis, a, president of the Maryland Committee for
the Day Care of Children for 3 years, and now, as president of the
Day Care and Child Development Council of America for the past
3 years.

First, let me say that we applaud the administration's concern
with the first 5 years of life, and the obvious thought and care which
went, into the drafting of the day care provisions of this legislation.

Even though there are concrete suggestions which we will make
today, I would like to preface it with an appreciation of the basic
research and care, as well as the innovative and courageous planning
which went, into the conception and the drafting of this legislation.

Ve feel that it addresses itself to important new ideas in the area
of welfare reform and the area of day care provisions.

Our major concern as an agency, of course, is children, and how
they will be affected by this legislation. I feel very strongly that as
a nation we have been neglecting the very important resource.

From the point of view of enlightened self-interest, as well as hu-
mane concern, we need to reconsider our priorities, and to recognize
that, as with a building, the structure of a life must rest on firm foun-
dations. If we do not make a commitment to and an investment in our
children, this Nation will inevitably pay increasingly high prices for
the support and correction of adults who have not been provided as
children with the basic equipment needed to function in a modern
society.

Our concern centers around two main foci: Child neglect and child
opportunity. Today, we are neglecting our children-not individual
children, bt children In the aggregate. As a society, we have not ac-
cepted our responsibility for the fact that when parents cannot fulfill
their obligations, society at large must. The quality of human life is
the basic ingredient for a civilized order, for leadership, and for
fellowship.

Children must have enough to eat, or they do not grow properly
physit ally, mentally or intellectually, all of which are interrelated. We
know that heredity is not set at birth, but is strongly influenced by the
opportunities, the nutrition the affection and security, and the intel-

lectual stimulation which they receive. Many of Anerica's children
are not having the ol)portu ity to grow "and develop their full
potential.

The President's Corr-nission on Mental Retardation estimated that
only 25 percent of the retarded are genetically retarded; 75 percent
are handicapped by socio-cultural factors, which need not have hap-
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pened. Many of those functioning marginally undoubtedly have been
similarly handicapped.

Therefore, the concept of a minimum payment to families with de-
pendent children and the inclusion of the working poor, is a vital step
forward. We feel, although, that the amount suggested is too low for
basic child support, and that the low level of Federal support will not
provide equality of treatment for America's children especially in
metropolitan areas where 48 percent of the children are growing up
in poverty.

The potential of quality day-care services for children of poor fami-
lies, and I am going to devote most of my comments to this, is child
opportunity-a key contribution to their health and development, and
an investment in their future. There has been a tendency to think that
all children need is someone to give care and protection, but although
that is a necessary ingredient, it is only a part of the opportunity to
develop the capacity to learn, and later to earn, which should be avail-
able in quality day-care centers.

That developmental opportunity can only be provided where people
who naturally have warmth and affection for children combine it with
knowledge of child growth and development, in a setting which allows
them to gear the programm to each child's age, stage of development,
capacities and interests.

I think it takes a special ability and knowledge on the part of the
teacher to try to reach that cutting edge of learning which is the point
at which the child is challenged. Not so much, that lie is frightened
b. the leap into the future and withdraws; and not so little, that he is
bored; but enough, so that lie is challenged to the joy and excitement
of learning and wants to keep on trying to learn ald to grow. That
takes a very skilled teacher.

As it is the intent of the administration to provide quality care, we
would feel more confident that this will be the case in all programs,
if language were incorporated which would insure that each child
receiving child care under this program would set the educational,
health, nutritional, and related services he needs to help him achieve
his full potential, and which would require the use of the Federalinteragency standards as a minimum, as all other Federal pro-
grams do.

Day care should be primarily concerned with the development of
the child and only secondarily with support for manpower training.
We are strongly opposed to requiring any mother of minor children
to take work or training. In tlis legislation there is no requirement
that her children have proper child care arrangements. We are equally
opposed to any mechanism which places her children in a care situa'-
tion without 'her full consent. Mothers should l)e free to choose
whether they will participate in work-training programs, and should
be free to choose the appropriate type of care situations in which her
children shall be placed.

We therefore recommend that all mothers with children under the
age of 16 be exempted from mandatory work-training registration
under section 447(b) as proposed by Senator Javits. Basic finan-
cial support for children should not be tied to a work require-
ment. Children will suffer under the proposed law if the mother
chooses to stay home to care for her childreii. An already inequitable
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support payment would be further reduced. Expenses such as rent,
we know, would not be reduced when the allotment is reduced. The
children's meager meals would be stretched to include mother, who
cannot be expected to sit and watch her children eat without eating
herself. This sanction would be eliminated.

We also question why a child with two parents is given preferential
treatment;his mother can stay at home. While in single-parent fami-
lies, the hard pressed mother must work.

Again, freedom of choice should be allowed; we believe more
mothers will wish to work voluntarily, then jobs, training or day care
opportunities will exist for some time. As you pointed out earlier,
Senator Long, 70 percent of that group in New York wants to work if
there are day care services available.

In addition, we like Senator Talmadge's proposal to provide that
every mother be advised of her option to register, if she so desires,
provided that she be informed of the child care services which would
be available to her in the event she decided to register.

We are also concerned with the reinstated disincentives for unem-
ployed fathers. Recent studies point up the urgent importance for
children of having a father in the home. We would hope that a way
may be found to keep from denying to children without worldly goods
the security which having botl parents in the home brings.

Parental involvement in the planning and direction of programs
in which their child participates is esential to the continuation of
strong family relationships. We recommend that language also be
added which requires that all programs provide parents the oppor-
tunity to play a decisive role in the policy direction of the program
and in its direct operations.

We are pleased that the child care provisions in the bill would pro-
vide for 100 percent Federal financing for the operation as well as for
the renovation and construction of child care centers; training of per-
sonnel; technical assistance; and research and demonstration projects.
To mount any effective program, all of these elements are needed.

The adminiistration's esti-nates for the operating costs of develop-
mental day care programs are totally inadequate.

Recent studies by the Welfare Council of Metropolitan Chicago
place the cost of full year quality care at $2,165 per child in a facility
serving 100 children, excluding costs of construction and initial l
equipment.

We hope that this committee will add the language proposed by
Senator Javits to the bill and will state in its committee report, that
the Federal Government will pay whatever it costs in a specific geo-
graphic area for such quality care. If funds for day care are not in-
creased, the number of children served will need to'be decreased.

The administration's estimates leave only $26 million to provide all
necessary renovation, construction, training and technical assistance
needed to mount the program. Headstart has consistently found it, nec-
essary to use between 5 and 10 percent, of its total budget or more for
training and technical assistance alone. The effort under the family
assistance plan will require the same kind of commitment. because of
the problems involved in setting up new prograirs and the lack of a
readily available, trained pool of people to work in these programs.
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As present day care programs are already filled, new facilities will
have to be created in most cases. The Welfare Council of Metropolitan
Chicago has estimated that a center, serving 100 children, will cost
$210,000 to construct, excluding the cost of land. Now that is in Chi-
cago, which is a more expensive metropolitan area; but it gives you
some idea of the parameters of costs involved.

In addition, initial equipment for program, office, and kitchen would
cost $20,000 per center.

To help meet this need for new construction, Senator Percy's pro-
posal to provide an additional grant program for construction should
receive strong consideration.

Of serious concern is the proposed delivery system under this bill.
We are strongly opposed to setting up a sel)arate system of day care
services for any one segment of the, population. We are afraid that the
combination of the eligibility requirements and the delivery system
proposed in this bill will result in such a separate system for a very
narrowly defined segment of the popular ion.

We feel that the manpower program should authorize funds to meet
the costs of providing all necessary components for the day care of
the children of manpower trainees, but that such a program should
be made part of a much larger system.

The bill, as drafted, provides an administrative mechanism different
from that used for any other potential source of Federal funds for day
care. Thus, our fear of yet another catego'ical program, dividing the
community, aggravating rather than alleviating social and economic
segregation, ai causing unnecessary competition for Federal funds
among agencies within a community.

We feel that this problem can be avoided, through an appropriatW
l)lanning and administrative structure at the community level which
would link this day care program with others into a cohesive network
of services.

On the social service amendments that have recently beei prol)osed,

the Day Care and Child Development Council of America is in strong
support of some of the concepts behind the proposed social service
amendments, such as the separation of services from assistance pay-
ments, and greater flexibility in the delivery of services, (lependilng
upon local needs. We feel that improvements in the social service pro-
grams need to be made and cannot support the amendments as they
are presently drafted. By vastly expand ding, in many States, the num-
bers of people eligible for free'services while. freezing the amount of
money avai able, fewer services will result. Emphasis on funds for
services to children in foster care, while freezing child wel fare services,
cannot help but offer support to keep children out of the family rather
than trying to keep them supported while they are within the family,
and trying to maintain and stabilize the family. Prevention of this'is
possible.

We recommend that consideration of a major restructuring of the
social service provisions of the welfare programs be postpoed1i until
next year when the Department of EIIV, Congress, and other private
and public organizations will have had more time to study the, pro-
posals and work out the policy and administrative questions which are
presently unresolved.
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In the meantime, we feel that the present social service provisions
should be maintained. There are also several positive elements in the
proposed social service amendments which could be incorporated in
the present social service provisions until such a major revamping
could be effected. In this regard, we would recommend that the addi-
tional authorization for foster care and adoption be included as an
amendment to the present title IV-B, as should be the National Adop-
tion Information Exchange System.

To provide more flexibility in meeting local needs for services, an
amendment could be added which would exclude the provision of
social services from the statewideness requirement.

Senator BEqNwrr. M r. Chairman, may I ask Mrs. Lansburgh how
many more pages she has?

M rs. LANSBUILO. One more.
Senator BF..XNE-r. She had 10 minutes and has taken 25.
xMrs. LANSBUROII. I am sorry. That is the end of that. I only had-
Senator BE;Nmr. 'Why do you not offer it for the record because it

will be printed as though you-had read it?
Mrs. LANSBURJoI. Fine, thank you. Certainly.
Our compliments to Senator Long on his recent introduction of a

totally new and innovative approach to solving the problem of the
dearth of (lay care facilities. We agree with the bill's declaration of
I)urpose, and applaud its intent, to provide child care services for mil-
lions of children and their families, either where the mother is work-
ing or where care of the child is required for other reasons, in as ef-
ficient and economical a manner possible.

The lack of facilities has been one of the major stumbling blocks
to the development of adequate child care services, and we welcome
this ingenious proposal.

However, the ramifications of a national child care corporation need
a great deal more exploration and public debate before any action
should be taken. A delay in decision concerning the passage of the
Federal Child Care Corloration Act would allow leadtime to deter-
mine whether the provision of necessary funds will be sufficient to
stimulate the growth of a new system of services without an additional
superstructure.

The new Office of Child Development, under the capable leadership
of Dr. Edward Zigler, has moved strongly during the short, period
since he assumed office, to provide leadership despite a lack of a clear
definition of responsibility and of adequate funds.

We feel that greatly expanded authorization to pay for child care
services and trailling should be linked to facilities construction.

Wie believe resources should be allocated among States and com-
munities on the basis of relative need, and decisions on the planning
and delivery of services within a community belong at that level.

Establishing standards at the national level, without allowing for
local determination and choice (section 2006) merits careful examina-
tion. Although, in some communities, standards have been an obstacle
to the establishment of day care programs, standards are the result of
a desire to care for and protect children.

Many communities, where standards are too low or too high, are
now in" the process of updating their standards. A community, like a
human being, likes to participate in the determination of Its own
affairs.
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With regard to specific standards for personnel, program, and facili-
ties (sees. 2004 and 2005), the Day Care and Child Development
Council of America joins in support of the suggestions made by the
Child Welfare League of America.

The DCCDCA would appreciate the opportunity to participate in
a substantive discussion of these issues, and pledges its resources to
assist in any way possible in determining the answers to these vital
and basic issues which will deeply affect so many lives.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for your statement.
Senator BENNurr. I have no questions.
(Mrs. Lansburgh's prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT BY MlRs. RICIIARD M. LANSBUROII. PRESIDENT, DAY CARE AND CIIl.D

DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL OF AMERICA, INC.

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the Committee, I am pleased to have
this opportunity to present the views of the Day Care and Child Development
Council of America on the proposed amendments to the Social Security Act.

The Day Care and Child Development Council of America is a private, non-
profit citizen's organization which believes that day care and child development
services of high quality are a right of all children, parents and communities in
this nation. The overriding concern of DCCDCA is that America's children have
the opportunity for full development of their human potential.

Realizing that there is a great unfilled need for these services, we see it as
our role to promote the development of these services through public education,
and technical assistance to communities. Our membership is comprised of lay
and professional people from many walks of life who are concerned with the
needs of children.

I, myself, have been deeply involved in the promotion of better services to
children for many years, first as a social worker, then as President of the Mary-
land Committee for Day Care of Children for three years, and as President of
the Day Care and Child Development Council of America for the past three
years.

A knowledge explosion has taken place In the last ten years. In the fields of
psychology, education, psychiatry and mental health, nutrition and other disci-
plines, there is now widespread recognition of the importance of the formative
years in determining development, learning, cognition, motivation, health, social
ability, self concept and emotional stability, and of the existence of critical
stages in development which, if neglected or mishandled, may result ill irreversi-
ble damage. It behooves us to implement this knowledge.

IA large part as a result of this increased knowledge, the development of in-
terest in children's l)rograins has also grown at an amazing rate. Both the
Administration and Congress, including many members of this Committee havo
shown an understanding and concern for the needs for children which we
applaud.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

The present Administration is to be commended for its concern that day care
services be available to the children of welfare recil)ients who undertake work or
training to break out of their present economic status. It is especially conmendl-
able that its concern lies not only with the adult's status, but also with the ulti-
mate development of the child. As President Nixon stated in his message on the
welfare reform: "This Administration is conunitted to a new emphasis on child
development in the first five years of life. The (lay care that would be part of this
plan would be of a quality that will hell) In the development of the child and pro-
vide for its health and safety, and would break the poverty cycle for this niew
generation." When we consider that the child population we are talking about
amounts to approximately 20% of the total number of children in this nation, we
realize that the investment In quality, developmental programs for these children
nloV will have a tremendous effect on the quality of life for that segment of our
future adult population and, in turn, on all of our lives.

A quality service provides: (1) a strong educational program geared to the
age, ability, interests and tempermental organization of each child; (2) adequate
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nutrition ; (3) health program and services where needed ; (4) opportunity for
social and emotional growth, including a balance between affectional support,
control and the joy of meeting new challenges; group experiences, and as appro-
priate, time for solitude and internalization of Ideas and experiences; (5) oppor-
tunities for parent education, participation and involvement; and (6) social
services as needed by the child and his family.

As it is the intent of the Administration to provide quality care we would feel
more confident that this will be the case in all programs, if such language were
incorporated in the actual law as proposed by Senator Javits in Amendment 805
to the Family Assistance Plan. Senator Javits' amendment would insure that each
child receiving child care under this program would receive the educational,
health, nutritional, and related services he needs to help him achieve his full
potential.

Parental involvement in the planning and 'direction of programs in which their
child participate-s is essential to the continuation of a strong family situation.
We feel, further, that the parent has the right to determine what the content
of the child's environment should be. We recommend, therefore, that in addi-
tion to the language cited above, language be added which requires that bill pro-
grams provide parents the opportunity to play a decisive role lin the policy direc-
tion of the program and In its direct operations.

We are pleased that the child care provisions in the bill would provide for 100
percent Federal payment of the costs of such care and that authority to provide
for renovation and, in the latest revision, construction; training of personnel;
technical assistance; and research and demonstration projects Is included. To
mount any effective program, all of these elements are needed. There have been
many roadblocks in the way of providing enough (lay care among which the most
important have been and continue to be: (1) lack of state and local resources to
meet matching requirements; (2) lack of construction authority; and, (3) ack
of sufficient trained personnel.

As laudable as this base is, the child care provisions in this bill need to be
strengthened in a number of salient ways. Day care should be primarily con-
cerned with the development of the child and only secondarily as a support for
manpower training. We are strongly opposed to requiring any mother of minor
children to take work or training as a precondition to the receipt of welfare
benefits. We are equally opposed to any mechanism which places her children
in a care situation without her full consent. Mothers should be free to choose
whether they will participate in work-training programs and should be free to
choose the appropriate type of care situation for their own children. A "good"
mandatory day care program is a contradiction in terms. In a free society, the
parent has both the responsibility and the right to decide what is in the best
interest of her children.

We therefore recommend that all mothers with children under the age of 16
be exempted from mandatory work-training registration under section 447(b)
as proposed by Senator Javits (amendment number 804). In addition, we like
Senator Talhnadge's proposal (in amendment number 788) to provide, however,
that every mother be advised of her option to register, if she so desires, provided
that she be Informed of the child care services which would be available to her
in the event she decided to register. Experience under the WIN program has
shown that many women volunteer for training and work but that neither situa-
tions for themselves nor adequate care for their children has been available.
It is our strong feeling that even the expanded child care program envisioned
under the Family Assistance Program will not be able to accommodate all volun-
tary resistrants for some time to come.

Although there are no specific authorization figures in the bill, we feel it neces-
sary to address ourselves to the question of cost. The Administration's estimates
for the cost of a developmental day care program for preschool children at
$1600 per year and for school age care at $400 per year is totally inadequate.
Recent estimates by the Welfare Council of Metropolitan Chicago place the cost
of full year quality care at $2,165 per child in a facility serving 100 children.
This figure excludes costs of constr,lction and initial equipment. We hope that
this Committee will insist on quality care, both by adding the language proposed
by Senator Javlts to the bill and by stating in its Committee Report that the
Federal government will pay whatever it costs in a specific geographic area for
such quality care.

An additional concern is that the Administration's estimates on costs and
numbers of children to be served leave only $26 million to provide all necessary
renovation, construction, training and technical assistance needed to mount the
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program. 1teadstart has consistently found it necessary to use between 5 and 10
percent of its total budget for training and technical assistance alone. The effort
under the Family Assistance 'lan will require the same kind of commitment
because of the problems Involved in setting up new programs and the lack of
a readily available, trained pool of people to work in these programs. In addition,
as present day care programs are already filled, new facilities will have to be
created in most cases. This means that, at a minimum, there will lie renovation
and initial equipment costs for facilities for the 150,000 additional preschool
children to be served. The Welfare Council of Metropolitan Chicago has estimated
that a center, serving 100 children, will cost $210,000 to construct, excluding the
cost of land. In addition, initial equipment for program, office and kitchen would
cost $20,000 per center.

To help meet this need for new construction, Senator Percy's proposal
(amendment number 833) to provide an additional grant program for construc-
tion should be added to the bill. This amendment would not provide enough
money to meet all new construction needs either, but it moves in the right direc-
tion and has some very positive elements in It which we would like to endorse.
While the amendment would provide for a parallel administrative structure for
the construction grants to that for the FAP day care, it would provide facilities
which could be used by anyone In the community-a concept which we strongly
endorse.

Our greatest concern is with the proposed delivery system under this bill.
While we heartily endorse the provision of all necessary supportive services,
Including day care, for participants in manpower training programs, we are
strongly opposed to setting lip a separate system of services-particularly, a
separate system of day care--for any one segment of the l)opulation. We are
afraid that the combination of the eligibility requirements and the delivery
system proposed in this bill will result In such a separate system for a very
narrowly defined segment of the population.

We feel that the manpower program should authorize funds to meet the costs
of providing all necessary components for the (lay care of the children of man-
power trainees, but that such a program should be made a part of a much larger
system. Ideally, day care centers should be set up as community resources, to be
used by anyone within that community.

The bill, as drafted, provides an administrative mechanism different from that
used for any other potential source of Federal funds for day care. Thus, our fear
of yet another categorical program, dividing the community-aggravating rather
than alleviating social and economic segregation and causing unnecessary com-
petition for Federal funds among agencies within a community.

We feel that this problem can be avoided, however, through all appropriate
planning and administrative structure at the community level which would link
this (lay care with other programs Into a cohesive network of services. This
delivery system would allow for coordinated funding of programs and the overall
growth of services.

Our basic suggestion to achieve this goal Is to provide authority and funding
for community-wide planning mechanisms which would make decisions, within
the broad framework of policy set by the Congress, regarding the location, type,
content, and priority for service in programs in that community. Such a planning
body should be representative of all the provider and user groups in tie coin-
iunity including at least 'A consumer representation. It would coordinate the
program funds coming to the community from the child care contemplated under
this legislation with other sources of funds from the Federal, State amid local
government and from private sources, but would not actually operate programs
Itself.

An additional benefit to be derived from this kind of administrative mechanism
which assures that individual programs call serve children whose care is paid
for from different sources Is continuity for the child. It has too often been the
case In categorical programs that, as a result of a change in the economic status
of the mother, the child has become ineligible for a specifle program. It is not
unusual for a child to have been in three or more care situations by the time lie
is five years old. Children need stable environments In which to grow-continuity
and the security of familiar faces and places.

The bill that is before you provides that, wherever possible, school-age chihl
care shall be provided through the school system. We feel that (lay care for
school-age children should offer a variety of program options. The use of school
facilities and the operation of programs through contract with local education
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agencies should be one of many alternate arrangements that might be made for
this service. However, to limit out-of-school group programs to education agen-
cies would result in an extremely narrow base of operational potential. Volun-
tary social service agencies, recreation departments, churches, libraries, and a
variety of other community resources should be utilized in the planning and
operation of programs that will meet the social, recreational, educational, and
protective objectives of care for children 6-14 years of age during the time that
they are out of school.

The economic situation of a family is probably the strongest determinant of
the environment in which a child Is raised. In this context, the income proposals
in this bill become of great importance to us. The Day Care and Child Develop-
ment Council of America strongly endorse. the principle of a minimum national
income for all families. We feel, however, that the $1600 minimum for a family
of four incorporated in the bill is totally inadequate to maintain a decent stand-
ard of living. We recommend instead that the minimum be raised to a level which
assures a moderate standard of living-presently estimated around $5500.

I should like to point out that in a bill designed to assist families, other cate-
gorles have been raised to $110 per person a month whereas children and their
families will receive a little less than /3 of this amount per person. Children
outgrow clothes or wear them out; growing bodies need larger food intake, and
the nutritional content is of vital importance in setting the parameters of Intel-
lectual and emotional as well as physical development. It seems, therefore, that
children would need and merit at least as much for their sustenance as do adult
citizens.

SOCIAL SERVICE AMENDMENTS

The Day Care and Child Development Council of America is in strong support
of some of the concepts behind the proposed social service amendments such as
the separation of services from assistance payments and greater flexibility In
the delivery of services depending upon local needs. We feel that improvements
in the social service programs need to be made but cannot support the amend-
ments as they are presently drafted. The reasons for our negative rcact!on. 3r2
several.

First, while we agree that more money is needed for foster care and adoption
services, we do not think it sound to Increase the funds available for these
services without increasing the funds for preventive services. Our first goal is
the development of the child within the family. Services such as family counlsel-
ing, day care for the child or family with problems, and homemaker services.
which maintain and stabilize the family during periods of crisis should be
emphasized in order to prevent family breakup.

It Is clear that the amendments would significantly affect the delivery of
social service to recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children and of
Child Welfare Services, yet the draft amendments leave many questions on the
administration and the delivery system for this program unanswered.

We agree that services are a vital component in helping families achieve
economic independence and stability. We do not believe, however, that the pro-
posed amendments would authorize any additional services not presently au-
thorized under Title IV-A and IV-B. Present levels of available services are
inadequate, it is true, but many states have been using the authority under
the present Title IV-A to expand their programs, especially since the passage
of the 1967 amendments which gave time states a strong incentive to develop
their service programs. The proposed amendments, if we understand them cor-
rectly, would result In fewer rather than more services being available. By
vastly expanding, in many states, the numbers of people who are eligible for
free services while freezing the amount of money available to provide these
services, it is only logical to assume that fewer services will be available than
before.

In the child welfare field we are extremely wary of a closed-end appropria-
tion for social services. Our experience with Title IV-B has shown us that, al-
though more money may be authorized, It is not appropriated. Thus, while the
level of authorizations for child welfare services is presently at $110 million,
appropriations levels have remained constant at $46 million for many years.
This despite the good intentions of the Committee and despite the pressures of
an increased population and inflation.

We realize the pressures to close off the appropriation level for social serv.
ices. We would argue, however, that as states have just recently begun develop-
ing their programs under the open-end incentive, that the states be given several
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more years to develop their programs. If a closed-end appropriation then becomes
a necessity, we believe that states should be guaranteed a "Federal maintenance
of effort," plus a reasonable annual increase in Federal funds available to insure
the continuation of programs which the states have developed.

Since 1967, we have advocated the use of Title IV-A authority as the one
potential source of Federal support for day care for the poor and the near poor.
There is no other Federal program available to meet part of this cost. At best,
the proposed amendments will mean that. the development of this much needed
service will be stymied. At worst, it will mean that many programs, recently
established, will have to be closed again.

With specific reference to day care we have one further question in regard to
these amendments. Day care would be authorized under the Family Assistance
Plan and under the social service title. It is not at all clear, however, what
the administrative relationship of the one with the other would be. It seems
highly likely that they would probably be separately administered. We would
again urge the authority for the creation and the funding of, community-wide
planning mechanisms to assure that these programs are brought together with
others at the local level.

In addition, we would urge that when the Committee considers amendments
to the social services portion of the Act, it provides a separate authority for
day care of which the Family Assistance Plan day care and social service day
care would be a part. Day care should be administered under a separate title
.as, unlike other social services, it consists of health, educational, social service
and other components and meets a variety of felt needs such as early education
and choices for the mother, as well as manpower training support.

We recommend that consideration of a major restructuring of the social
service provisions of the welfare programs be postponed until next year when the
Department of HEW, Congress, and other private and public organizations will
have had more time to study the proposals and work out the policy and adnimin-
istrative questions which are presently unresolved.

In the meantime, we feel that the present social service provisions, as con-
tained in H.R. 10311, should be maintained. There are several positive elements
in the social service amendments which could be incorporated In the present
social service provisions until such a major revamping could be effected. In this
regard, we would recommend that the much-needed additional authorization for
foster care and adoption be included as an amendment to the present Title IV-B,
as should be the National Adoption Information Exchange System.

To provide more flexibility in meeting local needs for services, an amendment
could be added which would exclude the provision of social services from the
"statewideness" requirement. The statewideness requirement not only disallows
flexibility In meeting the varying needs of different locales within the state, it has
been a major hindrance to the development of new services. Whereas a state can
often find the resources to meet a pressing need in a specific area, it is hard put to
find the resources to then provide that service to all people throughout the state.
Thu, it is not provided anywhere.

FEDERAL CIILD CARE CORPORATION

I want to compliment Senator Long on his recent introduction of a totally new
and innovative approach to solving the problem of the dearth of day care
facilities.

The lack of facilities has been one of the major stumbling blocks to the de-
velopment of adequate child care services and we welcome any fresh thinking iII
this area. However, the ramifications of such a national child care corporation
need a great deal more exploration and public debate before any action should
be taken. A delay on decision concerning the passage of the Federal Child Care
Corporation Act could allow lead time to determine whether the provision of nee-essary funds will be sufficient to stimulate the growth of a new system of serv-
ices, without an additional super-structure.

We feel that unless such a proposal for facilities construction Is linked to a
greatly expanded authorization to pay for child care services and training, It is
of relatively limited value. Although the lack of facilities has been an Important
problem, there Is an equal need for expanded support to pay for the costs of
services to assure that everyone will be able to take advantage of the facilities.

fThe draft bill provides for a national planning and delivery system which is
the reverse of what we believe to be desirable. Resources should be allocated

44-527-70-pt. 3-28
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among states and communities on the basis of relative need, and decisions on the
planning and delivery of services within a community belong at that level. It is
not clear whether or lioN' a mechanism to assure appropriate community con-
trol over tiese niatters could be fitted within the framework of a national child
care corporation system.

An additional major weakness in the bill, in our judgment, is Its lack of a man-
(late for the participation of parents in the policy direction and direct operations
of programs. We feel that all programs should provide meclianIsms to allow par-
ents to play decisive roles in these matters.

I should also like to speak to the Issue of establishing standards at tMe na-
tional level, without allowing for local determination and choice (section 2006).
Although in some communities standards have been an obstacle to the estab-
lishmuent of day care programs, standards are Invariably the result of a desire
to care for and protect children. Many communities are now In the process of
updating their standards. In tie city of Chicago, for example, recent efforts of
the Chicago Citizens for Day Care have resulted In more reasonable standards
for day care facilities. A community, like a human being, likes to participate in
the determination of its own affairs. This is particularly Important In a coin-
munity based service like day care.

With regard to specific standards for personnel, program and facilities (sec-
tions 2001 and 2005), the Day Care and Child Development Council of America
joins in the statement of the Child Welfare League of America.

The CHATIR5AN. The next witness will be Mr. Leonard M. Greene,
president of the Safe Flight Instrument Corp.

STATEMENT OP LEONARD M. GREENE, PRESIDENT, SAFE FLIGHT
INSTRUMENT CORP.

Mr. GE-INE. You have my written statement so what I plan to offer
here is-

The CITAI-IIAN. We will print your entire statement as you pre-
pared it and we will just let you proceed in your own way to Summarize
It.

Mr. GREENE. I shall not read it. Instead, I have some charts, as you
can see, that I would like to discuss with you, but before I start i would
like to very briefly state who I am and why I am here.

I am the president of Safe Flight Instrumnent Corp. As )ou know, I
am a computer scientist, an industrialist, and received the New York
State Employer of the Year Award for work with the underprivilegedin 1967.

I am also the author of "Fair Share, A National Income Supple-
ment."

The reason why I am here is the concern that generated through my
employment of the underprivileged. I had occasion to offer to a black
high school dropout, a never employed trainee, a job in industry which
represented, I think, the best of what could be jobs in industry. He wvas
employed because of his enthusiasm. .Within a. half-year he would
become a computer technician. During the training period, he would
be offered not iminimumn wages but well above minimum Wages, and
one of the finest employee benefit programs, at the end of which he
would be a well- paid colnputer technician.

He promptly dropped out of this program, and it, became verY im-
portant to me to finj out why. Investigation showed that the reason
why he dropped out was because of fear of loss of welfare benefits.

i ow, as an employer, I find that I am competing vith the welfare
system in getting what is vital to the industry of America. 1We do ne.d
apprentices, we do need people to start, and we do have to offer a
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future to people. The only way we can offer a future to them is to have
them have a beginning. -if this lad is out in the streets, involved in
some sort of cash enterprise, if he is involved with crime, pushing dope,
it is the fault of some well-meaning benefits that were supposed to have
helped him and, instead of helping him, they hurt him, they hurt him
by bribing him to sacrifice his future with various benefits that were
offered to him if he (lid not take a job.

So that what we have to prevent is this diversion of regulated pay-
roll jobs, apprentice jobs into cash jobs, dead end jobs or crime-
associated jobs.

Now, we have heard a lot in connection with this proposed new
legislation about cost. I maintain that the biggest cost we could have
is depriving our economy of the services of these people who, as I put
it, were bribed not to get started by welfare and welfare-related
benefits.

These disincentives have been a 35-year proven failure of our system,
and I have been camping for several years to eliminate them, not to
eliminate consideration of the needs of the poor but I feel what we
must do is find a combination which gives assistance to the poor but
does not rob them of their incentives, does not prevent them from
becoming members of our socioeconomic system.

We must not treat the poor as being a separate animal who does not
abide by the same rules, by the same incentives that the rest of the
members of our country do.

So that in my analy sis of the President's bill, in the overall picture
it is one of welfare expansion. Are we treating the problem just by
taking over at the Federal level and making it many times larger, but
the sam thing.

Yes there have been many people who haove pointed out that we
should have the uniformity of Federal treatment but uniformity of
what? -More of the local failure or shall we, now that we are going to
do it on this grand scale, apply principles which we feel, have confi-
dence, will work and not merely repeat our sad experiences with the
welfare thing.

It is from this viewpoint that I am advocating a modification. I
am not advocating the fair share program of the article that I au-
thored, but I am advocating a compromise program, a middle ground
where people can meet. I would like a full incentive program without
poverty. I am trying to revise the administration's, proposal so that
we can meet on half grounds, so that I can be satisfied that it is a step
forward in the right direction.

I have summarized on this table the two changes that I am advocat-
ing. I am waiving other changes because I want to deal with the major
principles. I feel that the take-back rate of the program is too high.
This has been repeated in all forms of testimony, and I feel that it is
essential that we must abide by the principle that the poor must be
allowed to keel) most of what they earn. In order to accomplish this,
I am advocating that the take-baik rate or tax on the earnings of the
poor be reduced from 50 percent to 25 percent.

Let us not feel that this means they are keeping 75 percent.. In
most programs they will, through the loss of related benefits, lose in
addition to the 25 percent of direct cash pay-back and I am trying to
leave room for incentive after the myriad of other welfare-relatex
benefits.
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And I also will, at the same time, balance this and advocate the
elimination of the children's dependency exemption. The reason why I
advocate that. in the overall concept of adding incentives to this pr'o-
gram is because this is one of the most regressive features of our tax
legislation. I will come to a chart on that.

In this sunnary chart, I have shown those are, the two revisions that
I am proposing, and the advantages that I am claiming are that it
greatly increases work incentives for the poor, and work incentives
for the poor are the biggest bargain we can have.

What we are saying is, "If we give you the incentive to do this"
The CHAIRMAN. I think we understand that. Would you mind ex-

plaining point No. 2, how you explain the children dependency?
Senator 13ENxN}Jr. Mr. Greene, I was rude to the previous witness

because she took more time in her summary statement than in the full
statement.

Mr. GnF:NF,. I will he very well guided.
Senator IBEN NEW'. I hope you will.
The CHI.RMX. Go to your second l)oint.
Mr. Gim ,:i.. . Supposing I answer the Senator's question with this

chart. This is why I call it regressive.
You will note tiat as the income of the family rises, the value of the

tax exemption goes from nothing to maximum.'It is absolutely worth-
h-ss to the pool-. Obviously the poor (to not pay taxes. There is much
confusion that tax exemptions are taxes. They'are not and, of course,
we have

Senator BENNETT. Are you advocating the elimination of the $600
personal income tax exemption ?

Mr. GREFNE. For children only, for those people who will be involved
in this program, not elimination for the Nation. So that, in other
words, we have-well, I will show the combined effect of what, it does-
this charge shows the four cities that were presented by HEV, to com-

ined effect of eliminating it and at the same time reducing the cash
take-back, the Federal cash take-back, which essentially doubles the
)let take-home pay of the person taking a job.

Iere are the four cities presented by HEW. Now you see that, the
range is $480 to $460 of net take-home pay with a $4,000 job I say that
is insufficient to attract people off the welfare rolls; in fact it may do-the verse, it may take people with a $4,000 job and put them o the
welfare rolls.

By making this proposal, the effect is to double it.. At the same time,
the cost summary shows that the net overall cost change of the pro-
gram integrates into a $1.5 billion cost savings, so that what we have
done is-we have done is, we have added incentive where it is
needed. It is right here where we have the notch, the cutoff point, in
fact, that we have the problem of the flow or balance, the economic
balance between people refusing to take jobs. These are low-level jobs.

1What I desire to do is to spread this out more evenly, maintain in-
centive up through the level of job that is not winging back and forth
toward welfare, dole, and self-support.

For instance, you will notice here is a side-by-side comparison of
total net money, no State supplement between IR. 16311 and the re-

SSee chart IV, p. 1713.
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vision that I propose and you will see that at the $1,500 level the pro-
posed bill adds a tax burden rather than saying there is a light amount
of help, $55 of tapered-out help occurring'at that level.

The CHAuRMAN. Thank you, sir.
I am going to study your presentation with these charts that you

have with it in greater detail because I think you have a very inter-
esting idea and we shall explore it, and our staff will do the same
thing.

rhank you very much.
Mr. GREENF. Thank you.
I assure the committee of my willingness to turn over all of the

research and any other papers we have in connection with arriving at
this modification.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
(Mr. Greene's prepared statement follows:)

TESTIMONY OF LEONARD M1. GREENE, AUTHOR OF FAIR SHARE, A FULL INCENTIVE
PLAN TO REPLACE WELFARE

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Leonard M. Greene.
I am the author of a Fair Share, a full incentive plan to replace welfare. I am also
a computer scientist, holder of 51 patents, mathematician, and president of
Safe Flight Instrument Corporation in White Plains, New York.

In 1966 I was nominated by New York State as Employer of the Year for
work with the disadvantaged in my own flim. I have been working for improve-
ments in the welfare system for several years and during the past year have
been involved in a national campaign for meaningful welfare reform.

I believe that any workable welfare reform must allow the poor to keep most
of what they earn.

I testify to offer a major modification of the Family Assistance Plan that
will meet the sincere concerns of both liberal and conservative critics of the
Administration bill.

This modification will significantly increase aid to familie.q, extend aid to the
near poor, and expand work incentive-and cut the cost estimate of the Ad-
ministration's Family Assistance plan by $1.2 billion.

This is accomplished by eliminating the regressive features of our tax system
as they apply to the poor, thus eliminating the worst features of the Family
Assistance Plan.

These modifications are offered because of my deep fear that Congress, pres-
sure(] to change a failing system, may adopt a bill that could strengthen the
very laws that have caused the welfare system to fail.

If there is one thing we all agree on, it is the vital necessity for an end
to this welfare crisis. But in creating a change, we must be wary that reforms
do not create even more of a welfare mess.

REAL wELFARE PROBLEM11

What I fear we all don't realize in full are some of the basic causes for this
crisis, which I will enumerate. For if the causes were really understood, the
regressive tax features of the FAP would not be proposed in good conscience
as a solution to the welfare mess.

For more than 30 years this country has created programs to try to Improve
the life of the poor.

A review of these efforts points to one undeniable fact: We have failed. In
1969 all levels of government spent an estimated $120.8 billion on social welfare-
enough to eliminate poverty several times over. Yet there are 25 million Anmeri-
cans. more than the population of Canada, living In poverty.

The old formulas for reducing poverty clearly have not worked. If this couln-
try had tried to create a sub-culture of poverty, it could not have been more
successful.

Instead of eliminating destitution, we have created a society of second and
third generation welfare recipients.
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REGRESSIVE TAXATION

Let's examine some of the basic problems of our existing welfare laws. First,
and lost important, Is work incentive. This country has long been working on
the economic principle that the more you earn, the better off you should be.
Our whole society is geared to this concept with one major exception: the poor.

Under the existing welfare laws, the government has been recouping 67 cents
out of every earned dollar of the poor. ,iguratively, the welfare recipient Is In
a 67 per cent tax bracket, rubbing elbows with highly successful doctors, lawyers,
and business executives.

Tlie failure of this concept Is illustrated by our rising welfare rolls. We put
the poor in a tax bracket they can least afford and somehow expect they to
work their way out of poverty. The poor want to work, but soon find that; it
literally does not pay.

A second major problem under welfare law is the relattion of earnings to
benefits-In-kind, such as housing and food stamp programs. We set up housing
programs, but in order to qualify, the poor must keep their incomes below a
specified level. What happens in many cases is the result of simple human logic.
If you know you will lose a benefit if your earnings increase, you don't increase
your earnings.

A third problem is that help is denied the near poor. This last point particu-
larly is of great concern. Hellp Is denied the near poor. We know what lap)ens
when a dividing line is drawn between those who receive help and those who
don't. The postal workers and the teachers and the grave diggers and the
garbage workers are very aware of the level of welfare payments. And when
their salaries for working a full year amount to only two dollars more than
the welfare level, they take action.

Crippling strikes are one form of action. Another Is more subtle, but shows
up in the welfare rolls. When the economic burdens become too great, some get
caught up in the quagmire of welfare Itself and are unable to work their way out.

This country has a major decision to make. Will Congress settle for another
piecemeal effort to reform welfare that contains many of the flaws of our
existing legislation? Or will It address itself specifically to the problems and
attempt to correct them?

THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN'S ERRORS

H1ow does the Family Assistance Plan attack the basic welfare problems?
First, lork at work Incentive.

The Nixon Adninistration, undaunted by past experience, retains the OT per
cent tax rate on the poor. The Federal Government takes half of what Is earned
over the first $720, and then the state governments takes an additional 17 per
cent.

Saying the program contains work incentive is like saying our previous
programs contain work incentive. Just saying so does not make it so. The
Nixon Administration exlects rheotortc to work miracles where simple arithmetic
falls.

Charts on the value of work prepared by the staff of the Senate Finance
Committee vividly illustrate how the Administration is deluding Itself wheni
it claims the bill contains work incentive.

Instead of Increasing the value of work-as one would naturally expect under
the reform-the value of work is cut by more than 70 per cent in many cases.

For examl)le, in Wilmington, Delaware, the value of each dollar earned drops
from 71 cents under present law to 23 cents under the Family Assistance Plan.

In Phoenix, the value drops from G2 cents to 28 cents. In Chicago, it drops
from 51 -ents to 27 cents and in New York City, from 60 cents to 30 cents.

Let's look at an example of a family of four living in Chicago presented in
another Administration chart. If the family Is earning $1,000 and Is able to
Increase family Income by an additional $5,000, virtually all of the increased
earnings or equivalent benefits are taken back by the government. The family
pays $4,513 of the $5,000 back, a net lmprovenent of only $487 for working all
year!

The poor will desperately seek any means to avoid this taxation Including
unreported earnings, bartering, and illicit activities. Time financial incentives
open to the poor are in criminal areas. Thus It is no coincidence that crime rates
are high in poor areas. If a person chooses against tile strong temptation to
get Involved In Illegal activities, he Is forced Into lo" laying dead-end jobs.
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DISINCENTIVES

Low paying Jobs are taxed at rates of 60 to 85 percent. Unless a major salary
increase is involved-an increase in the area of $10,000 for larger families-
the Family Assistance Plan is a distinct work disincentive plan even compared
to present welfare laws.

It Is nice to dream about an economy where no one Is forced to take low level
jobs and where everyone can start earnings at higher income levels. But as
long as our economy rewards skills, education and other saleable job qualities,
it makes little sense to punish those without saleable skills by taxing low level
earnings at exorbitant rates.

There are millions of entry level Jobs that go begging today because the existing
welfare laws confiscate a high percentage of earnings. Can we in good conscience
expect these jobs to be filled when the value of the earned dollar is even further
reduced?

WELFARE RELATED BENEFITS

The Administration promises that welfare related benefits such as medicaid,
housing and food -tanips will be revised so they mesh with the proposed Family
Assistance Plan. There is no question that work incentive is tied directly to
these programs and economic notches must be eliminated.

What concerns me s that the Family Assistance Plan was originally supposed
to contain a continuous line of work incentive but upon careful Inspection was
found to be glaringly lacking in this area. Is the Senate to pass the Family As-
sistance Plan with the hope that these Inequities will be eliminated? Or should
it take a course that will insure that such inequities are indeed eliminated and
that some of the disincentives to work are modified?

As a taxpayer, employer, and advocate of meaningful welfare reform, I should
hope the Congress votes for a plan it knows will eliminate the disincentives,
rather than vote for a plan it hopes should eliminate the inequities, but may not.

We cannot afford to wait until the Family Assistance Plan confirms the criti-
cisms that are all too obvious. We must support legislation that actually changes
the course of our welfare laws.

GREENE MODI FIOATION

Specifically, I propose a modification that will allow the poor to keel) much
more of what they earn. This is the first .4tep towards a revision of our welfare
laws that will in the end provide the meaningful reform we desperately need.

First, reduce the tax rate on the earnings of the poor from the proposed
50 per cent on the federal level to 25 per cent.

Second, eliminate the existing income tax exeml)tlon for dependent children.
These revisions will allow the poor to keep at least 50 per cent more earn-

ings than now pe.mitted by the Administration's version of the bill.
It will also cut the cost of the Family Assistance Plan by $1.2 billion.
The effect of this modification will be dramatic in areas not already suffer-

ing from the severe welfare crisis. It will set up a minimuni income level for
families and at the same time allow the poor to keep most of what they earn. It
will provide the work incentive that has been missing in the welfare havens.
It will spare a significant portion of our country from the mounting fiscal crisis
that has accompanied the growth of welfare benefits.

Elimination of the $700 exemption for depiendent children is in reality the
elimination of the inequitable and regressive family allowance system that dis-
criminates against the poor.

The exemption Is supposed to compensate In a small way for tile cost of rais-
Ing a family. The flaw in the plan is that this exemption is tied directly to the
taxable Income of the family.

For a family of four living In poverty, with an income of $2,500, the al-
lowance Is not worth a cent. Ironically, as the family's taxable income increases,
the exemption in actual dollar value also increases. For example, with an In-
colme of $20,000, the value of the exemption is $190 per child. With an Income
of $50,000, the dollar value is $350 per child. (See Chart IV Iim Appendix.)

This means the rich get the most benefit and the poor virtually no benefit at
all.

The reduction of the federal tax rate to 25 per cent from 50 er cent sig-
nificantly increases the amount the poor may retain of earnings. This is a major
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work Incentive improvement to the Family Assistance Plan. This will allow
those who take entry level jobs the dignity of actually earning a living.

A comparison of the net Improvement In take-home pay between the Admini-
tration's plan and this revision vividly illustrates this work Incentive.

The figures are based on a four person family earning $4,000 including public
housing benefits. In Phoenix, Arizona, the earner shows a net increase of $481
when he takes a $4,000 job under the Administration's plan. The increase Is
compared to his income if he did not work at all. My revision more than doubles
the net improvement, with the earner taking home $1,052. (See Chart III in Ap-
pendix.) The same rate of doubling the net improvement at the $4,000 level is
seen in other cities, such as Wilmington, Delaware; Chicago, Illinois; and New
York.
The revision also extends some aid to the Inflation plagued near-poor. While

the Administration's plan pays gradually reduced cash allotments up to $3,920,
this revision extends reduced payments up to the $7,000 earnings ranges.

The Administration acknowledges the problems of the near-poor but does not
hell) them with the Family Assistance Plan. This revision not only acknowledges
the problem but actually extends help where it is vitally needed. (See Chart II.)

The combination of lowering the federal take-back and eliminating the regres-
sive children's exemption allow, a $1.2 billion cost reduction from the Adminis-
tration's estimated welfare reform cost of $4.1 billion. (See chart V.)

Let me conclude by stressing that the sum of my experience as an employer,
taxpayer and advocate of welfare reform is that the poor must be allowed to
keep most of what they earn.

I offer this testimony as the author of Fair Share, a national income supple-
ment. This Is a plan based entirely on the conceptt of the poor keeping most of
their earnings.

The welfare reform proposal as presented by the Administration completely
Ignores this principle. The Family Assistance Plan expands rather than reforms
welfare.

The modifications I offer are a step in the right direction of real welfare:
reform.

We must not settle for another patchwork program we know won't solve the
welfare problem. We must use a new formula. We must let the poor keep most
of what they earn.

CHART I

OIANOES

1. Revise earnings take-back from 50% to 2.5%.
2. Eliminate children's dependency exemption.

ADVANTAGES

1. Greatly increases work incentive for the poor.
2. Eliminates regressive children's dependency exemption.
3. Reduces cost of Family Assistance Plan by $1.2 billion.
4. Extends vome assistance to include tme near-poor.

REVISED FOR 1972

CHART II.-COMPARISON OF TOTAL NET MONEY

iNo State supplement)

Total net money Total net money

Earnings H.R. 16311 Greene revision Earnings H.R. 16311 Greene revision

................... $1601 $160 $5500------- 65255 5,555

.J7 ................... 2.100 1 9 ,00 .500 ............... 7 47482, $ 2.100 p5----------6,098 6,176
,250 ................... , 718 I500 ................ 931 6, 83

1.;0........... 2,835 3:093 NO50-------------------~ 7: 47 .9
$2,250-------------------.3,085 3,46---D-------------------9,72 9.8
2,750 ................... 3,338 3,806 11,000 ---------------- 1 9,772 1148
3,250 ................... 3585 4.128 13.500 .................. 11746 !438
:750-------------------.3.835 4,448 $20.000.-----------------.. 16684 16.292
,500- ----------------- 4,402 4,926 $25,000 ------------------ 20236 19,788
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CHART II.-NET IMPROVEMENT WITH $4,000 Jon

Four person fainfly including public housing

IH.R. 16311 Greene rert-feon
Phoenix, Ariz, $481 ---------------------------------------------- $1,02
Wilmington, Del, $640 ----------------------------------------- 1,217
Chicago, Ill., $568 -------------------------------------------- 1,139
New York, N.Y., $038 ----------------------------------------- 1,209

CHART IV.-VALUES OF CHILDREN'S DEPENDENCY E EXEMPTIONS

Income Value's of exemptions

$0 ------------------------------------------------------------- $0
$1,00o -------------------------------------------------------- 0
$2,0 o--------------------------------------------------------------0
$3,000 ------------------------------------------------------- 42
$4,000 ---------------------------------- 101
$5,000 ------------------------------------------------------ 110
$10,000 ------------------------------------------------------ 133
$20,000 ----------------------------------------------------- 196
$50,000 ------------------------------------------------------ 350

The exemption is regressive because it is worth more to the high income earner
than to the low income earner.

It is worth nothing to the poor.

REVISED FOR 1972

CHART V.-COMPARISON OF PROGRAM COST DIFFERENCES

(Based on family of 41

Cost Cost
reduction Number of Weighted reduction Number of Weighted

Average for Greene families cost Average for Greene families cost
earnings revision (percent) reduction earnings revision (percent) reduction

........................ -- 2.3........... 7,5W0............ 148 11.4 1,687
1250 ........... . 133 1.4 86 500........... 266 9.2 2,447
$1,750 .......... (258 1.5 7 500 266 8.7 2,314

250 ........... (383 2.0 766 ,. ::::"" 284 12.3 3,493
'750 ........... $468 2.0 13,50.......... . 308 9.8 3,019

[.250 ............ '613 2.4 31. 03 2,000 ------------ 448 .4 627
........... 62.4 1 ,00.......... . 392 7.9 3,097

500 ........... 524 6.0 (3 144
500............ 30 8.0 (2,400 Total.................-100.0 5,217
5. ............ (78 11.2 (874 1

Note.-Average cost reduction $52.17 per family. For 29,000,000 families with children. Total cost reduction
$1.500.000,o00.

The ChAIRM1AX. Now, the next witness will be Mr. Richard Noy,
president of Educare Division, Universal Education Corp.

We are pleased to have you here today, Mr. Ney.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD T. NEY, PRESIDENT, EDUCARE DIVISION,
UNIVERSAL EDUCATION CORP.; ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID WHIT-
NEY, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, EDUCARE DIVISION

Mr. N},y. Good afternoon.
Senator, Mr. Chairman. I would like to say I am accompanied by

Mr. David Wrhitney, who is senior vice president of the Educaie
Division.

For the purposes of brevity, )erhaps I should read my statement.
r. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear- before this

committee with specific reference to the child care provisions of the
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Family Assistance Act of 1910 that would amend part C of title IV
of the'Social Security Act in the area of manpower services, training,
eml)oyment, child care, anId supportive programs for recipients of
family assistance benefits or SulpI)leientary j)ayments.

By way of background, the Educare Division of Universal Educa-
tion Corp. has developed the first comipreliensive system of early
clihllhood edcation and (lay care service that, is destignel especially,
to strengthen the role of th'e low-income family in helping children
to prepare for success in school and later in life.

''he Educare system stresses, intellectual, social, emotional, health
and nutritional iiee(ls of disadvantaged children, as well as purposeful
family and community involvement in child development. Its edui-
cational component, the nucleus of the program, is based on more than
150,000 observations of children by, learning specialists and parents.

Our company has invested more" than $5 million of private, capital
in the development of the Educare system, including its various learn-
ing devices, special materials, and" component parts. Our learning
techniques have been carefully tested and are iml)roved as we dis-
cover new insights into the relatively new and dynamic field of early
childhood development. We currentlyv own and operate nine education
centers called Discovery, Centers, serving preschool children of fam-
ilies that pay tuition in'such communities as Springfield, Ma.ss, High-
land Park, N.,J.; Philadelphia, Pa.; and New York City.

Educare has recently contracted with (he Department of Public
Welfare of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to install, staff and
ol)erate our comprehensive. child education and day care service ill
four cities in that State. The contract covers the care and education
of children from birth to school age on a flexible scheduling plan that
includes weekends, evenings, full day and half days, as well as after-
school care for school age children of ul) to 15 years of age.

The Pennsylvania Educare program calls for $4 million the first
year and is renewable for the following 4 years at $6 million per
annum. Twentv-five percentt of the funds are provided by the State
and 75 percent by the Federal Goverment, under title IV of the
Social Security Act.

The Pennsylvania State administration and Educare management
share two l)erformance goals.

First is development of the children in measurable terms.
Second is the effective and efficient implementation of a manage-

ment system for running the centers.
Evaluation of Educare's progress in reaching these goals will be

made by a consortium of Pennsylvania universities reporting to an in-
teragency State committee organized by the Governor's office.

Senator Br, Vr. I wonder whether you would not get to the heart
of the material in which we are interested. 'We are not interested in
what they are doing in Pennsylvania.

Mr. NEXY. Senator, if I may, the reason I am ticking through this
is that a number of people seem to think this is a kind of implementa-
tion of the child care provisions of the family assistance plan, and the
fact that this represents an expression of initiative by a State of some
of the social security provisions-

Senator B Nr--r. Your entire statement will be printed in the
record as thou gh you had read it.

Mr. NF.T. All right.
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Senator BENNETT. What, do you think you should tell us about it
ill addition to that, because the other 15 members of the committee
will read it ill the statement or tley will not know about it.

Mr. NFY. We believe that economically disadvantaged mothers will
be encouraged to register and to accept, employment or training under
this act if they know that their children will have the opportunity
to participate In meaningful child care programs with heavy emplia-
sis on preschool education of the type contemplated in this legislation.
Further, that such centers call provide new careers and economic inde-
pendence for thousands of disadvantaged men and women in the
very neighborhoods in which they live. This is why, we are convinced
that child care provisions are pivotal to the success of the entire family
assistance plan.

The CI IMtx. Thack yoi very much.
(1Mr. Ney's prepared statement, with attachments, follows:)

STATEMENT BY 1-ICIrARD T. NEY, PRESIDENT, EDUCARE DIvisrox, UNIVERSAL

EDUCATION CORPORATION

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this Committee
with specific reference to the child care provisions of the Family Assistance Act
of 1970 that would amend Part C of Title IV of the Social Security Act in the
area of Manpower Services, Training, Employment, Child Care, and Supportive
Programs for Recipients of Family Assistance Benefits or Supplementary Pay-
ments.

By way of background, the Educare Division of Universal Education Corpora-
tion has developed the first comprehensive system of early childhood education
and day care service that is designed especially to strengthen the role of the
low income family In helping children to prepare for success in school and
later in life.

The Educare system stresses intellectual, social, emotional, health and nu-
trition needs of disadvantaged children, as well as purposeful family and
coilimmunity Involvement in child development. Its educational component, the
nucleus of the program, Is based on more than 150,000 observations of children
by learning specialists and parents. Our company has Invested more that) $5
million of private capital In the development of the Educare system, including
its various learning devices, special materials, and component parts. Our learn-
ing techniques have been carefully tested and are Improved as we discover new
Insights into the relatively new and dynamic fleld of early childhood develop-
ment. We currently own and operate lilie education centers called "Discovery
Centers", serving preschool children of families that pay tuition In such com-
muiuties as Springfield, Massachusetts; Highland Park, New Jersey; Philadel-
phlia, Pennsylv.nia ; and New York City.

Educare has recently contracted with the Department of Public Welfare of
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to install, staff and operate our compre-
hensive child education and day care service in four cities in that State. The
contract covers the care and education of children from birth to school age
on a flexible scheduling plan that includes weekends, evenings, full-day and
half-days, as well as after-school care for schoolage children of up to 15 years
of age. The Pennsylvania Ed(lme.re program calls for $4 million the first year
and is renewable for the following four years at $6 million per annum. Twenty-
five percent of the funds are provided by the State and seveuty-five percent by the
Federal Government under Title IV of the Social Security Act.

The Pennsylvania State Administration and Educare Management share two
performance goals. First, is development of the children In measurable terms.
Second, is the effective and efficient implementation of a management system
for running the Centers. Evaluation of Educare's progress In reaching these goals
will be made by a consortium of Pennsylvania universities reporting to an
inter-agency state committee organized by the Governor's office. Almost 2,000
children will be served by seven Educare Centers including an Industrial educa-
tional day care center on the premises of a major industrial firm. A majority
of the staff members for each Educare Center will be para-professlonals from
the neighborhood served who will be provided both pre-service and in-service
training, guiding them to new careers and economic independence.
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Mr. Chairman, a detailed description of the Educare system and a pertinent
letter to me from Norman V. Lourle, Deputy Director, Pennsylvania Department
of Public Welfare, are attached to my statement. I would appreciate having this
material made a part of the hearing record for later perusal by members of the
Committee.

A number of other State and City governments have already expressed In-
terest in the Pennsylvania model program, which will be operational early next
year, because the program lends Itself to measurability and accountability.

Since Educare Is a modular system, It can be replicated, modified or expanded
in a wide variety of settings to serve special community, State, or national
needs. Our company is prepared to contract now with governmental agencies,
with Industry, labor organizations or other interested private groups to In-
stall, staff, nir nage and operate Educare systems wherever they are needed.
The Educare System Is designed to help children build the personal self-com-

fidence necessary for them to achieve success in school and later In life. It also
makes it possible for parents to gain insight into new ways to guide children
to maximhv' their potential and for family ties to be strengthened through
nmeaninpfail learning-play experiences involving all members of tile family. I can-
not ePphasize too strongly our fundamental belief that the barrier of cyclical
pov ty can only be successfully overcome by involving two generations of the
disadvantaged in the educational development process. The Educare child care
system deals with the family unit as an integral part of Its overall program.

We believe that the successful development of the child care centers provided
for in this bill is a key to the ultimate success of the Family Assistance Act and
that it can help make a significant impact on the larger problems of our society
for generations to come. We believe that economically disadvantaged mothers will
be encouraged to register and to accept employment or training tinder this Act if
they know that their children will have this opportunity to participate In mean-
ingful child care programs with heavy emphasis on preschool education of the
type contemplated In this legislation. Moreover, such centers can provide new
careers and economic independence for thousands of disadvantaged men and
women In the very neighborhoods in which they live. This Is why we are con-
vinced Hint this program is pivotal to the success; of the entire Family Assistance
Plan.

Mr. Chairman, It may be useful to examine tie overall human and economic
setting which underpins the growing concern for child care development
programs.

It has been only recently that the idea of publicly-financed day care for children
has begun to have broad acceptance. We recall that for a period during World
War II, Federal funds were allocated to States to hell) provide day care for the
children of those mothers employed in war-related industries. The program was
operated under the Lanham Act. but was terminated at the end of the conflict
when it was anticipated that tile working mothers would leave the plants and
return home to stay. But the need for day care centers has not disappeared as
many had predicted. During the past 25 years. the number and percentage of
working mothers has grown steadily.

A recent publication of the Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, de-
scribes the present situation:

"A growing trend toward the employment of women with children has focused
attention on a rising need for day care services. Since the period immediately
preceding World War II. the number of women workers has more than doubled,
but the number of working mothers has increased almost eightfold. About 4 out
of 10 mothers with children under 18 years were In the labor force In March
1969 as compared with 3 out of 10 In 1960 and less than 1 out of 10 in 1940.

"This trend is expected to continue. In March 1969, 11.6 million mothers with
children under 18 years of age were working or seeking work. Of these mothers,
more than 1 out of 3 (or 4.2 million) had children under age 6. Projections for
195 Indicate that 6.6 million mothers age 20 to 44 with children under age 5 will
be In time labor force. 'his will represent a 32-percent increase between 1975 and
1985.

"While employment of the mothers Is the main reason many children need day
care services. these services are needed also for such imperative reasons as ill.
ness or death of the mother, mental or physical handicaps, emotional disturb.
ones. poor family relationships, and slum living conditions with no place to
play."
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The close relationships between uneared for "latch-key" children of working
parents, juvenile delinquency, rising crime rates, school drop-out rates, and a
repetition of the cycle of poverty from generation to generation are only too
obvious to us all. The escalation of welfare costs and the related problems of the
cities with their ghettos, hunger, misery and despair are of deep an( growing
concern to all Americans. In fact, Mr. Chairman, most of the critical problems we
face today are directly related to the subject matter presently before this
Committee.

America has a long tradition in being able to respond to such crises and to
allocate its public and private resources toward their solution. I am confident
that we can again respond In this vital problem-area we are considering today.

There is abundant evidence that such a response has already gained momentum.
Early last year, President Nixon called for a "national commitment to providing
all American children an opportunity for healthful and stimulating development
during the first five years of life . . ." We have seen the establishment of the
new Office of Child Development in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the appointment of an outstanding expert, Dr. Edward F. Zigler
as Chief of the Children's Bureau in IIEW. In March of this year President
Nixon, in his education message to Congress, again stressed the Importance of
early childhood education and specifically referred to the need to build a new
day care program for which $386 million is provided for its first year of operation
under the Family Assistance Act. We have likewise noted the work of the House
Republican Task Force on Education and Training, under the chairmanship of
Representative John Dellenback of Oregon. In Its March, 1970 report the Task
Force recommended a comprehensive early childhood program and legislation
has been introduced to carry out its recommendations.

Additional evidence of the growing awareness and interest in Congress In
this important area is the recent introduction of S. 4101, the Federal Child Care
Corporation Act, by the distinguished Chairman of this Committee Senator
Russell B. Long of Louisiana. In the House of Representatives, the Select Sub-
committee on Education of the House Education and Labor Committee, mnder
the chairmanship of Representative John Brademas of Indiana, has conducted
extensive hearings on various chld P.nd day care center bills. The nation's
foremost experts in this field have provided the subcommittee with valuable
information and experienced insight; on the direction such legislation should
take. The amendments to the child (are section. of the Family Assistance Act
offered by Senator Javits of New York provide some evidence of the genuine
bi-partisan desire to improve and expand child cai\v services in the United
States.

We are also encouraged by the fact that the people also are aware of the need.
A Gallup poll conducted throughout the country in July, 1969 showed tlht two-
thirds of the American public favored the establishment of Federail.y-finded
day care centers.

Finally Mr. Chairman, we note that dozens of large and highly competent prl-
-ate companies have already entered the preschool education fleld. They are

making large investments of private capital and recruiting the best qualified
experts in the field to meet the growing needs for such services. I would like to
respectfully remind the Commitee of the demonstrated ability of private enter-
prise to gather people, organize and train them.

Historically, many of America's major achievements have resulted from
cooperative efforts between government and private industry. Advances in space
technology, the development of our transportation system, machines and tools
In our national defense effort, and teaching materials for our educational systems
have followed this pattern of government-Industry cooperation.

The private sector of our economic system can and should make significant
contributions through the contractual arrangements with government in develop-
Ing early childhood learning systems and educational materials. Private enter-
prise can bring to bear organizational and managerial skills that often are lack-
Ing in social programs at the community level. A good beginning has already been
made in a few short years. Additional progress will be made as a result of the
child care provisions of this bill and others which we hope will also be approved
by Congress in the near future.

The basis for development of such legislation Is well-grounded in present
Federal programs. Since the World War II experience, we have seen the major
advance in Federal legislation made in the Social Security Act amendments of
I6.,, which authorized Federal grants to State public welfare agencies for day
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care services. This has stimulated States to Improve standards for day care
facilities and to develop broader day care plans.

Programs authorized under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1904 and subse-
quent amendments of that Act have resulted in the Head Start and Follow-
through programs for disadvantaged children that have made an important
impact throughout the country. Other programs for the day care of children of
migratory and seasonal farm workers, for day care of children of parents par-
ticipating in work training and employment programs in highly concentrated
low-income urban areas, and for economic opportunity loans to establish (lay
care centers have all been made possible under provisions of the E'conomie
Opportunity Act. Funds for (lay care programs for educationally deprived chil-
dren were also authorized under the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965.

Thme Vocational Education Act of 1963 and the Education Profess-lons I)evel-
opment Act of 1067 provide funds for training of (lay care personnel. Amend-
ments last year to the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947 permit employer
contributions to trust funds for the establishment of child care centers for pre-
school and school-age dependents of their employees. The 1967 amendments to
the Social Security Act that established the Work Incentive Program provided
for day care supportive services for children of persons on welfare rolls wiho are
being trained. There are but a representative sample of the Federal programs
already established over the past decade and illustrate the foundation on which
we can and must build for the future as well as the present needs for expanded
child care facilities.

Much of the progress already made has been at the administrative level and
in the coordination of existing child care programs. In 196S the Federal Panel
on Early Chlildhood was appointed by IIUM Secretary Cohen at the request of
President Johnson. Its purpose was to improve and expand all early childhood
programs financed by Federal funds and included representatives of all Depart-
ments and Agencies concerned with services to families and children. The Panel
developed standards applicable to all major Federally-assisted day care programs,
establishing minimum requirements for facilities, education, social, health, and
nutrition services, staff training, parental involvement, administration, coordi-
nation, and evaluation. The Panel also promulgated a plan to coordinate all such
programs, called the 4-C Program (Community Coordinated Child Care). It is
administered by the Office of Child Development in HEW and is an effort to
achieve better coordination of all organizations within a local community to
provide more coordinated child care services with available local resources. Time
4-C concept is in various stages of development in over 300 communities through-
out the country.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe in the important role that comprehensive
child care educational systems such as the ones that have been developed by
my company can play in the overall attack on the massive problems of our large
urban centers and disadvantaged rural populations. During the past two years
I have worked closely with welfare and education departments of State govern-
ments, with Head Start agencies, with Model Cities groups, and with many non-
governmelntal organizations who are concerned with this type of human endeavor
from New England to Alaska, from Hawaii to Florida. There is much to be accom-
plished that will have meaning to generations of children yet unborn as well
as having what I strongly feel will be a major impact on our economic, social
and human values within this century and the next. It can be done best through
the close cooperation of governments at all levels with private enterprise that
is prepared to play its essential roles of innovation, research and development,
staffing, administration, and efficient and effective management of the type of
comprehensive child care educational facilities that we so desperately need.

Thank you for the opportunity of sharing my views with you.

BACKGROUND OF EDUCARE ChIii, DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

Four Pennsylvania cities will be the sites of the first day care and child
development program set up by a State government, under a contract with
the Educare Division of time Universal Education Corporation. The seven special
centers in Wilkes-Barre, Pittsburgh, Scranton and Harrisburg will serve dis-
advantaged children ranging in ago from infancy to 15 years old, providing
flexibilo schedules for full-day, after-school, and even night and weekend care.
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The model centers will also involve parents in their homes and provide career
training for n-Jghborhood residents.

The statewide day care center progrii will directly benefit Pennsylvania
working mothers and particularly tellf mothers now on public assistance to
become gainfully employed. The contract was negotiated by ti CommonwealtI's
Department of Public Welfare.

li addition to assisting mothers to work, these day care centers will pro-
vide preschool children with special educational training, along with health,
recreation, and social development support.

A major share of tile $4 million will be paid by the Federal )epartment of
Health, Education. and Welfare under existing regulations of Title IV (f
the Social Security Act. The Federal funds are made available through the
Community Services Administration in the Social and Rehabilitation Services
Administration of the Federal Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Educare centers will begin with infants in cradles and will provide flexible
schedules for full day, after school and even night and weekend care. They
will involve parents In their own home and provide career training for neigh-
borhood residents. The centers will be used by the Department of Plublic
Welfare to assist all day care and child development programs in development
of their programs and min staff development.

"Educare has been designed to serve as a model for the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania as well as for time entire nation," said President, Richard
T. Ney. "The Educare program offers significant benefits to time communities
which It serves-to its children, Its families, its businesses and Industries and
its schools. A key part of the design is the plan to train men and women of the
community for careers In child care and child development."

For the first time, the wealth of research data developed in University
laboratories has been synthesized into a program that can serve large numbers
of youngsters.

The new Educare System was developed by tie Educare Division, Universal
Education Corporation (U.E.C.), which will operate the program in coordination
with state and local agencies and InqtItutions of nil kinds. Tie educational
programs of Educare drawn on the approach and materials created for U.E.C.'s
Discovery Prograiu, used successfully by more than 1,50 children and their
families in five northeast states under the guidance of UEC's President I)r.
Francis Mechner.

Educare's educational components will make use of some 600 different learn-
ing materials tested in the Discovery Program as well as more than 150,-
000 observations on how children learn by learning specialists and parents.

,The Educaro System recognizes and enhances the critical role of tile parent
as the key agent in a child's Oevelopmnent and education. The program is built
to provide chlldrer wvK'th the skills and self-confidence that prepare them for
success in school and later in life.

Unique features of the new program, which offers a variety of services and a
flexible means of making them available are:

***First. youngsters will be offered a sound (lay care program-provhing
them with supervision, nourishing food, and health care in attractive surround-
ings. At the same time, they will also be offered an innovative, but proven, child
development program-stimulating their growth in socialization, language, mo-
tivational, and physical areas.

***Second, a wide choice of schedules will be offered, providing Edu(care pro-
grains full-day, half-day, after-school, in the evenings, oil weekends, and Inter-
mittently-all depending on the needs of the particular family.

***Third. at the heart of the program is a commitment to helping and involv-
ing parents--and the entire family-in the child's development. This can be
seen in the way the Educare Center will be physically organized-with activities
centered in a "family room" where q family-size unit of five to eight children
will play and learn together. The home-like, family-style emphasis can also be
seen in the various services provided to parents and the various activities In
which they will take part-at home and in the center.

***Fourth, a key element of the program will be the hiring rnd training of
men and women from the local community to help them build new careers in
child care and child development. This approach not only assures personnel who
can communicate with parents and others in tie neighborhood, but also i-
creases the number of skilled people available in the community. These para-
professionals will receive pre-service and In-service training. The staff develop-
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ment plan will encourage them to move up the career ladder through additional
in-service training.

***Fifth, the program will stress individual needs. As in the Discovery Pro-
grain, a profile of each child will show where he currently stands-and where lie
needs to go-in terms of developing some 1,800 mental, physical and social skills
and concepts. Then he will be given planned, and tested, learning activities de-
signed to help him develop particular skills.

***Sixth, the Educare program will cooperate with the social services staff
of the county boards of assistance, and other social, health and educational
agencies to assist the family beyond child care and development-for example,
by helping them obtain aid for health, job, financial, educational and social
problems.

Thb new program and the facility in which it will be based include planning
for: '

Hot-Line Phone Service from 6 lam. to midnight seven days a week to provide
direct assistance for families with emergencies or problems.

Close liaison with all appropriate community groups to help plan how the
Center programs can contribute in meeting community needs.

Group-Play-and-Learn areas which utilize the best educational technology,
ranging from multi-media audio-visual centers to TV cameras whikh the young-
sters themselves can operate.

Environmental learning rooms outfitted to stimulate various settings, such as
a supermarket, a drugstore, a farm or a space-ship.

Parent-staff meeting room furnished in the style of a living room, where
among other things, parents of youngsters enrolled in a particular family room
would meet for supper with staff members once a month.

Weekly take-home materials and activities to help the parents become more
deeply involved in their children's development.

Informal conferences with staff members when parents pick-up and leave
their youngsters at the centers.

Visits by Family Service Consultants to homes of the youngsters on a regular
basis to strengthen parental involvement and understanding.

Program of technical assistance to aid all other day care and child develop-
ment programs.

The State Department bf Public Welfare will Institute an evaluation program
by outside experts to assess the effectiveness of Educare as well as that of all day
care and child development programs which it funds.

Approximately 400 people will operate the Pennsylvania Educare program.
Besides the large percentage who will be paraprofessionals from the commu-
nity, the staff will include experts in health, nutrition, education, training, com-
munity relations, child development, 'and office administration. The admilistra-
tive mechanism used to carry out. the Educare program will be researched to
ensure optimum effectiveness and efficiency.

It is expected the majority of youngsters served by the program will fall into
the 21A-5 age range. On the younger side, however, the program would also be
geared to serving infants until the time they can walk (estimated to be 10 per-
cent of the youngsters), and, on the older side, 5 to 15 years olds in before-
school and after-school supplementary enrichment programs (estimated to be
13 percent of the youngsters).

The ratio of staff to youngsters will be one staff member to four children for
the youngest age range-infancy until the walking stage. The ratio will be
five to six to one for the 2A-5 age range.

The first step in getting the program underway will be a survey to determine
community needs and the best location for each new center-whether an Indus-
trial-business or a neighborhood setting.

No exact timetable for opening the first center in Wilkes-Barre has been set,
although the target date is March, 1971.

The Educare program was developed under David 0. Whitney, Senior Vice
President in consultation with such 'nationally-recognized experts as:

Dr. Urle Bronfenbrenner, Professor of Psychology of the Department of Hu-
man Development and Family Studies at Cornell.

Dr. Martin Deutsch, Director of the Institute for Development Studies, New
York University.

Dr. Robert Glaser, Director of the Learning Research and Development Cen-
*ter, University of Pittsburgh.

Dr. Myrtle McGraw, Chairman of the Department of Developmental Psy-
chology at Briareliff College.

The Educare Division of U.E.0. is headquartered in Washington, D.C. and
New York City and is staffed by some 100 psychologists, day care and child
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development specialists, social workers, educators, systems analysts, designers
of learning materials, community relations experts and executives.

COM MONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIO WELFARE,

Harrisburg, August 3, 1970.
Mr. RICHAID T. NEY,
Educare Division,
Unfrersal Education Oorp.,Ulashington, D.O.

DEAR DICK: Now that the contract between the Department of Public Wel-
fare and Educare Division of Universal Education Corporation is completed
and you are in the first phase of development, I wanted to write you personally
to tell you how very pleased I am it the prospects that lie before us In making
a most hnportant contribution in the lives of families and young American
children.

I want to congratulate you and your staff on the unusually fine preparatory
work that you did during the negotiation of this contract and on the excellent
staff work and relationships that went into working with our staff.

While, as you know, the government operates on yearly budgets and lives with
the appropriation vagaries of legislative bodies, as well as the shifting political
winds, I look on this as a long time-at least a five year-matter. The mission
that I have always had in mind, as I know you have, is to ultimately assure a
circumstance in which every program that carries out child care and child
development activity will institute a strong program, in which fact, will strength-
en family life and applies, in its work with the children, all of the best knowledge
that we have in respect to child development and learning. It will take much
more than one year for us to demonstrate the kind of curriculum we need to
prepare children for life, to show how remedlation can be welded into programs
and then to carry out the te-2hnical assistance in large enough doses to literally
inject and inoculate all of the .programs in the State.

I look forward eagerly to the ways in which our staffs will collaborate in
getting the communities readied and models under way. Most important, I think,
is a climate of mutual understanding that is present and the plans that we have
for bringing the university laboratories into Pennsylvania, not only as consult-
ants but as teachers even before we open the first model. I also want to express
my very deep personal appreciation, and I know that the Administration feels the
same way, for the high level of statesmanship that you and your staff exhibited
In exercising the constraints that you did in staying with us during these months
when we decided to avoid publicity. You were'indeed most tolerant in recogniz-
ing the validity of delicate negotiations In which we were engaged pursuant to
the development of our jaew, approximately thirty-two million dollar day care
and child development program of which the Educare contract was one part.
It would have been easy, I know, for a slip to have been made that would have
provided very favorable national publicity to your Pennsylvania contract. I be-
came particularly aware of this when the current week's Life magazine had a
six page spread on another private sector program which has been reported to
me as not having the kind of sophisticlted and organized quality represented
in the program we have contracted with you to install.

As I view the developments In the Family Assistance legislation now in the
Senate, and the debates surrounding the other day care thrusts in Congress, I am
deeply convinced that we are very much on the right track. The National thrust
towards using the best of our knowledge and making a more substantial commit-
ment in the interests of pre-school children as well as providing surrogate care
for children after school hours, is quite clear. I expect a very major increase in
Federal. State and local investments in early childhood development. We are
very mueh on the threshhold of new beginnings ard what we can do together
under this contract can very well play a significant and major role In helping
this necessary national movement to a most effective beginning and continuance.

Please pass my genuine feelings of appreciation and confidence on to your
colleagues.

Sincerely,
NOR.MAN V. LOURIE.

The CRAIRMAX. Now, the next witness will be Mr. Larry Schwartz,
who is urban consultant of the Providence Corp.

44-527-70--pt. 8 -29
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STATEMENT OF LARRY A. SCHWARTZ, URBAN CONSULTANT, THE
PROVIDENCE CORP.

Mr. SoIIwArTz. Mr. Chairman, and committee members, I would
like to thank you for this opportunity to testify.

The Family AssistanceAct was a needed step forward in modern-
izing our arclaic welfare system. The present, welfare system is riddled
with bureaucratic obesity, inequality, ineffectiveness, degradation of
recipients and, worst of all, self-perpetuation.

We have created a new class of people, the welfare recipient. In my
contact with welfare recipients I have found most of them to be good,
well-meaning individuals who, if given the proper supports, would be
most desirous of seeking meaningful employment..

I feel that the Family Assistance Act, with certain additions and
readjustments, may help us to return the welfare recipient or, better
still, may help the welfare recipient to help himself to return to the
mainstream of American economic and social life.

I feel that such concepts as coverage for the working poor, minimal
national standards, universal eligibility requirements, and Federal
administration of public assistance, that are stressed in the Family
Assistance Act, are a step forward in the right direction. Coupling
this with State supplementary payment with guaranteed income main-
tenance administered directly by the Federal Government, manpower
training and child care, plu tle sorely needed social service amend-
ments which should not be delayed until next, year, the Family Assist-
ance Act, has a strong philosophical base.

Most of my testimony will be centered around the child care portion
of the Family Assistance Actits weaknesses and its relationship to
the Family Assistance Act as a whole.

I wouldlike to state here my strong feeling that while I am in favor
of the general concepts, I am opposed to the monetary, amount of
income maintenance. In my opinion $1,600 for a family of four is
much too low a figure. Forty-two States already provide higher
aniounts than this. I feel that this amount should be greatly increased
if the sound concepts proposed in this bill are to have any effect on
altering one of the Nation's major problems, both for the recipient
and the nonrecipient.

I would like to state at this time that if the objective of this bill,
which is to give people the training needed to help them secure em-
ployment, is to be reached, then we must provide people with the
training and jobs commensurate with their abilities. raining should
not be limited to low-skilled jobs. People with the ability to do highly
skilled jobs should be provided with the training they need to secure
these jobs which may include college educations. The Government
must be responsible for initiating the opening of jobs at all levels.

Senators, as a child and through ny adolescent years, when I awoke
I ate breakfast with my family. After breakfast, evei-y day my sister
and myself would leave "or sAhool my father would leave for work,
my mother would attend to househola1 duties. I knew that someday
when I had grown I, too, would get up eat breakfast, and leave for
work. I took pride in the fact that the house I lived in and the food
I ate were provided as a result of my father's toils.
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This helped me to gain the positive self-image I needed which
enabled me to become a productive citizen. This was not done through
my efforts but through the good fortune of being born into this family.

Had I been born into a family in which my father had died shortly
after m birth or had I been born out of wedlock or had I been born
into a atnily where my father deserted the home, or had I been born
into a far, ily where my father was forced to desert the home due to
an inability to find work, I would not have enjoyed these benefits,
through no fault of my own, and most likely though no fault of
any member of my family, which could have happened to any one
of 'us. I probably would n;t be sitting here testifying today; I believe
I would have grown Up with a much less positive self-image. Instead
of seeing my father leaving for work, I would see my mother awaiting
the arrival of her monthly check or for a visit from a not always
courteous social worker. I would have traveled with my mother peri-
odically down to the welfare building, where we would have to wait
to see our social worker. Through no fault of my own, I might have
grown up with a very poor negative self-image which would have
handicapped me for life.

Gentlemen, this bill addresses itself to training and employment but
unless we can create a more positive self-image for children of welfare
recipients, in 15 or 20 years we will have to again talk of new training
programs to train these children as they become adults.

H.R. 16311 is entitled the Family A\ssistance Act and deals to a
great degree with income maintenance and employment training, but
I feel it does not do an adequate job of dealing with the family. For
one to be eligible for the benefits of this act, one must have children
under the age of 18 years. If this bill is going to truly serve the family
and not just the adult members, then I feel a lot more consideration
should be given to the child care section.

The act talks about day care only in relation to insuring the adults'
ability to participate in employment or employment training an(l re-
latedi activities. If we are to build the proper attitudinal development
for children of families who participate in the Family Assistance Act,
then we must begin at the earliest possible age. Day care should not
only be considered a. means to employment, but should also be con-
sidered as a means of building a new generation not dependent on
the State for its subsistence.

It is essential that the proper stimulus be given to very young chil-
dren to insure. the proper mental, emotional, physical, and social de-
velopment necessary. Damage done to children under 6 years old
because of a lack of proper stimulation in most cases is irremediable.
We should include in the bill such things as health services for chil-
dren such as. proper medical and dental screening by trained profes-
sionals, which should be done for every child in day care under the
Family Assistance Act.

It is my understanding that while these services are available under
title XIX of the Social Security Act. they are not alw ays accessible.
I feel that the centers should be staffed, to as great a degree as possible,
by present and former welfare recipients who have received the neces-
sary training to qualify them for the positions.
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While this bill addresses itself repeatedly to employment trainif,
it has not been mentioned in regard to the child care section. The chi d
care section should address itself to career development.. Career de-
velopment must be a foundation upon which child development pro-
grains are designed because career development means family develop-
ment by providing educational and occupational opportunities for the
parents of children in tie program.

In a comprehensive approach to child development, the status of the
)arelt is a major factor in consideration of the design of educational
programs for the development of young children. There is no require-
ment in this bill for a career development plan for l)araprofessionals.

This bill is 153 pages long and only four pages are devoted to child
care and three out of these four pages talk about disbursement of
funds in remodeling and construction of new facilities leaving less
than one page to talk about the child.

I cannot emphasize enough my feelings that the child care portion
of this bill should be strengthened and enlarged to provide necessary
support for children and their families to help break out of the ever-
glowing cycle of l)overty. The bill should be amended to insure first-
rate child care not justbabysitting services to allow parents to par-
ticiI)ate in employment.

I believe my feelings are shared by the Department of HE W since
their first, priority is to improve coordination of Federal, State, local,
and privatee levels for the benefit of children during the first 5 years
of life.

I realize that good child care is a very expensive proposition, but
I feel that it would be an excellent investment for this country vith
never ending returns, and the question I would like to ask is, can we
afford the price of not providing this service?

I was pleased to- see the addition in the revised and resubmitted
Family Assistance Act the inclusion of provisions making new con-
struction available. However while part C of section 436 talks about
wages paid to laborers and mechanics insuring that they will be paid
the prevailing w age it does not a(ldress itself at all to what many peo-
ple consider to be the major problem facing the construction inhistry
and labor unions today, the exclusion of members of minority groups
and since a large portion of the Fanily Assistance Act participants
%will come from the ranks of minority -roups and since this bill ad-
divs es itself heavily to employment and since the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 Ioes not seem to be all that effective in alleviating
the situation, I feel this bill should be amended by a strongly worded
l)rovision insuring minority )articipation in all constriictioui or reno-
vation work done with Federal moneys sul)plied through this act.

A program, no matter how sound its concepts, is no better thani the
way it is carried out.

I feel that whether you accept my suggestions to strengthen the
child care portion of the bill or pass it as it is presently worded, how it is
administered and how the funds are disbursed will be a critical factor
in determining the success of this bill.

If day care centers are not run to the arents' satisfaction, you will
not have mothers registering for work no matter how severe the
penalties.
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The bill calls for the Secretary of HEW to distribute funds and
leaves it to him to set certain guidelines and policies. The bill should
indicate what agency within HEW should handle the disbursement
of funds and adnii;ister the program. The reason I feel this way is
that the bill should foster certain concepts relating to day care spe-
cifically and child care in general.

I am referring to the new Office of Child Development established
April 1, 1969 to operate Headstart and coordinate other child care
programs.

The Office of Child Development has demonstrated more than any
other Federal agency its willingness to work honestly in close part-
nership and with a feeling of cooperation with parent groups.

I realize this would require hiring additional personnel to SU)ple-
ment the Office of Child Development staff but I feel it is an invest-
ment well worth making.

Besides administration the Office of Child Development should bo
responsible for administrationn of funds. I am also pleased to note

that the bill calls for up to 100 percent Federal funds which would
give the Federal Government complete control in administration.

The funds should then be distributed to local communities who will
set up prime grantee corporations composed of 50 percent parents
(consumers), 25 percent suppliers of service, and 25 percent State
and local officials. This group should get funds to do adequate
planning.

This group would also do any study of needs necessary to insure
proper use of funds.

I would also like to see preference given in funding to groups of the
Family Assistance Act and low-income parents who get together and
incorporate to open their own day care centers. I say this because I
believe that parent involvement is an intricate part of child care pro-
grain success.

I believe any groups to be eligible for Family Assistance Act. child
care funds should have a )arent advisory group.

Another factor that enters into this reasoning is that with the Fed-
eral Government getting more involved in child development we as
a society and you as a legislative body, must decide who will control
the destiny of our children-the Government or the parents.

I strongly feel that the Government should provide the necessary
funds and protection where needed? but the major authoritarian pa-
reital role should and must be retained by the parent.

Parent controlled centers are one way of insuring this.
Another key factor here is what form of payment for child care

service should be employed.
Of the three main ways to accomplish this: Vendor, voucher, and

cash payment to the family, I favor the latter of cash payment to the
family for three reasons:

1. So the child is no way singled out in economically integrated day
care centers.

2. It helps to build respect and independence to the family unit.
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3. It helps to give parents more control over the services they are
purchasing with tile Government's aid.

I would like to see this combined with a limited vendor payment
system. The vendor payment in this case would help new day care
centers who lack the initial capital and who would most likely open
with the capacity number of children to get established.

I would like to end my testimony with the statement that all families
should not be considered the sane and while child care services, for
children over the age of 6 years be desirous, in some cases they may be
harmful. In the cases where a child needs the attention of his mot er,
thus not allowing her to secure full-time employment or training, I
feel that the family should not be penalized and should be allowed all
of the benefits of this act. I believe this bill will be more successful
if it encourages people, by providing good jobs and training, rather
than by penalizing them if they fail to register.

Senator RIBicoFF (presiding). Thank you very much. I'e appreci-
ate your giving us the benefit ofyour views.

The committee will stand adjourned until Monday morning at 10
a.m.

(Whereupon, at 1 :10 p.m., the committee adjourned.)



THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

MONDAY, AUGUST 31, 1970

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CoM31IrTTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 o'clock a.m., in

room 221, New Senate Ofiice Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Long, Harris, Williams of Delaware, Bennett
and Jordan of Idaho.

The CHIAIRMAN. The first witness for this morning is scheduled to
be Mr. Andrew J. Miemiller, director of the department of legislation
for the AFL-CIO. Is Mr. 3iemniller here today?

Mr. FAIR. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Biemiller is home today. He has been
in a hospital all last week, and the doctor has him under orders to
stay there for a while.

The CIAIRN.MAN. I certainly regret that Mr. Biemiller is not here.
However, we could schedule Mr. Biemiller to appear later, or you
could appear in his stead if that is how he would like it.

Mr. FAIR. He has asked that I appear in his stead, Mr. Chairman.
But thank you very kindly. And I will relay the message to him, of
course.

The ChAIRMAN. Would you give your name for the record?

STATEMENT OF CLINTON FAIR, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE,
AFL-CIO; ACCOMPANIED BY BERTRAND SEIDMAN, DIRECTOR,
SOCIAL SECURITY DEPARTMENT, AFL-CI0

Mr. FAIR. Yes, I am Clinton Fair, legislative representative for the
AFL-CIO. And with me is Mr. Bertrand Seidman, who is the direc-
tor of the social security department of the AFL-CIO.

Senator BENxmv. Seidman?
Mr. FAIR. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Seidman. 'Would you mind spelling those names?
Mr. SEIDMAN. My name is spelled, Mr. Chairman, S-e-i-d-m-a-n,

and my first name is Bert.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
What is your name, Mr. Fair ?
Mr. FAIR. Clinton, C-l-i-n-t-o-n.
The CIhAIRMAN. Thanks very much.
We have been operating unaler a 10-minute rule and I would like to

ask you to summarize this statement to come within its 10-minute rule.
(1727)
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Mr. FAIR. The first statement attached there is a reading statement
for the committee. The full statement is attached thereto.

The CIAnMAx. Fine. Then I take it you came with every intention
of staying within the 10 minutes.

Mr. FAIR. Your able counsel wrote a very good telegram.
The Cn ANm.rNx. Yes.
Well, I am sure that your appearance will take a lot longer than

that because members will want to ask you questions, but I think it is a
good example for other witnesses.

If the statements of the AFL-CIO can stay within 10 minutes it
might set an example.

Mr. FAIR. We appreciate this opportunity to appear in support of
tie principles of tie family assistance program. We would however,
hasten to add that there are many features of tle proposal to which
we take vigorous exception.

Following President Nixon's announcement of his program to re-
solve the Nation's welfare and manpower problems, President Meany
stated:

The President has forcefully turned public attention toward a major prob-
lem In America and has established laudable goals for his Administration. This
In Itself merits commendation.

The AFL-CIO Is deeply concerned for those in America who live In poverty
and do not enjoy the nation's general affluence. We have long shared, and vigor-
ously pressed, the view that the nation's existing welfare system is grossly
deflc!ent and In need of comprehensive reform.

The deficiencies of our welfare system have manifested themselves
in various ways. Though nowhere are they adequate, AFDC benefit
payments for a family of four are 5.7 times greater in the highest
State than in the lowest State. There arA as many tests of need as
there are different benefit payment jurisdictions. Almost as if theconfusion were planned, our States have developed intricate and coin-
plicated administrative procedures.

The conscientious social worker is weighted down under an ava-
lanche of paperwork, and although he carries no gun, he is required
to assume the role of the police officer in the protection of the public's
money. One of the most frustrating and discouraging features of all
is that a male worker, employed full time, may be worse off than
his neighbor, working only par time, but receiving welfare.

Indeed, the present system replaces the rational with the irrational,
the rehabilitative with the debilitative and, yes, the nmoral with the
immoral. The system has fallen into disgrace, but let no one conclude
that the solutions are easy. They are certainly not cheap.

1We face a, problem of great magnitude and what appear to be the
rational solutions remain untried. If we are to achieve a sound and
just welfare program, we ought to fix certain goals. First and fore-
most:

(1) Strong assurances that job exploitation of welfare recipients
will not take place;

(2) Adequate cash benefits;
(3) Uniform and reasonable requirements for eligibility;
(4) Efficient and just administration;
(5 Realistic work incentives; and,
(6) Basic equity between &nd among the full-time working poor, the

part-time working poor and the unemployed.
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Before I turn to our specific recommendations, I want to take a
moment to convey to you tle basic approach we in the labor movement
have taken toward this very difficult problem. We recognize and wel-
come the apparent intention of the family assistance l)roposal to bring
about a fail-, humane welfare program w:ith minimum national stand-
ards of administration and payment levels. Unfortunately, the House-
passed bill-and even more, subsequent administration l'roposals for
change-will fall far short of those well-intentioned goals.

The labor movement does not ask for and it does iiot expect perfec-
tion, especially in a bold, new, innovative social program. But neither
will we accept subiectin, the disadvantaged to cruel exploitation as
the price for launch iing t ie new program. We insist on some evidence
that the lofty social goals of welfare reform will be achieved but not
by degradation of the very people whose welfare the program intended
to serve. Without that assurance, Mr. Chairman, the AFL -CIO will be
unable to support the program.

Let me turn them to our specific recommendations. I will only men-
tion those we consider most important,. They are set forth in deail in
our longer statement which I respectfully request be incorporated in
the record of the hearing, as well as the statement of the executive
council of the AFL-CIO appended to it. 

First and foremost, Mr. Chairman, we ask for restoration and
strengthening of the basic protection of welfare recipients who may
be assigned to training and employment under the program. We were
shocked when during floor consideration, the house of Representatives
deleted reference to such fundamental protections, long recognized in
unemployment insurance, as those relating to suitability, health and
safety, physical fitness, prior training and distance from work.

Butt this is not enough. Welfare recipients a,signed to jobs have the
right to a living wage and decent working conditions. Such jobs must
therefore pay at least the prevailing wage or the statutory minimum
wage, whichever is higher, with prevailing standards of hours and
working conditions.

We ask for restoration of the original protections of the bill reported
by the 'Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. Chairman, the labor movement will not buy welfare reforms at
the price of human exploitation. Therefore, without, these minimal pro-
tect ions, we cannot support this bill.

We insist that mandatory work and training programs make nio
sense in a, welfare program if the wrong people are forced into it and
there are no decent jobs for those who finish training. Mandatory train.
ig for nonexistent jobs is plain foolishness.

Mothers should have the right to put their children's welfare first.
Mothers especially those who must be both mother and father to
their children, should not be forced into training or eniplovment if
they feel they are needed at home to care for their children. B3ut they
should have every opportunity to obtain training, followed by decent,
remunerative jobs, if they wish to do so.

WIN has failed because it has failed to provide day care, effective
training, and real jobs at decent, pay, and FAP will fail to unless it
does much better.

M[r. Chairman, we have no confidence that private employers are in
a position to provide nearly enough jobs at decent pay for welfare
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recipients who want them. The only logical answer to this problem is
a large-scale, federally financed and administered public service em-
ployment program which would provide jobs for welfare recipients
and badly needed public service for America's communities.

We commend those members of the committee who have proposed
inclusion of public service employment in the family assistance bill.

Some welfare recipients may obtain private employment, but they
must be in meaningful jobs at decent pay. They must not involve
either direct Federal payments or hidden tax subsidies to employers.
It may be appropriate for the Government to pay for unusual costs
incurred in employment of the severely disadvantaged, such as basic
education and counseling. But there is no reason why the Government,
through wage subsidies or tax credits, should "buy" low-level jobs for
welfare recipients. Public funds should not be used to reimburse em-
ployers for their normal operating expenses. If the jobs are real and
not fictitious the employer should pay the wages. If they are false
jobs, it woulA be self-deteatiig and demeaning to assign welfare re-
cipients to them.

Vitally important as training is for developing skills for the un-
skilled and upgrading skills, it can be abused. Therefore, FAP legis-
lation should imply no authority for training which can be used to
assist in relocating establishmeuits from one area to another or for
entering into arrangements for any training programs in the lower
wage industries where prior skill or training is typicallynot a pro-
requisite to hiring and where labor turnover is high.

Day care is an indispensable requirement for the training and em-
ployment of mothers. But day care facilities and services are woefully
iadequate.

Mr. Chairman, your day-care amendment would be an important
first step in developing the vastly expanded comprehensive day-careprogram which is so desperately needed. lre commend your initiative
and hope your proposal will be included in the final bill.

Decent jobs at decent pay are the road to a better life for the employ-
able people on welfare. But there will still be large numbers who can-
not work and will have to depend entirely upon their family assistance
payments. That is why the AFIP-CIO has long advocated-and we
now reiterate--that minimum welfare payments must be no less than
the poverty level. We, therefore, support the proposals of Senators
Harris, Ribicoff, and Javits for inclusion in the bill of a goal of mini-
mum payments no less than the poverty level. This goal should be
achieved within a very few years. In addition, payment levels should
be adjusted periodically to reflect increases in living costs.

So that there is no question about our position, Mr. Chairman, letme state, that our emphasis on the need of unemployable people for a
decent minimum income does not detract in the slightest from our sup-port for inclusion of the unemployed fathers and the working poor
in the family assistance program.

We also ask that payments to the aged, blind, and disabled beraised immediately to at least the $110 a month in the House-passed
bill and as rapidly as possible to at least the poverty level for all
recipe ients.

The administration has proposed a new program of social services.In the main, we support the proposal. However, the funds are inad-
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equate and the two different matching formulas-90 percent for em-
ployment-related services and 75 :percent for others-should be made
uniform at 90 percent. Since this is a Federal program, largely feder-
ally financed, it must be federally guided.

W'e especially oppose the provision permitting a Governor, with
the approval of the Secretary of Health, Education, and V'elfare, to
divert funds from other health, education, and welfare programs.
While we approve of some measure of flexibility in State programs, we
are opposed to extending such broad authority to two individuals.
Such discretionary authority could eliminate or jeopardize important
programs authorized by the Congress. We, therefore, strongly urge
this committee to reject this provision proposed by the administration.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me turn to some questions relating to
the administration of the program. In its present term, the bill is an
invitation to the utmost administrative confusion. We think there is
only one way out of this morass. The goal must be a single welfare
program with a single payment standard in all jurisdictions and uni-
form nationwide administration. Only Federal administration and
Federal financing can achieve this goal. Therefore, federalization of
the program should be achieved as quickly as possible.

Thousands of State and local government employees are presently
employed in the administration of welfare programs. Many have
devoted a lifetime to such work. We urge your committee to fix af-
firmative guidelines for the Secretary of Ht W when approving con-
tracts transferring the administration of state and local health and
welfare programs to the Federal Government. These guidelines should
include not only job rights but wages, hours, bargaining rights and
other conditions of employment. These workers should not suffer the
loss of any of their rights or benefits because of reorganization.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me re-emphasize our conviction
that there is great and growing need for reforming, recasing and
revitalizing the public welfare program.

But nothing could be worse than to adopt, in the name of reform,
a program that debases those it alleges to help or that will magnify
the injustices, inequities and insufficiencies of the present system-one
that is really no system at all.* Instead, wye need a program that is realistic and workable, that guar-
antees human dignity. The recommendations we have made will
achieve that kind of program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir, Mr. Fair. Please express my re-

gards to Mr. Biemiller ani Mr. Meany. I regret that they cannot be
with us today, but we have the highest regard for both of them, and
I am sure that is true of every member of this committee.

May I say I agree with Mr. Meany's general statement with regard
to President Nixon's proposal. Those two paragraphs you quote on
page 1, I could endorse word for word. I also agree with the majority
leader's statement over the weekend that we should vote on the pro-
posal before we go home, and I find a lot of support for some of the
amendments that I think ought to be in tie bill.

I am pleased that you think one of the amendments ought to be a
proposal I made to provide adequate day care so that these working
mothers can have someone to take care of their children while they
are employed.
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Let me ask you this: With regard to the standards that you favor,
what objection would you have if we simply provided, subject to proper
administration, that those people in the )ow-income brackets receive
the benefit of the money that is available here hopefully in ways that
would not discourage them from accepting employment.

Maybe I could be a little more explicit. If you saw over the week-
end the program I saw about these migrant laborers, which put the
Coca-Cola Co. and the State of Florida in a bad light, you would
agree that those people ought to receive more wages.

Now, I do not know whether we could do it, precisely the way you
would want it, but I would be willing to vote to provide h large amount
of money in some fashion to benefit those people, especially if we are
going to vote it in a way that would not discourage them from con-
tinuing to work.

Now, that might not provide them with as high a level of income
as you might want them to have, but would you feel that you should
still oppose the bill because it does not provide them as high a level of
income as you would like to see them have?

Mr. FAIR. No, sir.
Mr. SEUDMAX. Mr. Chairman, in our statement we have indicated

that we think that it is very important that in the legislation there
should be stated explicitly that the level of payments should rise to the
)overtv level within a few years, and we would reiterate that recoin-

mendation.
We do feel that the $1,600 in the administration bill is not adequate,.

and we would like to see the program start at a hither level, but we
put our preliminary emphasis, as do several of the bills that have been
introduced, on the idea that the level of paynvents should rise to the
poverty level as quickly as possible.

The ChAIRMtAN. Now why should we provide a poverty level income
for able-bodied people who have a job available amid will not iyork?
W"hy should we do that?
f a man is not disposed to work when he has a job available to him,

why should we pa' him for doing nothing?
Mf r. SEIDMAN. :I neglected to answer the other part of your state-

ment, Mr. Chairman, and that is that we are not in favor of including
disincentives to work for people who are employable in the program.

We have stated that we do not think that mothers with children in
their care should be required to work, but we are not opposed to the
idea, as for example, in unemployment insurance that able-bodied
men or women for that matter who do not have children in their care
would be required to seek training and employment. But we do not
think that the mandatory principle should apply to women, to mothers
with children in their caro who, as we said in our statement, have to
be in effect both mother and father to their children.

The CrAnIWMAN. Well, the point I am getting to is that tem wage that
a man receives does not look very big to him if all lie is getting is
about 10 or 20 percent more than he would get by just laying around
and doing nothit.--

On the other hand, if we have a program where an able-bodied per-
son able to work gets nothing unless he is willing to work and thenthe wage he gets is a very significant wage. Wlien ou talk about
a meaningful job, if that job is the difference between eating supper
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at night and not eating supper at night, that could be a very mean-
ingful job. But if you are going to provide him plenty of money to
live on and to get by on anyway, then the job is not vory meanhig-
ful to him.

Do you support tle principle that able-bodied who have a job avail-
able should not have welfare payments available to them so long as
they do not take the jobs that are available?

Mr. SEIDMAN. Yes, sir; we do, provided the job is a suitable job
as defined in the bill as it originally came out of the I-louse 'Ways
and Means Committee.

We do think that such factors as the health of the individual, the
safety of the individual, the distance from work, the level of skills,
and the type of jobs that the individual is able to do, these are the
kinds of things that we think must be taken into consideration in as-
signment to work and, therefore, we favor restoration of these protec-
tions which have long been tested in the unemployment insurance
program.

The ClIAiinrAx. 'Well, now, you favor minimum wages, but I am a
little confused about this: Suppose there is no minimum wage job
available to the man or the woman, as the case may be. I am not going
to be arguing with you about the mothers, I undeistand your position
on that, but let's take a person whose child is of school age and is well
cared for in a day care center. There are signs all over town, "h[elp
Wanted," not mininmm wage jobs perhaps but not hard work, not
a bit harder than the work she is doing in her own home. Why should
she not take that job?

As far as I am concerned, I am willing to subsidize the job, butw why
should we have to commit ourselves to a prevailing wage or a minl-
mum wage and why should the person be privileged to turn down
the job?

Mr. SEIDMAN. Mr. Chairman, the AFL-CIO has taken the posi-
tion, and President Meany has appeared before a committee of the
House of Representatives very recently urging that the minimum
wage be extended to all workers in the United States.

There are presently some 11 million or 12 million workers, I (to
not remember the exact figure, who are not covered by the minimum
wage, and we have strongly urged that all workers should be covered
by the minimum wage.

We do not know what the Congress will do with respect to this
recommendation which AFL-CIO has made.

But with respect to this particular program, we think that people
who are going to be assigned to work under this program should be
assigned to work which will pay them the minimum wage, and tiat
unless this is done it, will not. oniy mean that they will be working in
substandard employment, but it will threaten the opportunity of those
workers not in this program who are working in those jobs to improve
these conditions, their conditions.

The CHIRMAN,. I understand that. You want everybody to make a
minimum wage. But suppose we have a situation, and the best we
can afford without the President vetoing the bill might be to say to
a working man, "Take whatever job you can get and we will make up
half of the difference between that and the minimum wage, the min-
imum wage or the'prevailing wage. If the minimum wage is $1.60 and
you are working for a dollar, we will make up half of it. If the pre'-
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vailing wage is $2 and you are making $1, we will make up half 'of
that.

]In one case it would be 30 cents an hour, let's say, and in the other
case it would be 50 cents an hour. Would that not be a long step in
the right direction to increase the income of thoz.- people?

Mr. SEIDMAN. It might increase the income of those people some-
what, but it would do so, first of all, by subsidizing the employer under
those circumstances and, secondly, those people would still be getting
less than the minimum wage, they would be adding an element of sub-
standard competition for those workers who are already in such jobs
and would be depriving them of an opportunity to raise the stand-
ards, their standards in those jobs.

The CHAIR-MAN. Well, suppose the worker is already in the job.
He. is already in the job. AW we are talking about doing is adding
something to what he makes or increasing his income in the job that
lie is doing right now. What about that?

Mr. SEIDMAN. We made it quite clear, Mr. Chairman, in the state-
nent, and I would like to repeat, that we are in favor of the pro-
visions in the bill and especially as the bill has been suggested for
amendment by certain members of the committee, we are in favor of
the provisions in the bill for payments to the people who are called
the working poor. So that we have no quarrel with that.

Mr. Fair wants to supplement what I am saying.
Mr. FAIR. Senator, let me giv-e you a specific" example. Here is an

Esso gas station in a small to-wn doing $251,000 worth of business.
His employer must pay the minimum wage. But I own a Shell station
across the street and I only do $240,000 worth of business. I do not
have to pay the minimum wage. I am excluded from minimum wage
coverage. And it seems to me if we say we will subsidize the worker at
the Shell station, what we are really doing is giving an unfair coin-
petitive advantage to the Esso station who is doing the $250,000 worth
of business. The inequities will continue in this system, the same will
be applied to agriculture.

The farmer who has a farm, who has 500 man-days in his peak
quarter, has to pay the minimum wage now but if it is a farmer just
below that level the 500 man-days in the peak quarter, he does iiot
have to pay the minimum wage.

So I am afraid without putting in the minimum wage, what we do
is create great inequities among the employers in that situation. That
is one thing that worries us.

The CHAIRMAN. You have answered my questions. Thank you.
Senator Williams?
Senator Bennett?
Senator BENNTrr. I am just left with one little confusion.
On page 5 of your statement you say, "We support the proposals of

Senators Harris, Ribicoff, and Javits for inclusion in the bill of the
goal of minimum payments no less than the poverty level. This goal
should be achieved within a very few years."

So I took from that that you realized that it would take a little
time for this to work through the economic system.

The minimum wage and the poverty level are not too far apart. So
is this a contradiction in your testimony or are you saying that in
spite of the fact that you are willing to allow a few years to bring
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this up to standard, you actually do not want anybody to get less than
the minimum wa e from the first day?

Mr. SEIDMAN. senator, our position on this is that here we are talk-
ing about the minimum leel of pa yments for anybody who is eligible
to receive such payments under this program. 'heso may be people
who do not work at all, who are unemployable, who are mothers with
children in their care or others who are unemployable for other
reasons.

We are saying on the other hand, if there are employable people
who are assigned to jobs undr- this program, that they should be as-
signed to jobs which pay at least the minimum wage or the prevailing
wage, whichever is higher.

We are saying that the goal of the minimum payments should be no
less than the poverty level, and we recognize that it may take a few
years to reach that, and there would be for anybody under the pro-
gram, working or not working, but for those who are working we think
they should be assigned only to jobs that pay the minimum wage.

senator B E.Nirr. In other words, if the people cannot earn the
minium wage, they should stay on relief until they can?

Mr. SEIDMAN. No; we are saying that people should be assigned to
jobs that do pay the minimum wage. We do not think that this will
come only under private employment and, therefore, we are recoin-
mending, as a matter of fact, we are supporting, the efforts which are
being made in several of the amendments which have been introduced
on the bill, to establish a public service employment program for peo-
ple coming into this program.

Senator BEN-m-r. I understand that. But are you not saying if thee
people cannot be given the minimum wage immediately, they should
stay on welfare until the minimum wage is available? They have no
other alternative. You will not let them work for less than the mini-
ium wage.

Mr. SEIDMAN. We aro asking that jobs be made available to themthat do pay the minimum wage by private employment if possible,
if not through public service employment. And we think that there are
many, many jobs that need to be done in this country, in schools, in
hospitals, in various health facilities, in libraries of al kinds that
would make it possible for these people to work at jobs which are
meaningful, which are needed, and which would pay the minimum
wage, and we are supporting, as you know, manpower legislation which
would create such a program, as well as the amendments which have
been introduced to this bill which move in that direction.

Senator BENiNr-. I have no other questions.
The CHAIRMA,. Senator Harris?
Senator HARRIS.. First I should say I am very pleased and impressed

with your testimony, you have pointed out some deficiencies in this
bill which I a,:! others on the committee have also talked about.

What we ,, e talking about right now is the matter of side effects.
I recall that when DDT first come out, it was thought to be such a
marvelous thing for the farmer in particular, and now we have learned
to our great sorrow that it had all sorts of other side effects that we
had not considered. It seems to me that is what we are going to have to
concern ourselves with in this bill, when we move into a massive re-
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quirement for people to take jobs without some requirement about what
what solt of jobs they are.

There are millions of people now working full time who do not come
up to the poverty level, and I presume we would all pretty much agree
that the best poverty program for them would be to see that they were
paid better.

Now, if that is true, would we tend in that direction or against that
direction by requiring people to go to work with no requirement about
what level of payment they would receive?

What would that tend to do to wages gen rally, if anything?
Mr. FAIR. It freezes them at the level at which they presently are,

in those employments which are already the lowest wage employment
in the comtry. And what we are really saying to them if they must
take work, and we are not objecting to the "must take work" for those
who are able and available for it, we are just simply saying we should
not in those areas not covered by minimum wages freeze wages at
that low level. That is exactly what we will do to the gas station which
I used as an example. W will freeze the wage at $1.10. By sub-
sidizing his worker, who will then go up to the poverty level, wie will
freeze that wage and there will be no incentive to go up above it.

That is the problem that worries me about it and that is partly,
this is the same problem that is worrying Senator Bennett, only I think
we are looking at. it slightly differently but I think that will be the
factor and the end result is, we will freeze those wages low.

Senator HtAR1m. And wind up, of course, defeating our purpose by
holding mort people below the poverty level because their wages are
so low that even though working full time, they do not get above it.

Mr. FAIR. Even as the bill is written, it is my guess, and I do not
know where you can get the figures to prove it, 'if this country would
go to a $2 minimum wage in all employment, this would reduce costs
anywhere from $500 million or more per year.

Now it is a guess and you cannot get the figures. But you take and
work out the formula and put the 1.5 million who aro now fully
employed and then add to it 7.8 million persons, and you will get a
tremendous amount of difference in what this bill's costs would be
reduced.

Senator HARIms. Let me ask you one further question that is related.
Some people, I understand, have suggested that as an alternative

to this welfare asistance for ,the working poor, we enact, aside from
subsidization during a training period or anything like that, a work
subsidy, a subsidy that would go to the employer to make up the dif-
ference between is wages and what was considered a decent standard
of living.

Such a provision would have the effect of freezing wages, would
it not?

Mr. FAIR. Yes.
Mr. SEIDUAN. Yes; we would strongly oppose that kind of a pro-

vision. We think that there may be certain additional expenses tht
employers might have in training or counseling and that kind of
thing which, for example, are recognized under the jobs program, in
the OJT program, and other programs which we now have, and we
see no harm in paying employers for their actual additional expenses.
But we would not favor paying the employers as a kind of a subsidy



1737

which in effect would mean that they would be relieved of paying a
decent wage for the job.

Mr. RI. Also, under present law, you would then run into iimne-
diately the Fair Labor Standards Act. and put competing employers
in very serious competitive positions. You take the emplo)er of over
the 250000, it is motel, hotel, restaurants, groceries, all of those who
are under that would get a competitive advantage to those who were
larger, and I am not talking about chains alone, because this al)l)lies
to chains as well you see, the A. & P. store which is doing les than
250,000 or the Safeway or whatever it, is, is not under fair labor stand-
ards, while the store doing above that is. Not only would wage levels
be frozen, but also an unfair competitive advantage would result.

Senator HARRIS. Thank you very much.
Senator BE,% N rr. Mr. Chairman, may I have one more question?
On page 1, you make what is, I think, a statement -thich is ery true,

that the AFLO benefit payments for a family of four are 5.7 times
greater in the highest"State than in the lowest State. Then on page 6
of your statement you say the goal must be a single welfare program
with a single payment standard and uniform national administration.

Are you recommending the payments in the low State be raised on
the equivalent of those in the highest State or that we try to seek some
median and cut back the highest State in order to achieve a single
standard?

Mr. SEIDM1ANT. Senator, we are recommending that the minimum
payment for which the Federal Government shall make the entire pay-
met-that is, the 100-percent payment--should be higher than it is now
in the bill and should rise to the poverty level as soon as possible. Even
at that level there may be some States which would supplement the
payments so that you would not get complete equality, but you would-
but we are recommending that the Federal payment should be at the
poverty level within a very few years and what States do above that
would be for them to determine.

Senator BENET. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAMMmAN. Senator JordanI
Senator JoRDAN. I would like to explore that a little further. We all

realize that the low State supplement is under $50 for a family of four
and the highest State supplement is $265 for a family of four.

Now you are recommending that the goal must be a single welfare
program with a single payment standard and uniform nationwide
administration.

Are you talking about nationalizatier of the welfare program?
Mr. SEIDM1AN. Yes, sir; we are talk.Ag about what we would call

federalization of the welfare program.
Senator JORDA. A single standard throughout even though the cost

of living in the lowest supplemental State which is presently under
$50 might be 70 or 80 percent as the cost of living in the highest supple-
mented State at $265 a month, you would recommend a single standard
applied universally with an even amount to every State in the Union?

Mr. SEIDMANT,. We would recommend a single standard which would
not necessarily be at the same level, but we would expect that if con-
sideration such as the cost of living were to be taken into account,
they would be taken into count accurately and realistically, and the

44-527-70-pt. 3-30
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figures seem to show that the difference in the cost of, actual cost of
living for poor people from one State to another is not very great,
and is nowhere near as great as the ratio, for example, of 5.7 to 1.
It is on the order of maybe 10 or 15 percent at most.

Senator JORDAN. Yes. But you would recommend that a factor for
that be woven into the general application of the statute?

Mr. SEIDMAN. Right.
We would say that this is a factor which might be taken into account

and which would not detract from the basic principle of a single Fed-
eral program with Federal standards.

Senator JORDAN. Mr. Fair, one of you said $1,600 was not enough
to start; what is adequate, what would be a fair figure to start in
lieu of the $1,600 that you do not like?

Mr. SIDMA,. The figure that we would recommend to start with,
as our executive council stated last February, is in the bill which has
been introduced by Senator Harris, which begins as-I recall at $2,400
for a family of four, and this is the figure that. we would like to see
in the bill as the starting figure rising to the poverty level about as
the bill introduced by Senator Harris does.

Senator JORDAN. You are pretty much in accord with the provisions
of the Harris-suggested bill?

Mr. SErDrI[N,. Yes, sir.
Our executive council stated as long ago as last February when

Senator Harris introduced his bill, that that came closest to meeting
the principles which they then stated in their statement.

Senator JORDAN. That is all I have. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much gentlemen. 1o appreciate

your statement and we will nIClude your full statement.
Mr. FAIR. Mr. Chairman, thank you and the gentlemen of the

committee.
(Mr. Fair's )repared statement and communications received from

locals 600-601 of the International Ladie,, Garment Workers Union,
and the Amalgamated Clothl ng Workers follows:)
SUMMARY OF AFL-CIO RECOMMENDATIONS AS SUBMITTED IN STATEMENT BY CLIN-

TON FAIR, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AFL-CIO

I. LABOR STANDARDS

A. Restore the provisions in the bill as reported by. the House Ways and Means
Committee which required that in assigning family assistance recipients to jobs,
the Secretary of Labor take into consideration, suitability, the degree of risk
to the individual's health and safety, his physical fitness for the work, prior
training, length of unemployment and distance from work.

Without such provision, we would be unable to support the bill.
B. Provide, in addition to the above that (1) the wages payable for such job

are at a rate equal to whichever of the following is the higher: (a) the rate
prevailing for similar work in the locality, or (b) the minimum hourly rate
established by section 6(a) (1) of the Fair &Lbor Standards Act; (2) the hours
or working conditions on such Job are as favorable as those prevailing for com-
parable work in the locality.

0. We are opposed to the use of either direct Federal payments or hidden
tax subsidies to employers of welfare recipients.

It. MANDATORyr BFUIREMZNT

A. WIN experience shows no need for compulsion because it has not provided
nearly enough training opportunities or jobs even for volunteers.
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B. Mothers with children In their care should not be forced into training or
employment if they feel they are needed at home to care for their children. But
they should have the opportunity to obtain training, followed by decent re-
munerative jobs, if they wish to do so.

II. NEED FOR PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

A. The WIN experience has shown that the private sector has not made any-
where near enough decent jobs available to public assistance recipients who are
anxious to obtain them.

B. Manpower training Is not enough. While we believe in the Importance and
necessity of training in helping the disadvantaged to achieve self-reliance,
training in and of itself is not a job. It would compound the problem to give
training Vnd hope to the disadvantaged and then throw them back into the morass
from which they came.

0. A national economy that is growing rapidly enough to provide job oppor-
tunities for all persons who are able to work and seeking employment is basic
to solving the problems of poverty in America's work-oriented society. Under
such conditions-linked with an expanded manpower training program-the
vast majority of workers will be employed in the normal channels of private and
public employment.

D, A large-scale federally financed public-service employment program Is the
only logical answer for those who remain unemployed or underemployed. Such
a program, linked with training and guidance as may be needed, should make
it possible for workers to move up the career ladder.

IV. DAY CARE

A. Money to pay for the operation of day care services and a mechanism to
get the money to build a sufficient number of day care facilities are essential.
Otherwise day care services will continue to be a myth.

B. Barriers, which range from very complicated State plan requirements, strict
State and local licensing laws and Federal requirements, have created a set of
obstacles so great as to make the establishment of day care facilities all but
impossible in many communities.

C. We support the very constructive and comprehensive provisions of the Day
Care bill introduced by the Chairman of the Committee, which would provide
both the financial incentive and the means to eliminate some of the barriers
preventing development of day care centers.

V. ADEQUACY OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

A. We have long supported and repeatedly asked for a welfare program pro-
viding a Federal minimum payment at no less than the poverty level. The pro-
posed legislation would freeze into law a level providing $8.00 a week-less than
the present national average payment of $10.00.

B. The bill should provide for a goal of minimum payments at no less than
the poverty level to be achieved within three or four years. The urgency of
early achievement of this goal has been recognized in the bills introduced by
Senators Harris, Riblcoff and Javits.

C. In addition, the bill should provide that periodic adjustments in payment
levels be made to reflect cost of living increases.

VI. OTHER GROUPS

A. We support inclusion of unemployed fathers and the working poor in the
Family Assistance program.

B. We ask that payments to the aged, blind and disabled be raised immediately
to at least $110 a month and as rapidly as possible to at least the poverty level
for all recipients.

VII. ADMINISTRATION

A. We support a single welfare program with a single standard of minimum
payments and uniform nationwide administration. Only Federal administration
and Federal financing can achieve this goal. Therefore, federalization of the
program should be achieved as quickly as possible.

B. Toward this end, we provide for periodic Increases in the Federal portion of
payments so they read 100 percent by at least 1976.
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vMr. EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

A. Thousands of State and local government employees are presently em-
ployed in the administration of welfare programs. Many have devoted a life-
time to such work. We urge your Committee to fix affirmative guidelines for
the Secretary of IEW when approving contracts transferring the administra-
tion of State and local health and welfare programs to the Federal government.
These guidelines should include not only job rights but wages, hours, bargaining
rights where applicable and other conditions of employment.

IX. TRAINING

A. AP legislation should imply no authority for training which can be used
to assist in relocating establishments from one area to another or for entering
into arrangements for any training programs in the lower wage industries
where prior skill or training is typically not a prerequisite to hiring and where
labor turnover is high.

STATEMENT BY CLINTON FAIR, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIvE, AMERICAN FEDERATION
OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF. INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to appear in support of the
principles of the Family Assistance program. We would, however, hasten to add
that there are many features of the proposal to which we take vigorous
exception.

Following President Nixon's announcement of his program to resolve the
nation's welfare and manpower problems, President Meany stated:

"The President has forcefully turned public attention toward a major prob-
lem in America and has established laudable goals for his Administration. This
in itself merits commendation.

"The AFL-CIO is deeply concerned for those in America who live in poverty
and do not enjoy the nation's general affluence. We have long shared, and
vigorously pressed, the view that the nation's existing welfare system is grossly
deficient and in need of comprehensive reform."

The deficiencies of our welfare system have manifested themselves in varlouls
ways. Though nowhere are they adequate, AFDO benefit payments for a family
of four are 5.7 times greater In the highest State than in the lowest State. There
are as msny tests of need as there are different benefit payment jurisdictions.
Almost as if the confusion were planned, our States have developed intricate
and complicated administrative procedures. The conscientious social worker is
weighted down under an avalanche of paper work; and although he carries no
gun, he is required to assume the role of the police officer in the protection of
the public's money. One of the most frustrating and discouraging features of
all is that a male worker, employed full-time may be worse off than his neighbor,
working only part-time but receiving welfare.

If, indeed, our goal should he a father in every home, then as Secretary
Richardson said, "Our current welfare law ciparly discriminates against those
intact families who are making substantial effort to work themselves out of
poverty."

Indeed, the present system replaces the rational with the irrational, the
rehabilitative with the debilitative, and, yes, the moral with the immoral. The
system has fallen into disgrace, but let no one conclude that the solutions are
easy. They are certainly not cheap.

W1e face a problem of great magnitude and what appears to be the rational
solutions remain untried. If we are to achieve a sound and just welfare pro-
gram, we ought to fix certain goals for our program. First and foremost: (1)
strong assurances that exploitation of welfare recipient. will not take place;
(2) adequate cash benefits; (3) uniform and reasonable requirements for eligi-
bility; (4) efficient and just administration; (5) realistic work incentives; (6)
basic equity between and among the full-time working poor, the part-time work-
ing poor and the unemployed.

LABOR STANDARDS

We were shocked when the House of Representatives, during consldtratihn
of the Bill as first reported by the Committee on Ways and Means, dleted-the
requirement that the Secretary of Labor take into consideration the degree of
risk to the Individual's health and safety, suitability, his physical fitness for the
work, prior training, length of unemployment and distance from work When
referring a family assistance recipient to a Job.
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The lack of protection for ixelfnre recipients-protections, which have long
been extended to workers under unemployment compensation-evidences a cal-
lous disregard of the welfare and dignity of persons who will have to depend
on family assistance.

Our goal is clear, namely, to get people who are able and available into jobs.
But equally clear Is the need for protection from exploitation. The Congress has
for more than 30 years recognized the need to protect unemployment insurance
recipients from exploitation. These safeguards are clearly declined in law. To
omit these safeguards for the family assistance recipients is the clearest form
of injustice.

These protections should be further strengthened by providing that a person
who is referred to a job must be covered by the following protections: (1) that
the wages payable for such job are at a rate not less than whichever of the
following Is the higher: (a) the rate prevailing for similar work in the locality,
or (b) the minimum hourly rate established by section 6(a) (1) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act; (2) that the hours or working conditions on such job
are not less favorable than those prevailing for comparable work In the locality.

Without such minimal protection the AFL-CIO would be unable to support
this bill. Therefore, we urge that they be written into the bill.

MANDATORY REQUIREMENT

The bill would continue mandatory work and training programs for welfare
recipients. Whatever had been the hopes or expectations for WIN, its experience
clearly indicates that it has been able to find jobs for only a fraction of those
who have volunteered for the program. Its basic defect appears to be carried
over In the Family Assistance Program for it too has no guarantee of meaningful
Jobs at decent pay for those who finish the training required. Both WIN and
now PAP are based on a quicksand of assumptions that are completely contrary
to the bard facts.

How can people be compelled to take jobs that aren't available, or take train-
ing programs that aren't yet functioning, or put their children in day care centers
that haven't been built? A realistic program should provide people with ade-
qurfte education, provide upgrading training where needed for the underenl-
ployed, make jobs available which pay at least the statutory minimum wage,
make day care centers available for children of mothers who want to work and
make decent health care available to everyone. But In no case should mothers
with children In their care be forced out of the home Into training or employment,
although such opportunities on a voluntary basis should certainly be available
to them.

NEED FOR LARGE-SCALE PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

The real guts of this program-and the only way employable people now re-
ceiving assistance can improve their lot-is through Jobs. In the present high un-
employment this Is, to say the Jeast, not an encouraging solution. Requiring
people on public assistance to go to work is not a new thing-all State and local
welfare programs require employable people to take available employment, as
has the WIN program. The experience with these prograntu has told us -everal
things.

One Is the obvious need to make Jobs available to people at the end of any
training. The WIN experience hns shown the inability of the private sector to
make available enough decent jobs to those public assistance recipients who are
anxious to obtain them. As long as the Federal government continues to rely
only on the private sector to find jobs for everyone, including the hard (ore uin-
employed, the welfare rolls will continue to grow.

There are those who believe the answer lies solely In manpower training.
While we believe in the importance and necessity of training to help tile dis-
advantaged to achieve self-reliance, training In and of itst1f is not enough.
It would compound the problem to give training and hope to the disadvantaged
and then throw them back Into the morass from which they came. This is what
has happened under the WIN program. We must not make this mistake again.

A national economy that is growing rapidly enough to provide Job oppor-
tunities for all persons who are able to work and seeking employment Is basic
to solving the problems of poverty In America's work-oriented society. With an
expanded manpower training program, the vast majority of workers would then
be employed In the normal channels of private and public employment.

For those who remain unemployed or underemployed, a large-scale federally
financed public-service employment program Is the only sound answer. Such a
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program would not only create Jobs but it would provide urgently needed public
services in hospitals, schools, parks, recreation centers and other public and
private non-profit facilities. When linked with training and guidance, a public
service program should make It possible for workers to move up the career ladder.
We wish to commend the several members of this Committee who have intro-
duced amendments to make public service employment an important feature of
the Family Assistance Program.

DIRF r FEDERAL PAYMENT TO EMPLOYERS AND HIDDEN TAX CREDITS

The thrust of the training activities is often aimed at "buying" low-wage jobs
for workers who would have been able to obtain those jobs In any event. And
the "success" in this effort to "buy" jobs has led to a steady stream of proposals
which would have the government subsidize employers by either direct Federal
payments or bidden subsidies in order to place unemployed workers into low-
level Jobs which do not require much training. There is no reason why the gov-
ernment should pick up these costs. It may be appropriate for the government
to pay for unusual costs incurred in connection with the employment of those
who are severely disadvantaged-the kind of costs which might be involved in
connection with a wide range of supportive services, such as health, basic edu-
cation and counseling.

'There is abundant evidence that a glaring weakness in the present on-the-job
training programs is exactly in this area-in the lack of supportive services.
And since many of the jobs that are involved require only minimal occupational
training---even for those with relatively little education-it is only reasonable to
conclude that such programs are manpower programs in name only.

Public funds should not be used to reimburse employers for costs which previ-
ously had been considered a normal operating expense. There is a very real need
to strengthen a wide variety of supportive services in order to move the severely
disadvantaged into the job market successfully. Reimbursement to employers
should be made only for what might be regarded as unusual expenses connected
with hiring the disadvantaged, and only in cases where the worker is certified by
a public agency-in accordance with criteria developed by the Department of
Labor-as requiring such services to be employable.

Everyone agrees that day care Is an indispensable adjunct to the employment
and training of mothers-many of whom have demonstrated a desire to obtain
decent-paying jobs. This Committee, the Congress, the present Administration
and the past Administration have attempted to provide the mechanism and the
means to achieve such care. Yet despite the undisputed need for vastly expanded
day care services, only 94,000 children in the United States are receiving day
care this year, and most of these are being cared for in someone elve's home.
The Administration's budget justiflcatoin for fiscal 1971 state.j that almost half
of the mothers registered in WIN will be unable to accept trr ning because of an
absence of day care.

DAY OARE

The Bill would provide day caie for 450,000 children at a cost of $858 a year per
child. Assuming, which we do not, that facilities can somehow be found in the
very near future for this number of children, we would question the quality of
day care which will be provided in light of IIEW's estimated cost of day care be-
ing $2,000 a year. Moreover, even if this were accomplished, it would free a mere
150,000 mothers for training and employment.

Just as important as the money to pay for the operation of day are services is
providing a mechanism to get the money to build a sufficient number of day care
facilities. Consequently, day care services will continue to be unavailable.

We in the labor movement have been very close to many of the people who
are potential users of day care. We hear daily of the frustrations of working
people, who with more political influence, sophisticated assistance and money at
their dispo.ad than many of the poor, have nevertheless been unable to get
needed day care.

Barriers which range from very complicated State plan requirements, strict
State and local licensing laws and Federal requirements, have blilt a set of
hurdles so high that they make the establishment of day came facilities all but
impossible in many communities. The provisions contained In the very con-
structive and comprehensive Day Care bill which you have Introduced, Mr. Chair-
wan, would provide both the financial incentive and the elimination of some
of the barriers preventing development of day care centers.
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S. 4101 would establish a new Federal Child Care Corporation. Its function
would be to make child care services available throughout the Nation. We
applaud this new and innovative approach. We support the self-funding mecha-
nism. S. 4101 fixes sound national standards which will provide adequate space,
staffing, health and safety requirements, yet avoids the overly rigid requirements
which have served as a barrier to obtaining day care.

If the guts of the workfare program Is work, it must be recognized that a vital
prerequisite Is day care, and this can best be accomplished by adoption of S.
4101. Unless the commitment to the need for day care is coupled with an effec-
tive means to make it available, thousands of mothers who want training and
employment will continue to be denied the opportunity to obtain it. For mothers,
day care is literally the key to jobs. Therefore, we urge the Committee report
favorably the provisions of S. 4101.

ADEQUACY OF PAYMENTS

The new Family AsslFtatice Program must provide both adequate payments
to unemployable people who can't work and adequate work incentives to those
who can. The statement of the Executive Council of the AFL--CIO on Welfare
Reform (attached to our statement) stressed these twin zoals as follows:

"The AFL-CIO long opposed the former practice of reducing dollar-for-dollar
payments to welfare recipients who were able to obtain Jobs. We therefore
welcomed the 1967 amendment which, though inadequately, instituted for the
first time Federal participation in financing of work incentive payments. But
incentives for those who can obtain jobs must not be used as an excuse to hold
at subpoverty levels incomes of welfare recipients who cannot work. The pro-
posals in S. 3433 would implement both concepts by improved work incentives
for those who can work and benefit payments at not less than the poverty level
to recipients who cannot work."

The AFL-CIO has long supported and repeatedly asked for a welfare program
providing a Federal minimum payment at no less than the poverty level. This bill
would freeze into law a level providing $&00 a week per recipient-less than
the present national average payment of $10.00.

When we testified in the House, this meager payment would have benefited
people in only 10 States. Now it would bknefit only those in 7 States, and in
two of these by only $2.00 a month. While we recognize that the Congress may
not find it feasible to achieve adequate payments immediately, the Bill should
provide minimum payments at no less than the poverty level to be achieved
within three or four years.

In addition, the bill should provide for periodic adjustments in payment levels
to reflect cost (f living increases. The family assistance payment decreases
monthly in terms of purchasing power. The $8.00 weekly payment is already
down to approximately $7.60 in purchasing power.

When the Administration resumed its testimony on I.R. 16311, the Chairman
pointed out several provisions in the amendments offered by the Administration
adversely affecting the adequacy of payments provided the Ilouse-pas.ed bill. One
provision is the limitation placed on welfare payments in 22 States. In these
States today, the welfare plan provides payments of less than the full need as
defined in their statutes. The House bill protects welfare recipients in these States
by assuring them that they will receive as much in welfare under the bill
as they would under present law. Under the Administration's revision. however,
the Secretary would set State welfare payments based on the level paid a family
with no income. Thousands of welfare recipients could 1e cut off the rolls, and
many thousands more could find their welfare Iayments reduced substantially.

The second major cutback proposed by the Administration is the treatment of
the unemployed parent program. Whereas the House bill mandated that all
States provide thI now optional Program, the Administration's proposal would
eliminate Federal support in the 23 States where it now exists.

The Administration has assured welfare recipients that no one would be
worse off than he presently is as a result of passage of time Family Assistance
Plan. These two provisions should be restored.

ADMINISTRATION

H.R. 16311 provides that the Secretary of Health, FAucation and Welfare
May enter into an agreement with a State to administer in whole or in part
(1) its supplemental cash benefits to (a) families with dependent children and
(b) persons in the adult categories; (2) its determination of eligibility for
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medical assistance; (3) the distribution of its surplus food commodities, and
(4) Its food stamp program.

The Secretary may administer PAP or the Secretary may enter into an agree-
ment whereby the State will administer the PAP program.

The various possibilities are almost unlimited.
This is a hodgepodge which is bound to lead to administrative confusion

with the likely victims being those whom the program is intended to benefit.
On June 10 the White House Issued a statement by the President on Welfare

Reform.
In part the "Statement" reads as follows:
"Past programs to aid the poor have failed. They have degraded the poor,

and defrauded the taxpayer. The Family Assistance Plan represents the most
comprehensive and far reaching effort to reform social welfare In nearly four
decades.

"BASIC PRINGfPTXES"

"Administrative efficiency to earn the trust of the taxpayer.

"OTHER MAJOR CHANGES"

"'Reducing areas of administrative discretion.'"
These are part of the President's objectives. We think they can be achieved

only (1) If we remove the present Inequities in benefits and eligibility and
(2) bring about more nearly uniform and efficient administration.
The "past programs to aid the poor have failed." They were state and

local programs. The time for federalization has come. It should be achieved
as rapidly as administratively practicable.

FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT TO THE STATES

The bill now provides a Federal payment of 30% of the amount paid above
the $1600 Federal payment to those States providing supplemental benefits to
families with dependent children. We support a full Federal program and
urge this be done by providing periodic increases in the Federal portion of
payments until they reach 100% by at least 1976.

UNEARNED INCOME

The Administration has proposed reducing dollar for dollar the amount a
recipient can keep from unearned income, such as unemployment Insurance,
social security benefits and support payments. We feel that people who have
earned the right to such payments should receive the benefits from them. We
urge that at the very least the 50% disregard allowed in the House-passed bill
should be restored.

SOCIAL SERVICES

The AFI1 -CIO endorses many of the concepts spelled out by the Administra-
tion in the proposed Title XX. We applaud the basic directions of first, a non-
categorical service system and second, the separation of payments and serv-
ices. Both of these principles are extremely significant and will set a solid
groundwork for A new service system. However, there are some provisions of
this proposed program which we cannot support.

Oiir first concern Is the inadequate amounts authorized for appropriation. This
represents a cutback in the Federal commitment to child care programs, as well
as other social services. This cutback comes, paradoxically enough, at a time when
the President himself has stressed early childhood programs and comes accom-
panied by a mandate to States to Improve and expand their service programs
to provide a "balance" of services. Few communities can afford to provide an
adequate level of social services without sufficient Federal financial support.

The supportive services, those services rendered to support work and training
activities would get 90% Federal matching, while other services to Individuals
and families will receive only 75% Federal matching. This disparity in Federal
matcheng levels will certainly encourage States to move as fully as possible to
provide work supported activities. We are not In any way opposed to this, but
we are concerned that this emphasis may be at the expense of many other serv-
ices needed, especially In such areas as voluntary family planning, homemaker
services and other services related to family life. We urge that the 90% Federal
matching apply to all programs under this bill.
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Whereas the payments portion of the Family Assistance Act moves in the
direction of a Federal program, the services amendment Is a move in the op-
posite diretion. We oppose the Federal government giving total oversight of
programs that are supported by 90 percent Federal funds to the States. We are
aware that individual services cannot be administered from Washington-but
feel strongly that guidelines and priorities must be set on a national level.

As proposed by the Administration, see. 2020, Title XX, would provide that
Governors of States may submit a consolidated health, education and welfare
plan to the Secretary of Health, Fucatlon, and Welfare; and, If the plan is ap-
proved, that with the exception of the Medicaid program or the cash assistance
payments of the PAP program and the adult categories program, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Wefiare may cut any funds allocated to a state either
for education, for health, or for welfare twenty percent and agree to expand any
particular program to a maximum of 150 percent.

While we approve of some measure of flexibility in state programs, we are
opposed to extending such broad authority to two Individuals. We feel that to
grant such broad authority to transfer funds within the overall health, educa-
tion, and welfare program is not In the national Interest. We believe that the
Executive and Legislative branches of the Federal government are in a better
position to determine national priorities. In order to prevent the erosion of na-
tional priorities established by the Congress and the President, we urge the Com-
mittee to reject this provision proposed by the Administration.

EMPLOYEE SECURITY

Thousands of state and local government employees are presently employed in
the administration of welfare programs. Many have devoted a lifetime to such
work.

Because H.R. 16311 provides that the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare may contract with the states to administer not only their cash pro-
grams but also medicaid eligibility distribution of surplus foods, and food
stamps, it seems only fair and just that those employees who now administer
these health and welfare programs to the needy be protected In their condliiMoas
of employment.

We, therefore, urge your Committee to fix affirmative guidelines for the Secre-
tary of HEW when approving contracts transferring the administration of state
and local health and welfare programs to the Federal government.

We think fair and just guidelines for the Secretary would include not only
job rights but wages, hours, bargaining rights where they exist and other condi-
tions of employment.

We recognize the wide variation among the states with regard to wages,
hours and bargaining rights and other conditions of employment for their em-
ployees. Therefore, it will be necessary to give the Secretary broad discretionary
powers In negotiating this area of the contract; however, we feel that the (on-
gress should not abdicate its responsibility to Indicate clearly Its intent that
state and local employees, when transferred, Fhall have rights no less than
those they previously enjoyed.

TRAININO

Vitally important as training Is for developing skills for the unskilled and
upgrading skills, it can be abused. Therefore, PAP legislation should imply no
authority for training which can be used to assist In relocating establishments
from one area to another or for entering Into arrangements for any training
programs in the lower wage Industries where prior skill or training Is typically
not a perequisite to hiring and where labor turnover is high. On the other hand
we do not think that such a limitation on relocations should prohibit assistance
to a business enterprise Iii founding a new branch if the Secretary of Labor
should find that such assistance would not result in an Increase In unemploy.
ment In the area of original location, unless he had reason to believe that such
branch was being established with the Intention of closing down Its operations
in the area of original location or in any other area where it conducted such
operations.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me reemphasize our conviction that there
Is great and growing need for reforming, recasting and revitalizing the Public
Welfare Program.

But nothing could be worse than to adopt, In the name of reform, a program
that e,.bases those it alleges to help or that will magnify the injustices,
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Inequities and Insufficiencies of the present system--one that Is really no system
at all.

Instead, we need a program that Is realistic and workable, that' guarantees
human dignity. We believe the recommendations we have made will achieve
that kind of program.

STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE COUNCIL ON WELFARE REFORM, BAL
IARnOUR, FLA., FEBRUARY 23, 1970

The Administration's proposal for welfare reform, though manifestly Inade-
quate, has had the merit of focusing public attention on the glaring deficiencies
of the present welfare system. The Administration should be credited for recog-
nizIng the need for a Federal minimum floor under what are often pitifully
meager welfare payments and Federal eligibility standards, improvements the
AFL-CIO has long advocated. It has also proposed an income floor of $90 a
month for public assistance recipients who are aged, disabled and blind, the
so-called "adult categories." But the level of payments proposed by the Admin-
Istration for families with children, $1600 for a family of four, Is grossly inade-
quate and other features of Its plan are equally unacceptable.

It Is essential that the whole area of public welfare be put In its proper per-
spective. No conceivable reform of welfare can solve all of America's domestic
and social Ills. Indeed, to pretend It can, makes correction of these Ills Impos-
sible. Public welfare cannot assume the responsibility of providing education,
health, Jobs, housing and legal services, or eradicating racial discrimination, or
supplying many other unfilled social needs. In fact, public welfare exists In part
because of the failures In other areas to meet human needs.

Public welfare should have one basic purpose-to get cash Into the hands of
those unable to provide for themselves. Therefore there Is just one valid criterion
for both eligibility and the payment amount: need. But that need must be
assessed realistically and humanely so that people forced to depend on public
welfare can live In decency, as measured by acceptable standards In today's
America.

The AFI-1CO long opl.osed the former practice of reducing dollar-for-dollar
palyments to welfare recli ients who were able to obtain jobs. We therefore
welcomed the 1967 amendment which, though Inadequately, Instituted for the
first time federal participation In financing of work incentive payments But
incentives for those who can obtain jobs must not be used as an excuse to hold
at sub-poverty levels Incomes of welfare recipients who cannot work. The pro-
posals in S. 3433 would Implement both concepts by Improved work Incentives
for those who can work and Lvnefit payments at no less than the poverty level
to recipients who cannot work.

The AFI-CIO Is convinced that if public welfare Is to adequately meet the
need of poor Americans, It must be a federal welfare program, with adequate
payments based on the sole criterion of need, and with federal financing and
administration of welfare costs. In order that all needy people will be treated
alike, it must eliminate the existing artificial categories which have resulted
In Inequitable treatment of some needy people and complete denial of assistance
to others.

The Administration's proposal of a Federal minimum payment of $1600 for
a family of four would leave welfare recipients receiving It, mired far below
the poverty line. The $1600 represents less than half of the poverty level and
wilt be even less adequate In 1972 when the plan is supposed to go into effect
Even with the addition of $750 in food stamps that the Administration has recd-m-
mended, such families would still have to eke out a living at approximately 40
percent below the poverty level.

The proposed payment level Is so Inadequate that less than 20 percent of
present recipents of aid to families with dependent children (AFDO) would
receive higher payments. Though present stipends average only $10 per person
per week, over 5 million would not benefit at all from the Administration's pro-
posal. Moreover, since It fails to provide for periodic updating, payments might
be held at present sub-poverty levels Indefinitely while living costs continued to
climb.

Since Federal financing above the $1600 level would be discontinued, AFDO
recipients now getting more than this amount might find their benefits cut. In-
creases would depend wholly on 100 percent financing from strapped state and
local treasuries.
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The Administration bill would continue mandatory work and training pro-
grams for welfare recipients. People cannot be forced into jobs that do not exist.
They can't take training programs that aren't yet functioning or put their chil-
dren in day care centers that haven't been built. America should provide people
with adequate education, provide upgraded training where needed for the under-
employed, make jobs available which pay at least the statutory minimum wage,
make day care centers for children of mothers who want to work and make
decent health care available to everyone.

A fundamental fallacy in the Administration's proposal Is its fatalistic atti-
tude toward the existence of the working poor. It was the AFL-CIO which first
directed attention to the shameful fact that millions of Americans who work
full time receive such low wages that they and their families are forced to live
in poverty conditions. To correct such conditions, the labor movement has fought
through the years to extend minimum wage coverage to all workers and to raise
the minimum wage to a decent level. Today, that is, at the very least, $2 an hour.

The Administration seems to have lost sight of one fundamental fact. Most
poor families In America with an actual or potential breadwinner can be lifted
from poverty if their wages are at a decent level. If this is done, only the incomes
,;.' large families in which there is only a single person working at the minimum
wage would still be below the poverty level. But for the rest of the working poor-
and there are millions of themu-the simple solution for poverty is that employers
be required to pay decent wages. For those who cannot obtain private employ-
ment, we need a large-scale public service employment program providing well-
planned useful Jobs paying at least the statutory minimum wage.

The Administration's proposal would require welfare recipients to accept
"suitable" work or training as determined by the Labor Department. Only
the old, sick, disabled, school children and mothers with children under 6 years
of age would be exempt from this requirement. But no criteria are established
as to what work or training is "suitable" or what wages must be paid on the
Jobs to which welfare recipients are referred.

Thus, despite some small improvements, we cannot support the Administra-
tIon's welfare proposal. It would leave most recipients in poverty and colld
force many of them into dead-end jobs paying substandard wages.

Instead, the AFL-CIO calls for a bold new approach to public welfare geared
to the needs and the potentialities of millions of poor Americans. The main
features of such a program should:

1. Provide uniform national standards of eligibility and payment amounts no
lower than the poverty level. Payments should at least keep pace with living
-costs. This will require a federal welfare system.

2. Provide that employable welfare recipients, without children in their
care, be able to participate In work or training, with suitability standards set
by the existing time-tested criteria in the unemployment compensation system.
There should be no referral to jobs paying substandard wages or in which a
labor dispute exists.

3. Provide no hidden subsidies to substandard employers. S 3433 would main-
tain full welfare payments for recipients who refuse to take jobs paying less
than the minimum wage. But this is not enough to assure that unconscionable
employers will not exploit welfare recipients. There should be a fiat prohibition
of payments supplementing substandard wages so that if employers wish to
employ welfare recipients, they will have to pay them at least the minimum
wage.

4. Provide adequate day care services for mother who wish to engage In
trainirg or employment. This will require sizeable Federal funds for training of
personnel and construction of facilities. Appropriate Federal standards should
be established for day care so that it will be an enriching experience for the
children Involved. In addition, other critical gaps in social services must be
closed in foster care, adoptions, protective services for children, counselling
and guidance and legal services for the poor.

5. Administer public welfare on a decent, humane basis recognizing that its
participants are dependent disadvantaged Americans who deserve not further
punishment but ungrudging help. Separation of social services from the pay-
ments machinery Is one Important way of meeting this objective.

In summary, the AFL-0IO calls for a federalized public welfare program with
payments at no less than the poverty level. The proposals made in S. 3433 come
closest to meeting the requirements for a compassionate and equitable welfare0l
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program. For the recipients who can work, there must be available adequate
training leading to suitable jobs at decent pay. For all other needy persons,
adequate payment levels should be supplemented by a massive expansion of day
care, health, counselling, rehabilitative and other supportive services.

In short, we call for a Federal we fare program that brings both security and
dignity to Its recipients.

OCALES 600-001 PUEwro Rico,
Santurce, Puerto Rico, Scptcimbcr 16, 1970.

Senator RUSSELL B. LOxo,
Chairman, Financc Committcc, U.,S. Senate,
Senate Office Building, Washingtm, D.C.

DEAR Sin: We want to join the presentation made by the AFL-CIO in the
matter of the Family Assistance Program. We particularly want to underline our
support of their proposal for including in the bill of a goal of minimum payments
in all jurisdictions at no less than the poverty level. We view this as calling for
the same standards for Puerto Rico as for the rest of the United States and we,
therefore, fully support this proposal which recognizes the equal citizenship
status for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as for the rest of the United States.

Very truly yours,
ALBERTO B. SANCHEZ,

Vice Prcsiden , International Ladies Garment Workers Union..

AMALOAMATED CTIAyriNo WORKERS OF A.1ER cA-AFL,-CIO, CIC,
Santurce, Puerto Rico, September 21, 1970.

Senator RUSSELL D. LONa,
Chairman, Finance Committee, U.S. Senate,
Senate Offce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SiR: We want to join the presentation made by the AFL--CIO in the
matter of the Family Assistance Program. We particularly want to underline
our support of their proposal for including in the bill of a goal of mininun
payments in all jurisdictions at no less than the poverty level.

We view this as calling for the same standards for Puerto Rico as for the rest
of the United States and we, therefore, fully support this proposal which recog-
nizes the equal citizenship status for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as foe
the rest of the United States.

Very truly yours,
MANUEL 31ENENDEZ,

Regional Director.

The CrAmTWWv. Now the next witness will be Mr. WVhitney Young,
Jr., executive director of the Urban League and president of the Na-
tional Association of Social Workers, accompanied by Mr. Chauncey
Alexander, executive director of the National Association of Social
Workers.

Mr. Young, we are pleased to have you here today.

STATEMENT OF WHITNEY YOUNG, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
URBAN LEAGUE, AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
SOCIAL WORKERS; ACCOMPANIED BY CHAUNCEY ALEXANDER,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NASW

Mr. YouGo. Thank you Senator.
The CHITRMAN. And also your associate, Mr. Alexander.
Mr. YouNG. Senator, as we indicated, for the record and other mem-

bers of the committee, my ntme is Whitney Young and I am executive
director of the National'Urban League and president of the National
Association of Social Workers. -
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The CnAIRMAN. I would suggest that you skip. over the part that
tells about your organization. We are well aware of it.

As you know, we will print your entire statement just as if you
read it.

Mr. Youtxo. Yes; we have tried to prepare a summary statement and
you have both the summary statement and the larger testimony.

I can, I think, expedite time by skipping our credentials, as you
suggest, and moving right into the substance of the statement.

T1he CHIAIRMAN. We are working under a 10-minute limitation and
if we are able to prevail upon organizations who have the large follow-
ing that you have to limit themselves in their presentation in chief,
then I tiink that the smaller organizations will not, feel that they
are being discriminated against when we ask them to hold themselves
within the same limit.

Thank you.
Mr. You.o. It is very good judgment, Mr. Chairman.
W1re are convinced that the House bill II.R. 16311 and the adminis-

tration's provisions for the Family Assistance Act will not bring about
all of the needed changes and assurances of the equity of the recipients.

The legislation, however, (loes contain some concel)tS which we
endorse as forward steps.

First, the idea of a basic floor of income as a Federal responsibility
and the inclusion of Federal supplements to the working poor are
both essential to a new and more just approach to welfare reform,
and the separation of money payments from social services has a
potential for iml)roved operation of both delivery systems. In other
words, we feel strongly that what, is needed is miot a. reform of our
present welfare program, but major repeal.

Beyond our approval, however, of these concerts, we believe major
changes will have to be made in the language of this legislation before
these- ideas can become workable and before we can in completely
good conscience give our unqualified support to the overall proposal
or welfare reform.
Within the limited time allotted, we wish to set forth some of our

concerns.
First, a primary concern is the matter of the adequacy of the

benefit levels proposed in the bill. Sixteen hundred dollars for a
family of four, with no other income, is simply too low. Even the
Presidlent. of the United States has acknowledged this. It is less than
half of the Goverinent's own standard of poverty as it is established
and, in fact, puts Government in a position of giving an amount of
money which officially puts people into a poverty level 50 l)ercent
below which they say is a poverty level.

Another concern has to do with lack of clarity in the proposed
legislation: who is going to operate the program and how it is going
to be administered? Our knowledge and experience with the l)resent
welfare system and, I might say, other systems such as the U.S.
Employment Services and others, leaves little doubt. that much of the
inequity and injustices and failings are traceable to an administrative
structure.

Third, we are concerned that the Family Assistance Act, which
establishes a national family approach to 'the problems of income
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maintenance, has become entangled with the provisions of dealing
with manpower, workfare, child care and other social services.

Fourth, the controversy surrounding incentive also causes us some
concern. To begin with, we question the need for incentives to entice
people to work. WV"hen I say "we," I would like to make clear that those
of us in the National Urbaii League and in the National Association of
Social Workers probably as much as any group of people have this
day-to-day contact with people who are poor, who are on welfare, who
have need for services, and we have, we think, probably superior
knowledge about their motivations and their incentives on'the thingss
that will lead them to work or to not work.

111Te think it is basically unnecessary to make this kind of means
test.

Finally, we feel strongly the Family Assistance Act should be fully
financed and administered by the Federal Government so that all com-
ponents of the legislation can be administered equally in all States in
terms of our concern.

We would like to propose two things:
First, we believe the Government's own mechanism can serve well to

establish the principle of an adequate floor of income as contained in
tle Bureau of Labor Statistics Index; and(, second, we believe a rtie-
table to achieve this goal should be set for 1976 because we know it is
technically feasible to reach the goal within that time sl)an and because
1976 will mark the 200th anniversary of our forefathers' vow to achieve
the right of liberty and life for all'people. There are some additional
recommendations which we would like to offer at this time.

Inasmuch as this legislation sets rigid limits on payments and sup-
porting formula, we recommend that a provision be written into the
bill establishing a new Joint Committee of Congiress. This committee
would have the responsibility for studying levels of recipient needs,
utilizing all available cost indexes and making biennial recommenda-
tions to Congress for the adjustment of the Federal payment levels.

The committee should also be given a mandate to develop new pov-
erty level standards and to seek the advice and consent of people re-
ceiving payments as well as representatives of national organizations.
In this way we could keep current our efforts to adequately, meet the
financial and social needs of the poor.

Second, we strongly urge you to establish l)ayments for each individ-
ual regardless of age and family membership at the upper levels of tile
current schedules and to raise them in the ftttire, based on the rising

* cost of living. Many individuals such as childless couples are not now
covered by the proposed bill.

Third, we are not unmindful of the need for development of employ-
ment oj)portunities, training programs and supporting services. Qual-
ity social services are the lifeblood of our two organizations, but it is
our position that these matters are far better treated on their own
merits in conformity with their importance.

*1We, therefore, strongly recommend the separation of child care and
other social services from a bill in support of income maintenance.
This would allow us to make a more care ful, constructive and adequate
response in developing social services reflective of local conditions.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, we believe the Family Assistance Act
of 1970 contains some important concepts that, could start, this Nation
on a new course in family income maintenance.
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We think that such a course is imperative. Ti bill, however, has
many provisions we believe to be ill-advised, the income floor is essen-
tial but it is too low to be realistic. The inclusion of the working poor
is essential, but that group is not. given equity without, the categories
of those in need.

The provisions for child care are essential, but all facilities are not
available or provided for. The tax provisions for grants recipients are
essential, but most of them are no[. req-uired to pay taxes under the
provisi ons of the Tax Reform Act of 1969.

The work-related exemption is essential, but. it is a fixed sum with
no provisions for adjustment.

We trust, that the distinguished committee will report out, a bill that
is simple, equitable, and humane, and which will give this country a
new concept for helping people in need.

There have been a. couple of developments since this material wvas
prepared, especially the Ribicoff amennent, which I understand the
administration has'gone along with and giv en support. to.

We 'lso feel that there is merit in it. We had the same reservations
but we do feel that this trial period might well provide an opportunity
for some of the inequities and the weaknesses in the bill that we fore-
see to be demonstrated.

Our major concern about the Ribicoff amendment is that it does not
indicate a time element, when the Secretary would in fact. have to
report back what, he is doing about, changes that are inevitable that
should be made.

I might also add that. baced on some newspaper stories about atti-
tudes of certain of the opponents of the bill as well as, I think sincere
concern of proponents, and some of the questions that have been raised
by the AFL-CIO representatives, our basic position on the question
of work incentives start off on a little different. l)hilosophical base.

It has been our experience, the experience of history, that Iunan
beings who am necessarily psychologically or physiologically dam-
aged prefer to work rather- than be on assistance, i? work is available
with dignity and with wages that can support their fail ies.

We do not think that people need to be forced to work by denying
them welfare. Our experience is just, the opposite. This' does not
mean that there might not. be individual cases of chiseling, but
again, our experience shows there is no more chiseling on the part of
the poor who try to get welfare than there is on the part of the rich
who try to evade some of their taxes. This is a human factor of life.

This'bill should try to do more and that was our original thought,
than just provide money for people; it is trying to rehabilitate people,
it is trying to prevent broken homes, it is trying to strengthen the
family life, it is trying to provide assistance w ith dignity, and to the
extent that we build in these so-called work incentives from the stand-
point of workfare or forcing people to apply, and again not. being
clear about what type of lobs they are applying for, we can end up
with a Marion Anderson doing domestic wok because it is not taken
care of in the conditions of the bill.

Finally, we do believe strongly that what we are talking about
should be interpreted as more as an investment rather than as an
expenditure, and what we are dealing with are generations really
of welfare programs that has perpetuated welfare generation after
generation.
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We are concerned that we are dealing with human potential that
cannot only be sail aged, rehailitated-that people are victims not
only of illness, but they are victims of economic conditions of the
country, technology, industrialization. This does not reflect so much
a moral law as it reflects certain 'hanging conditions in the country.
That is why people are on welfare should not be treated pulitively
or vindictively. We should not approach them as if they tire trying
to avoid work, but approach them with the idea that, they are human
beings like we are and want to be self-su pporting, with hopes and
dreams for their families. Being poor should not be a crime in
Aimerica in 1970. These people should be seen as victims.

In the final analysis, a large majority of peol)le that. we are talk-
ing about are unable to work anyway. There are children, there are
disabled of one type or the other, and those who are able to work
would like nothing better than to work.

I think this is the way we ought to approach it, with the thought
in mind that the issue is not what can we afford to spend, but it is
what can we afford not to spend.

What are we now spending for generations of perpeti.ating this
kind of dependency, this kind of program that has destroyed family
life. We can see these people rehabilitated as good citizens and pro-
duce taxl)aying citizens rather than as eaters of taxes, if we give
them enough time, and with dignity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CJItm AMAN. Let 111 just give you one examl)le in the House bill

that came to us that did not make good sense, and get your reaction
to it.

If a woman with a family of three children to support increased her
earnings from $5,000 up, to $5,362, how much would her income
be today? ier total inconie-in cash and kind-would drop from
$6,991 to $5,955. In other words, that person would have a reduction
of more than $1,000 as a result of having increased her earnings by,
in that case, $362.

Now, that of course is an isolated case. But, to that person who is
trying to support three children on that amount of money; that is a
tragedy. Would that not be so?

Mr. YouNx. You know, Mr. Chairman, I am even more impressed
by the Federal Government's Bureau of Labor Statistics' indication
of what is adequate to support a family of four which now is hovering
around $6,000, than I am the so-calledpoverty level which is a rather
arbitrarily established thing, and I would Sul)port a law that perons
not be pe alized for income coming in until they reached that actual
level rather than talking about the poverty level.

I would agree that this would cause that person pause, knowing
that she would lose this amount of money. I think that is natural with
the family needs and with the cost of living being what it is, but I
would not automatically assume, that that person would still not
prefer to go the other route and continue to get welfare.

You know, I have a great faith in this business of the people not
really wanting to be on welfare, and the thing that always amazes
me is that anybody who is critical of the people on welfare, and claims
that they are chiselers, if you ask them womld they chage places with
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that person on welfare, I still have my first time to run into a person
who would say, "I would swap places with her."

The CHAII3M1AX. Here is what I am getting at, Mr. Young. In that
case the mother is still on welfare.

Mr. YouNo. That is right.
The CHAIRIMAN. But, by the time, by dint of hard work, she makes

$362 more, she winds up $1,000 worse off.
Mr. YouNG. I say 1 would not reduce it; it varies. As you know, in

New York City. Thie level is $9,000, the Federal Government level for
the country is $6,000.

The CIT A1I.%A\. The point I am getting at is that a person should be
better off because they work and earn something than they would be
if they do not work.

Now, I just do not think we are doing a very good job up here
if we draw laws where a person is worse off for earning money
honestly than they would be if they just sat around and did nothing.
Wouldn't you agree with that?

Mr. YoJ3so. I think that is another )roblem that you am discussing.
I think what is happening that people are worse off if they are
working when the employer is paying below what he shoul(l be
paying, and I do not think we should be subsidizing inefficient man-
agement to the detriment of the people.

Even if, as you said a few minutes ago, if it means subsidizing the
employer, I do not believe-well, let me put it, another way. I do
believe if we again hold to the principle that a man on welfare should
under no conditions make more than a l)eson working, then what
we, in effect, are ignoring is the issue of need.

It seems to me that the basic criteria by which we assist people
ouriht to be need and not whether, in fact, they are empl)loed in what
might be a below minimum wage or substandard job. "1he pressure
should be put upon the employer to see that does not happen. But to
simply try to undercut always again assumes that that person is, in
fact, seeking welfare more than they are wnrk, and this i3 where
I think we have a philosophical difference of opinion.

The CIHAIIM Ax. That is not, what I am talking about. What I am
talking about is people on welfare. W1e are not talking about what
welfare ought to be; they are on welfare, and they are worse o11'
when they are working than when they are not working. What is
the point in that.?

WNouldn't you agree that a person ought to have something to shlow
for it, over and above the welfare cut when lie goes to work or do you
think he should not l

Mr. YouNo. I would think if lie goes to work, as you suggest, even
though lie still remains on welfare, in the great American tradition
lie is on the road to getting an income that may be twice as high as
lie would be getting oil welfare, and I think it is an incentive in itself.

The CHAIRMA-N. Well, now, under this bill that we have before us,
generally speaking, when a person is on welfare and lie goes f) work
to increase his earnings, to try to work his way on up, and to try to
improve his conditions, lie keeps about 20 cents of each dollar lie
makes. In other words, to phase out the welfare l)aylments that lie is
getting, lie suffers an 80-cent reduction for every'dollar lie makes.
That. is about the prevailing tax; I call it the welfare tax. It is the

44-527-70--pt. 3-31
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welfare cut you are taking while you are trying to work your way up
the ladder. It Nould seem to me not to be" a very good'incentive to
reduce his overall income by 80 cents out of every dollarr that he earns.
What is your reaction to that?

Mr. YOUNG. I would like. for Mr. Alexander to speak to that.
Mr. ALUxANME.11 I think our position would be, Mr. Chairman, that

the amount the person retains should be more, and we should eliminate
the notch problem.

The CITA rIMAN. That, I think, shoul be our objective.
Now, what percentage of an ordiary working man's or working

woman's wage do you think they should keep in order to )rovide an
adequate incentive to go to work, if they have not worked before, and
to try to improve their condition?

Mr. AItEXANDEIR. Well, it would seem to me we have to start at
another level with tlat person, and that is that. the person who has
the opportunity for working should be in the position of getting a
minimum wage; and that as they, if they are not. at that point, if
you have a 1)robl em of the people below the minimum. wage, our prob-
lem is to develop on the other side the manpower opportunitie; and
the employment opportunities for people.

I think we feel that. part of the problem of this legislation is that
it is attempting to do too many things, and if we could just deal with
the adequate income maintenance of tie people, and then not try to
handle the whole matter of employment through this bill, and handle
that in a separate way-that should be done. "W e are supporting the
idea of Government intervention into the employment picture in order
to guarantee wages. We are concerned with the total economy of the
Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. I know you are concerned about all that, but it seems
to me you have to be concerned about the rest of it, too.

As tar as we are concerned, when we looked at the bill the House
sent us, we were appalled to see in example after example of people
trying to improve their situation, by winding up worse off than they
would have been if they had not gone to work.

Now, as desirable as it is to provide that people would be assured
of enough income and enough help to get by in some deg ee of dece"ncy,
we would like to have the prospect that they could get themselves'a
job and improve their conditions an(l, hopefully, eventually workthemselves up to where they would be a taxpayer rather than a tax
eater and that, on balance, fhey would be supporting the Government
rather than the Government supporting them.

S What I was trying to get from you is some sort of an indication,
if you have thought about that., as" to about how much of a person's
earnings he shoul-d be permitted to keep as an adequate incentive to
go to work?

Mr. Youxo. I think that amount that would give him the minimum
standard of livng, it seems to me.

I think this committee and the Senate are going to be hard-pressed
to come up with a bill in which you could not cite individual incidents.

It think this will be overcome, but -there will be cases of where
people with large numbers of children will be making more money
than some individuals who will be working at below minimum wage
incomes.
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But the minimum standard, it seems to me, of living, is what we
ought to be shooting for and not whether that is less thaiin some person
or more than some person who happens to be working.

The CHAIRMAN. I am aware of a situation that occurred a few days
ago. A woman was trying to persuade a person to go to work in her
business. Now, the working conditions are desirable. There is air-
conditioned comfort and it is not hard work. The wage is $2 an hour,
which is above the minimum wage, that is about the prevailing wage
in the Washington area. This small business woman is very happy
to think that she has persuaded someone to go to work, and sihe
desperately needs someone to hell) with her operations.

Then the person calls back and says, "I am sorry but I have changed
my mind; my social worker called me and said 'lon't take the job.' I
call make more onl welfare."

Now my thought about that matter is that we should not be using
the welfare program to outbid an honest, legitimate, hard-working
employer who works in his own business from obtaining some hel !p
to operate the business. It would be better if we would subsidize hint
to provide solhething to help this person who turned this job down,
tonimprove that person's conditions by going to work rather than out-
bid the employer who has to pay taxes to support all of this, to
prevent that person from finding someone to accept good, honorable,
legitimate, pleasant, employment in good surroundings.

Mr. YoU-o. You know, Mr. Chairman, I think welfare clients are
the victims of what people in all other categories are, whether they
be Congressmen or Senators or what have you of those cases that
depart from the norm, being singled out.

The 99 percent of the welfare clients or the social workers where
this would not be the case is not used any more than the one Con-
gressman or one Senator whose junket become. news when 99 per-
cent who are doing serious work is not news.

The elder woman who dies, and who has had old age assistance all
her life, and they find $10,000 in her mattress, is news. The mother who
was found in a tavern with a welfare check buying beer is news. The
99 percent who take their checks and are barely able to buy milk and
to buy the necessities of life is not news. I just think it is terribly
unfair, whether we are talking about a category of the professional
people or nonprofessional people, to in any way let our l)olicie.s be
influenced by these exceptions because I do not'believe this type of
thing is normal that you have suggested for the social worker who
advised this or for the welfare client any more than I would believe
it for what you might generalize about businessmen, about, Congress-
men, or anybody else.

The CiiTmRA-Nri. lVell, Mr. Young, all any of us can (to, all you can
do, and all I can do is to try to do, the best we can for them, knowing
what little we know, and so when you are looking at this bill, I would
assume you would do something like do. 1t to l)icture the )eol)le
I know, people who are on welfare and people w ,ho are not on welfare.
I am well aware of the workingnman who has 11 children, and he is
making low wages and needs hell), and I would like to benefit him
with this bill.

I know of other people whose earnings we ought to try to increase.
I know other people whom we have difficulty prevailing upon to go to
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work. I am willing to help them, but I would like for them to do
something to help themselves. And as one working on this bill, it
seems to me, we ought to cause tile whole thing to make sense, not just
part of it. That is what we are going to do in this committee, to try
to fix what we find wrong. We are going to try to do something more
than just find fault with the House bill. We are going to try to improve
on it and correct it.

That is why I am asking you what sort of incentive you think we
nemed to make the job meaningful.

MJr. ALEXAN ER. Mr. Chairman, I think we are agreeing in principle
with you on this.

We are concerned, however, with some of the thrust of this bill and
its attitude toward the poor. But, on the principle that certainly a
person who is working or has an opportunity to work should be en-
couraged, both financially and otherwise in that direction. I think we
ar* together on that.

We would think that, generally, to start with the work tax should
not be greater than about 50 percent. But we would like to research
tMe details because there are variations in this bill of the possibilities,
and we certainly will come back with specific recommendations. But, in
general, it. would be that the work tax should not be greater than 50
percent.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, now, when the Secretary of Health, Educa-

tion, and Welfare, was up here testifying on his confirmation, was
asked that question, and here is the answer he gave. He said:

It seems to me that you should not take from a person more than 50 percent
of what he Is earning. If you do take more than that there Is just not much
incentive for a person to work. It is a very discouraging thing.

Do you agree with that, Mr. Young?
Mr. YoUxo. Yes; I agree with it.
The ChItRMAN.-. Fine.
Senator Harris.
Senator HImuis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen,

for a very good statement.
We were talking a while ago about requiring work: that ties inexactly with your statement, r. Young, about the myth that poor

people somehow are different from the rest of us and do not want to
work. We are almost schizophrenic, I think, in this country with regard
to our idea of the work ethic.

We say that it is typical of Americans, and the work ethic is what
built, this country, mid so forth, and, then, when we start to write our
welfare laws we tend to indicate we do not believe that at all. We seem
to believe that if people are made to work the) won't do it.. I agree with
you that if peop e are not psychologically or physically handicapped

* they would like to work.
All this ties in with the free enterprise idea. and the operative word is

"re uired."
If there is a great mass of millions of people in this country re-

quired by law to take a job without some kind of qualifying conditionsabout the tye of job, tie market really cannot o -erate freely to deter-
mine what.'they will be paid, but the eml)lover will know that he has a
chance at. those people, at whatever wage he'can get by with. Is that not
correct?
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Mr. Youxo. This is correct.
'The experience has also shown, Senator Harris, that the more re-

strictive the tests that you impose, the more you suggest that a person
in trying to avoid work; what you really end up doing is discouraging
those that welfare is most likely to help, those with the greater pride
and greater sense of dignity who won't permit themselves to be de-
meaned in this way, and you simply encourage those who have lost all
sense of pride and dignity to figure out some way to get it.

The very people you have tried to help, and who could be--by giving
help, are lost, and pretty soon they also lose their dignity.

Senator ILAtIIS. There is so much in this bill, as you have indicated,
one wishes somehow we could split it apart. But i suppose that is'a
vain hope. For example, we have focused so little, because of so many
others things in this bill on the social services proposal. And I think
that the point. you made about tile confusing nature of how that is going
to be carried out. The problems, particularly in regard to the incomes
test or the means test, again seems to be getting away from what we
had in mind when we said we needed to separate social services from
welfare.

Could you comment some mole on that?
Mr. You.No. Well, this is precisely one of our major concerns. We

think there is merit in each of these: child care, manpower, and other
provisions. We just do not think we ought to be confusing the two
together.

One of the reasons we have had such a great problem with welfare
in this country is that workers who are supposed to, in fact, be
employed and qialified to provide counseling and rehabilitative serv-
ices were burdened with the kind of bookkeeping tasks of establishing
eligibility, tracing the possible relatives around, coming in to see
whether 'there was a man in the house, so the real social services are
an entirely different concept. They are necessary and needed, but to
tie these tvo things together is to again put the worker back in the
situation of not being able to perform this type of service that is
necessary.

We need a manpower bill in this country, whether we talk about
welfare or not, because of the right to work, the people ought not to
be idled in an economy of this kind. If Germany and Japan caii have
full employment, mainly because of our help, then certainly we in
this country ought to have full employment, and that ought. to be a
major goal whether we are talking about welfare or not. That is
manpower.

Child care is crucial. Not that we just have a woman's lib or woman's
liberation movement which says women ought, to have options about
working, but child care is absolutely necessary in a society where 40
percent of the women do work, and children need care because of
that. But women should not be forced to work, women who have
children, or you will have five of the kids on welfare, where if you
kept the mother at home none of them would have ended i ) on welfare.
So I think these things ought to be separated. I understand, for

political reasons, why they should be together. But, a committee as
astute as this committee ought to help educate the public that these
are different things. In a Western industrial society these things
ought. not to be thrown together.

Senator HARRIS. One last question, Mr. Young: one morning not so
long ago on the NBC "Today Show" I saw Pat Moynihan inter-



1758

viewed-you may have seen it also since you were on the same program
earlier, he in Washington and you in New York. The question asked
Mr. Moynihan was something like this:

"Mr. "Moynihan, you have said certain groups that ought to be sup-
porting th family assistance plan are not doing so. Who did you have
in mind?

I [e answered something like, "Well, the Urban League, for example."
Then lie continued to the effect, "I can understand that." "They have
done excellent work in the field of social work. But, "Social workers are
against this bill generally"-I am paraphrasing him, of course--he
said, "Because it is going to put them out of a job. They like to give
the poor advice and this bill gives the poor money, and they are against
the bill because this bill attempts to give the poor money."

I thought that was terribly unfair ini general and about the Urban
League, specifically. You would( hope that a man like Pat Moynihan
wou d not really believe that himself. Perhaps it was a tactical or politi-
cal move on his part. I wonder if you might want to respond to that
for the record.

Mr. Youxo. I would like very much to because we were most in-
dignant. It was a distortion of the facts.

The truth of the matter is that a number of organizations, includ-
ing the National Association of Social Workers and the Urban League
have testified in support of the bill, the bill that came from the Ways
and Means Committee. We did support it. We, however, stated some
of our reservations about the bill.

But the suggestion that social workers were against, and greatly dis-
approved the reform of our welfare program because it might'jeop-
ardize their jobs is, to me, irresponsible. Mr. Moynihan is much too
intelligent a fellow to be that ill-informed, so it could only be con-
sidered as malicious and political and an attempt to possibly divert
the attention away from the people who are really opposing this bill,
some of whom are in the party of the administration which, in faet,
has introduced the bill.

I think that was an attempt to divert. It is much easier to do that
but fortunately, the reporter picked him back up on it, and I do recall
him saying I was, as I recall, an honorable and very important man
in the country.

Senator I-Tmus. Thank you very much, Mr. Young. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Jordan.
Senator JORDANK. Mr. Young, you make a statement that $1,600 for

a family of four with no other income is simply not enough. With
that we all agree, but there is no such situation where this obtains
because that is the basic level, as the bill provides, to be supplemented
by a State supplement, by food stamps, by social services, by public
lh0using if and when it is available, and by rent supplement. Yet you
say it is not enough, and standing alone, of course, it would not be
enough. So, if we were to rewrite this bill, tell us what should be sub-
stituted in the bill for this figure that says $1,600.

Mr. YouNo. First of all, recognizing that there are the supplemen-
tary benefits, but as you must also recognize, most States are already
above this level and already have these supplementary 'benefits.
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We are talking about rewriting the welfare program. So this bill
really lends itself to continued variations. Forty-four States are al-
ready above it.

I personally would not use food stamps. I would much prefer in-
stead of saying $1,600 plus $800 or $700 worth of food stamps to make
it $2,400.

I would prefer that social services be included in another bill. This
$1,600 is supposed to represent a basic income maintenance floor, and
income is what it does not actually adequately represent.

I would, you know, if I had the ideal situat ion, like to see this bill
at least sei at the poverty level. I would certainly expect us to move
into that by 1976. I would expect us to move even closer to what the
Federal GoVernment says is adequate for a family of four, which is
around $6,000.

I would liko to see this committee, Senator Jordan, really do some-
thing about looking at wvhat we are spending in this country for not
providing adequate welfare services.

We keep talking about how much more we will spend and we forget
what we are spend ing now and what is escalating in most of our urban
communities.

This is becoming the largest expenditure of funds.
Senator JORDAN,. Just answer my question: What would you recoin-

mend as a substitute for $1,600.
ir. Youxo. Ideally $6,000. I realize that is a little unrealistic.

Senator JORDAX. You would substitute $6,000 for the $1,600-
Mr. YouNo. Ideally.
Senator JORDAN (continuing). In the bill.
Mr. Y ouNG. If I were actually trying to do what the Federal Gov-

ermnent says is lecessary for a family of four. I recognize the eco-
nomics of it, and I would settle for the poverty level.

The Federal Government says there is a Federal poverty level. 1
would eliminate food stamps; 1 would separate the social services, and
health services, so we cut down on those in another department, and I
would move toward the adequate amount by 1976.

Senator JORDAN. You would start with the overtlyy level of around
$3,920 or whatever it, is?

Mr. YoU . Yes; whatever it is.
Senator JORDAN. And escalate it to $6,000 by 1976?
Mr. YouNo. Well, the cost of living, whatever the Federal Govern-

mnent has declared is the increased cost of living and what it requires
for a family of four.

In other words, I would not want our Government to be in the posi-
tion of saying for a family of four to live at an adequate level is a cer-
tain amount, and then be a. party to giving them one-fourth or one-
half of it. There is an inconsistency there. You say this is what it
takes, but we are not going to do it.

Senator JORDATX. Thank you. I do not have any more questions.
Senator I1miRIs residingnmg. Thank you very imuch, Mr. Yiong and

Mr. Alexander.
Mr. You-o. Thank you.
(Mr. YoUNo's prepared statement follows:)
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TESTIMONY OF WHITNEY M. YouNo, JR., NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, AND CHAUNCEY
ALEXANDER, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name Is Whitney M. Young,
Jr. I am the Executive Director of the National Urban League and President
of the National Association of Social Workers. With me today is Chauncey
Alexander, Executive Director of the National Association of Social Workers.

The National Urban League is a non-profit, charitable and educational orga.
nization founded In 1910 to secure equal opportunities for black Americans.
Its scope has since been enlarged to include all minority group members and
poor and disadvantaged Americans wherever they may be, but our emphasis is
on the unfulfilled needs of black people in urban areas. The National Urban
League is non-partisan and interracial in its leadership and staff. It has affiliates
in more than 97 cities and in 36 states and the District. of Columbia. It main-
talns a national headquarters in New York City, regional offices in Akron,
Atlanta, Los Angeles, New York and St. Louis. Our Department of Research
and a Washington Bureau are located in Washington, D.C

A professional staff of about 1600, trained in tble social sciences and in social
welfare practices, conducts the day-to-day activities of the Urban League through-
out the country. It is assisted by some 10,000 volunteers who bring expert
knowledge and experience to the resolution of problems affecting minority
groups and the inner cities.

The National Association of Social Workers is a professional organization of
more than 50,000 members with representatives from every state in the Union
and with chapters in most major cities in the United States.

NASW members are involved in the administration of every title of the
Social Security Act. Its leadership and members have long sought to eliminate
the causes of the major social problems in this country and they work directly
to assist those of our citizens in need.

We are grateful for the Committee's invitation to testify today and welcome
his opportunity to share with the Committee the position of the National Urban

League and the National Association of Social Workers on time Administration's
revision of the Family Assistance Act of 1970 (II.R. 16311) and related amend-
ments now before you.

Mr. Chairman, both of the organizations which we represent have had exten-
sive experience with the operation of the present public welfare programs and
know better than most the injustices and inequities it contains. We believe
that the nation has passed the point when piecemeal reform of the welfare system
can succeed. We need, in effect, repeal of the welfare system.

The Administration's revisions of the Family Assistance Act will not as
written bring either the necessary changes in the welfare system or the assur-
ance of equity to the recipients.

This Bill does contain some concepts which we can endorse as forward steps.
The idea of a basic floor of income as a Federal responsibility and the inclusion
of Federal supplements to the "working poor" are both essential to a new and
more just approach. Also the separation of money payments from the providing
of social services has the potential for improved operation of both delivery sys-
tems. But beyond our approval of these concepts we believe that major changes
will have to be made in the language of H.R. 16311 before these ideas can become
workable and before we can in good conscience give our unqualified support.

First, is the matter of tihe adequacy of the benefit level. Sixteen-hundred dollars
for a family of four with no other Income is simply not enough. The President
himself has acknowledged this. It is less than half of the Government's own
identification of what constitutes poverty. Without an adequate floor there is
nothing equitable about this proposal.

While we do not wish to place a specific figure on the level of grant that should
be established by the Federal Government, it is fruitless to set one at less than
what it costs a family to live at a standard of health and decency. We believe
the Family Assistance Act of 1970 should plainly state what this country sets as
an adequate level of income and then further establish in law a timetable to
achieve this goal.

In this regard we propose two things. First, we believe the Government's own
present mechanism can serve well to establish the principle of an adequate floor
of income by use of the moderate budget as contained In the Bureau of Labor
Statistics index. Secondly, we believe the timetable to achieve this goal should
be fixed at 1976, the 200th anniversary of the Republic. This would be a fulfill-
ment of our forefathers' vow to achieve the right of life and liberty for all people.
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We know that it Is technically feasible to achieve the goal within this time span.
Inasmuch as this legislation sets rigid limits on piayients and sulpporting

formulae, we would further urge that a provision K.e written into the bill estab-
lishing and financing a new Joint Committee of CoLgress with the responsibility
for studying levels of recipient need, utilizing all available cost indexes in the
process, and making biennial recommendations to Congress for the adjustment of
Federal payment levels. Provision should further be made for the proposed Joint
Committee to seek the advice and counsel of people receiving payments as well as
representatives of national organizations. The Commilttee shoul also be given
a mandate to develop new poverty level standards. In this way we could keel)
current our efforts to adequately meet the financial and social needs of the poor.

We also call your attention to the adult categories contained in Title II of
this bill. Here a federally supported floor of income is provided at a level of
$110:00 por c'month for one aged person and although we believe this is not
enough still it stands in marked contrast to the $25.00 per month for a child. How
can these families feel anything but short-changed by such an inequity and
variation in treatment and how can we justify such discriminatory treatment
of children'? According to recent estimates of the Agricultural Research Service
(covering all regions, urban and rural), the annual cost of raising a child at
the lower-than-moderate level of living is about $1,000 in babyhood and almost
$1,500 in the teens.

Under the provisions of II.R. 16311, which is advertised as treating all the
poor alike and to be especially tailored to the needs of families, an aged person
is assured a minimum of $1,320 a year without working, a sum close to the
Bureau of Labor Statistics lower budget standard of about $1,500. By con-
tr.. , a family of four with an employed father earning $2,000 a year would
rec i've $960 above his earning for a total of $2,90 for the family, or $740 for
eac member of the family. This i not only far below the allowance for an aged
pei .. n, but less than halt the BL%'s lower budget of $6,507 for a family of four.
Considering this, how can we seriously accept the claim that this is a '-family
bill?" I am reminded of the bread commercial showing children growing by
leaps and bounds before one's eyes; a commercial stressing the fact that chil-
dren get 90 per cent of their growth between the ages of three and twelve and
their critical need for adequate nutrition. We know the ravages of under-
nourishment in both physical and mental development. Our children are the
future of our nation. There is an obvious need for a Federalized program with
general assistance provisions to help individuals not now covered by the bill
such as childless couples.

In short, we would strongly urge you to establish payments now for each
individual, regardless of age and family membership, at the upper levels of pres-
ent schedules and to raise them, in the future, on a scale based on the cost of
living.

Mr. Chairman, the next major concern we have is in the lack of clarity in
the administration of the Family Assistance Act; who is going to run this pro-
grain and how will it be run? Our knowledge and experience with the present
welfare system leaves little doubt that most of the inequities, injustices and
failings are traceable to the administrative structure.

Although the intention of the drafters of the FAP bill seems to favor a Fed-
eral administration, the language does not make this a certainty. It does in
fact contain the possibility that the present three-tier form of administration
will be continued but with more money and greater chance of abuse.

Our organizations believe that the Federal government's full assumption of
financial and administrative responsibility for the program is the only way to
insure even-handed administration throughout the country, the only way to
create uniform standards. The present welfare system has shown its most singu-
lar failing in its administrative procedures. Any plan that fails to simplify and
improve them will do the nation a profound disservice and will maintain and
intensify the current crisis in social welfare.

Our third point of concern is that the Family Assistance Act which establishes
a basic national approach to the problem of income maintenance has become
entangled with provisions dealing with manpower, "workfare", child care and
other social services.

Our organizations are in accord in believing that the provisions of II.R. 16311
establishing and governing an income floor should be treated alone, in separate
legislation. An unencumbered bill would permit us to relate to tile major subject
at hand, clearly and without confusion.
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We are in no way unminlful of the need to develop employment opportunities,
training programs, and supportive services. Quality social services are the life-
blood of our two organizations, but it is our position that these matters are far
better treated on their own merits in conformity with their importance as such.
The separation of the child care and other social services from a bill in support
of income maintenance would allow us to make available a more carefully con-
structed and adequate response in developing social services reflective of local
conditions. We would, therefore, strongly urge that In the process of further-
revision, 11.11. 16311 be divided into its major components and that each be legis-
latively dealt with on its own terms.

A fourth major concern that we bring to your attention is the question of
"Incentives." We question the need for incentives to induce people to work. We
have already noted the inadequacy of the $1,00.00 floor and according to
the figures presented to you by the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare the Administration has no plans to upgrade this. For example,
the $720 exemption for work-related expenses allowed within this bill is a
welcome provision, acknowledging as it does that it costs money to go to
work. The $720, however, is derived from the Standard Budget of the
Department of Labor in which costs are frozen on basic items which have,
in fact, increase(). The items allowed for here are, essentially, transportation,
additional clothing, and food away from home. Increases in the costs of these
items in the last year have risen substantially so that, even now, tile lump sum
expended would he closer to $S00 than to $720. In short, we are proposing that
such figures not be considered static, but flexible, and that the proposed Joint
Committee be responsible for recommending need adjustments.

An example of another kind of incentive in this bill Is seen in the differential
levels of support for working poor. In principle, the inclusion of the working
poor is not only welcome, but essential. The formal recognition that having a
full time Job in this country doesn't guarantee a living wage is a major step
forward both within the framework of social legislation and the life of the
nation. But in both this bill and the previous version, the working poor, while
include(], are not treated on a par with other recipients. They are entitled to
the Federal grant, but states are not reimbursed for supplenentation for the
working poor and there is no incentive for them to support the program. There is
no adequate rationale for this differential treatment. The working poor are, by
definition, those who work full time and still remain poor. It is essential that
they be treated on a par with other recipients, receiving the same benefits on the
same terms.

We cannot escape the fact (and the poor cannot escape the reality) that
despite a prolonged period of continuous economic growth we still have more
than 24.3 million people living in poverty, the bulk of them in families Iv which
the head Is clearly classifiable as the working poor.

Equally serious is the regression in the present version eliminating Federal
reimbursement for state supplementation to the unemployed male parent.

The President in his original message on the Family Assistance Plan noted
that one of the most Insidious aspects of the Welfare System has been to drive
the father from the home to make his family eligible for payments. The Admin-
istratioij version and the House passed bill made state supplementation of the
unemployed parent mandatory on all states. The revised plan makes matters
much worse than they are today, under present law which provides for the un-
employed father as a state option..

hIEW Secretary Elliot Richardson, in testimony before this Committee, indi-
ated that he would offer an amendment that would develop a plan that would

continue state supplementation for those families currently receiving it. How-
ever, no new families with unemployed male heads would be eligible. This
"grandfather" clause is unjust and is possibly unconstitutional.

The most misplaced emphasis on incentives in the entire Family Asslstance
Act is centered on those provisions dealing with work.

It is folly, and dangerous folly, to perpetuate the myth that the poor must be
forced to work and it is worse to convert the myth into precepts upon which
reasonable men must legislate.

In accord with the philosophy of "workfare," it is proposed that everyone,
with the sole exception of female family heads with preschool age children, but
including 16-year-olds out of school, must register for work or work training.
regardless of all other considerations.
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Proponents of this school of thought hold that a woman with school age chll-
children should have no freedom of choice in the matter of work although this
judgement is made, free of coercion, by millions of other women throughout the
nation. Again, this outlook rests upon a frightful judgement about the character
and characteristics of tile poor, that they are somehow different from tie rest
of us, that they require different and special measures for the regulation of their
lives as part from the rest of us. Compulsory work l)rovisions wedded to an
income guarantee are, purely and simply, punitive, censorious, moralistic and
inconsistent with the facts.

Moreover, under he "suitable work" provisions there is in truth no choice of
work. If work Is available, tile person is required to take It. If the job available
is not appropriate to the skills of the person, this becomes forced labor. Benign
neglect would have been preferable to this. May I say that we view this pro-
position with benign revulsion. A further underlying assumption would appear
to be that a 16-year-old out of school from a poor family has no need for special
programs geared to his or her further education. Who has more need for it?

Me. Chairman, tile facts of the matter are these; the majority of the poor (to
work. When opportunities for a decent Job at decent pay are available the poor
eagerly apply in great numbers. Rather that) spend great sums on the terms and
punishments for failure to work the better course is to discard this stick anl
generously supply the carrot of an assured job at a livable pay. This soclet.- has
work to be done, lots of It, much In the public sector such as caring for the
elderly, the retarded, chihlren, in preserving our environment and conservint!
our resources. We don't need "workfare" when we have ample, fair, and good
work to be done. This kind of provision should be incorporated In a coniprehen-
sive mqnpower policy.

In short, we are thoroughly opposed to the Inclusion of manpower provisions
within a measure for Income maintenance and recommend that the two be
severed. If they must be joined and if there must be a work registration fetaure,
then we strongly urge you to make the initial age 18, with special programs for
out of school youth.

As noted earlier, we are not Insensitive to manpower and training needs but
we hold that time Issue of an Income gutrantee should not be confused with
either the regulation of work or the trahiing of people for the labor market.
Parenthetically, with jobs declining, this phase of the bill couldn't be successfully
fulfilled even if enacted.

We do not minimize the importance of manpower policy, but rather insist
that manpower considerations are best treated in the context of a comprehensive
manpower policy designed to make the widest use of the contribution and po-
tential of each of our citizens to the fullest of his or her ability. The key in any
measure for Income maintenance must be opportunity, not employment and
training measures designed to coerce those who merit, not punishment, but
generous and warm-hearted assistance.

To treat the bill as it now stands we find that the revised bill has far more
objectionable features than the earlier version about which we had serious
reservations. In broad terms, we find the bill laden with provisions anti pro-
cedures which cannot fail to produce serious Inequities in administration and
application. We believe that it is punitive in many of its provisions, and grossly
unrealistic In terms of support levels.

The addition in the revision of the social services section, Title XX, is of
course of great interest to us. Again, as said before, we prefer separate legis-
lation, but since we deal daily with social workers, we feel obliged to offer
some comments.

The bill defines an adequate array of services and then provides no assurances
that they will all be adequately available. The intention is obviously to reach
people where they are and then the bill provides no structure to achieve this.
Tile bill erects a means tests for services and a welter of landing formulae, all
of which lead us right back to the inequities and bureaucratic quagmire which
the separation of services Is supposed to remedy.

A range of personnel and the necessary training programs to assure quality
and standards of performance are also lacking and the financing would not even
serve present caseloads, not to mention the tells of thousands who would be
added by the potential for broadened coverage.

In those portions of the bill dealing with funds available for education, train-
ing, or staff development necessary to Insure the capacity to provide and ilmprove
services, there is a lack of clarity and specificity as to amounts or allocations
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for the range of education and training programs required. The funds for all
levels of education must be assured for proper planning and program develop-
ment, hence the necessity for adequate amounts, clearly identifiable.

The social services portion as written would be a horror to administer and
would keep time localities In such a state of political pressure and struggle that
all service programs would suffer. Therefore, we favor severing the social
services provisions now appended as Title XX. Joining the two belies separation
of services from payments. It serves to lrpietuate the myth that services (-all
substitute for income.

Ve believe that social services should be universally available to everyone
regardless of Income. Those who call pay, should pay, but the services sliould
come from the same source. Services geared to the poor are inevitably poor serv-
ices when they should be of a quality to meet tile needs of the wealthiest pe.soll
in the country. When, however, services are tied to the level of income, as here.
it necessarily results inI duplicate and unequal services. By contrast, I would
cite services for crippled children, which usually come from one source, rtgard-
less of the inconie of the child's family, and Chillren's Ios)ital, here in Wash-
ington, I).C., which functions the same way.

It has been asserted that the $800 million sought in support of the social serv-
ices in Title XX represents a major increase, but when the $261 million ear-
marked for special purposes are deducted, the total left for services ($539 mll-
lion) comes to less than funds for services for fiscal 1970. As a result, the bill
stipulates a net constriction of services. Given the appropriations process, it is
doubtful that even the aforementioned sum will be forthcoming. In addition,
the bill stipulates closed-end financing as opposed to present arrangements
whereby the Federal government matches state monies without limitation. This
latter arrangement allows for flexibility, making It possible to meet needs on a
flexible schedule wherever they arise.

While services are not stipulated in the bill, those indicated represent a nar-
row range, therapeutic and remedial in kind rather than preventive and devel-
opmental. Decentralization of services is worthwhile, but provisions for discre-
tionary funds at the statehouse level, the designation of prime sponsors in cities
over 250,000 and other provisions which may logically serve to fragment any
balanced plan, or any attempt to establish a balanced plan, give rise to alarm.
The multiplicity of plans mandated is likely to mean chaos in many states and
we are concerned about the discretionary use of funds in states whose records
for serving the poor and the black are marginal and disheartening. It can be
said with certainty tht unless the legislation clearly specifies what "balance"
of services are to be provided, we will not get "balanced" plans in those states. A
strong public social service program must form the basis for any social services
delivery system. This might be combined with purchase of services from other
sources. However, the purchase of services must be controlled by guidelines or
standards.

Title XX purports to separate income and services but at the same time speci-
fies services in support of manpower training (reimbursed at the 90 per cent
level, whereas all other services are reimbursed at the 75 per cent level), and,
while failing to specify the full spectrum of services, it does specify day care
to enable mothers to go to work, another manpower device.

Tme only identifiable paid personnel in providing services are to be the poor
themselves, supported by unpaid volunteers. We welcome this participation on
the part of the poor and the interest and usefulness of volunteers, but to be
effective both will need the help of professionals in the field and the recognition
that a wide range of qualified professional skills is required in helping people
is specifically absent.

In short, not only do we believe that the social services section should be
severed from the present bill but we would hope foe a far more compassionate,
humane and functional social services proposal, one that Is generously and pro-
fessionally conceived for. maximum human development, adequately funded and
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administered on terms that guarantee equitable conduct of the program through-
out all jurisdictions.

In summary, our position on 11.11. 16311, The Family Assistance Act of 1970,
is that we believe It (toes contain some important concepts that could start this
Nation on a new course in family Income maintenance. We think that such a
change Is imperative. However, the bill, as a whole, has inany provisions we
believe to be ill-advised. It is salted with others which can only be categorized
as "yes-buts."

The income floor is essential, but it Is too low to be realistic. The inclusioll
of the working poor is also essential, but Federal benefits are not mandated.
We believe that full Federal administration and financing are tie only way to
insure equity from state to state.

The provisions for child care are to be approved in principle, but actual facili-
ties are not available or provided for. The work related exemption is good, but
it is a fixed sum and there Is no present provision for adjusting it. And so forth
throughout the entirety of the document.

Proposals for intensified investigations, work registration requirements, stab.
listing paternity, and the Federal prosecution of absent fathers whose families
are receiving assistance are both more punitive than present measieurs and admin-
Istratively more costly. In addition, the vagueness of the language and the failure
to provide answers for some of the questions raised, leaves the bill wide open to
even more punitive and arbitrary interpretation than now exists.

Throughout this legislation there is the relentless Implication that the poor are
shiftless, lazy, worthless and irresponsible, particularly toward each other, when,
in truth, the poor are lacking in money. Such attitudes and assumptions are
regressive and will not contribute to solutions in the present desperate crisis in
public welfare or the social crisis that will emerge if this crisis g(jes uniresolved.
It does not help to codify Inequtles or make harsh, not to say brutal, assump-
tions about the poor.

We need to take progressive, not regressive action. We need legislation that is
based on sound dan realistic assumptions. In large part, 11.R. 16311 rests on a
web of vengeful fantasies which can only compound our problems the further
they deviate from reality. Pejorative attitudes and categorical distinctions must
be eliminated and a uniform program established which Is simple, dignified and
easily administered in order to get the best results at the least cost.

Finally, we are committed to the concept of an income floor and Federal
benefits for the working lor and the ullemployed parent. We are opposed to the
perpetuation of categoricaI distinction among peof)le equally iII need and any
l)roliferation of differentials. We favor a simple affidavit procedure for deter-
miiing need and we are opposed to all punitive provisions and pejorative assump-
tions about the poor.

The sentiment which blames people for their poverty and denies them tile
means to escape it while giving money to others, considered more deserving,
largely because they are not poor, is a pathology from which the American social
and political economy must escape. The most important goal of any government
is the welfare of its people.

We are very hopeful that this Commlittee will, because of your extensive hear-
ing% the increased public debate, and the sharpening of issues, present a bill
that is simple, equitable and humane, and which will give this country the new
start in helping people in need of money and in need of services. The hour calls
for thoughtful and decisive action and we look to you now for it.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator 1AlRuS. Our next witness is Mr. John E. Cosgrove, director,

department of social development, U.S. Catholic Confelence.
Mr. Cosgrove, why don't you begin by introducing your associates,

and stating who they represent. Then we will be 1)lcased to hear from
you.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN E. COSGROVE, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT, U.S. CATHOLIC CONFERENCE; ACCOMPA-
NIED BY DAVID M. ACKERMAN, STAFF ASSOCIATE, WASHINGTON
OFFICE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES; AND RABBI RICH-
ARD HIRSCH, DIRECTOR, RELIGIOUS ACTION CENTER, UNION OF
AMERICAN HEBREW CONGREGATIONS FOR THE SYNAGOGUE
COUNCIL OF AMERICA

Mr. (osollovE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am accompaniedl in this testiniony by Rabbi Richard Hirsch on

ny left, representing the Synagogue Council of America; and by
I)avid Ackerman, on my right, representing the National Council of
Churches.

I am with the U.S. Catholic Conference.
May, I first say we appreciate the opportunity to testify before this

committee on this extremely important legislation.
Mr. Chairman and mnebers of the committee, the U.S. Catholic

Conference, the National Council of Churches, and the Synagogue of
America strongly supl)ort H.R. 16311, the family assistance plan. AVe
support it because it recognizes the value of the family unit to society
and recognizes the l)resent program of Aid to Families with Depenid-
et Children (AFDC) as chaotic and wholly inadequate.

'rhe chief weaknesses of the present system are known and widely
understood. We believe these weaknesses include (1) the inadequate
benefit levels that perpetuate poverty; (2) the fact that half the States
do not have the unemployed fathers' program; and (3) the lack of
a supplement to the income of the working poor.

The proposed family assistance plan will provide a nationwide fed-
erally guaranteed minimum benefit and will help the working poor.
It would be a step toward a fully Federal program, which deserves
careful consideration as a goal-though not of such priority, we think,
as to be allowed to endanger the present proposal.

Because of the important now dimensions of the proposal, it is en-
dorsed by the general secretaries of the three umbrella religious or-
ganizations which we represent. As a supplement to our testimony
there are attached copies of the official action of our national organiza-
tions.

Senator HARRIS. Very well. Without objection they will be made
a part of the record.*

Mr. CosoRow. Thank you, sir.
The Council Secretaries, in addition to the resolutions and positions

of the organizations, directed a joint statement last April to the Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives when this bill was before the
House, and I would like to read that, if I may. It appears in the writ-
ten testimony itself beginning at the bottom of page 6:

The system-if Indeed It can be called a system at all-

Referring to the A.FDC--
disrupts families, often falls to provide minimal subsistence, demeans the r&
cipient, reaches less than half of those in nced, fosters dependence, and Is geo-
graphically inequitable. Furthermore, under present cost-sharing principles, It
Is straining the resources of many localities and states. Finally, it has given rise

*See p. 1779.
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In the body politic to numerous dehumanizing myths about the poor that are
repugnant to the Judeo-Christlan heritage and that contribute to the divisive-
ness in our land."

Despite our enthusiasm for the basic thrust of this legislation, we
must note the inadequacies of the benefit amount. We urge its increase
as far as is compatible with passage of the bill by Congress and ap-
proval by the President. We do not think that earlier expressions as to
the maxnnmn that would be so approved can govern the Senate's ac-
tion, although these expressions should be consifd ci-d.

We are concerned with the elimination of the Ifouse-passed pro-
vision for the Federal contribution to the unemployed father's pro-
gram. Would this reimpose the "man-in-the-house" rule?

We are concerned that training or employment for mothers of
school-aged children, who scek benefits as family heads, would deprive
the home of their ministrations as mothers. In many cases, this is a
situation that is admissible because of the circumstances, and the
mother would prefer employment and would take employment. How-
ever, the option, we suggest, should be the mother's anI training or
a job should not be a prerequisite to benefits. The mother who is a,
family head, as distinct from a family with a father a§ its head, has
special problems. It serves no useful iurpose to add to her burdens.

One other requirement causes us grave e concern-the type of work
to which people will be referred as a prerequisite to receiving benefits.
While the word "suitable" I believe, no longer appears, the question
remains. It is not completely clear whether jobs paying substantially
below the Federal minimum wage will still be considered proper for
referral simply because the Federal minimum does not apply. 1We
think that for purposes of referral under this program, it should be
considered to apply to all employment.

Finally, we suggest that the family assistance plan be accompanied
in separate legislation by other remedial social measus, including
a higher minimum wage with broader coverage; including renewed
efforts to end racial or religious discrimination; including a fully
funded, low-income housing program; including a full-recognition
of the Federal Government as the employer of last resort to be sure
there are jobs for which people could be trained and to which they
could be referred.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is the rt~sum6
of the testimony that we have submitted.

Senator Hi;ms. Thank you.
May I say that Mr. Tom Vail, of the Finance Committee Staff, has

pointed out to me how closely your three organizations have worked
together to prepare this joint testimony, and, speaking for the com-
mittee, I want to say we appreciate that, very much. It is helpful to us
with the long list of people who want to be heard in connection with
this important bill.

Senator Bennett.
Senator BE-NF'rr. I just have two questions. I!ave you made any

attempt to estimate the cost of this expanded program that you recoi-
mend to us, the additional cost?

Mr. CosGRoveL. No, sir; we are conscious of the estimates that have
been provided. Our feeling is that it could well be that there is no
cost at all in this program, but rather an investment in human re-
sources and an investment in human dignity. Our difficulty is, of
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course that our social accounting system is such that we cannot ascer-
taini what the cost, of not providing adequate benefits will be.

So we view this, frankly, as )rimarily an investment in people
rather than as a cost.

Senator BF,1Nxrmr. That is a very pleasant 1)lrase, and I agree that
it has interesting social values. But. we on this committee iave the
responsibility of- providing income to balance the Federal budget.
That. is our primary responsibility. So, we have to deal with. direct
money costs, and we cannot say, "Well, it. is fine; we can have a budget
defici t of $25 billion next year because we have made this as a social
invest meit."

Would your three organizations be willing to support, increases in
taxes to cover the additional Federal money costs if the )rogr'm were
changed in the way you suggest?

Mr. Cosoitovri. Senator, I want to, first, before I respond, that I hope
Mr. Ackerman and Rabbi Hirsch will join, I am sure you will agree,
with any of the comments because of their particular insights and
expertise.

If I might, though, give my reaction to this, I think that we cannot
postulate social programs or' indeed, much legislation, in terms of
either/or, in terms of we reach an inadequate level or we raise the tax
rate. The latter alternative if not one that is precluded, certainly, but
[ think the question is basically one of national priorities.

It seeisi to ie within the budlget of a given year, every year, there
can be sufficient. resources, suifficient revemnes, to-meet the requirements
of the society as the Congress determines these to be niet by Federal
legislation. As a result, I would think that the issue here really is
whether we determine this is a matter of such priorities as to rank with
the, vast array of other Federal expenditures, and rank, hopefully,
very high on ti scale, and if we so rank it, I think we will find the
revenues to meet it.

But, if I may, I would defer to my colleagues for further comments
on this.

Senator 13E-NN.T. Are you one of those who says we should, if we
wind up the Viqtnamnese war tomorrow, we will have money enough to
spend for these social programs?

M'r. ACKERMNIAN. I wish I were confident that that were the case, but
I have seen the peace dividend gradually erode since it first came into
)ublic discussion, so I am not sure that would be the case.

But I would like to associate myself with the comments of Mr.
Cosgrove. It seems to me that talk about the cost of this program
comes down fundamentally to a question of will, how much oa prior-
it, do we actually want to make to eradicate poverty from this country.

It seems to me that the Government has, ordinarily, little difficulty
in finding funds for those programs which it believes to be of high
priority.

In my opinion and in the opinion of my organization, there are no
higher priorities than attempting to hel) those who are poor move
into a fuller and more decent life, and I think if the Government
makes that commitment, and I hope it (1oes make that commitment
in this legislation, it will also, at the same time, find the funds to
(to it.



1769

Senator BENNETr. Well, we cannot find funds. We cannot go into '

the next room and pick then up off the table. We Iave got to take,
them away from you, the. taxpayers.

Now, wdien you talk about pority and say this should be of such
high priority, that, we should find the 1e1y, don't forget, we are
operating now at a deficit., unfortunately. 11e operated at a $'25 billion
deficit in 1968. Now, what major activities of the Federal Government
can we scra ) or eliminate in order to find funds for this kind of an
operation? I have been in the Senate 20 years, and I know that the
American people-they are a very heterogeneous group-and each
part of the country, aiid each group, each social group, each educa-
tional group, has its own set of priorities, and if you try to-I will
shock you-if you try to find money for this program by taking it
out of education, every school teacher in the United States would be
on the phone tomorrow. In fact, we have had a witness before this
committee who says we cannot continue our welfare program unless
we are prepared to multiply funds for the education of social workers
from $5 to $40 million this year.

So there is no such thing as a simple, single national priority pat-
tern. What we have to deal with is the most coml)lex system of priori-
ties which has a political face, and much as we would like to, and"
much as I would like to, be able to say we cani do this and find the
funds, in the end if we put, another $10 or $15 )billion into this program
we have either got to accept it as an additional deficit, with the result-
ing inflation, wh ich we are fighting hard to control, or we have got to
raise taxes. I am point, out to you the kind of l)roblem that we- have
to face up here at this end of the table. I ask, are yon willing to sup-
port the increase in taxes that it. would take to l)rovi(le these a(l(litioial
funds?

Ral)bi Hinscir. Let me try to respond to it, if I may, Senator.
I think all of us are cognizant of the many dfliculties which con-

front. the Senate in trying to balance the money interests and many
needs of the citizens of the country.

If you would ask me, I would say, yes, I am in favor of increasing
taxes, recognizing full well all of the economic and political ramifica-
tions of that. But I do not think that is our responsibility up here at
table. It seems to me that is primarily

Senator BE.N,.Nvrr. That is ours.
Rabbi Hinscir. It. is primarily the responsibility of the Senate.
The responsibility that we have, I think, is to *indicate to you that

to the extent we represent significant groups in society, we would urge
the country and the Government, the representatives in the Senate, to
be willing to express the values of the country bv recognizing that
the fight against poverty-we used to talk about a war against pov-
erty-I do not know whatever happened to that war-but if we are
fighting that war, we are not fighting it, with the kind of vigor with
which we began some 5 or 6 years ago. And that it is, therefore, essen-
tial that the leadership of th country, as embodied in the Senate, un-
dertake the kind of measures which are necessary to eliminate poverty.

The fact is that with all of the increase in l)rodluctivity, and with
all of the economic advances and social advances which have been made,
the gap between the pool and the rich is growing. ')'here should be

44-527-70--pt. 3-32
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ways, other than raising taxes, but if in the final analysis and in the
best judgment of the Senate, if there were no other way than raising
taxes, I would say the people of the country should have to pay the
bill for trying to establish an enlightened and just society, and you
camot have an enlightened and just society if you have nillions of
citizens who do not have the means with which to purchase the basic
necessities of life.

Senator BE.NNEx'. Well, the main thrust and the philosophical
principle behind this new approach represented in this bill is to get
as many people off an idle situation where they are wards of the Gov-
eriunent, and getting thiem b,.ck to become at least partially self-
sup)orting and getting them back to work. Yet your testimony and
the testimony of the other witnesses this morning is unanimous that
people should not be required to work; they should be allowed to
work when they want to work, and when the y do not want to work
welfare should be there for their support.

Mr. CosonovEi. Senator, my hearing of the testimony this Inorning,
and it certainly would be 'iny view-is that the Ainericall people
overwhelningl., given the opportunity, desire to work and will work,
whether these are professional people, whether the) are business peo-
ple, whether they are part people or working people or people on
welfare. The task, therefore, is: (1) to so order our economy so assist
the development of this free economy so that it can do its job which,
among other things, certainly as a matter of high priority, is to pro-
vide t ie opportunity for work. Now 5 percent of the people of the
workforce are unemployed. The goal is to attempt to reduce to the
lowest possible point unemployment; then, seondly, for those for
whom employment is not the answer, then special provision should be
made.

As you know, despite the emphasis here this morning and through-
out in this discussion of the "work-fare" concept or the role of work
in this whole question, in terms of the perspective that, perhaps,
should be maintained, work is not the central feature. The central fact
is, as I understand it, that a great majority of the people who receive
welfare are too old to work or too young to work or too ill to work, so
this is not the centerl)iece of the discussion. But to the degree that it
is important, we would have the faith that, given the opportunity
to work, most people will respond affirmatively and do it.

Senator BENNEMr. You have not read theo bill very carefully be-
cause this bill refers only to people who are on the family assistance
plan, which assumes an able-bodied adult. The sick, the blind, the
maimed, the old, are not involved in this discussion.

Mr. CosoiovF. But they are part of the welfare system, Senator.
Senator BmN .rrr Yes; but this bill does not concern itself with

them except to l)rovide the increase of a minimum for those people
to $110.

The only thing I am concerned witl personally, the thing that at-
tracts me to this legislation, and puzzles me, is its use as a vehicle
for making those who are capable of working self-supporting. I do
not want to get. into and I am not involving myself with those people
who cammot work.

But all we have heard here today are reasons why we have got to
take care of people at, one man suggests as high as $6,000 a year with-
out requiring the able-bodied to work unless they want to.
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Mr. CosorovF,. I think the position is, sir, that, if, as a precondition
to benefits, the family head is referred to (a) training or (b) a job,
that in the (a) instance the training be relevant to a job that is likely
to exist and not an irrelevant thing and (b) that. the reference to the
work, the work to which one willbe referred as a precondition for
benefits as a family head, that this work be truly suitable.

Senator BENxL-r. I cannot quarrel with you about that.
But, it seems to me, that the bill says as a precondition ahead of

that that a person who is able to work should be willing to be referred
for training or referred for a job and should take that responsibility.

Mr. CosGoVE. The only exception I would have to that, Senator, is
the mother of school-age children, for example, 7 or 8 or 9 years old.

Senator BENNEiT. That is half of the people on family assistance.
Mr. COSOROVE. It seems to me the option should be hers and not be

imposed by the Government by statute that she must take the training
or the work.

I think the statute undervalues her role as a mother in the home in
relation to the strength of the family unit as part of society and in
relati(.n to the welfare of the children.

Senator BENNEWr. Well, I have engaged in too long a discussion
with you now, but I think this is a very serious problem, and if we
cannot find a wvay to move these people out of welfare into work, then
it will be a long time before another attempt will be made, and we will
continue to perpetuate the welfare system which encourages idleness
and is growing in numbers faster than the population.

Mr. CosoRovE. Senator, may I make one observation on your key
point, your last point.

I believe we have at least one experience; namely, during World War
I probably around 1944, when we really reached very near to what
must be defined as full employment.

Senator BENxj,Tr. Right.
Mr. CosoRovu. What were the conditions then in economic terms, the

horrors of the war aside for the moment? In economic terms there were
plenty of decent-paying jobs available, and people took them.

Senator BENNETT. The economic terms were there were 13 million
men who were not available for work, and their places had to be filled,
and we were fighting a war at the same time. 'We needed production
very much beyond our normal rate of production because we wero
blowing up a good part of our production. We had 12 to 13 million
men there who were not there to help us produce.

Mr. CosoRovE. Senator, I suggest that, if we put America to work
today to meet the unnet needs this society has, on anything like the
scale that was required for tle great enterprises of 'World War II, the
space program, the atomic energy programs and the rest, that there
would be, in a society now far above what it was in those lays, now
reaching $1 trillion (NP, there would be the possibility of full em-
ployment in a constantly expanding economy that would largely meet
tie loint that you raise of giving everyone the opportunity to work.

I think we have (a) the context, social and 'economic context to do
it; and (b) we have the know-how to do it socially, politically, eco-
nomically, if we had the will to do it.. Pray God'this committee is
addressing itself to this question, and, prayGod, the answer will be
affirmative.

Senator BENNE'LT. I have talked too long.
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Rabbi Ilsci[. I just wanted to add, Senator, I did not read our
testimony nor, frankly, did I read the testimony of the others who
preceded us, as saying that people should be given welfare or given
assistance who are capable of working.

I read our testimony as-si ing that the Government. has the reslon-
sibility to provide jols and ihat, to me, is the key. I think that is also
in keeping with our religious dictates. I am reminded of tile fact. that
there is a statement, in the Talmud that "if a man does not, work he is
not )lesse(l."

I am not. in favor of giving money to people who are capable of
working. I think that, that has all kilids of deleterious consequences.
both for the individual and for society, and I think what. we are saying
here is that every man is entitled to a job, )utr do not expect thle "man
who is on the lowest rung of society to go ahead and provide that job
for himself.

The reason they do not have a job is due to all kinds of factors which
they should not, be. held resl)onsible for, and by not, providing the kinds
of jobs which these peoplee may ill, we are making those who are least
capable of affording the ills of society bear the price for those who (to
have jobs and who should be seeing to it. that the less privileged should
have the same ol)portllnity.

Mr. AcKErr%.N. Let me add to it our concern for the work require-
ment, as Mr. Hirsch just pointed out., that we are not opposed to it
philosophically. We do not oppose it; we think it. is a proper exercise
0' the. governmental power of setting up a program that provides
N~eVfits.

Oir concern, however, is the danger that it can become a club to
harrass the poor rather than a way of helping the poor move into the
mainstream of society.

We have for too log in this country, I think, treated the )oor as
social outcasts in their own land. We'have treated them as morally
culpable for their own poverty. I think it is time we ended that.

The work requirement is okay, but we need to set standards in the
legislation to make sure that it, will be fairly administered in a way
that, preserves the dignity of the recipients.

Senator BENXET-T. Well, assuming those standards, do you think
the work requirement is proper?

Mr. ACKERMAN. Yes; assuming those standards, but that is a criti-
cal asumption.

Senator BrENNETr. Of course, you immediately discover that each
person who looks at the standards is going to set his own. Now, the
union man says in effect, you must not pay him less than the union
wage, and yet he won't ope his union to let the people in.

It is a very interesting and very difficult problem, and I think the
Federal Government in the end must have the responsibility of find-
ing jobs, even if it supplies them itself, but I think if we lose the job-
related orientation of this legislation, then we have perpetuated the
welfare system for a long time to come.

I do not think we will make another effort.
Senator Hxnis. Anything further, Mr. Cosgrove?
Mr. CosonovFE. Only sir, -that I would agree the Federal Govern-

ment should be the employer who would step in if there are not enough
other jobs available.
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I think that the Employment Act of 1946 should be implemented, the
policyy expressed there should be inl)lenmited by tile Federal Gov-
ernment.

Senator lIARRis. Rabbi Hirsch, anything further?
Rabbi HISCH. No; thank you.
Senator IARRIs. A'r. Ackerman, anything further?
Mr. ACKMA,. No.
Senator I [aiuns. Gentlemen, thank you very much.
(fThe preceding witnesses' prepared statement with attachment,followss)

TESTIMONY OF JOHN E'. COSGROVE, I)IRECTOR OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT, U.S. CArII[-
OL1 CONFERENCE; DAVID 3M. ACKERMAN, STAFF ASSOCIATE, WASH INGTON OF-
I ICE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES; AND RABBI RICHARD IhHSCH, MIiREcOR,
RELiGIOuS ACTION CENTER, UNION OF AMERICAN HEBREW CONGREGATIONS FOR
SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF AMERICA

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the United States Catholic Con-
ference is an agency of tia Catholic Bishops of the United States, designed
to unify and coordinate activities of the Church, In social and public affairs.

The National Council of Churches of Christ in America Is an organization of
thirty-three Protestant, Anglican, and Orthodox communions. One of the stated
purposes of the Council as set forth in its Constitution is "to study and speak and
act on conditions and Issues in the nation and the world which involve moral,
ethical, and spiritual )rlnciples inherent in the Christian gospel." It Is this
purpose which leads the Council to testify before you today.

The Synagogue Council of America is the coordinating agency of Orthodox,
Conservative and Reform Judaisn. Its constitntent organizations are: Central
Conference of American Rabbis; Rabbinical Assembly; Rabbinical Council of
America; Union of American Hfebrew Congregations; Union of Orthodox Jewish
Congregations of America; United Synagogue of America.

W'e will concentrate our testimony primarily on II.R. 16311 and the general
policies which we believe should guide a family assistance progarm.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE

Recognizing that considerable testimony will be given the Committee on specl-
fie sections of the Bill, we wish to state at the outset that a primary focus of
our remarks is the underlying intent of H.R. 16311, that Is. the estabishment
of a Family Assistance Plan providing basic benefits to low-income families
with children that will -replace our present program of welfare assistance to
dependent children.
The Family Assistance Plan authorized by II.R. 16311 represents a new and

realistic attempt to provide basic Income for poor families, and thereby merits
our endorsement and support. It maintains family unity and Is directed toward
helping the family unit function under its own power, thereby insuring stability
and cohesion, while at the same time it contains incentives for job training and
employment for the head of the family. The effects of this employment Incentive
Shoul not be overlooked. To build a financial base, a person needs a Job. To
obtain a job In our society, a person needs training. Job training and employment
for the family head help the poor family acquire a source of steady Income, and
It also helps the head of the family achieve a sense of self-worth and achieve-
ment. Too many Americans, freed from the conditions of poverty and family
instability, are socially myopic in their conviction that poor families choose
the welfare system in preference to working for a living.

Theoretically, the importance of family stability to the good of society has
always been recognized, but the family Itself has not always been considered
as a specific social unit in the formulation of sound social policy. Conversely,
we have long realized that poverty Is often the cause of family breakdown, and
the instability of aniny families Is at least partially due to our failure to adopt
comprehensive and realistic family-centered policies in an effort to eliminate
h)overty. Some of our welfare policies led to the disruption of the family unit,
such as the provision that financial assistance would not be granted to a family
in which there was an able-bodied father; or the requirement that mothers
of young children must work or take Job training as a condition for receiving
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welfare assistance. The diversity of standards and the difficulties of administer-
Ing our present system sometimes provided greater income to those who did not
work than to many who struggled to maintain some type of employment. It
wasn't the poor who were at fault, nor only those who were shrewd at beating
the system; to some degree we are all at fault because we realized the inadequacy
of the welfare system, but we have been unwilling to take the risk of a new
approach and to commit ourselves to an increased investment.

In recent years, there has been a growing realization that our welfare system
was beyond the help of a series of well-intentioned amendments, and that a
drastic overhaul was now in order. In fact, some experiments were already under-
way in 196. In New York, Teamsters Local 327 demanded a $5.00 weekly al-
lowance for each child in the member's family as part of the contract for em-
ployees of the City Housing Authority. In Trenton, New Zuoersey, P0 poor families
were engaged in an experiment with negative income tax which provided $3,300
per year for a family of four that had no other income.

We might add to this the urgings of social and political scientists In their
scholarly Journals, recommending a variety of alternate approaches that would
center on providing income to the family unit instead of assistance to individuals
who fall within specifically defined welfare categories.

On August 8, 1960, President Nixon proposed the revision of the welfare system
in his message to the American people. His proposals covered a wide range
of topics, but there was wide agreement that the Family Assistance Plan was a
positive and workable alternative to our previous welfare system.

H.R. 16311 Is important then, not only because it is an alternative to a welfare
system that has become increasingly cumbersome and inefficient, but because it is
the first step toward a series of family-centered policies that will benefit not only
the poor, but all other portions of our society as well.

We have to determine whether these will be purposeful policies that are directed
to supporting family stability, or haphazard, ad hoe policies that create more prob-
lems than they solve. H.R 16,311 is an example of purposefulness that Is In open
contrast to the annual patching up of the welfare system.

WEAKNESSES OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM

The weaknesses of the present system have been thoroughly exposed. Possibly
the chief weakness of the present welfare program, as it has evolved, are:

1. It fails to lift families with children out of poverty and penalizes efforts by
the beneficiaries to accomplish this. Because of the Inadequate benefit amounts,
$10.00 per person per month in Mississippi, with more in richer, more libeial
States (where living costs are also higher), the payments fall to do the Job.

2. In about half the States there is no payment to families which have an
unemployed parent at home, regardless of need, so that it often is economically
"better" for the father to desert the family.

3. There is now no Federal program of support for families where the father is
working full time but is earning insufficient income to support to family.

As the General Secretaries of our organizations said in a joint statement last
April:

The system-if indeed it can be called a system at all-disrupts families,
often fails to provide minimal subsistence, demeans the recipient, reaches
less than half of those in need, fosters dependence, and is geographically
inequitable. Furthermore, under present cost-sharing principles, it is strain-
ing the resources of many localities and states. Finally, it has given rise in
the body politic to numerous dehumanizing myths about the poor that are
repugnant to our Judeo-Christian heritage and that contribute to the
diviseness in our land.

ADDITIONAL STRENGTH OF THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

As we have noted, we subscribe to time basic thrust of the family assistance
proposal; i.e., to provide a workable system of income support for poor families.
We think the setting of a minimum Federal floor under Income is a significant
step forward. We believe the addition of the working poor to eligibility for Fed-
eral assistance is a highly desirable and long overdue step, for this means that for
the first time this nation would have a clear policy of Federal responsibility for
financial support of the family unit when the family head is employed at below-
poverty wages. We endorse the mandate given the use of the declaration method
of determining eligibility, for this would eliminate the demeaning and wastefully
detailed Investigations that are onerous to social worker and beneficiary alike.
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We welcome the commitment of the Federal government to a larger responsibility
for solution of the problem of "lack of income adequate to sustain a decent level
of life."

We concur also in the proposals to: integrate the administration of food stamps
with PAP (though we might suggest this could be better accomplished by adop-
tion of Senate Amendment 582).; place an upper limit on the percentage of Income
a public housing tenant must pay for rent; and, provide for a comprehensive
medical Insurance, program for all families with incomes of $5620 per year or less.
We believe, however, that the $500 per year premium for a family with a $5620
annual income is much too high-It would cost nearly as much per month as
group Insurance plans in the Washington, D.C. area. We hope to have ihe opl))r-
tunity to comment upon these proposals as they are developed.

TIlE GOAL

The patent inequity of a society as rich as ours failing to order its priorities
to )rovide for the fundamental requirements of its members should reqltire
little elaboration. We suggest that each member of a national or local corn-
munity has some responsibility for and should feel some sense of solidarity with
all the other members. A particular obligation rests on the more fortunate to
help those not so fortunate. The question Is the degree of responsibility and
the way to meet it best.

What is needed is a program to assure that each person, each family in the
country has an adequate annual income, either through employment or, where
that is not a proper or practical means, through an alternate method. This goal,
a system of adequate guaranteed annual income, which could be achieved
through other programs or a combination of programs, we submit, is both
desirable "to promote the general welfare" and feasible in the near future.

As desirable as is the central purpose of the Proposed Act, we vlew It as a
starting point toward a fully adequate program of guaranteed annual income,
which, of course, the proposed program is not.

WEAKNESSES OF TIlE PROPOSAL

Benefits and amounts.-As important and beneficial as are several of the
central features of the Administration proposal, other features tend to contradict
the goal expressed in the President's message of August nnmd in the bill. 11.11.
16311's Findings and Declaration of Policy (Title IV, See. 2, (a) (4) note tMe
chief welfare problems and includes the following statement:

In the light of the harm to Individual and family development and well-
being caused by lack of income adequate to sustain a decent level of life,
and the consequent damage to the human resources of the entire nation,
the Federal Government has a positive interest and responsibility in assuir-
ing the correction of these problems.

One of the chief purposes, then, of the proposed Family Assistance Program is
to assure an adequate income. however, in most states, the levels of family assist-
ance in fact proposed-though an improvement for sonic--will not do this. Ili
the interest of improving the proposal, we suggest careful consideration of this
elemental point.

There are many working definitions of poverty, or-on the other hand--the
income levels needed to sustain the family. These are established by tihe OEO
(based on the Department of Agriculture's inadequate "Economy" Food Plan)
and the U.S. Department of Labor's Lower Standard Budget. The President's
Commission on Family Income Maintenance (the Hleineman Commission) sug-
gested yet another norm.

The proposed Federal minimum benefit level-1,600 a year for a four-member
family-Is some $30.00 per week per family, or less than 1.00 per week Ip, r
person. This is unconscionably low for a society which is probably the richest
the world has known, and whose annual Gross National Product will exceed $1
trillion in the 1970's.

Even the beneficiary family whose head earns over $60.00 monthly with the
family payment reduced by $1.00 for each additional $2.00 earned-a good idea
in principle-would have all benefits when income reaches some $3,920.00,
slightly above the minimal poverty level used by OEO.

The point here is that the Government variously defines "poverty." The Admin-
istration has proposed, and the House has already adopted in the subject legis-
lation, a declaration that the Nation has a responsibility to meet the problem of
inadequate income, Section 441, II.R. 16311. However, the pending proposal is for
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a minimum Federal benoflt amount which, on Its face, falls to approach 50 per-
cent of the mhiimnuns definition of poverty. For those families with lower in-
comes, this is literally not even a half-measure. To demonstrate the inadequacies
of the proposed family assistance plan, and the present Federal minimum wage,
the foPowing chart ..us been constructed to demonstrate the income gaps between
the minimum wage and the different poverty indices.

INCOME GAP BETWEEN 3 POVERTY INDEXES AND MINIMUM WAGE FOR A FAMILY OF 4 (BASED ON 1968
FIGURE)

Helneman Oepartment
Commission of Labor

"Official" 3 4 median suggested
Government family income needed

poverty Income for for a city
Income United States family

Federal minimum ........................................... $3,553.00 $4. 316.00 $5,913.00
Wage at 2,080 hou rs per year ................................. 3,328.00 3,328.00 3,328.00
Income gap per year ........................................ 125.00 988.00 2,585.00
Hourly wage gap .......---------------............ .. 06 .48 1.24
Minimum wage required to dose gap- --------------------- - 1. 66 2.08 2.84

The request to Increase the Federal minimum wage to $2.00 per hour Is prob-
ably a dollar an hour inadequate right now.

We suggest that the benefit level in the family assistance program could be
increased to an adequate level and still be economically and legislatively feasible.
It should rise proportionately as the Consumer Price Index rises.

COST-SHARING

In addition to the inadequate benefit amount, there is a question of whether
the level of funding by the national Government should not be raised. Some
States and municipalities are virtually unable to meet the rising welfare costs
and may need more help than this Bill provides.

ELIMINATION OF NATIONWIDE" UNEMPLOYED FATIIER PROGRAM

We are most distressed by the proposed Section 451 of the Administration's
recommendations. Eliminating the Federal contribution to the Unemployed
Fathers Program and making this program optional is merely another way of
reinposing the "man-in-the-house" rule no matter how many additional provisions
there are to penalize desertion.

No matter what public and private institutions are used to locate "deserters,"
the kind of social and economic environment in which these Fathers carry oi
their day-to-day battle for survival Is characterized by anonymity, and we
strongly feel our over-burdened police departments, welfare departments, and
local courts should not have to assume this additional load. Besides, we know
of no evidence that indicates the "poor" are less honest than the "well-to-do."
In fact, perhaps contrary to the popular conception, less than 100,000 able-bodied
men are now on the Nation's welfare rolls. Most of the poor are "poor" because
they are unemployed or work at jobs paying very low wages. (See Heinemann
report, "Poverty Amid Plenty: The American Paradox")

WORK STANDARDS

Most of the poor in America are members of families whose head is employed.
Thus, while the opportunity and training for work is important, It can be over-
stressed in relation to the reality. Employment is a relevant answer to poverty
only if one is not too young, or old, or unskilled or too remote from the jobs,
or too ill or too Incapacitated or physically or psychologically handicapped and
only if one can find a Job with truly adequate pay.

Even in proper perspective, employment £s undoubtedly important. It is im-
portant as a positive factor if it is joined to practical training, enlarged oppor-
tunities (more Jobs) and an upgrading of earned income. It is most important
negatively if it is a club to harass the poor, a penalty to threaten the worker, or
a tool to disqualify on grounds of dubious validity varying from State to State.
The work training and work requirement preconditions are acceptable If we can
be assured that their possible use to disqualify for benefits is carefully circum-
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scribed. The poor need no more watchmen or "guardians" to police their activi-
ties. They need a respect for their privacy, a protection of their Godgiven dignity.

The Administration estimated that of the 6.6 million persons in families pres-
ently receiving A.F.D.C., only something over one million would have to register
The exclusions are good. They underscore the reality, that new work/training
programs are not the decisive correctives In attacking poverty though they are
a factor in meeting unemployment. The decisive factor in poverty is need and
the public action necessary to meet it.

The central dangers to be avoided include, we suggest: training people for
non-existent jobs and training for, and referral of people to, jobs paying so little
as to keep them In poverty while granting a human subsidy to marginal enter-
prlses-.

The proposed training program is largely isolated froin any job creation
program. Obviously, the chief reason people are unemployed is tliat they have
not found jobs. Our unemployment rate has been increasing, more rapidly than
the anti-inflation program of "cooling" the economy. For what jobs is it proposed
that the welfare recipient be trained? Is there a safeguard that one would not
he referred to a job paying below the national milniimum vage? While it is
desirable that registered beneficiaries accept truly suitable employment or traini-
Ing, when they are reasonably able to do so, disqualiflcations should follow
refusal to do so only where the employment offered is genuinely suitable or
the training clearly relevant.

The amendment on the House Floor provides that there will be no denial or
reductions of benefits for a failure to accept employment, if, aioiig other things,
"* * * (2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or conditions of the work offered
are contrary to or less than those prescribed by Federal, State or local law or
are substantially less favorable to the individual than those prevailing for siiai-
lar work in the locality * * *" The prevailing wage normn is good if over the
Federal minimum. The recommendation that the applicable mininminn wage he
paid is good, except where there is no minimum wage coverage, or Nhere there
is an exemption for the particular Job. In those cases, the Job should be-never-
theless-required to pay the required minimum Federal wage that would be ap-
plicable if there was coverage or it would not qualify as a job to widehi one is
referred.

The history of analogous programs gives us cause for conc.,rn. Time Employ.
ment Security Program, since 1935, has not had a happy record on this point.
Its unemployment Insurance program typically requires an applicant to accept
a Job unless he quits "for good cause" or for "good cause attributable to his
employer." or if lie refuses to accept "suitable emiploynit." This has been
abused in practice. The "good cause" norm now reappears In Section 448 of
H.R. 16311, providing that to be eligible for benefits an Individual who has
registered must not have " * * refused without good cause to participate in
manpower services, training or employment, or to have refused without good
cause to accept suitable employment * * *" if the employment offered is "* * * a
bona fide offer of employment." While the registration will be with the local
public employment office of the state, the failure to register "without good
cause" will be determined by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
However, It is the State Employment Service which will be referring the appli-
cants to the work thought to be "suitable."

The history of administrative findings and Judicial determinations sliow the
varying and, in too many cases, unjust decisions which have resulted from these
words and phrases when used in previous legislation. Time liberal administration
of these provisions will be vitally important if they are not to be used to drive
people from the qualified roles. It is essential that there be strong, vigorously-
enforced Federal standards on referrals to insure even-handed interpretation
and equitable application of these requirements.

A workman has good cause to refuse employment, in our Judgment, if, for
example, the offer is of a job below the Federal minimum wage or the prevailing
wage, whichever is higher, if it Is an unusually hazardous job, if the connut-
Ing time is unreasonable, or if experience shows that the prospective employer
consistently discriml. tes in hiring or upgrading on the basis of race, creed
or color. This seems Io accor I with the Administration's recommendations.

Unless the statute, the legislative Intent and the regulations are crystal clear,
however, the abuse of this section can vitiate much of what the Bill would other-
wise accomplish. We are not sure that the Bill now is adequate on this score.
There should be more explicit Federal statutory standards for work referral,
and minimum wages to be paid.



1778

REGISTRATION OF MOTHERS OF' SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN

We propose that the provision requiring registration of inothers of children
age 0 or over-where heads of families-be optional as long as they have school-
age children In the home. While many of the others who are heads of families
anid have school-age children will desire to register, train and seek employment,
this should not be a pre-condition to benefits. The value of the maternal presence
in the homne, for school-age children, is important, morally and socially. She
slIhld have an option on this point.

COST

Everyone Is concerned about the cost of the l)rogram. We suggest as IT.R. 1631"
Illay well recognize--tmat it is more an investment than cost ; an investment ir
human resource and develoelnnt. Our social accounting system makes it diffl.
cult to balance the outlay for family assistance against the cost of suffering, and
indignity that presently exist; we know, however, that these incalculable ex-
penses are great, far greater than the direct expense of the proposed Family
Assistance, program.

CONCLUSION
Tile overriding moral imperatives in this question suggest we should look to

reordering our national priorities.
We recommend that great care be taken that the problem of inflation be met

by expamnsiou of the economy, by an increased supply of goods and services, and
iit be asking the worker and the poor to carry the brunt by increased unemnploy-
mnent. The rate of unemployment, over 4.5% for the past several months, gives
cau-.e for concern. The July figure of 5 percent is not reassuring.

We recommend, as part of an overall family economic security that coverage
of unemployment insurance to be expanded, to include many others and specifi-
cally farm workers.

An immediately effective means of lessening poverty, a tried and proven
method, would be to raise the minilmun wage, under the Fair Labor Stalldards
Act to $2.00 an hour and extend its coverage. Millions of Americans could be
rAised from the minimunim definition of poverty by this action alone. A wage of
$80.00 for a 40-hour week is minimal at this point in history, and Just $240 per
year above the poverty cut-off point for family of four.

We consider no welfare program sufficient unless accompanied by a job-creat-
ing program, the end of racial discrimination in employment and housing, a
fully-funded low income housing program and a renewed attention to urban
problems.

We commend this Committee for taking a broad look at the basic assistance
programs for families, and would hope that this kind of comprehensive approach
will establish a new precedent for all of the Committees of Congress.

Finally, we would raise the serious question of whether the program should
not be wholly Federally-financed and Federally administered with national
standards. The provision enabling the States, indeed encouraging them, to turn
over administration of the State part of the Family .Assistance program to the
Secretary of IT.D.W. is most desirable. With a highly mobile population and a
truly interdependent national economy, some fifty-four separate programs
scarcely make sense.

Economic security is everybody's responsibility and rather than argue about
the appropriate level of Government to administer this program, we should con-
sider and set out to meet most effectively the needs of the people. The patchwork
system is too costly In human terms. If the present proposals do not result in
substantial progress toward ending human want, we will surely come to consider
a wholly Federal Program in the very near future.

We appreciate the opportunity to have presented our views relating to H.R.
16311 to this distinguished Committee and hope to be able to supplement them,
if developments warrant, as the discussion of the proposals take shape further
011.

In summary, we have raised serious questions about H.R. 16311 and we hope
these will be carefully considered. In net, however, because of Its new commit-
ment to family assistance, as such, we support the basic purpose of this leg-
islation. We are for its basic thrust and we trust that it will be strengiened and

proved further by Senate action. We strongly urge your active support of the
bastc features of this bill. The people need this legislation.
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STATEMENTS ENIOMsINo TIE FAMILY ASSISTANCE, PLAN BY TIE U.S. BISHoPe

One year ago, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops addressed Itself
to some of the problems confronting families in our nation in their pastoral letter,
Human Life in Our Day. Pertinent to the question before us, the bishops noted:

Informed social critics are asserting that family Instability In the urban
areas of America, is the result, in part at least, of our national failure to
adopt comprehensive and realistic family-centered policies during the course
of this century. The breakdown of the family has Intrinsic causes, some of
them oral, but these have been aggravated by the Indifference or neglect
of society and by the consequences of poverty and racist attitudes. The object
of wise social policy is not only the physical well-being of persons but their
emotional stability and moral growth, not as individuals but, whenever pos-
sible, within family units.

To again quote from the Bishops' 1968 pastoral lettLr:
The challenges and threats to contemporary family life may often seem

insuperable. However, the resources of this nation are more than sulficlent
to enhance the security and prosperity of our families at home while leaving
us free to fulfill our duties in charity and justice abroad. The scientific, edli-
cational and financial resources of our nation cannot be better utilized than
in defense and development of the family.

U.S. CATIOLIC CONFERENCE

RESOLUTION-WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION

Whereas: Poverty in the midst of affluence Is indefensible, particularly the
privation of children, the old and the handicapped, who are poor through no
fault of their own, and who make up the great bulk of those receiving assist-
a nce; and

Whereas: The welfare system, including the Aid for Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) Program, has proven wholly inadequate to provide either
a decent standard of living or Incentive to the "beneficiary" families but,
instead, is in Wany cases counter-productive and destructive of family life; and

Whereas: The Family Assistance Act of 1970, passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives and pending before the Senate Finance Committee, would constitute
a substantial social advance in providing a federal minimum payment to poor
families and in helping the "working poor" as well as the poor who are
unemployed ;

Now therefore be it resolved, That the Catholic' Bishops of the United States
assembled as the United States Catholic Conference urge prompt enactment
of the Family Assistance Act or some similar family assistance program, at the
same time urging that the minimum dollar amount of $1,00 for a family of four,
be substantially raised. Strong and clear federal gludelines, to assure equitable
administration, must be provided. If training for, or acceptance of, employment
by the family head is a condition precedent to the obtaining of benefits, it is
Important that such employment be truly suitable.

We consider this legislation one of the most important and urgent issues to
come before the Congress in recent years. We express the hope that the Govern-
mental responsibility will be met. We ask all people of good will to address their
attention to this problem and the pending, landmark legislation.

Adopted by the Amerieau Bishops, meeting as the United States Catholic
Conference, San Francisco, April 23, 1970.

SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF AMERICA POLICY STATEMENT ON PRESIDENT NIXON'S
WELFARE PROPOSALS

The Administration welfare proposals (which have now moved from the
House Ways and Means Committee to the floor of the House and will reach the
Senate within the next few months) are a beginning measure towards establish-
ing a guaranteed minimum income for resident of this country. In spite of
our reservations about the adequacy of this program, we recognize that the
Administration is pressing for a long overdue overhauling of the welfare system
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in the Unite,1 States. The Synagogue Council of America has long been aware
that welfare reform is a complex undertaking, but an unavoidable moral im-
perative in the wealthiest country In the world.

The following are the major aspects of the proposed reforms which initiate
Federal responsibility in the area of welfare.

(1) The President's proposals would create a family assistance floor of $1,600 a
year for a family of four, plus $300 for every additional member, to be financed
entirely by the federal government. Supplementation to these minimal payments
would come primarily from state and local funds. Family assistance would be
available to families with children without any categorical limitation-e.g., it
would be available to working families, families where the father is unemployed

ndal living at home, etc. It wouhl not be available to childless couples and single
individuals. Marginal wage earners could make $720 a year without having
the $1,600 Federal grant reduce(]. Above $720, each dollar earned wouhl lead to
a 500 reduction on the welfare grant until, when earnings totalled $3,920, they
wonld no longer receive assistance.

(2) Jobless head of welfare families would be required to enter work training
programs.

(3) The plan proposed by the President exempts mothers of pre-school chil-
dren from the provision requiring recipients of assistanc,' to register for work
and training, but requires mothers of children over six to register.

(4) As already indicated In point #1 above, childless couples and individuals
will be dealt with according to former laws, the new provisions of family as-
sistance not pertaining to them.

We support these proposals, and we append the following additional recorin-
mended measures which we believe will improve and strengthen the Presldent'o
program.

(1) Tihie Department of Labor reports that $5,500 per year Is required to pro-
vide a minimum adequate standard of living for a family of four. The poverty
level Income for a family of four is variously estimated at figures between $3,300
and $3.800 per year. We must question a guaranteed Federal Income floor which
is less than half of the proverty level for a family where there Is no one employ-
:idle. We cannot be content with levels of income which permit fellow citizens to
live in acknowledged poverty.

(2) It is urgent to stress the necessity to establish job creation programs.
There is the distinct danger that the new training opportunities #roposed by the
President will simply become a revolving door through which potential employees
pass without obtaining employment. We are concerned, too, that states will assign
employment that is denieaning and far below the national minimum require-
ments. This aspect must be dealt with as carefully as with the job creation
program.

(3) The President's )lan can be strengthened if It is recognized that mothers of
children over six might serve society best by remaining with their children and
doing a good job In raising them. We feel that it is a decision for the mother to
make, and that government's involvement in it may create very serious personal
and administrative problems. We urge that at the very least, sonic latitude be
provided to allow for individual circumstances.

(4) While we recognize and regard highly the "family assistance" aspects of
the proposals, we cannot, in good conscience, forget the human problems of in-
dividuals and childless couples. Included In this group are people who are among
the rootless and deprived members of our society; they must be given the same
concern and sul)port as families.

In conclusion, we offer our supl)ort to the intent and to many of the provi-
slons of the Admnistration's welfare proposals. As these proposals move onto
time Senate floor and into joint committee consideration, we urge our govern-
mental representatives to Include the suggestions made above.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHFS OF CIIRIsr IN TIlE U.S.A.

RESOLUTION ON A FEDERAL FAMILY ASSISTANCE SYSTEM

(Adopted by the Oeneral Board, September 12, 1969)

'The churches of the United States have long been concerned for the plight
of the poor. This concern has been expressed in actions taken by the General
Board which have supported both social insurance and public assistance as
methods by which our society can enable its less fortunate members to provide
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for themselves and their families the necessities of life. It has expressed Its
preference for social Insurance over public assistance for this purpose. It has
specified certain conditions which should be met by a program of adequate
income maintenance (The Churches' Concern for Public Assistance, 195S; The
Churches' Concern for People Without the Necessities of Life, 19060; Guaranteed
Income, 1968).

The beginning of a turnRbout ili a welfare system badly in need of reform,
as Indicated In President Nixon's message to the l)eople of August 8th, 1969 is
welcomed by the General Board.

As the Administration and Congress formulate actual legislation to implement
the President's proposals, the General Board calls attention to criteria which
have been set forth by this Board as essential to be met If any system of income
maintenance Is to be adequate.

The assurance of a suitable job at a living wage for every person able and
willing to work is the foundation upon which an income maintenance system
should be established. Therefore, Improvement in job training and job place-
mnent services so that people who can work will be able to earn enough to pro-
vide adequately for themselves and their families Is essential. If all poor people
able to work are to be placed in jobs, there must be. not only incentives to
Increase jobs in the private sector, but an increase in public employment as well.

We welcome the proposal which calls for supplemental assistance for work-
ing people unable to maintain themselves and their dependents on an adequate
standard of living. The incentive which President Nixon proposes, that tile low
Income worker keep the first $60.00 of his earnings plus one-half the remainder
up to the stipulated maximum, represents an improvement on the Incentives
provided In the present Social Security Law.

,Tile establishment of a federal floor on income for poor families has been
endorsed by this Board In the past (Guaranteed Income, 19(8). However, a
contribution of $1600.00 by the Federal Government for a family of four Is
entirely too low. We urge the Congress to enact legislation with an initial Fed-
eral level higher than $1600.00 and providing for the progressive rising of tile
Federal contribution as rapidly as possible to an adequate level of subsistence.
So long as we have a program of federal-state contribution so that no persoI;
are living below the poverty level. If this is not done, iln many states the poor
family, under the proposed program, will actually have less to live on than it
does under the present system.

Welfare reform legislation should make adequate provision for single indi-
viduals and married couples under 6.5 without children, as well as for families
with dependent children. We applaud the President's proposal to remove any
necessity for applying "a man iln the house rule" which has worLked a hardship on
so many families.

Provision should also be made, however, to assure that the food staip program
only be phased out as cash payments approach the minimum necessary to lift a
family out of poverty.

Tihe principle of self-determination, endorsed by t'is Board on several occasions
(Crisis in the Nation, 1967; Guaranteed Income, 196S) requires that mothers of
school-age children have the same opportunity as mothers of pre-school children
to decide whether their family responsibilities can be carried along with employ-
ment or a training program.

The General Board of the National Council of the Churches of Christ in
the U.S.A. therefore, records Its agreement with tile view that the welfare system
of our country Is 1in need of substantial reform. It expresszvs approval for those
features of the proposed family assistance system which tend to Improve the
standard of living and undergird the human dignity of poor people. It welcomes
the separation of money payments from the provision of social services which Is
Implicit In the President's proposals, since that will facilitate the development
of need social services. The General Board calls the attention of government
and the churches to certain dangers in the proposals which must be guarded
against as legislation Is prepared and enacted to implement this program of
welfare reform. It calls upon church people to support programs of adequate
Income maintenance and effective job training and employment services which
will afford to all people full and equal opportunity to maintain themselves and
their families at a standard of living which is conducive to health andlh human
dignity.

Senator I1u-Iis. Our next witness is Mr. Sanford Solender, who
is the executive vice president of the Federation of ,Jewish Philan-
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thropies, and is appearing here with associates representing other
organlizations.

'e, are very pleased you are here, Mr. Solender. Please introduce
your associates and state whom they represent. We will be glad to hear
from you.

I want, to thank you also, the three of you, for coordinating your
testimony. It, i: very helpful to us.

STATEMENT oF SANFORD SOLENDER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, FEDERATION OF JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES OF NEW
YORK; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN 3. KEPPLER, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, FEDERATION OF PROTESTANT WELFARE AGEN-
CIES OF NEW YORK; AND THE VERY REVEREND JOHN B. AHERN,
CATHOLIC CHARITIES OF THE ARCHDIOCESE OF NEW YORK AND
BROOKLYN

M1r. SOLENDER. Thank you very much Senator Harris.
I would like to correct the listing on tile witness list and indicate

that I am accompanied today, on my left, by Mr. John Keppler, who
is the executive vice president of the Federation of Protestant Welfare
Agencies of New York. He represents that organization.

On my right, the Very Reverend John B. Ahern, who represents
the Catholic charities of ile archidiocese of New York and Brooklyn
and, as indicated, my name is Sanford Solender, and I am the executive
vice president of the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New
York.

I wish to thank you on behalf of my colleagues whom I have named
for this opportunity to appear this morning to testify on this bill.

We see the objectives of this bill as a milestone in the field of
national social welfare policy, second only, in our opinion, to those
of the Social Security Act of 1935. It is because we share this viewA
and because we are convinced that action oil this vital subject of
national import should not be deferred by the present session of Con-
gress that we present this concerted appeal to you.

Never before to our knowledge, have the heads of the federated
Catholic, Jewish, and Protestant welfare agencies of New York ap-
peared before this conunittee, or perhaps any other congressional com-
mittee, to testify with one voice on behalf of any legislative proposal
to aid the poor and needy. That. we establish 'this precedent today
should make it amply clear that we would regard a failure to enact
this legislation at the current session as a most unfortunate omission,
and one which would decidedly not be in the best interest of our
country.

May I say, sir, we emphasize the very unusual character of our
joint appearance as a measure of the very great seriousness and im-
portance that we attach to this legislation and to the urgency that we
feel about it, being passed in this section.

This is not to say that we approve all the provisions of the bill, as
we shall make clear. We believe the bill can and should be materially
improved in a number of respects. However, we do regard as impera-
tive the enactment into law of its basic reform and innovative features,
and we would like to be very clear about the fact that, we are here to-
day to urge its passage.
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These noteworthy features are (1) the establishment of national
minimum income standards, (2) a federally-financed income main-
tenance system, (3) the inclusion of the so-called working poor within
the family assistance plan. And, may I pause to say, that we regard
this as a very important breakthrough, and the Congress is to be com-
plimented for the fact that its bill is considering this; (4) the estab-
lishment of a correlative system of training and employment to en-
able poor persons to break the cycle of poverty, and (5) the develop-
ment of a definitive system of social services separate and apart from
income maintenance, and, may I add, the acceptance of new levels of
responsibility for child welfare services.

The establishment of the principles reflected in this bill is essential
if we are to rid ourselves o the outmoded, and by now, counterpro-
ductive system of categorical public assistance grants-a system which
was useful in its time, but which is today largely responsible for the
failure and frustration which pervade the welfare programs in this
country. The inequities built into these programs in many of our
poorer States are responsible in considerable measure for the crisis
in our urban ghettos and for the moral breakdown in thousands of
families. The lack of federally financed, minimum national standards
has led to grossly inadequate allowances, discrimination against the
working poor, particularly those with large families, and the disrup-
tion of family life through "man in the house" rules and other devices.

Having sald this, we address ourselves to certain clear weaknesses
in this bill. In the first place, as even the bill's strongest supporters
have consistently pointed out, the stated minimum income level is too
low. Every person should have an income which meets at least the
lower living standards of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. If it is not
fiscally feasible to establish this at once, we suggest that provision be
included by means of a timetable written into te law for an annual
increase in the minimum standard until the desired level is reached
at the end of perhaps 3, but no more than 5 years.

I wish to emphasize, gentlemen, that we are strongly committed to
the principle that there must not only be a national ninimun stand-
ard but that it must be higher than the one which is now in tme bill
because it bears so little relationship to either the poverty level or
the Bureau of Labor Statistics level, to any index of what 'is a mini-
mum adequate standard that is required, and this we consider to be
the case even if one credits all the credits that might be attached, the
food stamp credits, the housing credits, and the other credits which
might accrue to that basic standard.

second basic weakness is the exclusion of single, 1)erOns and
childless couples. There is, in our judgment, no sound reason for such
a discriminatory policy. Common humanity demands that. no person
be denied the means of subsistence and cehtainly not on the basis of
artificial criteria or shortsighted economies.

May I say that this noninclusion of these two categories is a long-
standing deficiency in our Federal practices, and we earnestly urge
that this matter be reconsidered.

Third, the requirement that all mothers, except those with )re-
school children, be required to work is both unreasonab)le and im-
practicable. The need of children for their mothers cannot be regff-
ulated by such arbitrary and unnatural requirements. Age is merely
one of many factors in determnining whether a mother's presence in
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the home is required. Who is to say whether a child of 8 years may not,
mder certain circumstances, more desperately require a mother's
1p'eseice than another child of 4 or 5 years? To legislate arbitrary re-
quirements on a subject of this nature, touching the welfare of
children, is to promote hiardshi ) and suffering for certain families and
to encourage a disrespect and disregard for the program as well.
Considering the large munber of mothers involved, we believe it,
will be a long time and perhaps never, before there will be available
a sufficient number of day care center. or homemakers to act as
l)arent substitutes. Mloreov r, from a coldly financial point of view,
maintenance of the mother at home with her child will ill countless
instances be cheaper than day care or homemaker service for the
same family.

What we are earnestly urging is that there be a discretionary ap-
l)roach to this problem so that it is possible to distinguish between
those mothers staying at home with their children above the age of
6 is of the greatest importance rather than an arbitrary require-
ment, of the kind that is ii the bill.

Fourth, we believe the recent addition of the provision withholding
Federal reimbursement for State supplemental payments to families
headed by unemployed fathers is a serious mistake, as is the exclusion
of thoseheaded )y, employed fathers. Since a family headed by a
mother will be entitled to both Federal payments an(l State supple-
mental payments, this policy will merely encourage the embittered
father to leave the household and( thus perpetuate the tragic error of
our present laws in disrupting the stability and integrity of the family.
No saving ill tax funds can justify this result. Any saving in this
respect is illusory in view of the enormous price we must pay for the
consequences of family breakdown and the eventual separation of
)arelnt.s and children.

May we respectfully suggest that the aim of the change from the
House bill, which was feared to create a disincentive to work by pro-
viding supplementation under one circumstances and not under the
other by removing the sUl)pllememtation, we have taken a serious step
backward, a regressive step, because I well remember the struggles
in this Congress to make. provision for the unemployed parent years
back, and itwould be a tragedy to step back. Would it not be preferable
to eliminate the disincentive by) providing tie supplementation both
to the unemployed father and to the other situation as well.

Finally, we'wish to comment briefly on title XX relative to in-
dividual and family services. We view this title as a major element
of needed reform. The proposed separation of financial assistance from
delivery of service is basic to any structural improvement of the wel-
fare system.

There are at least two areas inl which present policy and programs are
altered in a way we consider undesirable:

For the first'timne, a ceiling is placed upon allotments of Federal
funds to States for social services based upon expenditures for fiscal
1971. The obvious effect of this is to limit Federal expenditures for
social services in future years, regardless of the extent to which States
may find it necessary to expand services to needy people.
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If we believe these services, gentlemen, are such as to enable people
to be restored to independence and to work, it would be a tragedy to
place a ceiling on the development of those services at this time.

Eligibility for free services is restricted to families with incomes
below the poverty line. This would be true even ill tie several States
whose assistance benefits exceed the poverty level. In these States,
assistance recipients would be required to pay a fee for services. Tile
number served would be very small, since only 10 l)ercent of Federal
service funds could be used for those who payr a fee. The poverty-line
eligibility restriction would also cut off free services from fainilies
who need them to keel) from falling into poverty.

'We strongly recommend that eligibility for free services be, estab-
lished at. the same level as that recently established for participation
in the food stamp program.

Nevertheless, we appreciate the underlying values and sound objec-
tives of this plan. lWe endorse the effort to strengthen family life
through these services.

We would un(lerscore three basic principles which we believe should
be clearly and unequivocally enunciated ill the final draft of the Title
(lealic w ith social services.I These are:

1. 'Rme concept of public-nonprofit 1)artnershil) inl welfare should
be. stated, and assurance )rovided for the role of the nonprofit sector in
the planning and provision of a wide range of adequately-funded
social services.

2. Respect for individual dignity and the right to self-det(rmia-
tion. The individual must be free to either accept or reject the service.
Flirther, he must be free to choose the service from whatever source
he deems appropriate, from either the )ublic or nonprofit sector, it
being fundamental that both nonproit, and public agencies be avail-
able to supply the services.

3. Clear authority should be set forth for the utilization of the
services of the nonprofit sect or through purchase of services and other
contractual arrangement.

Our point, gentlemen, is we believe that, this is all opportunity in
the provision of services for a sound paltnership between the public
and the voluntary agencies which is iml)icit in the whole nature of our
voluntary society; and Ive, as voluntary agencies, are eager and ready
to share in that l;artnership.

1We close, gentlemen, by urging as strongly as we can at this time
when the national conscience is so (leeply concerned about social depri--
vation and poverty that. this important step forward be taken, that
this bill be l)asstd, and even though it will not achieve all tie goals
that all of us would like to ascribe to it, it can represent. a giant ste)
forward for our country in confronting tile grievous problems of
1)overtv vhich face us.

Thaik you very much.
Senator HARmus. Thank you very much for an excellent and thought-

ful statement and testimony.
I have heard a supporter'of the mandatory work requirements in this

bill, as they apply to mother of school age children, criticize the Wo-
mal's Liberation' Moement for tending to force mothers out of the

44-527-70-pt. 3-33
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home with the idea that housework and care for children are dull and
low value work. Nevertheless, that would seem to be the effect of the
position he takes in regard to this bill and welfare mothers.

I wonder if we have thought out well enough what sort of day care
there will be aside from the work requirement and I, of course, agree
with you on that. have we thought of the consequences for society and
for the children involved simply because of the pressures, the monetary
pressures, for placing children in day care and working? Do we yet
know what sort of day care we are interested in? Are there any goals
or criteria?

Will it simply be caretaking or will we have some kind of goals
that we would hope these children could achieve as a result of the day
care? Are those the kinds of legitimate questions that ought to be
asked here, and have they been seriously enough asked?

Mr. SOLENDER. Monsignor Ahern, w ould you like to comment?
Monsignor AH.n. I think one of the underlying thoughts that

may be involved in a mandatory work requirement for mothers of
school-age children may well be' the thought that the. most helpful
thing for these children is to get them out of the environment of
their own family, and I would oppose that strenuously as a matter
of principle.

If we are talking of providing a woman with the option of caring
for her children herself or having them cared for in the day care
facility I would support that.

Insofar as the day care facilities are concerned, since we are talking
of school-age children, we are talking essentially of an educational
program with, perhaps, an hour before the start of the schoolday
and, perhaps, 2 or 3 hours after (lie schoolday, and I think educators
would have to answer to the question of what educational content there
can be in a 10- or 12-hour day for a youngster.

I would tend to think very, very little, so you are talking essentially
of a social and recreational program.

I think there is also some serious question as to what kind of sup-
poitive social services would be offered to the mother and the children
to make up for this deprivation of a close, intimate, personal contact
with her. She is the central figure in their lives.

So, in structuring a day care center we are talking in this bill of
an age of children in which they are in school, and we are talking
of recreation, social activities, cultural activities? It is not especially
clear.

But I would hold very strongly that the mother has the. right to
make the choice as she sees fit for "ti best interests of her family and
herself.

Mr. SOLENDER. I believe Mr. Keppler would like to make a comment.
Senator HARRIs. My wife and I were recently in Colombia. We

visited a very well-run day-care center sponsored by a private
organization called "Pro Familia.1' 1e went into a play yard where
there were a hundred or so little kids, I suppose, 4 or 5 years old. Most
kids on a playground would not, be distracted by adults; they would
want. to go ahead with what they were doing.

These kids, however, all pressed around us and all wanted to touch
us and all wanted to shake hands with us, and they kept shaking hands
with us and saying, "comno esta? Buenas Dins," and some would come
back three ana four times. There was something missing for those
children in that aseptic atmosphere.



1787

We know that little kids can just dwindle and die while receiving
the best hospital care in the world if they do not have some kind ofaffection.

Have we thought out what we are talking about in requiring a
mother's children to be taken away and put off in a day-care center
and her sent to work? Those are the kinds of human concerns, it seems
to me, we must consider.

Mr. Keppler, would you want to make a statement?
Mr. KEPrLER. Senator, I suspect the way you raised the question you

already have the answer.
Senator HARRis. I do not have the answer, but I am really worried

about what this says about us, how we can deal with other peoples
children in this dai when we know that sick people can sometimes just
be given a placebo pill that has no medical effect and they get better
because of the care and attention and interest that are also shown
them. That is what worries me about the day care center program.

Mr. KEPPR. We have seen the kind of aseptic program that you
talk about in our hospitals in New York City. We have at any time
50 to 150 well babies in the acute general hospitals ready for discharge
in the foster care, and no foster homes immediately available, and
these children will deteriorate for lack of affection of adults and
the nearness of adults, and I think this goes to your first question
about what .hould be one of the aims and objectives of day care, and
one of the goals should be parents' involvement, and by this with
parents' involvement on the board, with parents' involvement as a
case aides and as teachers in day care, and I suspect this is the reason
why the children gathered around you in Colombia. They saw adults
who were interested in them and wanted to feel their presence and
make presence known to them.

Senator IARms. It seems to me that some of your suggestions regard-
ing case aides, and parental involvement in decisions should be
strongly spelled out in this bill. I also think we should have a rather
strong requirement for continuing evaluation of the program. Such a
program will obviously change this Nation and if we are going to
move into day care on such a large scale and it should not be limited
just to those receiving assistance; I think it ought to be available to
others as well. But allof this is obviously going to change us.

By requiring a regular and early and continuing evaluation, we
would force people to define what it s they are trying to do. The mere
process of evaluation would require some setting of standards, which,
of course, the bill does not., itself, do. I am not sure we would ever get
around LO saying what we are.trying to do unless we required some
continuing evaluation and review.

Mr. SOLENDER. I would hope the principle of evaluation and stand-
ard-setting and constant review would be built in to provide all of the
social services provided under the bill. I consider it most important.

Senator I-Lmus. Senator Jordan.
Senator JORDAN. No questions.
Senator HARRIS. Again I want to say to each one of you that we are

grateful for your testimony. It will be very helpful to us. We ap-
preciate it very much.

Mr. SOLENDER. Thank you very much.
Mr. KEPPLR. Thank you.
Monsignor AHmni. Thank you.
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Senator HAnRIs. I think we have time for Monsignor Corcoran, who
is here. If we could hear from you before lunch, then we will recess.

iMsgr. Lawrence J. Corcoran is secretary of the National Conference
of Catholic Charities. WNe are very pleased you are here, and the fact
that you have come ini person to p resent your testimony will add
weight to it when it is consideredby this committee.

STATEMENT OF REV. MSGR. LAWRENCE J. CORCORAN, SECRETARY,
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES

Monsignor CORCORAN. Thank you very much.
I want to say in my own name and on behalf of those various agen-

cies and institutions that we represent how pleased we are for the
opportunity to come and express our concerns which are reflected in
the bill, not that I want to start out by saying that we have concerns
in a negative way relative to the bill.

Our particulars are, as you know, contained in the statement that we
have submitted to this committee.

I would just like to emphasize three or four points which would
take particular prominence, in our opinion, because I think we would
want to say that this Family Assistance Act of 1970, H.R. 16311,
has many very beneficial effects, but probably the most important one
is where it addresses itself to the whole question of welfare reform,
reform of the public welfare system.

This is generally acknowledged as long overdue because the sys-
tem that we have is not doing the job that is required of a welfare
system. We have detailed certain specifics that we see as reforms in the
system.

The separation of assistance and service which has been mentioned
constantly is an advance. The transfer of the basic responsibility
for assistance from the State to the Federal level, the establishment
of State standards, provision for Federal administration, and so ol
are important.

On the latter point we would hope that most of the States would
opt for Federal administration. There is a strong incentive for this
but, hopefully, eventually there would be a requirelnent for it.

So, therefore, we think that the first and most important thing is
that there be this reform of the system, that this makes a beginning
toward that reform, and we think that whatever piece of legislation
comes out of this committee and out of the Congress should certainly
embody welfare reform.

Secondly, there is the question of providing adequate assistance
to all pem sns in nee(, and I cannot hel l) but say, Mr. Chairman, that
the most frequent discussion that, you will hear is about keeping off
those people on welfare who should not be on, because somebody con-
siders them unworthy or because maybe they (lid not have the incen-
tive to work or the desire to work.

No one has particularly identified the percentage of people we are
talking about here. I thi nk Mr. Young used a figure of 8 percent. I
think that, is a guess. I am sure it would be much less than that myself,
but I have not heard anybody say a thing about the 50 percent, of
the people who are eligible for welfare and who are not seeking welfare
or are not, receiving welfare. There is nothing built into this legislation
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which, in the family assistance part which, does anything of an out-
reach measure to try to make sure that these people are receiving the
welfare that they should receive and they have an entitlement to?

As I recall, Secretary Richardson used the figure of 50 percent. I
think that. Mayor Lindsay used a figure of two-thirds and, therefore,
I think something should be built into this to make sure these people
become aware of what they are entitled to, and something is done to
try to bring them into the sy stem and have the income that they need.

Now, on the social services side-and this is getting ahead la little
bit-there is the provision for this outreach, an income referral service,
a seeking out, and so forth. If this is enacted, it would be helpful.

But I think even on the family assistance side of the bill there
should be something that would articulate the need to reach out to
these Peol)le.

Senator IlA ls. It is strange, that most everybody, I think, starts
off by saving we ought to have some kind of Income meaintenauct
system-either because it is morally right. that we should do so,
thereby responding to our duty to others less fortunate-or that it is
in our own self-interest for various reasons to do so, or both. But, then,
I think that most l)eco)le who would agree to that statement, would
still probably find repuignant the idea that we should follow it through
to the degree you hav e suggested by going out to be sure that people
receive what is rightfully theirs. Thereby, we reveal that we really
did not believe all we were saying.

I agree with what you have said. But several peol)le, from time to
time, who are general supporters of the concept of this bill have said
to me, "Couldn't, you point out to the more conservative members of
the committee that this bill won't cost as much as they are saying it
will because a lot of people will not actually get benefits?"

I have always declined to do that. You are the first who has just,
come right out and said that if we really want people to have the
benefit of this bill we ought to go out anld tell them so, and I agree
with that.

Monsignor CORCORAN. This touches also, at least indirectly, the
whole question of welfare reform, reform of the welfare systent be-
cause, as you know, down on the local level when it is a matter of oe )rat-
ing the program, the general attitude is to try to put up, obstacles, to
screen people out rather than to screen people in, and try to eliminate
as many people as possible rather than trying to bring them what
they lave a right to.

Senator IlAfRls. That always is a shock to people that I talk to
privately about welfare. It is one more myth that is awfully strong.
that the welfare rules and the administration of the rules are very
loose. All the time while I was in the State senate, which was for 8 y ears
before I camie here, 1 used to see a number of l)eo)le each week, Av'hose
gas had been shut off, or the electricity was about to be shut oil',
and the kids did not have anything to eat, and they had been excluded
from welfare for one reason or another, and in or(ler to get. back on,
if they had been receiving assistaiiee, it. was going to take a long
period, a month or so' before they could run through all the evaluations
and so forth. People are always amazed to hear that, because that is
not their view of the way it. operates.
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We have done an awfully poor job, it seems to me, of exploding these
myths. I am really amazed at how strong they are, but it is really
basic to all this discussion.

Monsignor CORCOmtN. It is indeed.
Senator IAmnS. Go ahead.
Monsignor CoRcom -. I will introduce my other point on the basis

of something you have mentioned there, that it is going to take so long
for the people to get on welfare and so forth, and this touches on the
relationship between the public welfare system and the private welfare
system, because invariably when it is going to take a long time like
that then the private system has to pick it up. So we emphasize, too,
in our testimony-and [ will say very much in line with what has been
presented by the previous witnesses'-this whole question and system,
if you will, of a public-private partnership that this be not only
espoused as it is in the bill in some practical applications in terms of
the use of the private sector in certain instances, and so forth, but
that this whole approach to reform of the public welfare system espouse
the idea, that there be a partnership between the two systems so that
they will mutually enhance each other so that there will be the greatest
resources and support and help brought to the people who are in need.

I could see even in this area of the determination of need, it is going
to take 3, 4 weeks to determine the need, and a private agency
is going to have to pick up the tab in the meantiIe, that there might
even be some reimbursement if eligibility is determined.

So there will be fewer gaps for people to fall through and really
suffer while they are awaiting determination of whether or not they
are or are not eligible.

Another item on this whole question of the public-private partner-
ship is the use of advisory commitees and advisory boards.

It is interesting as far as-and I think, as I can'say, and I think I
have read the bill very carefully-there are only two places where such
are mentioned in this bill ani each time it is an oblique reference,
namely : indicating that where aides are used or where people who rep-
resent'the recipients of welfare and the disadvantaged, that one thing
they might do is serve these advisory committees, ut yet it does not
say" anything about establishing advisory committees, and we think
there should be such establishment on all levels starting on the Federal
level that there should be an advisory board or an advisory commit-
tee or an advisory commission on family assistance, on social services,
and on a State level, and this becomes very, very necessary when you
start. carving up the State into these various service areas because espe-
cially in some outlying areas where you are going to need all the input
that you can to try to shore up the kind of an operation that you have
there.

Therefore, I think there should be an explicit reference to the estab-
lishment of advisory committees, representative geographically and
of the various groups established at every level of operations.

Then, finally, I want to speak, although we have made several refer-
ence to it already, to the social services, the need for this group, but
really it is a reorganization of the social services under public welfare.
There are social services now, but they are stuck in here and there, so
to speak, and this is an attempt to b~ing them together, to present a
systematized pattern and to enable a good, strong social service effort
to come about, and I think that here, particularly a public-private par-
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nership it is very, very necessary to purchase a service that has been
mentioned, and also very important is the ability of the individual to
have some say in where he is going to receive the services because us-
ually i peron will go to where he feels most comfortable, can relate
better, and his possibility of rehabilitation is greater when he is on the
level dealing with people he is familiar with and relates well to in this
freedom of choice in social services, which is a very necessary thing, we
feel.

So I would just conclude this with an expression of gratitude for the
opportunity to make this presentation.

Senator HAIIRS. Thank you very much. Without objection, we will
place your entire statement in the record.

I appreciate your coming, and I appreciate the thought-provoking
discussion that we have had.

Thank you very much.
(Monsignor Corcoran's prepared statement follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF 11EV. MNSGR. LAWRENCE J. CORCORAN, SECRETARY, NATIONAL

CONFERENCE OF CATMOLIC CHARITIES

I appear today to present the views of the National Conference of Catholic
Charities on the Family Assistance Act of 1970. We are pleased to have the op-
portunity to speak to this very important piece of legislation. It affects the lives
of millions of persons In this country, especially the poor and disadvantaged.
These persons form the very group about whom Catholic Charities are con-
cerned, and for whom Catholic Charities provides various types of assistance.

The National Conference of Catholic Charities represents and coordinates the
work of the social welfare agencies of the Catholic Church in the United States.
Included In this operation are 530 agencies providing social and community
services, over 1000 institutions for children, the aged and unmarried mothers,
over 100 day care centers, many settlement houses and neighborhood centers,
housing programs, mental health programs, community development, and other
activities. This includes not only extensive professional staffs, but many thou-
sands of volunteers. In sum, Catholic Charities represents the largest non-govern-
mental program in the field of social welfare.

It is obvious that the policies and programs of the public welfare system have
an effect upon the programs of Catholic Charities. This happens in many ways,
but three (3) general types might be mentioned:

(1) Catholic Charities seeks to promote the social health of the total com-
munity, hnd this community condition depends greatly upon the quality of
public social welfare programs.

(2) In many areas contractual agreements have been worked out between
public welfare agencies and Catholic agencies or institutions in an effort to
provide the best possible service through the cooperative use of local resources,
both public and private.

(3) Frequently, Catholic Charities and/or its affiliated groups receive re-
quests from persons whom the public welfare agency is unable to assist because
of lack of resources.

It is understandable, then, that Catholic Charities has always taken a keen
interest In the public welfare system in our country. On local, State, and na-
tional levels we have supported the efforts of the public system, and on every
level have sought its improvement. This interest and involvement reaches a high
point at this time as we address ourselves to the Family Assistance Act of 1970,
including both the Family Assistance Plan and the newly proposed Individual
and Family Service and Consolidated Health, Education and Welfare Plans.
This is indeed an important and comprehensive piece of legislation. It will set
the course of this country's concern for the poor for the next decade, and per-
haps for the next quarter of a century.

For all of these reasons, we welcome the opportunity to present our views on
HI.R. 16311. We are glad that this Committee on Finance of the United States
Senate Is interested in hearing from ,the wide non-public sector which we
represent.
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We will comment on the Family Assistance Plan under five headings (includ-
ing comments on the adult categories) : Welfare Reform; Financial Assistance
to Needy Persons; Work, Work-training and Work Incentives; Partnership
between the Public and the Private Sectors in Social Welfare; and certain
Specific Items. After this we will comment on Individual and Family Services
and Consolidated health, Education and Welfare Plans.

I. TIlE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

1. Welfare Reorm
The primary value of the Family Assistance Plan is its provisions for time

reform of the presently existing public welfare system. It is not necessary to
dwell on the need for welfare reform, which is acknowledged by almost every-
one-the general public, the welfare recipient, welfare administrators and
workers, and indeed by the Congress of the United States which has pursued
this task so diligently during this 2(1 Session of the 91st Congress.

There are several provisions of H.i. 16311 which add up to sliiflcant welfare
reform. First among these is the requirement that the provision of social serv-
Ices must be organizationally and administratively separated from tIme provision
of financial assistance. This recognizes the distinct character of these two fume-
tions, and should enable them to identify the distinctive skills necessary for
each function and to develop the different administrative methods adapted to
the separate requirements of each. In addition, such separation removes the
danger that social services be forced upon a needy person as a requirement for
obtaining financial assistance. Not only is such pressure abhorrent to the dignity
of the individual, but it obstructs the rehabilitative effect of social services. To
achieve their maximum effectiveness, these services must be voluntarily re-
quested by the client.

Equally significant for reform of the present welfare system is the transfer
of basic responsibility from the State to the Federal level. Essentially this lies
in charging the Federal government with the responsibility for providing the
basic floor of income--the first payment to the person in need-to which the
State will provide supplementation. This contrasts with the present system
wherein the State carries the basic responsibility by making tho first determina-
tion of financial assistance to which the Federal government provides a match-
ing grant. This has caused great inequities between one area of the country and
another, and has laid tremendous financial burdens upon the States.

In keeping with the shift of basic responsibility to the Federal government,
Federal welfare standards are provided in the present legislation, or mandated
to the Secretary of the Department of Health. Education and Welfare. This is
part of the element of reform contained in II.R. 16311. Thus, it rests with the
Federal government to determine the level of basic assistance grants, to deter-
mine the types and amount of income to be excluded in determining tile resources
of recipients, to define the meaning of family and child, and to determine tile
suitability of work to which a welfare recipient can be referred. These are soie
examples of the movement to nj,'ke the public welfare system a truly national
one, with basic equality thromghonr the country.

Of prime importance is the provision and incentive in H.R. 16311 for Federal
administration of the Family Assistance Plan, and of the program of assistance
to the needy aged, blind and disabled-the "adult categories." It is true that the
States have the option to administer the program, but financial reinbursement
for administration favors making this a Federal function. This would enhance
the possibility of equality of treatment In every geographic area. It would also
encourage more strongly the development of administrative techniques which
would result in greater efficiency in the welfare system.

As part of the effort at welfare reform, we are pleased to note that the three
separate programs for Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind and Aid to the
Permanently and Totally Disabled are combined Into a single program. This
should advance the effort to eliminate the Inequities which have traditionally
resulted from the separate categorical programs.

These five provisions are important and fundamental for achieving reform of
the public welfare system and must be retained in the legislation which this
Congress enacts. There are additional measures which are necessary to achieve
this objective of reform. The welfare system should be completely Federalized.
IIR. 16311 makes a good beginning, but there should soon he only Federal admin-
istration and financing of the entire system. Only in this way can we identify the
single point of responsibility for meeting the needs of the poor and for eliminating
roverty in this affluent land. Only In this way can we eliminate the Inequities
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which are bound to exist when we have a diffusion of responsibility for the public
welfare program.

A glaring absence of reform in H.R. 16311, as revised by the Administration,
is the lack of a requirement that State supplementation must be paid to parents
who are unemployed. This continues the present pernicious condition whiel
presents some parents with the terrible choice of remaining with their family but
no supplemental welfare benefits being received, or deserting their spouse and
children so that the family can receive the financial assistance it needs to exist.
We realize that such families, remaining Intact, may stiil receive the base Fed-
eral grant, and we understand the reason for the change in the provision for
State supplementation. We still deplore it.
2. Financial Assistance to Needyllc rsons

Three main concerns always emerge In any consideration of the furnishing of
financial assistance through the public welfare system: adequacy of grants,
coverage of needy persons, and methods for determining eligibility.

Under the Family Assistance Plan, grants in most cases will probably still be
inadequate. To attain any degree of adequacy, the Federal basic income floor
($1,600 for a family of four) must be augunented by earnings or by State
supplementation. Yet States are required to supplement only up to the amounts
paid AFDO families on January 1, 1970 (as long as this does not exceed the
poverty level). Thus, where the January 1, 1970, grant wag inadequate, tihe
Family Assistance grant will likely be inadequate. It is true that there is an
incentive (30% Federal matching) for State supplementation up to the poverty
level, but as long as this is not required, many will not do it.

It should be required that States supplement the basic Federal grant at least
up to the poverty level, and Federal matching should be provided even for grants
which exceed the poverty level.

We support the provision which makes Family Assistance recipients eligible for
Food Stamps. For the present this is an acceptable method for assuring more ade-
quate resources to alleviate the basic needs of poor families.

Public financial assistance should be provided for persons who are truly in
need of such assistance because they are unable to provide for themselves ii ac-
cord with their abilities. The primary concern of the public welfare system shouldd
be to assure such assistance to all such persons. The inclusion of the "working
poor" is an excellent step in this direction. Single individuals and childless
couples should also be included. There is no cogent reason to exclude them. They
are no less in need because they are single or childless. They too merit the concern
of their fellow citizens.

Thus, the primary concern of the public program should be to "screen in"
those who are eligible. Presently, only half of the 15 million persons eligible for
welfare actually collect benefits. These are people in need, an(! the welfare
system should incoroprate methods and instrumentalities for reaching out to
them. There has been great concern over the small percentage of persons who
might receive welfare benefits and perhaps not be duly in need, considering their
capacity to work. Yet very little concern is being shown for the 50% of the
persons who meet the criteria of need and yet receive no benefits. This reflects
a distortion of concerns.

Thle determination of eligibility for Family Assistance must be done in a
non-complicated manner which respects the dignity of the applicant. Responsi-
bility for this is lodged with the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, to
be discharged through regulations which he will issue. It is not specified (for
Family Assistance) that eligibility determination be acomplished through the
use of a simplified statement by the applicant. Such should be the approach
as expressly stated in the requirements for Aid to the Aged. Blind and Disabled.
3. 1Work, Work-training and lVork Incntives

It is to be expected that, in our production-oriented society, a work incentive
program is incorporate(d into the ;-ublic welfare system. Our attention, there-
fore, is focused on the type of work program which is outlined and the manner
in which it operates. The overwhuelnimng question is whether or not there is
employinment for those available for it. With an unemployment rate of 5% (much
larger for minority groups and especially minority youths-those usually most
in need), it seems that the normal workings of the job market and of the business-
industrial complex in this country cannot assure employment for all who seek
it. If the work-training program of the public welfare system provides additional
workers, it may well happen that the unemployment rate will increase rather
than the number of Job-holders expand. Therefore, there must be a program
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established, through legislative action, guaranteeing that there will be work
for those receiving work-training. This should be part of a broader program
providing such guarantees for all citizens, with the government standing in the
role of "employer of last resort"

A step in this direction Is included in H.R. 16311 wherein the Secretary of
Labor is Instructed to provide special work projects for the placement of persons
in regular employment. We strongly urge an Immediate and effective implemen-
tation of this provision as soon as H.R. 16311 becomes law.

The requirements for the type of work which a Family Assistance recipient
must accept leave room for forcing a person to perform labor which is less than
"suitable" according to many unemployment insurance programs. A more strin-
gent definition of suitable work should be included in this piece of legislation.

Some improvement is made in the provision that mothers of children must
register for and accept work or work training, Inasmuch as mothers of pre-
school children are exempted. Mothers of school-age children are still included,
however. Perhaps some such mothers desire to work, but they should not be
forced to do so. The inclusion of this forceful pressure detracts from the reform
qualities of H.R. 16311. It also implies the espousal of a philosophy and a policy
which downgrades the childbearing function of mothers. This provision should
be changed.
.. Public-Private Partnership in Social Welfare

The pluralism which is one of the strengths of our society exists In the social
welfare field. There is a broad complex of public and private organizations,
agencies and institutions offering assistance to persons In need. These agencies
work together to provide the resource best able to meet the needs of those
unable to function completely on their own. These cooperative relationships are
necessary because no one group or system is adequate to meet all the needs
of ill the people in the United States. This inter-dependence gives rise to an
effective partnership between the public and private sectors in the field of social
welfare. This benefits the person in need, enhances the public welfare system
and adds strength to the concept and practice of voluntarism in our country.

In any social welfare legislation there should be recognition of this concept,
both in policies espoused as well as in the formulation and execution of programs.
The Family Assistance Plan offers many opportunities for carrying out this
partnership. There is mention of Advisory Committees, and these are practical
mechanisms for involving representatives of the private sector. In providing
the manpower training and employment services and opportunities, all sectors
of the economy are to be involved. Special work projects are to be established
and this can be done though nonprofit private agencies. Child care Is to be
provided for the children of those registered for work or work training, and
this child care can be provided through public or private agencies.

Such provisions In public law for the involvement of the private sector and
the use of private agencies implies adherence to the public-private partnership
principle. It would be well to expressly proclaim this principle in the very
beginning of Part D, were the purpose is set forth in Section 441. This would
clarify the intent of subsequent provisions and strengthen the total system which
emerges from this new legislation.

5. SpecIflo Items
a. We have serious question about the provision contained in" Section 436(a) (2)

which states: "To the extent appropriate, such care for children attending
school which is provided on a group or institutional basis shall be provided
through arrangements with the appropriate local educational agency." "Such
care" means child care. This opens the possibility of trying to conduct a broad
comprehensive child care program under educational auspices. Yet, these are
two different functions, requiring separate competencies and directed toward
differing goals.

Perhaps some after-school care of children could take place on the school
precincts, but this is different from incorporating child care Into the school
system. Section 430(a) (2) should be changed to assure that child care programs
are undertaken, directed and administered by appropriate child care agencies
and staffs.

b. We wish to commend the inclusion of the provision for the construction
(acquisition, alteration, remodeling or renovation) of child care facilities, mder
public or private auspices. This should be most helpful for Increasing day care
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facilities, which are greatly needed for the work and work training programs.
One of the main reasons that more day care is not available Is the cost of
constructing or remodeling facilities.

c. Under the provisions of H.R. 16311, Family Assistance benefits can, if
approved by the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, be paid to "any
person, other than a member of such family, who is interested in or concerned
with the welfare of the family." This implies the possibility of very broad use
of third party payments. Actually these should be used very sparingly. They
can be open to serious abuse. The language of Section 440(a) (2) should be
modified to indicate a restricted use of such payments to other than members
of the family receiving assistance. It should only be done when there is definite
proof of incompetency or misuse of Family Assistance grants.

d. The provisions of Part D. the Family Assistance Plan, include many types
of social services (e.g., child care, counselling, social and other supportive
services). Yet in the same piece of legislation there Is a separate division devoted
entirely to social services (the proposed new Title XX of the Social Security
Act). These should be more closely coordinated. The social services system
being proposed should be the source from which the Family Assistance Plan
(including the work and work training program) obtains the types of services
needed for persons receiving Family Assistance and for persons registered for
work and work training.

II. INDIVIDUAL AND FAMILY SERVICES

1. The reorganization of the public welfare social service program is long
overdue. Social services have only gradually been incorporated into the law
and the programs for public welfare, and then mainly as an adjunct to the
categories of financial assistance. What constitutes social services has not been
clearly indicated. And always, they have been under-financed.

The portion of 11.11. 16311 dealing with social services (Individual and Family
Services) is a good beginning effort to Identify, organize and provide these
services. Many features are drawn from the existing provisions of the Social
Security Act. These are collated and clarified. Positive purposes are stated
which provide adequate guidelines for the establishment and operation of social
service programs.

The list of social services which make up Individual and Family Services is
sufficiently extensive and clear to enable a State to provide a good program
within its boundaries. From these categories of services a State must provide
a "reasonable balance" of services. This is very general and, although it pro-
vides much flexibility, it also can lead to misunderstandings, perhaps inequities,
and may depend too much on personal interpretation. Greater clarification of
"reasonable balance" is needed.

In the enumeration of "Individual and Family Services" there is some over-
lapping. Foster care and adoption are mentioned following the listing of child
welfare services. Certainly foster care and adoption are fundamental types of
child welfare services.
2. Principles to be Applied

a. The public-private partnership, referred to above in relation to the Family
Assistance Plan, has found notable expression in the area of social services.
It should be espoused in this new piece of legislation, to provide the best com-
bined program of services in any locality.

b. In any plan devised for social services under this new program, whether for
a total State or for a particular service area, the combined efforts of the public
and private sectors should be taken into consideration. The plans for the public
sector should recognize and enhance the work of the private sector. There should
be no attempt to develop or continue a monolithic system. The Federal law
should require States to include such provisions in their State plan.

c. The use of existing social service facilities and programs should be encour-
aged. It would be contradictory, considering the shortage of staff and resources,
to establish new programs where such already exist. There should be provisions
for the purchase of care and services by the public agency from agencies in the
private sector. Happily, such provisions do exist in the proposal for Individual
and Family Services. These should be retained in any legislation emanating
from ithe Senate Finance Committee.

d. An individual in need of social services should have a realistic opportunity
to choose the source (agency) from which he receives services. This respects the
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dignity of the person by recognizing his ability to choose and providing him with
the means to do it. Thus, the public program, having ascertained the eligibility
of the person, should provide reimbursenient for services rendered. When the
person needing service chooses the agency to which he wishes to go for service,
the probability of those services being effective is greatly increased.
S. 8"pcciflo Provisions

a. The "local prime sponsor" Is so defined that it could be any type of a unit of
general local government or any type of local public agency. This should be lim-
ited to a governmental unit or agency which is In the social service field.

b. Section 2004(a) (3) states that the State agency or local prime sponsor
administering the social services program must be separate and distinct from
"any agency in the State which is administering a program under which cash
benefits are provided on the basis of need." At the same time, "temporary emer-
gency assistance" (which includes cash assistance) is considered a social service
and could be included In the State's program of a "reasonable balance" of serv-
ices. Some exception will be necessary so that the temporary emergency assist-
ance can be given through the social service agency.

c. The manner of financing this new program must be examined very carefully.
It is proposed that the funding of social services be by way of a "closed-end" ap-
propriation. Such appropriations are usually below authorizations and usually
Inadequate. One of the best means for the Federal government to stimulate the
development of good service programs is to provide adequate funding and to pro-
vide it in a manner to encourage States to make adequate appropriations. This
Is best done through a Federal appropriation which is "open-ended."

"Closed-end" funding likewise makes administrative planning more difficult.
Under an "open-ended" system, the administrator knows what Federal funds
will be available once the State appropriation is made, which is not true under
the "closed-end" system.

d. The increased funding for foster care and adoptions is very welcome and
should assure some expansion of these programs, especially if the public sector
relates positively to the private sector through purchase of care and service.
However, the figure of 300.00 per child as the annual rate for foster care is
much too low. In our agencies, the range is very broad, but generally the lowest
is approximately $45.00 per month per child.

e. The program of Individual and Family Services proposed in II.R. 16311
rightly seeks to assure that such services will be made available to the poor.
Social services have not been as available to persons of the lowest economic
status, in spite of the efforts of social service agencies to provide for this. The
lack of a publicly sponsored program, adequate to the task and adequately
funded, has prevented this. The new program in II.R. 16311 seeks to remedy this
by requiring that no more than 10% of Federal finds for social services can be
allocated for provision of services for which a fee is charged.

It is good to have this concrete assurance that priority will be given to serving
the poor, those who are unable to pay a fee. However, 10% seems to be too smalla ratio to be assigned to those above the poverty level. This should be raised to
20% or 25 %.

f. In Se-Action 2005(a) (e) mention is made of advisory committees, indicating
that persons participating in a social service volunteer program should assist
advisory committees established by the State. This is the only mention. There
is no requirement, or even suggestion, that advisory committees be established.

Advisory committees offer an excellent vehicle for citizen participation and for
tapping the expertise of persons from the fleld of social service. They should be
require( at every level. There should be a National Advisory Committee on Social
Services, a State Committee. and one in each "service area" of the State.

These Advisory Committees should actively function, and be provided with staff
to assist them In carrying out their responsibilities.

g. A major deficiency in II.R. 10311 lies in its provisions, or lack of them, for
an adequate supply of manpower to carry out the Family Assistance Plan, the
new adult categorical program, and Individual and Family Services. The solid
establishment and effective operation of these programs will depend greatly on
the adequacy of the staff, especially in technical and professional training. Much
stronger provisions should be written to provide for the training of all levels of
social service personnel.

In conclusion, therefore. we welcome and support the effort, manifested by
the Introduction of 1I.R. 16311. to bring about reform of the public welfare system
and to inaugurate a reorganized public social service system. We cannot endorse
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the bill in Its entirety becaiisp of the deficiencies which we have noted. It is fm-
I)erative, however, that some legislation be enacted this year, legislation which
will provide the necessary reform, adequate financial assistance and soci-al serv-
ices of high quality. II.R. 10311 goes far to attain this and we are happy that it
has been placed before the Congress and the country. It should be Improved and
enacted.

Senator I-.mns. The committee will stand in recess until 2 p.m. this
afternoon.

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m. the hearing was recessed to resume at
2 p.m. this day.)

APrrENOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. Our first witness this afternoon will be Mr. I [yman
Bookbinder, Washington representative of the American Jewish Coin-
mittee. I will ask you to proceed.

STATEMENT OF HYMAN BOOKBINDER, WASHINGTON REPRE-
SENTATIVE, AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

Mr1". BOOKBINDER. r. Chairman, I know you have alrea(ly ia(l a full
day of hearings. I have a very brief statement, hut I will summarize
even this brief statement in order to save time.

The CHAIRM-,AN. WVe will print your entire statement as it appear.
Mr. BooinmuxoE. Included is a letter that the chairman of our Na-

tional Social Welfare Committee had written to you about. 6 weeks
ago. It. is appended to my statemeia, and I hope it will be made a part
of tie permanent record."

I am imipressed with the fact, as you must be, that this morning you
had a number of witnesses who came together in a spirit of ecumenism ;
I think it is a happy day indeed when Catholic, Jewish and Protestant
spokesmen work aiid talk together on behalf of an objective like wel-
fare reform.

If I am appearing now "solo," I hope you won't think that I do not
share that ecumenical spirit., Mr. Chairman. It, is just that, 1 hope, in
my case, perhaps because of the unique opportunity I had in the last
few years to serve in and near the antipoverty program, perhaps I can
add something to the record of these hearings.

Before joining the American Jewish Committee about 3 years ago,
1 did spend 7 years in the executive branch of the Govermnent. I
served as special assistant to the Secretary of Commerce, Luther
Hodges; I served in the early months of ihe l)overty program as
executive officer of the president's Task Force on Poverty, alid then
for about 31/2 years I served as Assistant D)irector of the Oflice of E4;co-
nomic Opportunity, and jointly with that last service I also served as
a special assistant to Vice Presi(lent IlumJ)hrey.

I cite these things not because I want to engage in some name drol)-
ping, but because I want to point out that I did have this opportunity
to study at close hand some of the important programs afieting th'e
poor, atid also because, if I may say so good naturedly, I hope this will
prove that I am not coming here in ainy narrow la'tisan spirit when
I say, as a man who did not campaign for the President of the Uinited
States, I have felt, for this whole year now that his recoimnendatiols
for welfare reform are, in fact, a very, very significant contributions
to the social programs of this country.
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I made this judgment about a year ago; I have followed the debate
closely, and I have not changed my mind.

I do have some serious problems with it. I share some of the prob-
lems already enunciated, and I won't take much of your time to repeat
them, but I would today prefer to express what is good about the
program rather than what is bad about the program. One can look
at a half-filled glass and describe it as either "half filled" or "half
empty." I prefer to think of the welfare reform proposal as a half-
filled glass, and I hope we can start enjoying the benefits of it.

I think it is an historic breakthrough and I would hope that this
committee will keep the essential principles 9f the proposals in a piece
of legislation that can be enacted this year.

Almost a year ago. when I first testified before the other House,
I must say, Mr. Chairman, that I made a prediction that, unhappily,
has seemed to have come true already. I said then that "it would be a
great tragedy if the combination of those who think the program
goes too far and those who think it does not go far enough should
succeed in keeping this program from being launched."

The best, it hasbeen said can be the enemy of the good; the victims
of such a consequence of indefinite delay would only be several million
of our very, very poorest countrymen.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be misunderstood. I am not
saying that you, as chairman, or your colleagues as members of this
committee should brush aside the differences, and should ignore prob-
lems that you have identified, and just get a bill pell-mell onto the
floor of the Senate.

I know that you will exercise your right and obligations to put out
the most prudent bill; but there is a danger that we will have no
legislation this year, as many, many days and weeks and months are
spent haggling over some details that, in my humble judgment, only
experience can determine the true value, the true merit, of those
provisions.

I know that Senator Ribicoff, a member of your committee, has al-
ready made one suggestion to meet that problem. He wants to have a
period of some tests. I think that is a good idea. But I would subscribe
to that only if it did not mean additional delay in the effective date
of the program generally and, as I understand his amendment, and as
I have read his discussion of it, I gather he agrees with that, that
since this program probably could not start until the beginning of
1972 anyway, lie is hopeful that in calendar year 1971, as I understand
it, some tests can be made.

I would, Mr. Chairman, suggest one other thing that might meet
that same objective. While the basic Legislative Reorganization Act
gives you the power to do so anyway, I would hope that this com-
mittee might explicitly move to have a legislative oversight commit-
tee, either a joint committee or a Senate committee, with instructions
that it bring in within 2 years, as a result of a close monitoring of
this program, changes that it believes ought to be made in that
pro ram.

I mve learned from 7 years of experience in the Federal Government
and from more years of observation of Federal programs that there
is, indeed, a great danger that defects in legislation just become per-
mnanently institutionalized. It is inevitable tat any combination of
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provisions you write into this kind of comprehensive change in our
social l)rograms, any combination is likely to show some defects before
very long and we must avoid making permanent such defects, like
we have done iii tie past.

These have been pointed out to you over and over again. For 30
years, we permitted this unfortunate thing to be taking place where,
in effect, there was a 100-percent penalty for working. We cannot
have a system like we permitted to go on for 30 years where, in effect,
fathers of the children are encouraged to leave the house in order for
some income to come to the children for food and clothing and
shelter. We should not have that repeated, and it seems to me if this
Congress made it clear now that it intends to monitor this program
carefully, that it intends every year, every 2 years, to come in withrecommendations for changes, you will avoid some of the problems
which today are causing delay in moving forward on the proposals.

Just one other thing I want to say, Mr. Chairman, and I have the
advantage of having listened to the whole day's debate. In my pre-
parel statement I did go to this issue, in fact, and I want to sum-
marize now what I have said in my written statement.

I believe that the one myth that needs shattering more than any
other one about Americans on welfare is that they do not want to
work.

Now, I share with you, Senator Bennett, and with you, Senator
Long, and with every other Senator-I do not hesitate to do so, I do
agree with you-that people who are in a position to work ought to
work, )eriod, They ought to work.

I add this additional thing: we ought to make it possible for them
to work, with every possible encouragement and every possible oppor-
tunity, and every possible incentive.

There are some who will prefer not to work. In every segment of
American life there are some who prefer not to work. That goes for
some rich kids I know; that goes for some college professors who
never showed up on time in class; that goes for some Government
officials who were my colleagues when I served in Government, and
who were getting much more than a poverty wage; and who can tell,
I hope you will not be offended by this, there may even be some Memn-
bers of Congress who prefer not to work.

I am sure that every Congressman has his own list of other Coi.
gresslnen that he knows prefer not to work; and, of course, there are
some poor people who stiffer this same malady.

But every survey and every experience that I am familiar with
points to the willingness and readiness of the poor people to accept
employment. Granted, there are exceptions, and we have to be con-
cerned about these exceptions. But let's keep it all in perspective.

In fact, as has been testified to here over and over again before this
committee, 39 percent of all poor families are headed by a full-time
worker.

If we wish to have more of the poor working, our primary task is to
make those jobs available. Unfortunately, for too many of our hard-
core poor today private jobs are simply not available in many areas of
the country. For them, and for the good of their communities that they
would serve, public service jobs should be the answer until they have
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acquild, and only until they have acquired, the necessary skills and
until the private jobs open up.

Irhat I am saying is not idle speculation. We have seen how much
good has come from a major, public service employment program which
we have today. It is amazing to me how few )eople recognize that the
Neighborhood Youth Corps is a public service emrploylment program.
To those who say that the poor (to not want to work, let them dwell over
this fact: In every year since 1965-and I was with the program for
3 vears-the Neighborhood Youth Corns provided up to about 400,000
jobs a year for poor young people. Did we have any l)roblem getting
l)eo)le to take those jobs, even though it meant lowered relief or no
relief in many cases for the families of those young peol)le? The fact
is, as you Seniators know, because every year there has been a struggle
to get more money, the problem during these years was that there were
more young l)eol)le anxious to go to work for:$15, $20, and $25 a week
than the number of jobs we were able to provide for them.

There is not a single employment program of the last 10 years that
I know of-that goes for programs called Foster Grandparents and
Greno Thumb, and CEP, and all the other that lhve been created-not
a single one exists that has not been oversubscribed.

Now, what does that mean except that when jobs are made available
to poor peol)le, they take them: they do go to work, and so if I have to
settle for only one improvement, for only one change, in the admin-
istration's 1)roposal, I would ask for at least a beginning, a modest
addition of public service, employment, and then the test really can be
made.

If a per-son who is able physically and mentally to accept work is,
ill fact, offered a public service job, which would presumably be at a
reasonable rate of pay, not a great, rate, but, a, reasonable rate of pay,
if that job is refused that person, in fact, ought to be challenged as to
his entitlement to welfare payments.

Now, I think that is sim'ie; I think that is really the crux of the
matter. We could go on debating indefinitely the. )hilosol)hical differ-
ences among some of us as to the extent to which you should force
and compel and direct people to work. I am satisfied that experience
tells us if you make jobs available for poor people or any people, the
overwhelming majority of them want to go to work.

Just a little personal anecdote, for whatever it may be worth. To me,
it means a lot.

.Just the other night,, Friday night, three nights ago, my daughter
called me. She graduated fromi college a year aro. She fives in the
Boston area. Her studies were -social studies, social work, and psy-
chology. For a year now, she has not been able to get a job in her field,
and has gone fr'om one menial job to another. And for months she's
had no job at all.

Friday night she said, "Daddy, I have a job. You will be glad to
know I have a job." She had a thrill in her voice. She had just ac-
ceh)ted a waitress job, working from 8 p.m. to midnight, because it
was the best thing she could get.

She is not embarrassed to do that job; I am not embarrassed to have
her doing that. I do not think any people are. She did this voluntarily;
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(lid it on her own. She was not forced to do it. Site feels good having at
least that kind of income. But I do not think she is excel)tional. I
think most people want to contribute to their own welfare. Our job
is to make it )ossible.

So, I would hope, Senators, that we could, before. this year is ul) at
least start this innovative program. Hopefully, in the long run it will
mean fewer people dependent upon welfare, more people making it.
on their own, and all of us can feel good knowing that we have opened
1l) these opportunities for them.

Thank you.
The Cm.\IrmA.x. Thank you for a fine statement here, I.rfi. Book-

binder.
The American Jewish Committee which you represent is a gioiip

of people who came over to this country witl; very little. I susl)ect that
as an ethnic group, they ame probably the wealthiest in the country or
at least they come near having the highest per capita income. They
worked and really worked for it. And while I am for helping those
who, through no fault of their own are in distress, I very much think
we ought to try to encourage people to improve their condition and (1o
just what you say your (laughter did. Site cannot get a job at some-
thing else but she can take a job as a waitress and nove ul) from there.
I think that is very admirable, may I say, of your daughter, to take
the job, and I think you did the righi thing to encourage it.

Now, if we can encourage People, I think we ought to (1o it.
Mr. BooKiuximn. Ma1y just comment: I do not know whether the

Jewish )eo)le are the highest economic group.
The CHA.\ NIM. I know they wvork; I have never seen one who (lid

not work.
Mr. BOOKBINDR. That is true, but. they are really no different from

other people, in a very important regard. If I may just quickly cite
one other personal experience.

In 1935, when I was in the second year of college, going to night
school and looking for a job duing the (lay but not finding one, my
being able to stay in school, to remain in schmol and finally get, a di-
l)loma,.was del)eident 1u)on and did, in fact, depend upon m iy getting
a $15 a monlh IERA job-do you remember tliose initials Federal
Emergency Relief A(ministration. If the Federal Government had not
made that possible for me-the munificent sum of $15-so that I could
pay carfare and lunches in order to stay in school, I might not have
finish school. I (to not know whether the country would have lost much
by my not getting my education, but. I am better off, and I have never
lost. my sense of al)l)reciation to America as a country for having made
possible that kind of Federal assistance which helped me get started.

I think I have paid it, back, at least in taxes if no other way, so while
credit is due to those who are anxious to work. we must also recognize
that, in our conip]icatedl economic system thai there must frequently
be some kind of assistance in order to-make l)ossible that personal initia-
tive. It, is not one or the other; it, is a combination of the two.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, sir.
Senator B r . I very much appreciate your statement.
(Mr. Bookbinder's prepared statement follows :)

44-527-70--pt. 3-34
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HYMAN BOOKBINDER, WASHIINGTON REPRESENTATIVE,
AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

My name is Iyman Bookbinder, Washington Representative of the American
Jewish Committee. My agency is one of America's oldest human relations organt-
zations. We are concerned about those issues which contribute to alienation and
polarization among Americans; we seek to advance improved human relations
for all people.

Although we generally support, in both the public and private sectors, programs
designed to wipe out poverty and inequality of opportunity, we do not formally
involve ourselves In the legislative process affecting specific social and economic
programs. We have made an exception to this rule because of the exceptional
significance we attach to the measure before you at this time. Our National Social
Welfare Committee has given it thoughtful consideration. A recent letter from its
Chairman, Mr. Alexander Holstein, Jr., to the Chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee is appended to my statement this morning.

Before joining the American Jewish Committee in 1967, I spent 7 years in the
Executive Branch of the Federal government. I served as Special Assistant to
Secretary of Commerce Luther Hodges; Executive Officer of the President's Task
Force on Poverty; and then as Assistant Director of the Office of Economic Op-
portunity, with special responsibilities for involving the private sector in the war
on poverty. While with the O.E.O., I served also as Special Assistant to Vice
President Hubert Humphrey. In ill of these positions, I was deeply involved in
the development of programs affecting the disadvantaged groups of our nation,
starting with the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 and going through all the
difficulties of the first years of the war on poverty. I cite this ex-perience because
it Is obviously not in any sense of narrow partisanship that I repeat this morning
what I told the House Ways and Means Committee almost a year ago-and
nothing has happened in the Interim to change my judgment: President Nixon's
proposals to reshape the nation's welfare system constitute the most exciting and
promising program in the domestic field for many, many years. It is a break-
through as historic as Social Security itself, as Medicare, as Federal Aid to Edu-
cation. Frankly, I had not dared dream that unj, Administration elected in 1968
would offer such a daring prope,sal in 1969.

I am not unmindful of the many criticisms that have been made of the original
proposals. My organization has joined in some of these, as you will note in Mr.
Holstein's letter, and these hearings have already produced many suggestions for
improvement. It is my hope that some of these may be incorporated in the bill
reported out by this Committee. The Administration has shown flexibility In try-
ing to meet some of the issues raised; hopefully, it will accept improvements
still under consideration. But it. would be a tragedy of incalculable proportions if
understandable concerns about some aspects of the plan should obscure the basic
ingenuity and purposes of the central plan and lead to indefinite delay, perhaps
preventing passage this year -requiring a new beginning in a new Congress.

Unfortunately, a warning I included in my testimony before the other body
may already have been realized. "It would be a great tragedy If the combina-
tion of those who think the program goes too far and those who think it does
not go far enough should succeed in keeping this program from being launched."
Tihe best, it has been said, can be the enemy of the good. The victims of such
consequence would be several million of our poorest countrymen.

I do not wish to be misunderstood. I am not suggesting that your Committee
Ignore the very real problems raised in connection with this legislation. You will,
as you should, deliberate carefully and bring out the best pos-sible bill. But, hope-
fully, there can soon be a determination by the Committee to approve the central
purpose and features of PAP, making whatever changes can be agreed to without
too much delay, and then allowing sufficient time for the Senate itself to work
its will on the bill. Time will soon be running out to permit adequate time for
Senate as well as Senate-House conference deliberations in 1970.

Rarely has a legislative proposal inspired s6 many suggestions for changes and
improvemnts. Yet, signifcantly, few if any of these , 8uggcstions contravene the
central idca and drcetion of FAP. It is clear that no combination of suggestions
would completely satisfy any member of time Congress, let alone crcry member.
In seeking the best, I fear, we may indeed be preventing the acceptance of the
good.

Experience over the last 35 years has taught us that any social program as
comprehensive as FAP is quite likely to have kinks in it that only experience can
detect. I have found experience to be the best guide in the numerous anti-
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poverty programs I was associated with. While every effort should be made before
enactment to eliminate any inequities or disincentives or administrative defi-
ciencies, there must be recognition that they cannot all be Identified in advance.
It is therefore essential to provide for procedures that would prevent permanent
Institutionalization of defects. Too often in the past we have failed to do so-so
that, for example, we stayed too long with the practice of driving fathers from
the home in order to provide for his child, or with an effective tax rate of 100%
for welfare clients who obtained part-time work.

Senator Ribicoff has proposed that several pilot tests of PAP be made before its
general effective date. If such tests do not postpone the general application of
PAP, it could be a useful technique for identifying possible difficultiess and for
modifying the procedures in time to minimize such difficulties. But I would
see no Justification for delaying for even a single day beyond what is needed for
"tooling" up throughout the country the general application of PAP. There has
been too much delay already.

In the letter from Mr. Holstein to the Chairman of the Committee, the Amer-
ican Jewish Committee recommends another step which might be taken to assure
that PAP would undergo constant evaluation and improvement. We suggest Inclu-
sion in the legislation of a provision to create a special Congressional Oversight
or Select committee charged with the responsibility to mon.cor the program from
its inception and to prepare a comprehensive report, with recommendations for
changes, at the end of two years of operations. While the Congress does not need
any specific authority for such oversight function and is always free to make
legislative changes, such a provision in tbh Act would serve to declare its intent
to follow this program carefully and not to permit defective policies or admin-
istration to continue indefinitely.

Mr. Chairman, in this brief statement today I have chosen not to comment on
those improvements in the original proposal that we have ourselves singled out
for special consideration. It would not be consistent, after all, with the thrust of
my remarks! Many other groups, especially the National Urban Coalition, have
effectively testified to such changes. But I do feel compelled, in light of my own
participation in the anti-poverty efforts, to comment briefly on the need for
public service employment If I had to settle for a single addition to the original
FAP, I would choose a carefully developed program for such Jobs.

The one myth that needs shattering more than any other one about Americans
on welfare is that they don't want to work. In every segment of American life
there are some who prefer not to work. That goes for rich kids, for college
professors, for government officials-and, who can tell, maybe even for some
members of the Congress! Of course, there are some poor people who suffer
this same malady. But every survey and evety experience lints to the willing-
ness and readiness of poor people to accept employment. In fact, as has been
testified to here over and over again, 39% of all poor families are headed by a
full-time worker. If we wish to have more of the poor working, our primary task
is to make those jobs available. Unfortunately, for too many of our "hard-core"
poor, private jobs are simply not available in many areas of the country. For
them-and for the good of their communities-public and service Jobs should
be the answer until they have acquired the necessary skills and until the private
Jobs open up.

This is no idle speculation or dream. We have seen how much good has come
from a major "public service employment" program in the Neighborhood Youth
Corps. For that's what NYO actually Is. To those who say the poor don't want to
work, let them dwell over the fact that in every year since 19W5, there were
always more applfcant8 than the hundreds of thousands of available Jobs each
year. NYC, by the way, also demonstrated the workability of an Important fea-
ture of PAP. By exempting the first $85 per month of NYC earnings from wel-
fare allotments, both the welfare ff.mily and the welfare program benefit. What
I have said about NYC is true of every other work program; most people do
want to work and they take advartage of every opportunity to do so. They gain;
the taxpayer gains; the community gains.

Mr. Chairman, one year ago tlere was much excitement, even euphoria about
the President's recommendations for welfare reform. What had been recom-
mended by every major Commission-Kerner, Eisenhower, Heineman, etc.-
was now an official proposal. A major breakthrough was possible. It took many
months, but the House then adopted the central program by a gratifyingly large
vote. And now, many months lai:er, there i5 uncertainty, even despair. The Senate
has the opportunity to make the breakthrough possible. It is my hope, and that
of my organization, that we will take this major step forward-and that we will
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remain vigilant in our determination to make this a truly progressive step, ready
to change and modify and Improve as experience dictates.

The cost of welfare reform will be substantial. But the cost of not acting will
be even higher. We need a better system of social cost accounting. I would rather
see the cost reflected in Federal budgets than In delinquency rates, In illiteracy,
in social disruption, in alienation and despair. And, In the long run, even our
Federal budget will be helped as we eliminate welfare dependency and enhance
productive citizenship.

LETTER FROM TilE CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL SOCIAL WELFARE COMMITTEE OF

TIE AMFRICAN JEW1is[ CoMiTiirTE TO THE CHAIRMAN OF TifE SENATE FINANCE

COM MITTEE

),'AR SENATOR LONG: I al writing in behalf of the National Social Welfare
Committee of the American Jewish Committee of which I ani chairman.

On November 4, 1969, I appeared before the Ways and Means Committee of the
House of Representatives hearing testimony on the Federal Assistance Plan sub-
mitted by President Nixon as a measure to reform the current welfare system.
At that time I indicated that the American Jewish Committee views the existence
of poverty In an affluent society as a compelling factor it breeding hostility and
community tension, and alienating one group from another. We commended Pres-
ilhent Nixon for his proposals to revamp the welfare system, believing that he has
pointed up the serious problems that resulted from the patchwork welfare and
welfare related programs. We applauded the initiation of a much needed national
discussion of how we must go about making our welfare system more humane,
more effective and more constructive.

We believe that the national discussion has gone on long enough, and that the
thne hias now come to enact this legislation during this session of Congress. In
our earlier testimony we indicated reservations we had about the proposals: the
suggested level of benefits Is clearly too low; we believe some of the work incen-
tive proposals to be coercive or discriminatory; we believe the proposals are
inadequate to leal with after-school care for children of working mothers: we
fear the miisuse of the work incentive plan to build a pool of underpaid workers
and we believe the plan should cover individuals and childless couples who are
not now covered.

in spite of our reservations, we endorsed the bill and urged Its passage on three
major grounds:

1. We favor the assuml)tlon of Federal responsibility for a welfare program
which sets national benefits and eligibility standards.

2. We favor the inclusion of the working poor previously excluded from wel-
fare provisions, and we support supplementary assistance to such poor people.

3. We er',orse the concept of a uniform minimum level of benefits.
The new suggestions which have been added to tile proposal since the House

passed the bill and which are currently under discussion before your committee
correct certain Inequities, but leave open certain other questions. We approve the
suggestion which would eliminate the danger'of a family being forced to move
from public housing if the head of the house took employment at which he would
earn more titan a percentage for public housing rentals. Although we approve tie
concept of a health Insurance plan, we question a system that could cost a low
income family up to $500 a year for coverage.

Despite these and other reservations, we urge that these not become stumbling
blocks to tile passage of the legislation. The poor of our nation have been waiting
all too long aud we believe that revamping of the welfare system in the direction
In which this legislation is moving is an important step in providing safeguards
against poverty.

We would suggest the Inclusion in the legislation of a provision for a biennial
review to determine the adequacy of the provisions, and the administrative ef-
ficiency. Such a required Congressional review of legislation would help to avoid
the pitfalls of other earlier legislation, well meaning, but which failed of its pur-
pose because it was either inadequate or administratively Inept.

The National Executive Board of the American Jewish Committee In its
statement on the Federal Assistance Plan said as follows:
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"As America goes about reordering Its national priorities, major emphasis
must be given-and major commitments must be made--to meeting the needs
of the poor In our country. . . . We dare not repeat the mistakes of recent
years in pronouncing large premises and performing meagerly. Much of tile
anger and alienation and disorders fo recent years can be attributed to the
gap that has developed between promise and performance."

We thank you for the opportunity of submitting our views to your committee.
Sincerely yours,

ALEXANDER E. IIOLSTEIN, Jr.,
Chairman, National Social Welfare Commi/tcc.

The C1IAImlV-. The next witness is Mrs. Susan K. Kinoy, planning
consultant, Coalition for Health and Welfare, Community Council
of Greater New York.

Did I pronounce your name correctly ?
M[rs. Kixoy. Yes.
The Ci.IMAx. Is that right?

STATEMENT OF SUSAN F. KINOY, PLANNING CONSULTANT,
COALITION FOR HEALTH AND WELFARE, COMMUNITY COUNCIL
OF GREATER NEW YORK

Mr's. Ki.xoy. Right. Although I am on the staff of the Community
Council of Greater New York, I speak today for the Coalition for
Health and Welfare in New York City.

I would like to note that the four, chairman of the Coalition, who
are unable to be here today to speak to you personally, are: Herman
Badillo, the past borough 'president of the Bronx; Father Robert P1.
Keinedy from Catholic Charities, diocese of Brooklyn; Victor Got-
baum, executive director, district 37, State, County, and Municipal
W orkers; and the Rev. Carl McCall, the past. chairman of the Council
Against Poverty in New York City.

rhe Coalition for Health and W elfare, which is made up of many
social work agencies in New York City, plus representatives from ]a-
bor, business, legal, and religious groups, apl)preciates very much hav-
ing been given time to testify before this committee. A list of our
membership is attached to tle materials that you have in front of you.

I want to state very firmly now that the Coalition wants welfare
reform and wants a family assistance program. We feel-and I want
to repeat. this again-that'we do want reform and a family assistance
program.

We are opposed, however, to the family assistance program as modi-
fled in the house Ways and Means Committee and passed by time
House. We are also in O)position to the Senate version of the bill' and
in opposition to some of the suggested changes proposed to the Semlate
committee by the administration. Only a bill that is changed in several
important ways would be acceptable inl our eyes.

Any bill that would actually solve the problems that have grown
up around welfare must address itself to the causes of human need.
Human need exists in our country as a result of individual and family
crises or the vast social changes that are taking place in our economy.
The goals of corrective legislation must be to-aid and protect people
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who are experiencing crisis or suffering f rom economic or social dislo-
cation, rather than punishing the victims. In brief, a bill must be pre-
pared that. does not look upon the recipient of aid as a person to be
corrected by punitive measures, but a person who should be assisted
by a whole series of incentives, so he can move from his unwilled de-
pendency to a free option of contributing his talents and abilities to
oir economic system.

For the goal to be achieved requires a level of income that is adequate
for decency and dignity. Many governmental studies have been made
concerning just what mn'ust go into such an income level. The lower liv-
ing standard of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as was mentioned by
several peol)le this morning, has been accepted by most social scien-
tists and economists as being a comprehensive, fair and realistic state-
ment. of budget needs. The level of welfare assistance should, as soon
as possible, attain to that level as modified and adapated by cost of
living variables in various sections of the country. A very definite
timetable should be introduced into the legislation programing Just
when this level of adequacy would be attained. I know that you, Mr.
Bennett, asked questions referring to this matter this morning, and
we would answer, I am sure, in the same way. True, perhaps, we are
not able to pay this amount of money right now, but legislation, we
feel, certainly has to be framed whereby there is a realistic timetable
for when we would be able to reach this level.

Adequate income levels should be available to all people in need.
Therefore, provision should be made for single adults and married
couples without children. A provision allowing Federal participation
in State programs of aid to unemployed parents should also be con-
sidered as part of the increased coverage of the legislation.

A family assistance program that has as its objective jobs for heads
of framiliei must start with incentives and training, but must end with
jobs opportunities and employment, and (here we certainly agree with
Mr. Bookbinder). Effective legislation toward this end will reinforce
the desire people have of working to support themselves and making
contributions to society. However, it must be realized that some people
cannot work. Others,* such as mothers of small children, can often
m~ake a greater contribution to society in their homes than they can
in the labor force.

Two things must be pointed out further. The first is that at this
moment in our history the natural desire people have for employment
is being frustrated by rising unemployment rates. These rates, we are
also told, may even rise and might be inuch higher already were it not
for the fact that many marginal workers have been leaving the labor
force. If national policyy is oriented toward acceptable levels of un-
employment, the price of this unemployment will be partially paid by
more welfare. The second point is that many economists are not sure
that there really is a job for everyone who wants to work in the private
sector, even with tremendous growth in the service industries. Gov-
ernment may have to do much more as an employer to fulfill its obli-
gation in our work-oriented society.

Therefore, a comprehensive manpower program which really devel.
ops job incentives and job opportunities must be part of anj family
assistance program. Training and the possibility of employment must
be developed side-by-side with income maintenance programs. It is
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most important that these programs be carefully monitored and re-
ports made back to Congress for legislative appraisal and correctionso that people are not frustrated by training programs that lead
nowhere or to jobs that are ephemeral.

Congress must legislate so people call be assisted in crisis times in
their lives. A real depression affects many of our people. At the pres-
ent time, in certain areas, unemployment rates are as high as those
that existed during the depression of the thirties. Also, the work pro-
visions should be truly incentives for people to leave public assistance
and not be a subsidy for the inadequate work and. wage conditions
that exist in some of our industries. Work should only be demanded
when it is appropriate and the language of the original administra-
tion proposal in this regard should be reinstated and an adequate
definition of this term established. We would agree with others who
testified this morning that no job should be provided which pays less
than the minimum wage.

As far as working mothers are concerned, raising a family can and
often should be a full-time obligation and one that contributes sig-
nificantly to our society. Mothers should not be forced to work, but
clearly given the option to do so by a series of appropriate and ade-
q]uate incentives. Child care provisions are a most important incentive
for a woman to take a joblor she must know her children are being
well cared for. The knowledge that her children will be part of a
program that will assist them in the full development of their lotel-
tiahties is the best way to assure a mother's willingness to work.
However, most studies have shown that the cost of good institu-

tional care very often exceeds the cost of income maintenance for the
family involved. It is not and cannot be a way of saving money, but
must be seen as a way of saving people. In this regard, the conce t
of forcing a mother with school age children to become part. of t he
work force is both discriminatory against her and potentially dan-

/gerous to her children. Some of the experience gained in the WIN
program has shown deteriorating family stability as a result of chil-
dren not being cared for adequately during after:school hours. Great
caution must be demanded in this regard especially, as we have very
little hard knowledge about the goals, effects and techniques of childi
development in after-school day care facilities.

The members of the social work community of New York City
have serious reservations about the administration of the family
assistance program, especially as multiple categories of aid still
exist.. We believe that people should be helped on the basis that they
are in need, rather than because their need flows from specific types
of disability. However, the most glaring defect of current welfare
administration is the fragmentation of responsibility and its devolve-
ment upon multiple city, State, and Federal agencies. this adminis-
trative nightmare will exist until there is a single responsibility for
income support and subsidy; until there is a single set of simple
criteria for eligibility for aid that is determined byHEW; and until
there is a single Federal administrative body which designs and
also controls implementation.

The experience of social workers throughout the country is that
of a bureaucratic maze whose purpose seems to be to screen people
out of assistance in such a way that the goal is always saeving money
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rather than. saving people. The multl)le registrations and certifica-
tions established in th,. proposed legislation will imeasurably in-
crease costs without concomitant income assistance.. Welfare reform
must, start by reducing administrative overhead and making more
of the public assistance dollar available to those people who are in
need.

Before ending this testimony, we wold like to congratulate the
Senate Finance Committee for'asking the administration for clarifi-
cation on the actual results of the incentives contained in the l)ro posal.
Severe notches existed in the way public housing policy was admin-
istered, medical costs were estimated and food stami) plans were
projected. Clarification was urgently needed. The solution, however,
should have been to eliminate the notch by filling in the disincentives
to gaining more income rather than filing them down by eliminating
paymentss to those in need. The elimination of Federal contributions

to unemployed fathers of dependent children and the ceiling placed
upon the Fiederal contribution to State social service operations does
not seem to be an equitable resolution of the problem.

The Senate has a wonderful opportunity to end the punitive charac-
teristics of the proposed legislation by changing its focus to one of
incentive and opportunity.

We need a vision that's long range, where we see welfare assistance
as a real investment in people, which will return its capital expense
with interest. A bare handout solves no problems. It dismays the
recipient and mortgages our future with unsolved problems. We must
bave the courage to face the problems, faith enough in our people
to trust them and the charity to enable the least of our fellow men
to help themselves.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for your statement, Mrs.
Kinoy.

Senator BF.NN %,mr. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
(An attachment to Mrs. Kinoy's prepared statement follows:)

COMMUNITY COUNCIL OF GREATER NEW YORK

LIST OF AGENCIES AFFILIATED WITH THE COALITION FOR HEALTH AND WELFARE

Advisory Labor Legislative Committee
Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, Local 169
American Jewish Committee, New York City Chapter
Association of Community Corporation Executive Directors
Bedding, Curtain and Drapery Workers Union, UFWA, AFL-CIO
Bronz Clergy Coalition
Citywide Co-ordinating Committee of Welfare Groups
Committee of Aging & Disabled for Welfare and Medicaid
Consumer Assembly of Greater New York
Day Care Council of New York, New York
Day Care Council of New York, New York
District 65
District Council 37, AFSCMlE
Episcopal Diocese of New York
Interfaith City-wide Coordinating Committee
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Local 210
International Union of Electrical Radio and Machine Workers of America, Dis-

trict 3, AFL-CIO
Inter-School Council, Metropolitan New York Graduate Schools of Social Work
Mobilization for Youth
MFY, Legal Services
National Assembly for Social Policy and Development, Inc.
NAACP



1809

New Democratic Coalition
New York State Committee Against Mental Illness
New York State Council of Chapters, National Association of Social Workers
New York State Council of Churches, Inc.
Office of the Borough President of the Bronx
Office of the Borough President of Manhattan
Rehabilitation Committee, Community Council of Greater New York
Social Action Office, Catholic Charities, Diocese of Brooklyn
Social Service Employees Union, Local 371
Salvation Army, Social Service Department of Greater New York
Union of American Ihebrew Congregations
United Neighborhood I1ouses of New York
Welfare Division, Urban Crisis Task Force, National Association of Social

Workers, New York City Chapter
Yeshiva University, School of Social Work

The CimRl-xLN. The next witness will be Mr. James I-. Sills, Jr.,
director of the National Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood
Centers.

We are pleased to have you, Mr. Sills. Please proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF JAMES H. SILLS, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL FED-
ERATION OF SETTLEMENTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS
(WASHINGTON LEGISLATIVE OFFICE)

Mr. SILs. I would start, Mr. Chairman, by pointing out that my
name is James IL. Sills and not Fills, as listed on the program.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Well, that has been corrected on my copy of
your statement.

Mr. SILM. Mr. Chairman, my name is James I-. Sills, Jr. I repre-
sent today the National Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood
Centers. i'he National Federation is a private nonprofit social plan-
ning organization for some (400) dues-paying settlements and neigh-
borhood centers throughout this count ry.

Most, of our member agencies are located in urban low-income
neighborhoods. We offer a. wide variety of social, leisure time and

,welfare type services to an estimated 800,000 persons per year-most
of whom are pool, members of minority groups and with me'any receiv-
ing some form of welfare assistance." rom tile work experience of
our member settlements and neighborhood centers, we of the National
Federation believe we have a knowledgeable grasp of the personal and
social problems confronting those who are poo:. and in financial need.

We are here today to register firm opposition to House Bill 16311-
as it is presently written. A bill which guarantees an annual income of
only.$1,600 for a family of four, an amount we view as being miserly
and woefully inadequate to meet the acute poverty and financial needs
of those 25"million citizens who presently are categorized as being
poor. A bill which leaves virtually unchanged the economic hardships
and financial plight of an estimated 82 percent of the ADFC families-
inclusive of millions of children, mind you-already on the relief rolls.
And a bill which embodies punitive and demeaning restrictions re-
garding work and eligibility requirements, and which clearly smack
of paternalism of the affluent and intimidation of the poor.

Senator BrN.aEr. We could of course indulge in the usual rhetoric
about the introduction of a new guaranteed annual wage concept;
about the expansion of social services such asday care and job train-
ing for the poor, and about the so-called, yet superficial, "first, step"
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toward revamping a current unjust and antiquated public welfare
system. Painful experience restrains us from lauding principle and
lofty flew concepts.

Too long have social workers and social agencies meekly sanctioned
inadequate welfare programs that were ill-conceived and obviously
doomed to failure. Too long have we permitted ourselves and our pro-
fession to be used in supporting social reform "gradualism," and po-
litical leaders only concerned with creating an illusion of progress.
Too long have we sacrificed professional integrity and clientele confi-
dence to push social welfare programs that were simply new and
novel, but grossly lacking in public and financial commitment.
Experience has taught us that noble sounding principles and tricky

program innovations will not in themselves meet the needs of Ameri-
ca's poor and poverty stricken. Witness only the debacle of our existing
welfare programs; the decline of our Federal antipoverty program;
the wavering status of our model cities program, and thie status of
the multiplicity of other Federally-operated social welfare programs
that have promised so much, but produced so little, primarily because
of inadequate Federal financial commitment, and the Jack of a na-
tional policy to eradicate poverty.

Mr. Chairman, we believe the family assistance program, as pres-
ently written, has many serious defects. And we feel that without
major changes, it, too will subsequently become just another Federal
program-rich in potential, but. failing to achieve its original ob-
jectives. W1e, therefore, respectfully submit the following changes in
House Bill 16311 for your consideration:

1. We recommend 'that the annual income payment for a family of
four be increased from $1,600 to $5,500.

For a program highly touted as revolutionizing our current wel-
fare system, we must say that the proposed family assistance program
$1,600 maximum Federal income payment is indecently low. If govern-
mental officials really believe in and accept the rationale for the con-
cept of a guaranteed annual income, and apparently most do-in view
of the passage of this bill by the I-louse--then we contend a more real-
istic annual income amount should be provided. In establishing an in-
creased annual income of $5,500 for a family of four, a sum well docu-
mented by the U.S. Iabor Department as a minimum income needed
for "maintenance of health and social well-being"-we think the
Federal Government, would provide a financial base sufficient to test
the validity of this new concept of a guaranteed annual wage.

Even more significant, we would be permitting an estimated 25 mil-
lion poor people the free and more efficient choice of handling their
own financial and social needs, rather than childishly having to rely
upon in-kind Federal services and the costly administrative welfare
determinations of a host. of Federal services and the costly administra-
tive welfare determinations of a host of Federal agencies. In quick
order, the expensive cost of providing food stamps and surplus food
programs, farm subsidies, unemployment compensation, and even
some phases of public housing, social security and medicaie-medicaid,
could ultimately all be negated with an adequate guaranteed annual
income for poor families and individuals. Some even speculate a net
savings to the Federal Government Of $40 billion per year by the
cessation of these in-kind services. We claim no special expertise on
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this highly technical subject, but we can reflect with considerable ac-
curacy the intense, and rightful desire of poor people to manage their
own lives with the same freedom of choice enjoyed by all other Amer-
ican citizens.

We are sensitive, Mr. Chairman, to the many complex questions con-
fronting this Senate Finance Committee: the often referred to "in-
come notch" dilemma; the matter of disincentives to work, and the
unanswered questions of how many new families would be added to
the welfare rolls, and how much would the F.A.P. program really
cost? We concede there are certain unknowns, and some risks involved
in increasing the Federal F.A.P. annual income from $1,600 to $5,500.

We submit, however, this country in the past has taken similar fi-
nancial risks for things it deemed Important to its national interest.,
With no assurance or success and with risks quite similar to those un-
der this family assistance plan, we did provide billions to the Marshall
plan after World War II; billions to our space program with its many
unknowns; billions to our ABM Defense system with its questionable
capabilities, and billions more for the defense and well-being of non-
U.S. citizens in Southeast Asia.

In fact, can we deny that the historical and economic development
of America itself was based on the taking of these kinds of financial
risks in conjunction with new and continuous Democratic experimen-
tation? We would ask then, can this Committee and can the Federal
Government logically iustify not taking some comparable risks to
improve the quality of hfe for its own poor and poverty stricken? We
offer a resounding "no I" to this question.

Our second recommendation, "Mr. Chairman, is that public service
employment be an integral part of those who receive job training
-under FAP.

Mr. Chairman, job training represents, we think, one of the more
positive major components of this family assistance plan. However, the
very relevant question is, job training *for what? And where are the
jobs for those 4,500,000 American citizens presently unemployed? This
indeed alarming figure was just recently documented by U.S. Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, and published in an August
20, 1970, report.. Current job and manpower training programs, With
some exceptions, simply are not. leading to job placements in sufficient
numbers. Again, Senator Nelson's Committee on lAbor and Public
Welfare has determined that steadily rising unemployment is today a
critical national problem, with the rate of unemployment for July 1970
standing at 5 percent, the highest level for any July since 1963. The
present rate of unemployment for black citizens is now 8.3 percent, the
highest since 1965.

In view of the cutbacks in Federal defense contracts, the growing
return of U.S, servicemen from Southeast Asia, and the administra-
tion's anti-inflation economic policies, there is every reason to conclude
that serious unemployment, will not be abated in tfie immediate future
of this country. We must again ask, job training for what? We of the
settlement ani neighborhood center field have observed the frustra-
tion and loss of hope that so many poor people, our neighbors, have
experienced as a result of undergoing formal job training only to find
that there were no jobs--xcept the "dead end" type, wit low wages
little job security, and poor working conditions. We of the national
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federation have therefore concided-along with others with far
greater expertise in this area-that job training under the family
assistance plan must, be, of necessity, coupled with massive public
service employment 1)rogranis.

We refer here not to makeshift work. The Kerner Commission's
report, of 1968 spoke dramatically of our deteriorating cities, with their
diminishing tax base, and the vast unmet municil)al service needs in
the fields of education, health, recreation, public safety, sanitation, and

others. This same Commission estimates that at least 1 million useful
and permanent type jobs could be created in the public service field.
We say the Federal Government, under the family assistance plan,
should not only provide job training, but should also be the major
employer of poor people to meet these vital public job needs. We are
of course aware of several pending Senate amendments by Senators
Harris and Ribicoff, which would partially achieve this end under
FAP, and we urge that these be adopted by this committee.

III. Mr. Chairman, we would recommend that the l)unitive re-
strictions on eligibility and work requirements under FA P be removed.

The family assistance plan currently embraces a number of re-
'frictions dealing with eligibility and work requirements which with-
out question penalize the poor for being poor, and deny them certain
basic personal liberties that seriously infringe upon their democratic
rights and freedom. We suggest the following modifications:

A. Mothers with school-age children should not be denied the
)areltal right and choice of refusing job training or employment
in order to be home with children w hom they (the mothers)" deei
as needing their services, and we say this for all of the reasons out-
lined by previous speakers before me.

B. Eligibility for assistance should be based only on income status
and the individual's written declaration of such.

C. No person should be compelled to take job training unless there
is a guarantee of emily)loyment which offers job security, minimum
Federal wages, and is "in keeping with his or her .employment
capabilities.

We believe there is ample historical and contemporary evidence
that the overwhelming majority of American citizens, including the
poor, would seek and retain employment rather than exist, on wel-
fare assistance. We agree with Senator George McGovern's August
25 testimony before this committee that the fundamental question
"is not whether people will quit work to take welfare or quit welfare
to take work, nor in ho]w we phrase work requirements for the )oor."
The question more to the point, according to Senator McGovern and
other eminent authorities, is whether t-his country and this U.S.
Government will provide the kind of employment opportunities, for
all citizens, that will offer decent living wages, job security, and safe
working conditions.

To guard against the poor under FAP being used as another cheap
labor force, we strongly urge that this committee modify the em-
ployment restrictions of II.R. 16311, while also establishing explicit
standards for job suitability and wages.

The last recommendation, Mr. Chairman, is that the Federal Gov-
ernment should accept, complete responsibility for the financing and
administration of the family assistance plan. We need not, be reminded,
I am sure, that poverty in this country is truly a national problem;
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one which is not confined to State boundaries, and one which is ill
dire need of massive financial assistance, forceful Federal direction
and effective coordination of program efforts and resources. The era-
dication of poverty, at this point in our history, is increasingly seen
by many as primarily a responsibility of the Federal Government.

We of the national federation believe the family assistance plan
should be under the direct control and leadership of the Federal Gov-
ernment, if we are to make any serious attempt to bring order, purpose
and working effectiveness to the operation of our national welfare
assistance program. The present IM.R. 16311, although publicized as
reform legislation, is not we say, reform of anly real scope. It perpetu-
ates many of the same evils, financial inadequacies, and administrative
confusions that embrace the present welfare structure. We cite the
following:

A. The State, having to pay 70 cents of every dollar supplement (up
to the poverty minimum), would have no real incentive to increase
welfare benefits. Thus serious variations in family assistance payments
would continue, with only a very few States being inclined or able to
provide a livable family income-a situation not likely to change with-
out the Federal Government assuming more of the financial respon-sibihltyal.

B "i1aily assistance recipients would be burdened, in many States,
with the compl)lex res)onsibility of being actively involved with three
administrative bodies relative to eligibility application and appeal
requirements-a process which would increase administrative costs
and further (lehumailize the recipients of the family assistance
program.

C. We maintain that most individual States use their welfare pro-
grams to foster racism and indignities upon poor people and minority
group members in particularly, and as an excuse for not dealing wvith
the adverse social conditions that impede economic justice and racial
equality. The continued control of welfare programs by individual
States merely perpetuates, we feel, a climate of racial hostility and
cla- intolerance toward the poor and minority group members.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I should reemphasize that our member
settlements and neighborhood centers are generally located right in
the middle of low-income ghetto neighborhood areas. We are close to
and involved with the intensity of feeling that l)oor l)eol)le have. We
know of their anger, bordering on hate, toward a welfare system that
saps them of their pride, and their independence. We see in the moods
of pool- people a complete rejection of token programs that only lead
to partial social reform-a fact so well illustrated in this administra-
tion's family assistance plan.

We say this Government can and must do more than merely at this
time take a first, step toward revamping an antiquated welfare sys-
tem-a. system which has, in the past, literally wasted the lives of
hundreds of thousands of American citizens.

We submit. there are no safe, inexpensive way s of provi(ling eco-
nomic justice for the millions of American peolle who remain poor,
largely because of social inequities and racism that this Government
has clhosen not to adequately deal with. This is a painful fact. contrary
to HEW Secretary Richarlson's previous testimony before this coin-
mittee to the effect that. 1L.R. 16311 will free social workers to spei,1
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more time counseling and advising clients. Mr. Chairman, and mem-
bers of this committee, it needs to be said "loud and clear" that poor
people and welfare recipients do not have a priority need for more
social work counseling. ' hey need money, more money to handle for
themselves their basic necessities of life. H.R. 16311 is sadly lacking in
this respect for most present and prospective welfare recipients.

Although we are encouraged by and supportive of the new provi-
sions for tie working poor, we would repeat that the National Federa-
tion of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers endorse a minimum
Federal guaranteed annual income of $5,500 for a family of four, an
amount already before this committee in Senator Mc(arthy's bill
S. 3780. Senator Harris also has a bill before this committee, S. 3433,
which at, least provides an annual income base for a family of four at
the poverty level of $3,700.

Both of these bills appear to be substantial improvements over the
administration's family assistance bill, and we urge their serious con-
sideration.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we think that we should point out that in
our previous written testimony we mistakenly used the term "mini-
mum annual income" interchangeably with the term "guaranteed
annual income." We do feel that the proposed annual income payment
of $1,600 is an aspect of a guaranteed annual income pending the in-
dividual or family's acceptance. of those special conditions and restric-
tions inherent in a family assistance plan.

However, we do recognize that theoretically the family assistance
plan does not embody a guaranteed annual income by true definition,
and we would request, therefore, for the record, that this term, wher-
ever it appears in our previously submitted material, be replaced with
the term of a "Federal minimum annual income."

We, of the national federation wish to thank this Finance Com-
mittee and chairman, Senator Russell B. Long, for permitting us to
appear.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. WVell, thank you for your statement, Mr. Sills.
Senator Williams.
Senator WMLIA3Ms. Mr. Sills, on page 2 you state:
In quick order, the expensive cost of providing food stamp and surplus food

programs, farm subsidies, unemployment compensation, and even some phases
of public housing, social security and medicare-medicaid, could ultimately all
be negated with an adequate guaranteed annual income for poor families and
Individuals.

By that statement, do I understand that you are recommending
that this guaranteed annual income of $5,500, and that these programs
be repealed?

Mr. Sim1s. Well, Senator Williams, we would point out we do not
consider ourselves experts on this highly technical subject. We have,
been impressed by the arguments of many authorities in this field that
by having an adequate income for poor people that the Government
could achieve a net savings by negating many inservice programs.
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We have not conducted any kind of study that would comlute these
actual savings, but we think that the idea has a great, dealof merit,
and should be looked at in relation to an adequate annual incomeof $5,500.Senator WILAMS. WVell, I was just asking what your recommenda-

tions were; based on your own statement. Those are all the questions I
have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
That concludes today's session. Tomorrow we will meet at 10 o'clock

and we will commence with the panel from the National Association
of Counties. Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, at 2: 55 p.m. the hearing was recessed to resume at
10 a.m. on Tuesday, Sept. 1,1970.)





THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
CoMmitTEE ox FiNANCE,

l1ashington, D.C.
Ihe committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., In room 2221,

New Senate Office lBui1ling, Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr., presiding.
Present.: Senators JLong (chairman), Ribicoff," Harris, Byrd, of

Virginia, Williams of Delaware, Bennett, Curtis, 'Miller, ,Jordan of
Idaho and Fannin.

Senator BYRD. The committee will conm to order.
Chairman Long has asked me to open the hearing this morning.
This morning the committee continues to receive testimony from

interested public on H.R. 16311, the President's Family Assistance
plan.

Jt me announce that after the conclusion of today's session the com-
mittee will stand in recess until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, September 9,
when we will resume hearings on this legislation.

Leading off today's session will be a Panel of witnesses representing
the National Association of Counties.

The panel consists of the Honorable David L. Daniel, director of the
Cook Comity Department of Public Aid, James A. Glover, director,
Nash County Department of Social Services, of North Carolina, and
Howard Rourke, director, Ventura County, Calif., Department of
Social WVelfare. These spokesmen are acconlpanied by the Honorable
F. L. Tabor, director of Federal affairs on behalf of the National
Association of Counties.

Gentlemen, you may come forward, and you are recognizedand you
may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD ROURKE, DIRECTOR, VENTURA COUNTY,
CALIF., DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY
DAVID L. DANIEL, DIRECTOR, COOK COUNTY, ILL., DEPARTMENT
OF PUBLIC AID; JAMES A. GLOVER, DIRECTOR, NASH COUNTY,
N.C., DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES; BERNARD HILLEN-
BRAND, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; RALPH L. TABOR, DIRECTOR OF
FEDERAL AFFAIRS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES; AND
MARVIN FREEDMAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL SERVICES, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.

Mr. Roum:. Senator Byrd, and members of the committee, my name
is Howard Rourke, of Ventura County Calif. and I am accompanied
by the officials that, you just enumerated.

(1817)
44-527-70-pt. 3-35



1818

W\'e are presenting a joint statement on behalf of the National
Association of Counties, after which we would hope to be available to
the committee for whatever questioning is indicated.

Senator lh'n). You may proceed as you wish.
Mr. IOURK-. Ve are )resenting you with a written statement,* of

course, and we would like to paraphrase the statement, attempting to
stay within the 10 minutes that Senator Long specified yesterday for
the oral lresentation.

We, in our written testimony, comment about the fact that, the public
welfare system of today is in (eep trouble. I think there is iio disagree-
nenit about that fact any longer, and that. there has to be major change.

The counties of the Uniited States, many of which have a fiscal share
and an administrative responsibility in the system, are today in both
an extreme fiscal crisis and an almost, impossible management situa-
tion. The fiscal crises in many of the counties is directly attributable
to the runaway aspects of the'current programs particularly AFDC as
we know it today.

County governments, I can say frankly, are almost, at the end of the
road in attempting to continue to finance these programs through the
property tax. 'We must be able to arrest, the appalling rise in the prop-
erty tax rates that. are occasioned primarily by the public assistance
caseload increases across the country. While this apparent inability to
straighten out. this problem goes ol, there are now 10 million people
dependent on this system, and it is in very bad shape, and we think it
should be changed.

'We are here today to discuss H.R. 16311 partly, but also to discuss
why the National Association of Counties supports H.R. 16311, the
Family Assistance Act, how far the support. goes, to discuss and iden-
tify some of the elements of the Family Assistance Act which we
think are extremely important to the country, in other words, the
positive as well as tfie negatives.

Then we are also hoping to have the time to present to you in brief
the more far-reaching, much more profound, position and platform
of the National Association of Counties with respect to public welfare
as a whole, with respect to the whole business of income maintenance
and social services.

Senator Bym). May I ask you a question at, that point? You support
the program basically, do you'

Mr. ROURKE. Yes, sir; "but with major comments that we wish to
make about revisions that, we think should be made in it.

There are a couple of fundamental principles, Senator Byrd,- that
we think should be kept, uppermost in minf as we discuss'both the
family assistance plan and other welfare changes. First, we think that
there continues to be a necessity for a need factor throughout, our coun-
try. We do not believe that the, tax structure of the country, nor the
will of the people of our country, would permit an across the board
family allowance system which allowed Government money to go
equally to the well-to-do and to the poor.

Second, we feel that a right to a job at a fair wage should be pro-
vided for everyone who is able to work and that the work ethic of our
country historically should take precedence over any direct cash or
dole income system'or other system.

*See D. 1851.
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Third, we feel that the reform, whatever it iny be, should Consist.
of both short-range changes that could be made now in the existing
system while we build toward a longer evolutionary change in thewhole system.

We support in H.R. 16311: The nationalization of income main-
tenance; the concept of a Federal floor ul(ler aid payments across the
country; the work incentive and work requirement aspects; the ex-
pansion of rehabilitation and training; the expansion of day care serv-
ices; those aspects of the bill which are directed toward elimination of
the gross inequities of the present public assistance program through-
out the United States; the attempts to build a sinil)ifled adminis-
ration of the whole business; and, finally, financial sharing structure
which would provide needed fiscal relief to the property tax of the
counties.

Our No. 1 concern with H.R. 16311 perhal)s the most pressing l)rob-
lem in the bill, in our opinion, and as exl)resed here by others yester-
day, continues to be the retention of the two-program or two-tier ap-
l)roach to the family-the basic family assistance benefit, and the State
supplemental benefit.

We believe that there should be benefit levels geared variably by
regions of the country to the costs and necessity of life and adequate
enough to perinit the'total cessation of AFDC in all States.

AFDC which has become so unpopular, is grossly inequitable and
so full o? problems that we believe it must be completely abolished.
The two-tier system, regardless of who is administering it, should be
eliminated. from the bill, in other words. Cost-sharing among Govern-
ment levels could be continued for a period of time without a two-tier
administrative system such as is now proposed, and we believe that
this is the way it should go.

2. We believe that an absolute ceiling could be placed on total gross
income to any family beyond which eligibility for income maintenance
would cease to exist. Ths is not now in the bill. In our present AFDC
l)rogram, because of various income work exemptions, total income to
families can go well beyond what the public considers acceptable levels
of income maintenance from public tax money.

3. WAe propose that the earned income exemption be carefully con-
sidered by your commitee with a possibility of reducing the percentage
to something less than I50 percent after the flat allowances of $720.

In addition, we think that there should be one formula, not t.wo
separate formulas, one for FAP and an other for the State supple-
mental payments as the bill now is.

4. We support in principle the simplified determination of grant as
contained in the recommendations but we emphasize these standards
should be based on the family assistance plan basically rather than on
a two-tier program.

5. We support the concept of a checkoff procedure as recommended
by HEW in the revisions for the issuance of food stamps as long as
food stamps are going to be a part of this picture. IIowexver, we con-
tinue to believe, as we have for a long time in NACO policy that the
food stamp program should be eliminated in favor of an adequate cash
grant, with authority to control the payments when there are specific
abuses.
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6. We note the reported savings for State and local governments
that appear to be reflected in the provisions relating to administration
of the fiscal formulas. However, as income maintenance formulas be-
come nationalized, if this is the direction we are traveling, we believe
there should be provisions for the eventual elimination of State and
county costs on a planned phaseout basis.

7. We support the establishment of a uniform national minimumi
standard assistance for the aged, the blind and the disabled as recon-
mended in the bill. However, we recommend further achievement of
simplicity and standardization and equity among the adult categories
and propose that a single adult category be created completely replac-
ing old-age assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the disabled as well
as general assistance.

8. We have serious reservations about the proposed eliminations
of the unemployed parents program because we wonder what is to be-
come of these families in States where the family assistance benefit
would be considerably below what these families are receiving today.
We recommend retention of the federally supported unemployment
program.

9. Provision should be made for utilization of the knowledge and
abilities of State and county welfare employees and for an orderly
transfer of such personnel to FAP with protection of their retirement
and other employee benefits as spelled out in the law.

SOCIAL1 SERVICES PROPOSALS

Now, we would like to'take a moment or two on the social services
l)rol)osal in title XX as submitted by HEW. If enacted, these program
objectives should be more clearly defined. Generally, the proposals
are in line with our NACO policy and we endorse their general direc-
tion and content.

However we would like to raise three major questions: 1. We be-
lieve that tie )rime sponsor concept, as contained in section 2000 of
title XX, would cause very severe problems of unnecessary competi-
tion, conflict, and political manipulation among 'ocal communities.
There would be a proliferation of separate service agency structures.
Instead, we emphatically believe that such services should continue to
be vested in State and county government, only.

2. We believe that the services should be clearly defined in the law
itself rather than be left to administrative discretion so that States
and counties are assured of where they can go with their service pro-
grants and be assured of the Federal matching money.
3. We believe that the provision for emergency assistance, as it is

now contained in the recommended title XX is misplaced. Instead,
we think that FAP itself should be amended to contain provisions for
emergency assistance to those I)eople who must have it pending deter-
muination of eligibility and the first, grant from FAP.

AVe would like to say that we heartily endorse the proposals for
Federal participation in the financing of foster care, adoptions, and
child protective services. We are pl)eased with the concept of pro-
Viding social services for all who wish them but subject to a fee
schedule. We believe further that an exemption from the fee schedulesshould be provided to assure that anyone who receives public as-
sistance under any one of the titles, in the Social Security Act should
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not have to be subject. to any fee schedule. This is not clear in the pres-
ent title XX as we understand it.

I would like to call to your attention a resolution recently adopted
at our annual conference in Atlanta, Ga., which calls upon the Con-
gress to provide immediate fiscal relief. The resolution is included in
the written materials that, are before you.

We understand from press accounts of the last few days that Presi-
dent Nixon has agreed to a )roposal put forth by Senator Ribicoff of
this committee to conduct an experimental pilot program to test out
the feasibility of the al)proach embodied in TI.R. 16311. We have sev-
eral suggestions to offer about the proposal, if the Congress should de-
cide to (1o this. First, we believe such a )ilot program should begin as
early as possible, but no later than July 1, 1971. Second, we urgIe that
the program take place in several States and that, it include States with
)oth State-administered programs and States with county-admninis-

tered programs and that. it. also should include both metropolitan and
rural areas.

We are concerned that this pilot al)proach not. be used to delay the
implementation of a nationwide change in the public welfare structure.
We believe the pilot demonstration should be viewed, if it is done, more
as a means of determining costs and working out administrative pl'ol)-
lems rather than as an absolute test of whether there should be change
to such a concept. as FAP or not. And we strongly recommend that Con-
gross establish a date no later than July 1, 1972, for nationwide iml)le-
mentation of the program, whether it is family assistance, as now con-
tained in the bill or with major amendment, or what.

Now, I would like to dwell for a few more minutes on the more long-
range platform of the National Association of Counties, one which
we believe goes way beyond the family assistance plan and offers some
answers to the questions we have heard from the gentlemen of this
committee.

First we have come to the firm belief that there has to be a clear
sel)aration nationwide of our present system to three distinct and Sop-
arate entities:

1. A national program focused on work and wage security for all who
can be considered to be in the labor market or who have potential to
become available for the labor market, jobs, in other vords.

2. A national program focused on assuring the basic necessities of life
for those who cannot, work.

3. A national program of locally administered, specified and defined
social services, which are so defied and so preise that it is l)ossi)le
to really evaluate and measure them.

It has become very evident, that the goals and objectives of the
eiol)loyable versus the unemployable are different. Those of us who
work in public welfare have learned that it is tremendously difficult
to separate this out in the public mind today because of the lack of
separation legally and in regulations and in administration. We believe
that we should, as a Nation, stand solidly behind the traditional work
ethic of this country. Anyone who can work but who has been unable
by his own or her own efforts to enter the wage-earning labor force
should receive the help needed to get a job so that lie can provide for
his needs through w ages, rather than through any kind of a direct dole.

This is very basic to our whole platform. It says very simply, gen-
tlemen, for all of those who are able to work there should be work
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and it. should not stop. If necessary, the Government itself should pro-
vide that work as the employer of last resort.

Then, those who would receive the welfare benefit., the direct dole
type of beInefit, would he clearly identified as the people wy'ho cannot,
work and there would he an end to this confused accusation of chisel-
ing that continues to haunt us.

So, we recommend a national prograin of work security, a national
prograin of income security, and a national program of specified social
serVices.

Tho l)rogramin of work security would wholly, replace public assist-
amce in any form, including FAP eventually, in our view. We, recognize
that tlld: would have to he a phase-in kind of thing, and that for a
period of time FAP would have to provide assistance as it now specifies
in the bill. But that gradually this would be replaced for all who are
able to work ly a program of employable work security.

Ihen, as far as the national program for income security is con-
cerned, the primary income maintenance program would be'OASDI.
This is what it sho uld have been all along, during the past 25 or 30
years, an(l expanded so that for most beneficiaries, supplemental forms
of government aid are no longer necessary. I think we are all aware
of the tremendous supplementation that. goes on by tie public assist-
ance agencies and of the inadequate OASDI benefits.

Important as the income maintenance programs are, we believe
that they alone will not achieve the full objectives and encourage self-
support, self-reliance, and strengthening of family life. For these rea-
sons, we believe a fully designed national unified type of social serv-
ices program should ie supported by Feleral assi stance, but be ad-
ministered at the county level.

Mr. Chairman, I thin'ik that that should conclude our oral testimony.
We would like to emphasize our willingness to work with this com-
mittee in any way that the National Association of Counties can be
helpful. We rel)resent a great many county officials throughout the
United States who have spent a great deal of time reviewing and
studying the l)roposals before you. We have been flying back and forth
across the country, meeting and attempting to come to grips with
these l)roblems so thatN we as local administrators could offer our
knowledge and expertise to the National Association of Counties.

In addition to our testimony, we would like to have included in the
hearing record several attachments. Attachment I is a table summa-
ri'ting NACO's long-range proposals, as I have attempted to sum-
marize them just now. The second attachment is the platform adopted
by NACO ea'llier this year and contained in the NACO white )ai)er
on welfare reform. Allof the members of the )anel, all of whom are
experts from around the country, are available for questions which
we hope we calli answer.

Senator Br:xxtm" (presiding). Thank you very much, Mr. Rourke.
To this Senator, the most significant part of your proposal is what

you call your long-range plan. Why not now?
Mr. ROURIKE. Yes, why not now?
Senator BFxxfrr. Why not amend the present bill to make a start.

on these three long-range objectives? Would you gentlemen support
that.'?
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Mr. ROUTRKE. We most certainly would, sir.
Senator BEN-Nmtr. You would be interested to know that amend-

ments leading to that kind of an end are being studied by some of
us because some of us feel that. this is the only possible solution. I
iam one of those, and I am delighted to see thai you feel that this is
iml)ortant. as the ultimate l)attein, and I am gla( to know you feel
that we might start, now.

aPart of this )roblem that we have to face, as you know so well, if
we set up a system based on work or work-orienited jobs, there is no
use telling people they have to work unless you have a job for them.
It is pleasant and easy to say the Government should be the employer
of last resort, and perhaps it. should. I-low about the counties? Tfow
many jobs are there for what I consider to be three and a half million
emnloyables now oil welfare in the United States? how many jobs
can the counties supply that they are not now supplying? I am sure
you cannot give me, a figure in answer. If you coild, I would be• delightedd"

Mr. IIILLEN I BND. Senator, we can supply literally thousands of
jobs offering useful work that counties are not now performing. It
could be an updated version of WPA, but where the people would be
working, for example, as counselors in the prison, working in ourcountyhospitals, or working in our outpatient clinics. e'ly would be
working in the social welfare field as aides and assistants in the wel-
fare department itself. We agree wholeheartedly with you, Senator
Bennett, and we have advocated as part. of our statement that the
public be this kind of an employer and use it as sort of a training
ground. A person could work in as an orderly or something in a hos-
l)ital. And then maybe be trained to be a coo or a whole lot of other
things. We could (o it, Senator Bennett, but we just, have not got the
money to do it. now.

Senator B.N,-.N-NETr. Well, as a necessary first step, and as a part, of
the record of this hearing, backing up your suggestion, I wonder if
you could try your hand at making a list of the tyl)es of jobs that you
think peculiarly belong to county operations, anid if you would (care
to give us some estimates as to tie numbers involved that would be
more important than the list, which would be useful as a part of this
hearing record.

I have no further questions.
Mr. Roiumi. May I say one other thing about it, Senator Bennett,

sUi))plementing wOiat Mr. Hillenbrand just said. We see in this recoi-
mendation, not. only county government but, all kinds of local govern-
ments-cities, flood control districts, schools, you name it-going back
into the business of providing jobs as they did in the depression years
as l)rime sponsors of local projects.

What Mr. lillenbrand is saying is that coinity government can-
not. generate the money to pay the wages that are involved to the h)eo-
ple who do the work. It can generate the project, the in-kind contri-
bution to the project, the supervision aspects, but. it cannot provide
the wages themselves.

Senator BEN. N-.Er. This concept cuts across the whole pattern of our
economy and society. Hopefully, the most. productive source of jobs
shoulder the private sector because people who get into l)roluctive
jobs with an opportunity for promotion get. much moe satisfaction
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than those people who are put on make-work jobs or temporary jobs.
I agree with you that State government or aly public entity that can
contribute should have the opportunity to contribute. Personally, I
think the greatest challenge is to the private sector, to the )rofitinak-
ing organizations of our country; otherwise all we are doing with
thewe people is making work which is paid for by the taxpayer in-
stead of giving them money directly from the taxpayer-well, that
is not quite true--because there are many instances in which the result
of their work would be valuable, but if all they are doing is raking
leaves and planting flowers and tearing them up again, that has a very
limited economic value.

Mr. ROURKE. We agree and we believe there can be a great deal more
meaningful kinds of employment provided than raking leaves or that
type of thing.

To get back to your original question, let me ask one or two of our
panel here who have been in the business for years of providing this
kind of employment opportunity.Mr. DANIEL. My name is David Daniel, Senator, and I certainly
would feel the same way as the other panel members have indicated.

It would be our feeling that this responsibility of providing jobs
should be shared, of course, by all levels of government, and cer-
tainly there is plenty of room for meaningful work in nonprofit or-
ganizations as well as profitmaking organizations, if we just address
ourselves to it.

For example, we notice, I am sure, the high cost of hospital care.
Part of the price is attributable to the work force in the hospital'. It
seems to me here is an opportunity for special projects to help in the
medical field and thereby relieve the taxpaying public of some of this
high cost, of medical care.

I think we could think of many other areas whereby very meaning-
ftul work could be produced in the public service.

Mr. GLovER. I am J. A. Glover, Senator Bennett. I would like to
make one observation that there is a certain group of people in the
poverty level who need some help to get started before they are able to
get ready for this private employment that we hope the-' would get.
I think this is something we must address ourselves to in our plan-
ning.

Senator BE.N NTIF. We assume, those of us who are thinking along
this line, that. the program must involve training before it can involve
jobs, perhaps with most of these people and it must be training with
a job at the end of the road, not just training for the exercise.

I Mr. r omii. And it is going to mean some outreach to get these
people in for the training. Some of these people are long standing
and have not had the advantage of education or work experience.

Senator BxNx rF. That is a part of the training.
Mr. GLOVES. Yes.
Senator BExNFr. We do not think of it as training for a job, but

it is training on how to live with a job, any job.
Mr. G OVER. Yes.
Senator Br,x rr. Mr. Chairman, I have consumed my time.
The CHAIRMAN (presiding). Senator Curtis.
Senator Cunis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I am pleased that you have a concise summary at the beginning of
your statement.

I notice point 4 says this: NACO supports the family assistance
)rogram, II.R. 16311, as a step in the right direction. Legislation would

provide a start. in establishing uniform national standards of
eligibility. It would establish a minimum Federal floor for aid pay-
ments and would provide some fiscal relief to States and counties.

The question is this: Will you list, the States that will get some fiscal
relief by the passage of this bill either as it passed the House or as it is
now recommended by HEW?

Mr. RoUaKE. I think the list, is in the committee print, Senator
Curtis, and I do not believe it is complete or all inclusive.

Senator CURTIS. Now, do you know of any State that will get some
fiscal relief with the passage'of the House bill or as HEW recommends
it be changed?

Mr. RouRKEp. Oh, yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. rle relief administrator from my State was here

last, week and lie said it would double our costs. There are some distin-
guished former Governors on this panel, and I know they have some
questions in their minds about it.

Are you prepared to name any State?
Mr. RoURiKE. I can only speak for California. But I am prepared to

say that there would be substantial fiscal relief in California in the
family assistance plan as it, now presented, not. only to the State, but to
the counties of California which are contributing at, this tine about 20
percent of the costs.

Senator CURTIS. What are you paying now that, you would not have
to pay if it passed?

Mr. ROURKF. A substantial decrease in the present AFDC program.
Of course, there are also substantial increases in Federal matching for
the adult categories from which California would benefit.

Senator CURTIS. To what extent. would your numbers of people on
the lists, welfare lists be increased?

Mr. ROURKE. That is another thing.
Senator CURTIS. No, no; that is part of the package.
Mr. RouRKxm. The numbers of people who would become eligible for

family assistance, of course, would be a great deal more than the pres-
ent AFDC caseload of California because you are opening up a whole
new program to the working poor.

Senator CuRnTIs. That is in the bill.
Mr. ROURKE,. Yes.
Senator GurTIs. That. is in the bill.
Well, now. if we took the bill as it passed the House or as npw pro-

posed by HEW, would it cause greater payments to be made by the
State of California or less?

Mr. ROURKE. I wonder if I might, defer for the moment to one of
our people from California, who is the assistant director of social
services in the largest county in the world, who, I think, has some statis-
tics. Mr. Marvin Freedman, the assistant director of Los Angeles
County Social Services Department, has made a very thorough sur-
vey of this and what it. does to that, country's financing.

Mr. FRExDMAN. Senator Curtis, I do not have statistics with me.
But, you are quite right that the numbers who would benefit from the
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family assistance plan are greater than the numbers who now benefit
from our welfare system. However, the addition of the working pool
would not be at the State and county expense. Under the bill that, would
be under the FAP program and receive 100-percent Federal funding.
Therefore, adding that additional group does not add to the State or
county's cost in the welfare program, and there are other substantial
savings that the State and counties would receive.

Senator Gumis. How much do you think the State of California
will save if this bill is enacted?

Mr. FREEDMAN. We in California estimate it pretty close to What
11IW has estimated and the staff of your committee has estimated,
about $220 million. In addition to the ait! payinent savings the bill pro-
vides, there can be administration of the supplemental program under
contract, with the Federal Government at 100 percent Federal ex-
pense for the full cost of administration.

Senator CuRIs. Now, I do not have my book here. What. does it.
show it will save the State of Nebraska?

.Mr. ROURKE. lWe do not have it, broken down to that extent, Senator.
Senator CURTIS. How do you get the figure for California?
Mr. ROURKE. I am sorry. But, the pie chart here on page 25 of the

booklet indicates that, Cali fornia would be one of the States that would
substantially benefit, from FAP. It, would receive $233 million. The
New York, Illinois Ohio, Texas combination would receive about
$178 million, and all other States about $251 million in local properly
tax or State tax reductions, savings.

Senator CURTIS. From what features of the bill?
Mr. ROURKE. From the reductions in the amount of money that the

State must put up for the AFDC program and for the adult category
as they are today.

Senator CURTIS. Has anyone connected with the State government
of California said this program will cost, less than the program is
costing now?

Mr'. FnRD.MA.. Yes; I believe there are figures in the same booklet
prepared by your committee staff.

Senator CURTIS. No, no; I said anyone connected with the State of
California, the government of the State of California.

Mr. F RE:IE .Nx. Yes; I think that Senator Long did write letters or
sent telegrams to all the Governors, and asked this particular ques-
tion. I think the responses were reported in the booklet.

The responses showed that. initially there would be savings. I think
the fear of the Governor of the State of California is more over
the long run. He believes that there is going to be a continuing acceler-
ating njmmber of people needing welfare help and that eventually it is
going to cost, more money because more people, 2 years, 5 years, 10
Syear f rom now, are going to need (he help. But, I think the figures
here reported show t iat, initially there would be a savings to theState of California.

Mr. FREEMAN. Probably the first. couple of years.

Mr. ROURKE. I do not really think we can answer that question
a exactly for the State.

Senator CURTIS. I will go to something else.
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III point No. 5, you recommend in the first paragraph there, "Elimi-
nation of the two-tier system of benefit payments, the basic family
assistance benefit, and the State supplemental benefit."

What would be the effect of that so far as who would carry the
burden?

Mr. ROURKE. Senator, what we are proposing is that by combining
some of the other features of the bill, and even some features of other
Federal programs which perhaps are not as productive as they should
Ie, sufficient money could be put, into the family assistance plan
to increase the benefits to a level which would allow a single-tier
system instead of two programs for administrative simplicity.

Senator CURTIS. What you are recommending there is that the Fed-
eral Government pay it all ?

Mr. ROURKE. Eventually.
Senator CURTIS. Is that what, that point amounts to?
Mr. ROURKE. Eventually. But, for instance, ight. nowv the family

assistance plan proposal calls for somewhere in the neighborhood of
.$840 a year additional money for food stamps. We believe it would be
better if the cash payment was increased to $2,400 for a family of four
in lieu of food stamps. This is almost a three-tier system by the time
you include food stamps in this $2,400. You have three (literent sys-
tems to administer.

Senator Cu'ris. I realize there are some administrative costs and
)rocedures there involved but the elimination of the State supplemental
1)nefit is scarcely an administrative change, is it.?

Mr. I)XWT,. I would say, Senator, that wve see the possibility of some
kind of a matching formla which for the present would'contime
to bring into the program the State's share of the program of filane-
ing. Eventually, we would hope that the States and counties could be
phased out of ihis program and the program could be fully financed
by the Federal Government. But that may take some time to come yet.

Senator 1Viu.m-ms. Would tie Senator yield ?
You speak of transferring the food stamnps, $800 food staIl)S, over

to the cash supplement; that would have the additional benefit of
relieving the State of California from its present, commitment to pay
half of it, wouldn't it.? So in reaity the main interest is to shift t le
cost of the program over to tlme Federal Government. from the States.
Mr. ROURKE. Not necessarily, Senator.
Senator Wiiimm.rs. But ii would have that mathematical effect,

would it not?
Mr. RouniKE. Eventually and ultimately, I think that is the goal.
Senator WILLA ArS. If that is not the 1)oint, if it, were shifted over,

vould you recommend the shift over on the same 50-50 cost to the
States or is it your recommendation only to be shifted over where the
Federal Government pays all of it?

Mr. ROURKE. Yes. Well, let, me qualify this. Going back to what
Mr. Daniel said, what we have in mind is that the program be estab-
lishw.1 as a single benefit. level program throughout the country. Ihe
Statm, for such period of time as is necessary, would have to work
out the financing structure to bring payments up to a national income
level. The States and time counties would have to (1o some reverse
revenue sharing. In other words, we do not believe that it is necessary
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in order to share in the costs of a program of this kind that there be
two different, levels or sets of administration. We believe there can
be one administration, one set of benefits, one level of benefits, one
program, but then the financial costs of it shared through bookkeep-
ing methods.

I'he C .AIIIMAN. If the Senator would yield for just one moment, may
I provide the answer that he has been a.skin. about Governor Reagan'?
Here is Governor Reagan's response to my inquiry about. this bill. Ile
said on plgo 5 of the statement I have here:
Perhaps the most dismaying aspect of this bill is the tremendous outlay of

puim e funds for a program that appears to do little more than put a great many
more of our citizens Into the welfare category. Much has been nade of the fact
that states will recognize a savings in state funds from this bill. I am not imi-
l)re.,,sed by the fact that the bill as it stands will save California close to a hiun-
dred million dollars in 1971-1972 when I know that the same bill will cost the
American taxpayers over one-half billion dollars for the program In California
alone. See attachment C for fiscal details.

In other words, al)pparentlv what lie is saving here is that even
though it will save California a hundred million dollars it is going to
inc-ease the cost at the Federal level for California alone by a half
billion. California taxpayers are going to have to pay their share of
this half billion dollars as well as their share of the shnilar amounts for
New York, Louisiana, and other States and by the time they .get
through tlev will be paying a lot more, and lie does not think this is a
good investment, I take it.

Senator CURTIS. Thank you.
Coming back to my question, are you recommending the eliminator

of the State supplemental benefits?
Mr. ROURIKE. Yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. Purely as an administrative convenience?
Mr. RoUmKE. No, sir.
Senator CURTIS. It is, in other words, to relieve the States from pay-

ing it, is that. right?
Ir. RoummE. No, sir; no, sir. We are recommending it in the interests

of a uniform and equitable program throughout. the United States inso-
far as the treatment of needy peol)le is concerned. Beyond that, we are
recommending it because of (he administrative coml)lexities of tile two-
tier system that. we do not think are necessary.

Sellator (URTIS. Who are you recommendTing should pay it, pay tile
alnouhts now set forth in the bill and carried in the ta!)les to go to
recipients uidei the heading "State Supplemental Benefits."

iNr1. ROURKE. We are recommending that theo Federal Government
pay those portions that are defined in the bill now, plus the share of it
that is now tile Federal Government's responsibility inl tei food stamp
business, l)lus the administration of the program. The States and the
counties would reverse fund or share the costs that would have been
theirs for a period of years and be l)hased out gradually. Does that
say it?

Mr. iloit. Maybe I could add this point, Senator. Point 5 was
really made ill direct. reference to the bill as it stands right now, that
is, tle legislation being enacted this year and going into effect next
year. At that point we would like to see one administrative system
with cost sharing between the Federal Government, the States, and the
counties. In this ease, the States and the counties would have to pay
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money to the Federal Government for their share of the costs. There
would be the initial start of the prograin, and it. is later that we get
into our long-range or our ultimate plan whereby the States and coun-
ties would be phased out of the cost-sharing. But at, the beginning we
are talking about the same cost-sharing that is in the administration
proposal. It would be us paying the Federal Government for our
share, though.

Senator CURTIS. So that recommendation is not in there as recoi-
mendin that the States be relieved of that burden.Mr. 'I ABOR. Not immediately, no0, sir.

Senator CURTIS. But eventually.
Mr. TABOR. Eventually, yes.
Senator CURTIS. Do you feel this bill would be a vehicle to do this?
Mr. TArtOR. Yes, sir; if this one-tier system was accepted for the ad-

ministration of the program.
Mr. ROURKE. Of course, we also feel, Senator Curtis, as we were

talking earlier with Senator Bennett about it, that the ultimate answer
is to remove all of those people able to work from this kind of a direct
cash income maintenance system and provide for them in a work
security system instead.

Now, if this can be accomplished now-
Senator CURTIS. None of these things you are talking about are in

this bill.
Mr. ROuRKF.. No; no, we are going way beyond the family assistance

plan, sir.
Senator CuRTis. Well, are you for the passage of either the House

bill or the House bill as, with such changes as have now been recom-Mended by HEW?

Mr. ROURKE. No, sir; we are not. We are for the bill with those
changes that we have outlined in our testimony, which go consider-
ably beyond HEW's recommendations.
Senator CURTIS. Your principal objective put forth there is No. 2.

You strongly support legislation to provide for the eventually full
Federal assumption of welfare costs. That's the main thrust of your
request, is it not.?

Mr. DANIEL. That is it.
Senator CURTIs. Is that correct?
Mr. ROURKE. Yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. Do you base that on the fact that Federal adminis-

trators and dispensers of welfare are more competent than local ones?
Mr. HILL.ENBRAND. May I respond to that, Senator? No; I think they

are just richer. Seriously, Senator we did not want our testimony
this morning to bog down on just. tile money part, but it is importantto emphasize what the money problem is right now. We have got
approximately 40 percent of Americans who are really eligible for
welfare presently on the welfare rolls. We have got the welfare rights
organizations, we have got the OEO program enormously increasing
the caseload under the existing welfare program we have right now,
Senator.

Senator CURTIS. Will they stop those efforts if we pass the bill?
Mr. 1-1)gNiRAND. No, sir; they will not. They will intensify them, I

suspect, but here is what the situation is: In 22 States, and'they are
largely the industrial States with 70 percent of the population in theUnited States, the counties are the administrative units and share



1830

in the costs. Let me give you two case histories to dramatize what we
are talking about.

Los Angeles County in 1 year went, from $650 million of welfare
costs to $900 million. The tax rate increase this coming fall will be
$1.08 in Los Angeles County of which 75 cents of that $1.08 is going
just for welfare.

In my home county of Onondaga, which is Syracuse, N.Y., 40 fami-
lies a day are going on welfare, and that. promises to greatly accelerate
because of the efforts of the welfare rights organizations and the
poverty people. So what I am saying to you, Senator, is we are at a
point where we are really at the financial crunch where we can no
longer fund welfare.

It has been suggested repeatedly that, we could have some sort of
a compromise on this legislation: What we are saying is that any
compromise has got to include some element of fiscal relief or we
can no longer carry this. The compromise has got to say, if you ap-
prove a compromise, that we cannot, absorb any more costs over and
above those we had on July 1,1970. And, secondly, we think it, should
say that we should be phased out. I think the point is, Senator, that
we cannot fund welfare on the property tax, and that is what we are
trying to do. Significant portions of the Nation's welfare load are
based on the property tax which will no longer fund it..

Another point, Senator, is that we have now in the works, it was
recommended this year and almost certainly will be rwommended
next year, a proposal to put a I10-percent freeze on welfare costs. We
have already testified in the opening sentence of our report that our
welfare costs are increasing from 20 to 30 percent a year which means
that we have got to get up the balance of that somewhere at the local
level.

Senator CURTIs. Well, now, are you recommending then that we go
from 10 million recipients to 24 million, that is what this bill does.

Mr. HILLENBRAND. Senator, I think you are completely right, and
what we are saying is we are going to get those 24 million under the
existing welfare program.

Senator CURTIS. I do not think so.
Mr. HILLENBRANI). Well-we are getting-our record at the local

level is we are getting them, already, Senator.
Mr. ROURKE. We are getting them very fast, sir; 50-percent increase

in the AFDC caseload.
Senator CuRTIS. Up to now there is no Federal program forcing the

States' hands in reference to the able-bodied person who is working,
who is not aged, and that is the group this bill would bring in.

Now, I can understand your desperation over the financial matters.
I keep the Treasury daily record on my desk, I never even file it away
because I look at it most everyday.

The national debt is $18 million more than it was a yeai ago today.
This year for the first time the interest on the national debt will be
$20 billion. So I am in sympathy with the financial straits you are in,
but I cannot accept the view to get you out of it it will increase the
number of eligible recipients in my State by 385 percent. That is what
this bill does.

Mr. HUIaLEBRAND. Senator Curtis, could we just respond to it in this
way. We have run some statistics under the present system which
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we would like to submit for the record. which shows an industrial
worker earning $5,200 a year in Milwaukee County is just about even
with the welfare recipient. if he wants to do better thain that he has to

quit his job and go on welfare, and this is very apt to happen in a fairly
large number of cases.

We have, for example, again to cite my hometown- we have some
basic industries that pay a minimum wage or less, the candle industry,
the china industry, and so on. There are great layoffs in all those in-
dustries in my hometown and these people are now going directly on
welfare.

If we had something like FAP, a person could stay on his job. As
far as we have been able to determine a person will always be better off
working under the FAP program than not working, and the only-

Senator CURTIS. Have you studied the record here and the cross-
examination of witnessesO

Mr. I1LLFNBRANXI). Well, there might be some isolated cases.
Senator Cunms. That, was one of the big points raised by this comi-

mittee.
Mr. I-IILLBINBRAN-D. We are sure there will be isolated cases.
Senator CURTIS. Some individuals earning thousands of dollars are

worse off than if they didn't earn anything.
Mr. RouKPE. But, Senator, may I point out to you here that the

earned income exemption of $30 and one-third as it exists in the AFDC
program, today, together with all of the other exemptions that Pire
required under Federal law and Federal rules-the exemption of the
total payroll deductibles, the exemption of work-connected expenses
and all the ret---piles up and accelerates the number of people who
are becoming eligible for AFDC. We cannot close cases any longer.
In other words, the earned income exeml)tion itslf, as it 'is ini Federal
law today, is to a large extent responsible for the huge increases in the
AFDC caseloads. This, in turn, is what has created the financial crunch
for the counties.

Senator CURTIS. I think that is probably true.
Now, have those provisions done what, they were intended to do to

induce people to go to work and stay off of welfare?
Mr. ROURKE. They have done halt of your que.;tion, sir. They have

induced many people to go to work. But, they have not taken people
off of welfare because the earned income exemption is such a stacking
up kind of thing that it has become almost impossible for us to close
cases. We can demonstrate statistically to you that the rate of closure
in AFDC nationally has dropped dramatically in the )ast. 3 years.

Senator CunTIS. I have taken too much time.
In that connection, if it is true, if these work disregards have not

reduced the number of recipients but has increased them
Mr. ROURKE. It has.

* 4 Senator CUrTIS. I would like to have you put in the record your rea-
1sois as to how, and the family assistance program, taking on several

million of fully employed people will reduce the rolls.
That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAII MAN. Senator Harris.
Senator HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, thank you for your testimony. I think we have to con-

tinually ask ourselves why is it that we have any kind of welfare
system.
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Some would say, I suppose, because we have some moral reSlonsi-
bility to people who are less fortunate.

I ihink probably a stronger argument is in regard to our own self-
interest. Is it, not true that if a little child grows up in a home where
there is not proper nutrition, and where decent health services are not
available and housing has deteriorated, and so forth, the chances are
greater that, that little child, one way or another, will be a burden to
society in the future?

So, is it not in our self-interest to see that every little child in this
country has some basic standard of a decent life? Wouldn't you say
that is true?

Mr. RounRK. Yes, sir.
Mr. DANIELJ. I would plainly say so, Senator.
Senate. HARRIs. Let me explore another area of concern-ask you

this, =, and this gets the basic question of whether the Federal Gov-
ernient, the Siates or the the counties are responsible for providing
welfare assklance. ome people used to say if a little child grows up
needing assistance in Oklahoma that was Oklahoma's problem. But
now we find the people do not stay in Oklahoma. Some of them went
to California, and some are in Detroit, and some are in Chicago.

The Supreme Court rightly said that you cannot set residence re-
quirements in regard to welfare; that if they show up from Oklahoma
needing help, whatever their background was back there, for which
you are not personally responsible in a direct way, you have got to
administer to their needs; isn't that so ?

Mr. RouRxK,. That is right.
Senator HARRIS. Doesn't that bring in then the need to nationalize

this welfare program, federalize it, as I call it? Isn't that basically
what we are talking about?

Mr. GLOVER. That is what we are talking about. We also have Fed-
eral programs of $2 billion a year helping to find these people. We
are not c-irticizing the finding, they are there and they need the help.
W are representing the counties on the firing line, and we have to
sit across the table and talk to these folks and try to convince them
they are not in need and they are not hungry, and we have got no
jobs to refer them to. I. think it becomes a national problem. I do not
think any words that I have are going to satisfy the hunger of these
children. I think you are hitting the nail on the head right now, and
this is the crux of the whole problem. As Mr. Hillenbrand and Mr.
Rourke have pointed out so well, we just cannot continue to finance
it under the present tax structure and it is just that simple.

So wo know no place to turn except where the money is and can be
collected.

Mr. DANIEL. Senator, could I also add a statement in this regard?
This is more and more becoming a national issue. In these days of
greatly improved communications systems people know what is going ,.
on about the country. You yourself, Senator, might not recall the
days of the depression when people such as those we are talking about
Snow, the working poor, found that their needs were not being met.
They were out of work or they were earning less than they needed.
They went, of course, to people like ourselves, to the county officials,
and there being no money there they went to the State officials.
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The State money ran out. The Governors descended on Washington.
I'm sure Senator Curtis might recall this, and the Federal Govern-
ment responded with programs such as the Federal Emergency As-
sistance Act, the WPA program, and so forth.

Now, the way the situation is going today, we can well expect this
kind of a stuatin unless it is handled on a constructive basis. What,we are saying here is that. it is possible to handle this on a construc-
tive basis, but there is great need for Federal hell.

We are suggesting a formula that would provide for sharing be-tween all leveIs of government., work in public service and other things
th at might be approached to meet this problem.

Now. we certainly are in favor, as I believe our policy indicates, of
providing help for the so-called working poor. That is this great large
group of people who are not now on our rolls, and who are giving
such concern to governmental officials, the legislators and people who
have to pay. But I think these people are not going to permanently
stand still and that we will have to work out ways and means to deal
with them. That is why we are saying that this bill certainly is a step
in tie right direction in attacking that problem.

We are not saying that you can do it today or tomorrow. It will
take a few years to phase it in, but I think we have to do it.

Senator IH as. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ROuRKg. Mr. Chairman, may I make one more comment back

to Senator Curtis' question.
We believe--we cannot empirically prove this, I suppose, but from

our own local experience--that whether you enact the family assist-
ance plan or not or any other plan of reform, the AFDC case load
is going to take you on up in the next 5 years anyhow. So, essentially
what we are saying, Senator Curtis, is that we believe a new kind
of program, such as represented by FAP, is better than the old and
no good AFDC program, a program that is in disrepute throughout
the United States.

Senator Cuwrs. Well, it would require a change in the law for that
to happen.

Mr. RouRKP.. No, sir; it will not.
Senator CurTis. Well now, AFDC payments are available where

the father is dead, where he is absent from home.
Mr. ROURKE. Yes.
Senator CuaTIs. Where le is totally disabled or where he is un-

employed, and that is all ; isn't that right?
Mr. ROuRKE. We are talking about the AFDC regular program of

mothers, and the way it is -
Senator CURTIS. That is a regular program. There are four match-

inge cate gories.
Mr. DANIEL. That is correct, Senator; you are certainly right.
Senator CURTIs. Now, there's no program at the present, time where

a family can qualify where the head of the family is not unemployed,
is not totally disabled, is not absent from home, or is not deceased.

Mr. DANIEL. Senator, that is correct, and that is just the point.
The father leaves home. In my State of Illinois-and I am sure this
is not different from many other States--what does the father do?
He leaves home. When you look at our statistics, there are two main

44-527-70--pt. 3-36
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reasons for persons coning on the AFDC rolls. One is desertion and
another is neml)oyment. These have been at, the top of our reasons
for opening AFDC cases for a good many months, and this desertion
business is the thing that ILthink is worrying all of us. This is why
Mr. Riourke says that eventually, unless we do something about this
AFDC, rolls will continue to rise as they are rising now.

Mr. ROURKE. Particularly in a period of unemployment.
Senator CURTIS. Well, we are talking about, the difference between

roughly 10-million recipients and 24 million, and without, a change
in the law, it. could not rise to include all those numbers, and I do not
think the record should stand on it, and you people know it. You
know that, the law does not permit, an AFDC payment to fully em-
ployed fathers.

M[r. ROURKE. When the father is not there, Senator Curtis the law
does permit payment to a woman who is full-time employed.

Senator CunTIs. Yes.
Mr. IoIRKE.. And this is occurring with increasing and mounting

rapidity.
Senator CURTIS. And this is occurring with increasing and mount-

ing rapidity.
Senator CUnTS. I have followed the statistics on that. In New York,

they, will give you a payment for almost everything and they have one
of the highest, records of desertion.

One-half of the marriages in Los Angeles County break tip, and I
do not think it is so that they can get relief. When the proponents of
this bill started )resenting this, it was in every argument this desertion
business, but they have never produced any statistics to prove that is
what is causing it.

I am very much in sympathy with the fact, you have so many bills
to l)py that ou do not, know where to turn.

Mr. Rounmli. We know the AFDG-
Senator CURTIs. But the Federal Government. hasn't a lot of money.

W1e are running behind, and I feel badly taking so much time, bit
I want to ask that one question you did not answer a while ago.

I)o you think, if we go to a totally federally financed program, that
we will have better administration tmn you people locally can do?

Mr. l).xwri. I do not think the administration will be better, Sen-
ator, by virtue of just changing hands because you would have pretty
much the same peoplee administering the program as now. You have
peol)le at. the Federal level, the State level, and either way you go
,you will l)robably have this same corps of people administering tie
programs.

What we are saying here is that the administrative procedure would
be Siml)lcr.

Senator CURTIS. Do you have Federal officials, case workers, passing
on the individual applicants?

iMr. D. xim:. No; but we have Federal people who set policies and
rules.

Senator C-vrms. I understand.
AM. I)NmErL. We have Federal auditors to see that those rules are

adhered to down the line, and the same thing at the State level and
local level.

Senator CURTIS. I will not take any more time.
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The CHuRMAN. Senator Miller.
Senator MmILER. On page 5 of your" joint statement, item No. 2, you

say, "We believe that. an absolute ceiling should be placed on total gross
income to a family." I am not quite sure I understald just how that
will work, or whether you are advocating something (ifferent from
what the bill provides.

Mr. ROURKE. Yes, Senator Miller; we have debated this a great deal
among ourselves, and there are not any easy answers obviously.

We think we have one possible l)roposal. It. goes back to the business
of notches. It also goes to our view of what is happening to the AFI)('
earned income exemption disregards today, and a feeling that we need
to protect against that kind of thing continuing in the family
assistance plan.

We have come up with a reasonable proposal which we think is
workable in notches, so to speak, which would take your poverty level
index, as defined nationally now by number in the family, and it is by
region as well, and then apply a, disregard factor to that by, let uts
say, one and a half times the poverty level index. For a family of four.
for instance, there would be the poverty level index of $3,7§0, l)lus a
half more, which, I think adds up to $5,580. This would be the out-
side maximum that any family could have in income and still receive
any form of Federal or State public assistance.

lfr. DANIEL. Any family of four.
Senator MILLER.1 What
Mr. DANXIEL. Any family of four.
Ar. RouiEi. Ai)" family of four as an example.
Semtor MliL.E.R.'It, is a gross income concept.
Mr. ROURK:. It, is a gross income concept.
Senator MILLVIZ. And you are talking about one and a half times

the poverty level.
Mr. RouK:. As a suggestion, a starter.
Senator MnaLLE. I)o you iMply you are not going to take property

into account ?
Mr. RouIMi. Properly?
Senator MILLER. I say, (1o you imply from this idea that you haveadvanced here that you ar not going to take property into account ?
Mr. ROURKE. Prol)erty ownership, you mean, real property owner-shiip?

senator MiLtm. Vell, personal property, too.
Mf r. D.xI1,. Income producing property here.
Senator MniLmLR. I am not talking about income producing property

necessarily.
Mr. Dxt r. Resources.
Senator MILLrel. I am talking about property, it could be income-pro-

ducing prol)erty. It might be real estate which actually has value,
which might be quite valuable, but which is not getting any income,
and property taxes are being paid on it. I am just won(lering, are you
going to look only at, the income side of the ledger or are you going to
look at the l)roplrtv ?

Mr. D.%:Il.. I tlink we are going to look at all resources; are we not,
gentlemen?

Mr. RoUmKE. We looked at, all resources, and we are presuming that
the Secretary, under thie terms of t.R. 16311, as it is now, will regulate
with regard to property.
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Senator M.LLR. Well, I just wanted to make sure that this idea you
advanced here (lid not exclude looking at resources.

Mr. ROURKE. No; not at all.
Senator], MILIXI. In your recommendation 1, or your concern No. 1,

you say "There should be benefit levels geared variably to the regional
differences in the costs and the necessities of life." I suppose you are
talking about the cost of living?

Mr. ROURKE. Yes.
Senator MIJLLER. Now, this sounds very good to me because I have

been talking about it. for a long time. But when I go over to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, they tell me they are not able to compute this
regionally. That does not mean they cannot be told during the next
year to develop these, but, it. seems to me incredible that the bill that is
now before us, with the amendments that have been sent over from
HEW, will apparently make no differentiation between the cost of liv-
ing in Now York City or Chicago and the cost of living down here in
some little town in Virginia or Kentucky.

I take it, that the suggestion here is geared to correcting that defect?
Mr. DANIEL. Yes.
Senator MiLLFR. NOW, we can go a step further and do what the OEO

has done for a number of years, and indicate a differential between the
poor who live on a farm with a little acreage, and those who live in a
city. You will do that. too?

Mr. DANIEL. You can only cut, this to a certain level, Senator, with-
out making the thing too costly, just the determination. Certainly, it
would be our thinking that the average cost of living could be deter-
minied in the various regions.

Certainly, there are high-cost regions, medium-cost regions, and
low-cost regions, and we think it is not asking too much for an agency
like the Bureau you mentioned to compute this thing on a regional
basis. A region might include two, or tree, or more States. In some
instances it might be one State, but we have not seen the possibiiltv of
regionalizing within a State. The State, we would think, would be
about the minimum.

Senator MILLER. Well, you could regionalize in a State like yours
or a State like New York.

Mr. DAxj4. Yes; we could.
Senator MiLLER. In fact, a State like New York already does it. It

takes the five burroughs of New York City, plus two or three other
counties, and they get a certain State supplement.

Mr. DANIM We would agree with that.
Senator MiLLER. And alVoutside of that get another State supple-

ment. You could do that.
Mr. DAmNIE. Yes. This could be done, but it would be a better way.
Senator MILLER. I am all for this cost-of-living differential, and

I'm just wondering why we could not go a step further and within a
region, say, Illinois, outside of Chicago have a differential between
those who live on a farm and those who do not, and that is what OEO
has been doing for a long time.

Mr. DAIMEL. This could be done.
Mr. GovE. Senator, .I would like to observe we are having real

problems in the South about people leaving the farms and going to
the urban areas. I think, if you regionalize too much within a State,
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you are going to irritate this more and more because of the high grants
in the cities which are going to attract more rural people to the city,

and going to compound problems of a social nature. If you do1 not
make too much differential, I think many of them may start going
back to the rural areas instead of leaving them.Senator MILLER. Well, you see, you sort of hedge your bet when you
say if you do not make too much of a differential. A11 I am interested
in'doing is making an effort for a differential because out in my own
State I can think of a poor family living in a little town of aboit 200
people, and I assure you their co;t of maintaining themselves is con-
siderably less than it. would be in my own town of Sioux City.

Mr. GLioVER. We have the same problem.
Senator "MmiLER. And OEO has recognized this for some time. May-

be they have not done as sophisticated a job on it. as they should, but
it seems to me if we are going to do a real job of doing equity here
we ought to do what you suggest by looking at these regional differ-
ences and cost of living, and then we ought to set a program and (lo
what OEO is doing, make some kind of a determination as to what
the farm standards and city standards are. You 'would subscribe to
that as long as we did not nake the differential too great?Mr. GLOVER. That is right.

Mr. DaNIL. I think there are ways of doing it. Just, for example,
Senator, housing is one item that costs more. I think special consider-
ation could be give to housing costs which could help solve the prob-
lemn of rural and urban differentials and other differentials within a
State.

Senator Mi..LIV,. You recommend doing away with food stamps and
supplanting them with cash.

Mr. GLOVER. Right.
Senator MiaLRt. This is an idea that I like too, although, in fairness,

I recognize the fact that there is some concern over what the recipients
would do with that cash, and whether they would indeed buy food for
the family.

Mr. GLovFR. We firmly believe, Senator, there is going to be a )lace
for protective services in any kind of program you establish. Those
who are going to abuse the use of the money and the children are not
going to get. benefits from it. They are going to need some attention.

Senator MILLER. What would you do?
Mr. GIOAVFR. Well, you arc going to have to come u1) with some abuse

protections just as we do in other programs. If they are neglecting the
children I think they are going to have to receive some attention, and
maybe they ar going to have to have protective )ayments.

Mr. Rovrnmr. W1e, will live to withdraw cash payment, to the pCol)le
in favor of that kind of payment.

Senator miiA:m. I am wondering about, the specifics. Suppose you
have a family of four, and the cash payments are made, and your
social workers find that the kids are iot getting an adequate "diet,
they are not using enough of that money for food. What are you going
to do?

The ChAIRMAI. Senator, we are voting in the Senate. I will cast my
vote and I will be right, back. Then you can go and vote.

Senator MJlEitx. I am about through with my questions.
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,Mr. GLOVEu. Senator, to answer your question, we now have pro-
vions in the regulations where we appoint a personal representative
to supervise the exl)enditure of these funds under the present j)rogran).
1Ye see this as a feature that will be needed in any kind of prograin
that you launch.

Senator MILLER. HOW is that? I am familiar with the fact that
there is such a mechanism, but I do not know how it is working.

Mr. GLOvER. Well, in our State we )etitioil before the clerk of the
court. to have a person appointed. The client has the privilege of being
heard. Then the clerk makes a determination on the evidence l)rescnted.

Senator MILEr?. Have you had many cases?
Mr. GrWovF,. We have several. I do not know the number.
Senator MILER. How about in Illinois?
Mr. DTANIN,. Yes, we have this provision, Senator, and we (o this:

IIE W changed the regulations maybe 2 or 3 months ago, so we do not
have to consult theclient as to whether or not lie would accept a protec-
tive payee. We can appoint a staff member to take on that responsi-
bility a nd to dole the money out weekly, to mama, if she is the al)pro-
priate person, or to still another person. The last I had a chance to
look at. this, it was working very well.

Senator MILLER. WVell, thank you very much. I appreciate your
excellent statement. I read part f it and' I will rea( all of it.

J will yield to Senator Fannin.
Senator F,,NI. Well, thank you, Senator.
Gentlemen, I regret I was not here to have the opportunity to hear

Your testimony. I have been going over some of the basic principles
that you have given in your statement., and I wholeheartedly agree with
your objective.

T am concerned where, on page 3, you say, "The right to a job
at a fair wage should he provided for all who are able to work," and I
wholeheartedly agree. But T notice that one of you -qentleunen hap-
ilens to be from Cook CVlnutv, Ill.. and another from Ventura County,
Calif. T realize what has been hapenminq in your areas with the
problems of layoffs and T am wondering how far you would want to go.

Now, the public works program, public service programs were dis-
cussed a few days ago as to how many people we can use in those pro-
grams. I know you are from large areas. And I ask what would you
feel or what. do you feel could be done in this regard?

Mr. RourHm,. Basically, what we are saying here is that. there finally
should be jobs with government, as an employer of last resort. In other
words, that we return to some kind of a system that maybe is reminis-
cent of WPA, shall we say, but we hope a lot better than WPA. Basi-
cally the people who are able to work should work, but that there
should be a system which provides them with work rather than with a
dole.

Senator FANNiN. I wholeheartedly agree with this oro ram, hut
T am wondering how we can implement it and carry it out.

Now, to get. to specifics, in Cook County I know of one electronic
firn that, is now building a plant in Taiwa'n. When that plant 'oe.; on
stre.an in Taiwan, 50 percent. of the employees in that plant will be
laid off.

Now, what I am talking about is that we are kind of working back-
ward. In one program we are giving encouragement for companies to



1839
overseas and put ill plants. We give them a greater tax incentive

lor that purpose than we do for a company which put a plant ill the
United States, and then would export.

Now, aren't we really getting ourselves in a position where, on tile
one land, we are taking away jobs, and on the other hand, we are
trying to provide them. It is rather a hopeless situation if we do not
(10 something about, the exportation of jobs. We do not seem to l)e
getting very much encouragement.

. have been trying to get legislation through which wouhl change
this. We have tis problem in almost any field that we want to talk
about.. In the aircraft industry we are already having tremendous lay-
offs. But still we have situations such as tle DC-8. Many of the l)ar'ts
for that unit, for that aircraft., are coming from overseas more and
lore each day.

The balance of trade in England was almost. brought back to nor-
Inalcy just by the exporting ofthee large engines for )lanes, the big
jet engines.

I would appreciate your support in programs to try to curb this
trend because I just do not think we are going to have jobs for people
if we do not do something about, what is happening at the present
time.

Mr. DANIEFL. I happen to be from Illinois, and we were certainly
sorry to hear of this company's move to a similar plant ill Taiwant. We
badly need the jobs that we will be losing.

I ihink this gets out of our field of welfAire and gets over into the
field of the cost of labor, which is very regrettable for us.

When we look at the unemploynient, rate nationally and in our ownState we observe a real sizable number of unemSloyed persons. We
are taking care of practically all of those persons on welfare.

'What we are trying to say here is that it is much better if we could
find jobs for those people and those jobs should be developed by both
Federal, State, and county governments.

Senator FA, xIx. Well, I am sorry I cannot discuss it further. I
very much appreciate your statement, and I agie wholeh~ertedly
wiCh them. I am just w ondering if we can implement the program
successfully.

Thank youl very mch.
Senator" B n'(presiding). May I ask the panel this question: )o

you believe, is it, your belief that the Governmnent should sluhstitlte
money for services.

M IDANIEIL. Substitute money for services, Senator, was that your
question? I am sorry.

Senator BYRD. Is it the view of the panel that the Government
should or should not utilize money instead of social services?Mr. ILILLENBImI.NI. Senator, could we answer it in the nIegative. The
way we have been trying to (1 it, now is to substitute services for
money. We found it is not a workable solution. So what we are sug-
gesting is to reverse it so we have a basic income floor. We think
;: this bill starts in that direction, $1,600 plus the food stamp being
$2,400, so at, least there is some floor, which could then make services
meaningful.

We are proposing in our statement that we make tLe services not just
available to the poor but to other peol)le, counseling services, and so on,
and those who call pay would pay.
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Btt we are advocating as our long-range solution the separation of
welfare into three categories: One category for basic maintenance,
which are children, the blind who have no innediate work experience;
and the second category where we would talk about, those who are
employable, through training, or public jobs and so on; and then
we are suggesting that. social services be provided locally or by con-
tract with our local welfare people and made available generally not
just to the poor but to everybody in the community.

Mr. DAx'NlJ. Could I a(l(1 to that, Senator?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Mr. DIxL. We (to say in outr statement, that services should be

more specifically spelled out. Now, in the proposed bill it lists a. num-
ber of services.

One of those services is titled referral and followup. We think that
this could be a very broad service scope, but we are not sure. Some
specifics that I know I would like to see in this legislation are activi-
ties by the county or State welfare department to give stronger em-
ployiment support. Another one would be stronger activities to require
and obtain support of dependents from responsible relatives such as
spouses who have deserted.

Again, in the housing field which we fund out of public moneys, we
are paying too much or very, very poor and dilapidated housing.
Something needs to be done about this. These are items of services that
we think would be reasonable and fair to be included in a program of
welfare or family assistance.

Senator ByRD. You are including family planning services in that?
Mr. DAXNZI.. Yes, we are, sir. Very degnitely that, is included, and

that isa very positive and meaningful service we think.
Senator flyBn. Well, perhaps while I was voting in Senate this ques-

tion has been asked, but I11 ask it again:
'Ihe present legislation proposes a guaranteed annual income of

$1,600. Is it the view of tie panel that. that, will be the correct figure?
Is it the view of the panel that. that that figure is adequate?

Mr. ROURKE. No, sir, Senator Byrd, it is not. Our position is that,
first, there should be an effort to move to a single system instead of the
two tiered system that requires State supplementation. There should
be one benefit level and that. benefit level should be geared to regional
differencess in tle cost, of living.

Then we have to find ways of sharing these costs between the Fed-
eral Government, the States and the counties in proportions that are
reasonable in a phaseout, period of time.

But we do not. believe that the $1,600 is adequate for a family of
four. We think it would come much closer to adequacy, for instance, if
the food stam) costs were to be plowed into direct cash benefits.

Senator Bymn. Let, me ask you this.
Mr. DAN.EL. That would bring it to about. $2,400 roughly without.

additional Federal moneys.
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Ar. IIILLEX;BIRAND. Senator Byrd, there are many other kinds of

programs too that we would think might ultimately be greatly reduced
in scope and substituted in a cash way.

For example, this year the Congress patently going to appro-
priate $2.1 billion for the war on poverty. Without challenging those
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pr~gramisthis would provide a basic floor at the poverty level for
approximately 2 million people in that one program alone.

So our long-range strategy would be to substitute an increasing
pa~iient of cash, to geta basic support up so that. the family can
survive and gradually withdraw from some of the other programs.

For example, you get very few people who think that. public lios-
ig has really en working well in tie United States. Well, maybe

if we can get cash assistance payments high enough, coupled with
something like a breakthrough to lower housing costs, we can grad-
ually phase into a situation where we are giving basic money support
supplemented with services. Then we can gradually phae out of sone
of the other programs in which we are deeply involve(.

Senator 13YRD. Well, the Congress or the Senate will need to de-
cide when this bill is taken up, will need to decide, whether the figure
of $1,600 should remain in the bill as the guaranteed income, or
whether that figure should be changed.

What is your reconimeiidation to the committee at. this time as
to what the committee should do in regard to that figure?

Mr. ROTJnKE. Well, our ultimate recommendation would )e the pov-
erty level index. In other words, that a family of four be ultimately at
$3,720 per year, assuming that that poverty level index is a valid set
of figures nationwide, and I think that it ca n be a general assumption.

But we recognize, Senator Byrd, the financial difficulties and other
difficulties involved in moving this far this fast. We would like to see a
compromise at least, where the combination of the food stamps and
the present $1,600 fig-ure be. put together at a basic benefit level, of, say,
$2,400 for a family of four.

Senator BYRD. Eliminate food stamps and take that amount which
is $860 in round figures and add that, to the cash benefits is that your
idea?

Mr. ROURKE. Yes. Then beyond that we would like to see, if it can
be worked out, a means by which the additional money in those States
that are willing to pay more is absorbed into a single level and single
administrative system. The States aid counties would simply do some
reverse funding paying the Federal Government during this l)eriod
of phaseout time, whatever it is to be.

Senator BYnD. But. the point. I'mn trying to get clear is that you feel
that the $1,600 figure is a figure that, if'it is enacted this year, should he,
in your judgment, only. a temporary figure.

Ir. RourK. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. And it should be increased rather substantially from

year to year until it. gets up to what you say is ow the l)oN-erty level
of around $3,700.

Mr. Gr OVF.. Senator Byrd, we strongly support looking at all Fed-

eral funds which may be available to peol)le and get them under one
umbrella and into a oe-tier system, whatever the), may, be.

MJr. HILEN nRANm). There is a second part to this,'too, Semitor. 'We
are advocating an upper limit, too.

'We found one of the most troublesome things in administering wel-
fare is to discover the isolated case where you got relatively high pay-
ments. There would be a relatively isolated case here and there, we
believe, and this discredits the whole program.
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Senator Byw). What. (to you think should be the uppler limit ?
Mr. I lILLEN11iIAND. We have suggested earlier iii our testimony to-

day, Senator, that it. would be one and one-half times the poverty level
in the case of a family of four. The lower limit would be $3,700, andthe upl)per limit for any kind of welfare, taken altogether, would be
$5,500. There ought to be an upper limit placed on it, too, on both
sides.

Mr. lIOUiKE. $5,500.
Senator MILLET. Would the Senator yield?
Senator BYiD. I would be glad toy ield.
Senator M ixiii. By that upper limit and the lower limit are you

talking about just the family assistance payment or are you talking
about the whole ball of wax ?

M[r. IRoiiKE. Gross income.
Senator fmixvro. Family assistance payment, State supplement, food

staml)s.
Mf[r. I hLLNNB\AND. Rent SuppleientS.
Senator .MILETI. The whole thing.
M[r. hIiLLENINBI,\). Gross income to the family.
Mr. ROURKE. Gross income.
Senator MLmii. So when you responded to Senator Byrd's question

concerning how the $1,600 would be increased, wouldn't it be more
accurate to say you want the $1,600 plus all these other things taken
into account ? Whatever they total up to, you want that. to be at a mini-
mum level of one and a half times the poverty level?

Mr. HILLENBRAND. As a maximum, an upper limit.
Mr. ROURKE. As a maximum.
Mr. D% F1L. One thing we are saying here is that it. costs money to

administer the food stamp program: Since you are paying that admin-
istrative cost, why not take that $840 and add it to tue $1,600 and make
it just a cash payment. This is the Federal share right now, and we
thought, that would simplify time operation and would make a better
way, of administering the FA1 program .

Senator MiLLEm. You see the reason for asking this question is there
are some peol)le who are apparently advocating that the $1,600 be in-
creased ul) to $3,000 or $4,000 or $5,000 quite apart from these other
categorical welfare programs, ald I just, wanted to make sure you were
not doing that.

Mr. -ILLETNBRAND. No.
Senator Bym). I thank the (isthiguished chairman of the committee.
The (CIMRIMAN (presiding). There are a few things I would like to

ask here. Are you aware of the fact that this plan proposed here would
cause the average family trying to work to improve its condition to lose
about 80 cents in welfare laynets for every dollar that that, working
man or woman earns? Are'you aware flinttthat is about the average
situation with this bill.

Mr. DANIEL. We tried to figure that one out, Senator, and we have
not been able to come up with our determination as to that yet.

Mr. ROURI KE. We have not. ben able to figure that out..
The Cir,%nrm.\x. That is the assessment the Wall Street. Journal

placed on it, and it appears to be correct to me. We have cited situations
where a person would actually lose in welfare benefits in sone isolated
situations as much as three and a half times over what they earned. If
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they earned $300 they would lose more than $1,000 of welfare benefits.
But, it appears to work out that under this bill a family on welfare

which tries to work its way out, of poverty-if they increase their earn-
ings, they lose 80 cents out of every dollar they make by reduction ill
their welfare benefits.

I)oesn't, that. iml)ress you as very discouraging? It amounts to an 80-
percent welfare tax?

Mr. l)xm,. I would agree, Senator, if that is true. As I say, we
have not. been able to (to any arithmetic.

TFhe CiI~am1t.\x. That is how it looks to me, and people who tried
to analyze this for the Wall Street Journal came up with that con-
clsion.

We have illustrations where it works out even worse. We have illus-
trations where a person increases her earnings by $1,000 and she would
lose $1,800.

If you advise a mother to work a little harder and make a little
more, wouldn't. you have some difficulty explaining to that woman
why sihe had to be $800 vorse off than she would be if she had never
worked at all'?

Mr. RoURKE. Yes.
Mr. Dximm. Certainly we would have difficulty.
Mr. ROURKE. Senator Long, isn't, one of the reasons for this-and

wre are not clear what tie reasons for this are because we are not clear
al)out tile figures, but-

TPhe CIIAIJ,\,,. Well, if they earn a certain amount, they are no
longer eligible for food stamps. So, at. that point they are worse off
than they were. If they earn a little more, and the. are no longer
eligible for their welfare payments, they can lose their right. to pub-
l ic housing, so that, comes off.'

For example, here is one situation that was cited to us. Here is
four-person female. headed family by a. woman in Chicago, I11. This
is the chart presented by the administration. If that person had earn-
ings of $45,000, and sie would be receiving benefits under the State
slpl)lement, under that. she would be paying a Federal income tax,
a State income tax and a social security iax. She would be getting a
food stamp boms, sie would be getting'medical vendor paymlients and
her housing bonus is worth $1,116. If that. person increased her earn-
ings by $362, to ;mke it. $5,36"2, she would lose her food stamps and
she would lose her medical benefits, she would still be enjoying pub-
lie housing, but. by virtue of losing those two, that additinal $362
of earnings, would cost that. l)lon more than $1,000 in loss of income.

So what she would lose would be 387 percent of her increased
earnings.

If you advise that. woman to work a little harder to try to improve
her c'ondition or to work a little longer and you found'she had lost
$1,100 by earning $300, wouldn't you feel as though you had advised
her )Ooi'ly ?

Now, I will tell tile witnesses here of a person trying to hire a
woman to work in her little establishment, and a social worker calls
the woman and says, "Don't take the job. It is a $2 an hour job. Don't
take it. You will make more vith your food stamps and your welfare
payments than you will taking that job."
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So welfare is outbidding employers who are already paying more
than a minimum wage.

Now, doesn't it seem to you that if we are going to have a program
you ought. to try to work it out in some sort, of fashion, subsidize the
employment., if need be, to help the person for working rather than not
working, so that welfare is not outbidding honest emp)loyers who are
trying to pay a decent wage and put somebody to wor~k?"

"Mr. ROURKE. Yes, sir; very much so.
Tho CHAIRMAN. But to me, any bill that has welfare outbidding

legitimate employers for honest jobs that are not back-breaking jobs,
not cruel jobs, jobs in pleasant surroundings, air-conditioned comfort,
which pay more than the minimum wage) just does not make any sense.

Why do we want to put those kinds of people on welfare, can you
explain that to me?

Ar. DANIEl,. It. does not. make any sense, Senator.
One approach that we use in Illinois--and I would like to see that

case, I will try to find it when I get back-we have on our law books a
requirement that persons able and available for employment or train-
ing must accept that employment or training. I think this makes good
sense.

1o do have some reservations about women who have children to
rear. But a -person otherwise available and in health, we think that
person should take reasonable employment and we do not

The CHAIRM\A. Now, suppose you are making the person accept the
job, and by the time he is through working he is worse off than lie
would be if lie had not taken the job. Doesn't. that seem unfair to you
if he makes less working than if he were on welfare?

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with you if that is a situation that makes it
wo se. That is why I mentioned a few moments ago that the system we
come out with ouht to bring a lot of these different resources under one
umbrella, so you do not have these divided sources of income mainte-
nance that can get out of hand, just as in the case you cited.

The CHARMAN. I agree with that.
You say here in your statement. that you would propose that the

earned income exemption be carefully considered as a possibility of
reduction to a percentage less than 50 percent after the flat allowance,
and I take it. that you are saying that. a person, by trying to work to
improve his condition, ought to be able to keel) at. least half of what
lie earned; is that right?

MNr. DANIIEL. This is what we are saying, yes.
The CTJAIJIMA,. rhat to me should e axiomatic to any system we

are trying to work out. We admit the present thing is control adictory,
it. has all sorts of shortcomings about it. 'We would like to straighten
all that out, but, we are not going to straighten it. out by failing to
meet, certain simple objectives, one objective being that a person ought
to be able to improve his condition by at. least 50 percent of what lie
earns. That is not in the bill, though.

When the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare came in
and sat in that seat where you gentlemen are sitting and was asked
on his confirmation how' much of a person's earnings should he be
permitted to keep to provide him with an adequate incentive to go to
work, the Secretary of HEW said at least 50 percent.
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The bill that. we are looking at here does not do that. He is not
keeping more than 20 percent of it.

Now, I hope that, nobody in welfare would find he had to steal to
supplement his income, but a person who works with a major retail
chain just told me within the last. 2 weeks that they are losing 7/
percent of all their merchandise to pilferage right now, and that, is
a nationwide chain. At least what they steal they can keep, they pay
no taxes on it. I do not say they are privileged to keep it but an edi-
torial in the St.. Louis Globe 1eointed out that only one theft out of
20 results in the culprit being apprehended, and on the firt offense
the culprit. is usually turned loose with a suspended sentence, so they
usually get 40 bikes, if they just have average luck before they go to
jail for a day for it.

But, at least. if they are stealing they can keel) it, so long as they
do not get. caught, while we have a bill before us, that, in effect, puts
an 80-percent tax on a welfare client, going to work.

Now, with regard to putting these people to work, the California
experience was that out of those people on welfare found appropriate
for being put either to work or for taking training toward work,
there were 8,000 of them who did not take the training and did not
take the job, and only 200 out of the 8,000 were actually dropped from
the welfare rolls because they declined to take the job or declined to
take the training. That is a pretty discouraging situation for those
of us who would like to put people to work; is it not?

Mr. ROuiRUE. Senator Long, it is . very discouraging thing, very
discouraging to us. The reason for it is that both the State and Fed-
eral regulations in California-the State regulations of California
backed up by the Federal regulations--are so stringent about the con-
ditions for denying a person aid because he refuses employment, that
it is just impossible to make them work.
The CHAIR.MAN. It is more discouraging from my point of view what

they did in New York. In New York, with regard to all mothers, with
children, even though it vould be just one child and the child being
in school, and the child had day care, even if the day care was avail-
able, it is regarded as being purely voluntary whether that mother
would go to work. So New York does not have any case of 8,000 being
referred and only 200 being taken off welfare, nobody has to work to
begin with. They fix up their regulations so it is totally voluntary
that a person go to work at all.

Mr. RoJnKE.. MXay I interject there just momentarily, Senator Long,
that. we think the basic and best thing that we have to offer in our
testimony today-which goes way beyond the family assistance plan
and is mucll more profound and far reaching for the future--is the
national program of work security. We propose to completely separate
the einployable from the unemployable. This would set up a whole new
nationwide system whieh caters to and works on the problems of the
unemployed as a group, and sees to it that they have every opportunity
to work. The present system just simply (loes not do that.

The Cmr.. I agree with you. But, unfortunately the bill that
we have before us does not do this either.

Mr. Routmxi. No, sir, it does not.
Mr. GLovER. That is the reason, Senator we cannot support all the

phases of the bill. It needs to be strengthened.
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The CHAIRMANx. I would be the first to agree the system we have is
a fiasco, but I do not see that it is going to be any good to create an-
other fiasco that has twice as many people on it and cost twice as
much.

If we can find a way, and you can help us to find a way, where we
providee something that. makes good sense, I am prepared to vote for it.
But I would much rather vote for that than I would for something
that. does not make any sense where you are paying people for not
going to work, and you are giving an incentive for people not to work,
and paying a. amount of we fare money while they are planning rob-
beries,,i)illaging, and goodness knows what., as a substitute for working.

What do you think about the thought of paying something to people
who are working on condition that they do work, say, "All right, if
you are working and not making enough to support, your family we
will add something to it, and if the job is therm and you do not -ork,
we are not going to pay you anything." Does that appeal to you?
1l. HILLENBRAND. Yes, sir.
Mr. ROu-KE. It does.
Mr. DANIEr,. Yes, it does.
The CHAIRIMA. That is wh1at appeals to me, and while we are at it

there ought to be some way to work it. out, if the mind of iman can
contrive it., that if a mother has three children over here and there is
a father it would be to her advantage to identify such father, and it
would be to our advantage to subsidize his wage rather than her
refusing to admit she knows who the father is, so that all three of
those children, plus the mother, could be available for welfare, and
then have those people living together, and denying that the father
is the father of the children, and making more on welfare than they
would by the father claiming his own children and working to support
them, with our trying to help that man bringing up a home with
the support of that family, as it always has been until we were con-
fronted with these situations where it was advantageous, for the pur-
pose of getting welfare money, for people to deny their own children,
that type thing seems to me should be our objective.

Thi. thing of paying these people all this money as a subsidy to deny
their own children, a subsidy for the mother to deny she knows who
the father is, just (les not make any sense, and makiiig it. optional for
a person to live just, as well on welfare as they would by working, a
very little incentive to go to work, the Government taking more than
80 percent away seems to me to be pretty much of a ridiculous-type
arrangement.

Mr. GLOVER. Senator, we seriously think work security is of real
importance in any kind of bill you come out. with. And I would like
to observe also that few people get into trouble while they are working.
Many of our social problems are created by those who are not, working,
and if they are working we feel like it would hell) to eliminate other
social problems.

The ChAIRMAX. I feel that you are right.
I spoke of a situation where a very fine, highly motivated Negro

woman, working with her husband to make her small business grow,
trying to hire someone to work with them, has the experience of a
person calling in and saying that the welfare worker or at least the
social worker called and advised her not to take the job, that she would
be better off on welfare. A few days later someone comes and puts a
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pistol in her back and takes all her money away, and for all we know
the person who committed that crime and robbed tile person in broad
open daylight, was free to do that because welfare might have been sup-
porting him, paying him so that he did not work full time, and have
nothing else to do but commit broad, open daylight robberies, because
his expenSes arePaid for sitting around doing nothing, with hell)
wanted signs all over towni.

So to me it would make better sense to pay people to work rather
than not to work.

You replsent the Association of County Officials. If we can find
some money to say that in any community where a lot of people are on
welfare who woild like to work we will just pay you Some money to
pay some people to work, can you find some things for people to do
that will improve the commuinties?

Mr. GLOVER. Yes, sir.
Mr. HIILLENBRAND. Senator, we vant to comment on that. This was

a theme that seemed to run through so much of the testimony this morn-
ing. We know from our experience we could easily absorb" large num-
bers of people in a half-welfare, half-training, half-orientation kind
of program. We would very enthusiastically endorse your idea of
some experimental money so that we can do this type of thing.

Let me cite a specific case. We had a prison ini Norfolk Gounty in
Massachusetts. What we have typically been doing is trying to train
people for jobs that. do not always exist. Sometimes it is a threat to
unionism. You know what all tle problems are. But in this case we
tried to find out where the job openings were. We discovered there
was a, great shortage of cooks inl the Massachusetts area, for example,
and we actually got the support. of a national restaurant, chain to start
a training program in our prison for people who never thought of
being cooks and bakers.

This was an interim step. Now, even with criminal records we can
employ all of these people who get-out of there in jobs that actually
exist and where there is a real need.

We found, for example, in the same community, that there is a great
shortage, of all things, of florists. We built, a greenhouse in the county
prison and started training, getting people partly frol outside to help.
The prisoners trained to be florists had a job wlen they got, out at the
other end.

We can do this because of thousands and thousands of jobs that
already exist, that we cannot fill because of lack of trained people and
money-in county hospitals, in county prisons, in the welfare offices
themselves. You can have a training program in the public works
garage and maybe you hire the fellow, initially, just to clean the floor
or something. But lie can start learning minor mechanics, and so on,
and have a combination of job experience and welfare pay to work
him into the system again.

We have made the observation-one of the group here traveled
abroad, for example-that everybody has got. a job. They sweep the
streets with little brooms, or somnethiig, but they have a job.

We did not want to leave this morning, Senator Long, without
making a strong supl)portive statement for the work incentive. We
would like to see people working who can possibly work by training,
hut we would like to see, in all fairness, the separation of 'these cate-
gorieseso that, we are not lumping the aged, the blind, the disabled, and



1848

innocent, children as being lazy loafers because they are on welfare.
Wha t we are suggesting is separate those two out. So we have got,

a meaningful category, so that we know who they are.
I think the experience in California was instructive-,300,O00

peoplee on welfare. When they finally separated out the categories we
are talking about, they got'something like 87,000 that were evenremotely employable. In many of those cases they may need psychi-

atric hell), ,:aybe they are drunkards, they have got all kinds of
problems. If we could use our long range plan to sort. these people
out. andl have a work security plan where we would create jobs in
the public sector--meaningfil jobs for useful work that. cannot be
done without some sort, of help--and if we could work with the
committee, Senator Long, I can assure you we can get all kinds of
volunteers at the county level.

Trhie CI1L1R.[A,,,. W , some employers tried to set aside certain
jobs that a l)er'son did not have to be fully able bodied to hold and
make those jobs available for people who had disabilities. I would
think that, it. would be desirable in this type of society that we try
to set, aside some jobs for people who might not be able to get a job
as a skilled mechanic, or a clerk, or a stenographer and try to slot
those )eople into jobs that they would consider holding.

I know it is not. unusual, yoil fellows know that, in a county court-
house some fellow, whlmo is blind, will be runni 1g a cigar stand, willsell you soft drinks, cigars, just about. everlthing you mighthave
some need for there, and aspirin tablet, or come what may, and that
is something he can do, specially if the sheriff is somewhere. around
to catch somebody who tries to" steal his merchandise and take ad-
vantage of the poor man because he is blind.

Now, there is no particular point in reserving that job or assign-
ing that job to somebody wh6 is able to get out and drive nails in
the hot sun for a lot. better wage, but to set that job for a person who
is partially disabled.

I see you are nodding that, you agree with that.
It would seem to me that we would be well advised to try to put

to work all the able-bodied peoplee who want work as a substitute for
putting those I)eople on wel fare, and that. those people should not have
welfare available to them as an alternative to working. Work ought
to come first. If a man is an alcoholic or something like that, we ought
to treat. him first.

Mr. RoURKE. That is exactly what we are sayvig, Senator Long.
That is the guts of our proposal:

Mr. lhTl.,nBR.xD. There is another factor in this, Senator Long.
Let us face it., this is why we are getting such a hostile reception among
tile electorate. We have not sorted out the guy who could work, the
kind of people you are talking about, who are evading their reson-
sibility as family people . It has given everybody a bad name. It ih"
making very Istorted political campaigns in the fall elections, as
you very well know. It, has tended to polarize the country because
it is constantly getting talked about, in terms of crime and a whole lot
of other things.

What we are suggesting is a long range plan and we were. delighted
to hear some members of this committee are thinking along the same
lines. If we can get, these two categories separated, this would be a
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igantic step forward. Then we can talk about the ones who can go
ack to work again, that have this remote possibility. Then, let us

just concentrate on the blind and the disabled who are not going to
have work experience, a meaningful one, probably in their I lifetime.

Mr. GLOVER. I would like to observe that the electorate would be
willing to pay taxes if we can accomplish this. They are not going to
be willing to pay the rates that it isgoing to cost if we do not do it.

The CHAIRMAN. Frankly, if I detect at all the way people are
thinking in this country, they are willing to help a person who is
doing the best he can and not making enough to support his family.
They are unwilling to pay these people to sit there and refuse to work
when a job is available.

I have not been to a part of America yet where I have not seen at
least help wanted signs hanging out somewhere, people wanting some-
body to help them run a restaurant or help them in their small busi-
ness and, yet with those signs hanging there people seeking to hire
someone, we niave people contending they ought to be put on welfare.
If people can work, I do not think anybody would argue about

that. By all means, if through no fault of their own they are poor
and distressed, we ought to he[p them. I am for that.

But wve do not like to be cheated, and I do not think anybody likes
to feel he is cheated even though he can afford to be cheated.

Mr. GLOVER. This is one of the reasons why we are recommending
that the food stamp money be included in the overall beginning grant.
In the South-and I am sure you are familiar with our problems down
that way-we have a seasonable problem, particularly in the tobacco
area. Just 3 or 4 months in the year we need this man. What are you
going to do with him the rest of the year? We need to develop the.e
meaningful services where they can be referred to when they do not
have this private work.

There are some of them who am aged, they were not educated, they
were not trained, and they are not able to go into the labor market in
industry and compete at the minimum wage. Even so, these are human
beings that we have got to learn to deal with and attempt to provide
for.

The CHIAIRMAN. Well, as you know, our union friends want to con-
tend that we should not be helping a person if he is making less than a
minimum wage on the theory that by doing so we are subsidizing low
paid jobs. What is your reaction to that?

Mr. GiToVER. If we go into the noncompetitive fields of public serv-
ices, nonprofit areas, these people could do many useful jobs. I hate
to use this illustration but it makes my point. I have a. little grandson
who finished his first grade this year. He changed his school this year.
When he visited his school I said, "John, what is it you like about the
new school?" He said, "Granddaddy, the toilets don't smell."

Now, maid and attendant services and janitorial services are needed
iit all public buildings in our area and, frankly, I think this is an op-
portunity. I think we ciin use these peol)le in hospitals, like Mr. Ilillen-
brand has said. We plan to open a 350-bed hospital next spring. We are
going to need to train some of these people before they will be able
to go to the jobs.

Mr. ROURKE. Senator Long, we do not believe-we know what you
are referring to, we have heard it and we have read it-we do not'be-

44-527 o-7o--pt. 3-37
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lieve that there is any incompatibility between what we are proposing
and the objective and goals of organized unionism. We believe, first,
that the kind of thing we are talking about just is not going to be any
other way. There are not going to be any suoh jobs for union men or
women. Second, the wage question cannot be resolved around $44 a
month, or like WPA was 40 or 30 years ago, but has to be a reasonable
wage. The amount of money that the person is allowed to earn-in
other words, the number of hours they are allowed to work-can be
pegged to the poverty level index, for instance, or some other measure-
ment. There would be sufficient work for a person and his family to
exist at the lowest level and still retain all kinds of encouragements
for him to go out and get another job if he can.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe Woodrow Dumas was a former president
of your organization; was he not?

Mr. ROuiRKE. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. I am one of his friends and constituents. He is the

mayor of Baton Rouge, La., and it was my privilege to speak at your
constructive statements we have had before the hearings of this
tion, and I believe he would associate with what you have testified to.

Mr. HILLENBRAND. Woody Dumas still is a very active member of
NACO and in town frequently on NACO business, as you well know,
Mr. Chairman. We appreciate your comments.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Ribicoff, do you have any questions of this
group?

Senator RiBicOFF. No.
Senator Jordan?
Senator JORDANY. Thank you.
I have been running back and forth, as we all have here, but I did

carry the statement with me because I did think it is one of the most
constructive statements we have had before the hearings of this
committee.

I like what you say. You men are directly on the working level of
this thing and it seems to me what you say makes a lot of sense, and
I am delighted that you give this testimony.

But it seems to me the trouble we have run into heretofore is when
we try to superimpose a very fine formula of allowing a base Federal
payment of $1,600, plus a disregard of the first $60 a month, plus 50
percent of the remainder that can be earned. When we superimpose
that on the whole State supplement system, varying as it does in the
50 different States at different levels, you come out with so many dif-
ferent notches and different levels of retention of earnings and so on
that I think you are dead right when you say that we have got to
eliminate the two-tier system. You have got to get it on a one-tier level
so that it is the same in any State of the Union-that makes a lot of
sense to me.

Then when you project your views into the long range aspects of
it-the separating of those who are employable and those who are
not employable-it makes a lot of sense to me.

Then you talk about the local administration of social services, and
no one can better do that than you men who are thoroughly.conversant
with the problem at that level, and I am in full agreement with you.
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I am going to study this with a great deal of interest because I think
it is the most constructive testimony we have had before this
committee.

Mr. ROURK. Thank you, Senator.
Senator JORDAN. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. DANITJ. Thank you.
The ChAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen. I appreciate your testimony

very much here today, and we will certainly see that your views are
taken into consideration.

Mr. ROURKE. Thank you for the opportunity, Senator Long.
(The prepared statement of the National Association of Counties

follows:)

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Howard Rourke David Daniel
Director, Department of Social Director, Department of Public Aid

Services Cook County, Il1.
Ventura County, Calif. Bernard F. Hillenbrand

James Glover Executive Director
Director, Department of Social National Association of Counties

Services
Nash County, N.C.
SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL POINTS-FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN, STATEMENT OF

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

1. NACO Is very concerned about the devastating effects of rapidly escalating
costs of welfare at the state and county government levels. The increase in
welfare costs has been Jumping 20 to 30 percent annually during the past few
years and last year almost doubled in some counties. NACO believes the issue
of welfare reform can no longer be discussed purely in terms of assistance to
the needy-equally important is the viability of local government to continue
to function.

2. NACO strongly supports legislation which would provide for eventual
full federal assumption of welfare costs. As a minimum interim step, we urge
that all future increases in costs be assumed by the Federal Government.

3. NACO proposes long-range welfare reform involving two separate national
programs:

A national program focused upon work and wage security for all who can be
considered to be in the labor market.

A national program to assure basic necessities of life for those who are un-
able to work, or are needed at home to care for minor children or the aged, dis-
abled and blind, Ill and injured adults.

4. NACO supports the Family Assistance Program (H.R. 16311) as a step in
the right direction. The legislation would provide a start in establishing uniform
national standards of eligibility, would establish a minimum f-ederal floor for
aid payments, and would provide some fiscal relief to states and counties.

5. NACO, however, recommends several amendments to H.R. 16311:
Elimination of the two-tier system of benefit payments, the basic family as-

sistance benefit and the state supplemental benefit;
Elimination of the food stamp program in favor of a more adequate cash

payment;
Establishment of a single adult category of assistance replacing OAA, ATD,

AB and GA.
Retention of the federally-supported unemployed father program until PAP

can absorb all supplementation;
Establishment of an absolute ceiling on total gross family income in deter-

mining eligibility.
6. NACO generally supports the direction and content of the proposed social

services amendments but recommends the following changes:



1852

Remove the "prime sponsor" concept and continue to vest responsibility for
such services In state and/or county governments.

Define specifically the matchable services-In the law.
Remove the emergency assistance provision from Title XX and provide in-

stead, for such emergency assistance in the Family Assistance Plan.
Exenpt from the fee schedules for social services, all recipients of public as-

sistance.
STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Howard Rourke,
Director of the Department of Social Services, Ventura County, Californih. I am
accompanied by three other county officials: Mr. James Glover, Director, Do-
partment of Social Services, Nash County, North Carolina and President of
the National Association of County Welfare Directors; Mr. David Daniel, Direc-
tor, Department of Public Aid, Cook County, Illinois; and Mr. Bernard Hillen-
brand, Executive Director, National Association of Counties. We are presenting
a joint statement on behalf of the National Association of Counties. After presen-
tation of our oral statement, each of us will be available to answer any questions
you my have.

We thank you for this opportunity to discuss with you our country's pro-
foundly critical and controversial public welfare program and system. It is a
gross understatement to say that the current public welfare structure has be-
come extremely unpopular. No one is satisfied with it any longer. You-the policy
makers at the national level; state and county elected policy makers; welfare
administrators and staff; and most important, the recipients themselves, we all
share the belief that the billions of dollars a year we are now spending on
income maintenance and services for the needy Is not the solution to the welfare
problems we face. Instead, the system is becoming increasingly mired In ex-
pensive bureaucracy, while inequities between various categories of the needy
and among the states proliferate.

Substantial criticism of public welfare comes out of a lack of clearly defined
objectives for measuring program changes and accomplishments. Lacking such
objectives, each individual, including all of us here today, criticizes public
welfare, using his own set of biased criteria, which can be substantially different
from his neighbor's. The chasm between those who regard public welfare as a
fairlure because of its costs and high caseloads and those who believe it falls
short in both expenditures and numbers is wide and irreconcilable.

The counties of the United States, many of which have a fiscal share and an
administrative responsibility in the system, are today in both an extreme fiscal
crisis and an almost impossible management situation. The fiscal crisis in many
of our counties is directly attributable to the runaway aspects of the current
welfare programs. County government is at the end of the road. We must be
able to arrest the appalling rise in property tax rates caused to a great extent
by a public assistance system dictated by federal Vnd state law and indeed, nowa-
days, by federal and state court decisions.

The rapidly accelerating caseload, coupled with the cost and complexity of the
welfare programs under existing laws, has eroded the federal, state, county
partnership In carrying out your Congressional mandates. We have entered a
period of mistrust and recriminations among the three levels of government. It
would not be surprising to find the three levels of government battling each other
in the courtrooms over welfare issues if we are unable to secure some basic
changes in the immediate future.

While this apparent inability to straighten out the mess goes on, we have
some ten million persons, men, women and children, dependent upon the welfare
system for food, shelter, clothing, and other baslc living needs. The exhlk~ng sys-
tem is in such bad shape that drastic action is needed to change it.

We are here today:
1. To discuss H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance Act In general;
2. To discuss why the National Association of Counties supports the Family

Assistance Act, how far this support goes, and to identify particular aspects
which we believe would be extremely important for our country;

3. To discuss and identify some elements of the Family Assistance Act which
we believe would be extremely important for our country;

4. To present to you in brief the public welfare platform of the National
Association of Counties with respect to the income and service needs of the
people of our nation.
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SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES

We believe there are certain fundamental principles which must be kept
uppermost in mind as we discuss and plan welfare changes. These principles
have been thoroughly considered by the National Association of Counties and
are basic to its platform.

1. A need factor must be maintained in income maintenance systems for the
needy. We do not believe that the tax structure of our country will allow or can
afford any program which provides across the board government payments to
the well-to-do in addition to the poor.

2. The right to a job at a fair wage should be provided for all who are able to
work. Work and wage must take precedence over any direct cash or dole income
maintenance system.

3. Welfare reform must be carefully planned and should consist of immediate
short range changes while building toward more long range evolutionary changes.

The National Association of Counties, in conjunction with a number of county
task forces established In several states, conducted an intensive study last winter
of the original H.R 14173, Family Assistance Plan, as submitted to Congress
by the President. As a result of these In-depth studies, the National Association
of Counties concurred in the general principles of the Family Assistance Plan
and other proposals contained in the original Bill and now contained in
H.R. 16311.

We support:
The nationalization of income maintenance programs for the needy.
The concept of a federal floor under oid payments across the country.
,The work incentive and work requirement aspects.
The expansion of rehabilitation and training directed toward self-sufficiency.
The expansion of child care services to improve the quality and quantity of

such care, and provide an opportunity for employment to one parent families.
IThose aspects of the Bill which are directed toward elimination of inequities

among states, among programs, and among families.
The attempts in the Bill to simplify the administration of the programs.
The financial sharing structure which would provide needed fiscal relief to

most states and many counties.
The original Bill, H.R. 14173, contained a number of provisions which we

questioned. Many of our concerns have been handled through the amendments
made by the House Ways and Means Committee or through the latest recom-
mendations of Health. Education and Welfare. However, there still are some
matters which we believe should receive further consideration.

Oua MAJOR CONCERNS WITH H.R. 16311

1. Perhaps the most pressing problem in the Bill continues to be the retention
of a two-program approach to families-the basic family assistance benefit and
the state supplemental benefit. There should be benefit levels geared variably
to the regional differences in the costs and necessities of life and adequate enough
to permit total cessation of AFDC in all states. The two-tier system, regard.
less of who is administering, must be eliminated from the Bill. Cost sharing
among governmental levels could be continued without the necessity of structur-
ing two programs.

2. We believe that an absolute ceiling should be placed on total gross income
to a family beyond which eligibility from income maintenance would cease to
exist. In our present AFDC program, because of various income and work
exemptions, total income to families can go beyond publicly accepted levels
for AFDC payments to continue.

3. We propose that the earned income exemption be carefully considered with
the possibility of a reduction to a percentage less than 50 percent after the
flat allowance. Also, there should be one formula and not two separate formulas,
one for PAP and the other for state supplemental payments, as now exists iu
the proposals.

4. Although we support In principle the simplified determination of grant as
contained in the new recommendations applicable to the state supplemental
program, we emphasize that these standards should be based upon the basic
family assistance plan rather than upon the two programs.

5. Although we would support the concept of a check-off procedure for the
Issuance of Food Stamps to needy families as recommended by HEW, we
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continue to believe that the Food Stamp Program should be eliminated in favor
of an adequate cash grant, with authority to control the payments when there
are specific abuses.

0. We note the reported savings to state and local governments that appear
to be reflected In the provisions relating to administration and fiscal formulas.
However, as income maintenance programs become nationalized, we believe
there shold be provisions for the eventual elimination of state and county costs
on a planned phase-in basis.

7. Although we support the establishment of a uniform national minimum
standard of assistance for the aged, blind and disabled, we recommend that the
Bill be further amended to achieve the simplification, standardization, and
equity of a single adult category based on need and completely replacing OAA,
ATD, AB, and GA.

& We have serious reservation about the proposed elimination of the un-
employed parent program. What are these families to do in states where the
family assistance benefit would be considerably below the state supplemental
benefit? Are the parents to split up? We recommend retention of the federally-
supported unemployed parent program until FAP can absorb all supplementation.

9. Provisions should be made for utilization of the knowledge and abilities
of state and county welfare employees und for orderly transfer of such personnel
to FAP with protection of retirement and other employee benefits spelled out
in the law.

THE SOCIAL SERVICES PROPOSALS

Title XX, proposed by the Administration as amendments to H.R. 16311,
would completely separate services from cash assistance and administration
and would place together the various services program objectives which now
are scattered through the Social Security Act. If enacted, these program
objectives would be more clearly defined and require sound evaluation. Gen-
erally, the proposals are in line with NACO policy and we endorse their general
direction and content. However, we would like to raise the following major
questions:

1. The "prime sponsor" concept as contained in Section 2000 of the Title
would cause severe problems of unnecessary competition, conflict and political
manipulation In local communities. There would be a proliferation of separate
service agency structures, both public and private. Instead, we emphatically
believe that such services should continue to be vested in state and/or county
governments.

2. There should be a clear definition in the law of the services eligible for fed-
eral assistance. This should not be left to administrative discretion.

3. We believe the provision for emergency assistance is misplaced in the pro-
posed Title XX. We recommend that FAP should be amended to contain pro-
visions for emergency assistance and that it should be financed and administered
as an integral part of PAP.

INACO heartily endorses the proposals for federal participation In the financing
of foster care, adoptions, and child protective services. We are pleased with the
concept of providing social services for all who wish them, but subject to a fee
schedule for those who can afford to pay. We believe, however, that a further
exemption from the fee schedules should be provided to anyone receiving public
assistance under the several Titles of the Social Security Act.

NEED FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION

As indicated earlier, the National Association of Counties believes immediate
steps should be taken to bring about substantial changes in our public welfare
structure. However, we also realize that there may not be complete enough agree-
ment on what changes should be made, on what steps should be taken, and so
forth.

The National Association of Counties recently adopted a resolution at our
Annual Conference in Atlanta, Georgia which calls upon the Congress to provide
immediate fiscal relief. The resolution reads as follows:
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RESOLUTION CALLING ON CONGRESS To ENACT WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION
PROVIDING FISCAL RELIEF TO STATES AND COUNTIES 1

The National Association of Counties believes that national attention must be
given to the devastating effect of rapidly escalating costs of walfare at state and
county government level. The increase in walfare costs has been Jumping 20 to 30'
percent annually during the past few years and last year almost doubled in some
counties.

The County share of welfare assistance costs comes almost completely from
the local property tax. Even with the imposition of record high property tax
levels, many counties have been found to curtail expenditures for other vital
services to meet welfare costs. Welfare expenditures are expected to continue
to climb and will be further aggravated by inflation and rising unemployment.

NACO believes that the issue of welfare reforms can no longer be discussed
purely in terms of assistance to the needy-equally important is ti viability of
local government to continue to function.

The National Association of Counties calls upon the Congress to take action
during this Session of Congress to provide immediate fiscal relief to states and
counties. As a minimum Congress must provide that all future increases in wel-
fare costs be assumed by the Federal Government.

President Nixon has stated that welfare is a national problem. NACO
emphatically agrees. The present welfare program involves great inequities
and disproportionate burdens among the states and counties of our nation. The
National Association of Counties strongly supports legislation which would
provide for eventual full federal assumption of welfare costs.

NACO maintains that welfare reform cannot be meaningful unless it con-
tains strong work and Job training incentives. We believe separate national
programs have to be established for people who are able to work and for
people who are unemployable-mothers of young children, the aged, the blind,
and the disabled. Work and Job training programs could be better targeted if
there is a clear separation between the employable and the unemployable and
there would be less public confusion and questioning of welfare programs.

The National Association of Counties supports the welfare reform amend-
ments proposed by President Nixon and currently being considered by the'
Corgress. We believe this legislation is a step in the right direction. NACO
reiterates, however, its concern about immediate fiscal relief to states and
counties.

We understand from press accounts that President Nixon has agreed to a
proposal put forth by Senator Ribicoff to conduct an experimental pilot pro.
gram to test out the feasibility of the approach embodied in H.R. 1631. If
the Congress decides to conduct such an experiment, we have several sugges-
tions to offer. First of all, we believe such a pilot program should begin no
later than July 1, 1971. We urge that the pilot program take place in several
states and that it should include states with state-administered programs and
states with county-administered programs. It also should include both metro-
politan and rural areas. We are concerned that this pilot approach not be
used to delay the implementation of a nationwide program. We believe the pilot
demonstration should be viewed more as a means of determining costs and
working out administrative problems than as an absolute test of the work-
ability of FAP. We strongly recommend that Congress establish a date no
later than July 1, 1972 for nationwide implementation of the new program.

A LONG RANGE PLATFORM TO ASSIST THE NEEDY

The National Association of Counties, having considered the background of
our existing welfare programs alongside current major problems and proposed
alternatives, has come to the firm belief that there should be a clear separation
of our present welfare structure into three separate and distinct systems.

1Adopted at Atlanta, Georgla, July 25, 1070.
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A national program focused upon work and wage security for all who can be
considered to be In the labor market or who have potential to become available
for the labor market.

A national program to assure basic necessities of life for those who are un-
able to work or are needed at home to care for minor children.

A national support program of locally-administered, specified social services.
It has become evident that goals and objectives for the employable versus

the unemployable are different. Mixing these two groups together under one
direct cash income maintenance program for the needy serves to create public
confusion and criticism.

The purpose of a program for aiding employable but unemployed persons
should be to get them into Jobs, whereas the purpose of a program for unem-
ployable should be to assure that their continuing needs for healthful and de-
cent living are adequately met, and to minimize the problems of family dis-
ruption and disorganization caused by lack of an adequate Income. Govern-
ment would be better able to attack problems of poverty with such a separation.

We stand solidly behind the work ethic. Anyone who can work but who has
been unable by his or her own efforts to enter the wage earning labor force
should receive the help needed to get a job so that he can provide for his needs
through wages. Help to get a Job, or financial support when there are no wages,
should be provided from this same source, focused on employment problems.
Only in this way can our country see, understand, and take necessary steps to
support the work ethic. Such separation of the employable from the unemploy-
able should minimize the public questioning of today as to why certain per-
sons receive welfare benefits. Those who would receive the "welfare benefit"
would clearly be the unemployable or the person unable to be in the labor market
for other reasons. So, our long range proposals call for:

1. A National Program of Work Security focused upon work for all who can
be considered to be in the labor market, or who have potential to become avail.
able for the labor market. It would include mainstream employment, manpower
development and training, public works projects, and unemployment insurance.
It would also carry responsibility for direct cash Income maintenance during
periods of training, unemployment, when UIB benefits are Inadequate or ex-
hausted, and would include the working poor.

Financing, except for unemployment Insurance, would be federal, and admini-
stration would be through the Department of Labor at the federal level and
through appropriate state agencies.

This system ultimately would wholly replace public assistance in any form for
employed or employable persons who are available for the labor force.

2. A National Program of Income Security for persons who are unable to work.
It would cover the aged, blind, disabled, other unemployable persons, and persons
who are required to stay In the home to care for minor children or other de-
pendents.

In this system OASDI should become the primary Income maintenance program,
expanded so that for most beneficiaries supplemental forms of government aid are
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not longer necessary. The present public assistance categorical aids for the aged,
blind, and disabled, and general assistance should be combined into a single pro-
gram with need as the single criterion of eligibility.

3. A National Support Progrant, of Specificd Social ervfccs within the pres-
ent state and local welfare administrative structure but completely separated
front income maintenance. These services should be clearly defined, adequately
measured, and available to all, with a fee structure.

Important as are adequate income maintenance programs, they alone will not
achieve the full objectives of encouraging self-support, self-reliance, and
strengthening of family life. The Administration recommendations are generally
li line with NACO policy and with the exception of our previous comments, we
are pleased with the direction and content of these proposals.

DISCUSSION OF LONG RANGE INCOME MAINTENANCE OBJECTIVE

There are strong arguments supporting the Federalizing of income maintenance
programs. The social and economic problems which create dependency are na-
tional in scope. The population has become increasingly mobile. Under the grant-
In-aid system, Inequities have developed between states, between programs and
within programs. Such inequities might best be eliminated and a minimum
poverty level subsistence attained under a national program. Further, the pro-
grams have become a growing fiscal problem for States and counties. The Federal
government has a large tax base from which to finance them.

It should be stressed that Federal administration of the income maintenance
system must be responsive to the varying and urgent needs of the poor people
it serves or it could become a failure with far wore complexities, duplications
and problems than what we now have.

We recognize that the separation and differential programs for employable
persons and unemployable persons cannot be achieved immediately. However, we
believe it is imperative thhmt the Federal government adort such an approach in
order that a timetable can be developed to achieve this goal.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Committee
and to present the views of the National Association of Counties.

We would like to emphasize our willingness to work closely with the Members
of the Committee and the staff In your consideration of welfare reform legisla-
tion. We represent many county officials who have spent a great deal of time
reviewing and studying the proposals before you. We believe we have a consider-
able amount of expertise which could be of assistance to the Committee.

In addition to our testimony we would like to have included in the hearing
record several attachments. Attachment one is q table summarizing NACO's long
range proposals for welfare reform. The second attachment is the platform
adopted by NACO earlier this year which is contained in a NACO White Paper
on Welfare Reform.

This concludes the formal statement of the National Association of Counties.
All of the members of our pane! are available to try to answer any questions
you may have.



LONG RANGE PROGRAMS

INCOME SECURITY WORK SECURITY SOCIAL SERVICES

COVERAGE

Aged and disabled Uneimloyed who are employable with Voluntarily requestedUnemployable adults judged by marketable skills Extent and scope based on availableWork Security as not having Unemployed who are potentially employ- funds in relation to coemmity
aployment potential able but in need of rehabilitation or needs

Mothers with minor children training services in order to be job
and who are not available placeable
for the labor force Working poor, pan-time or full-time,

Survivors of workers (widows whose earnings are below poverty level
and minor children) index

PROG RAM AS PE CT-"S

0A=DI as primary income program Mainstream job placement National core of specifically
based on wage and work records Pt-blic works employment defined services

*Adult assistance program based Manpower development Optional local services
on need UIB, DIB based on local need*Family assistance program *Cash income maintenance with work Mandatory protective servicesEventual single program merging incenive reduction factor Fees charged on ability to pay
adult and family assistance
program

Single payment to those under
0AS1 and adult assistance
or OASDI and family assist-
ance

Social Security Administration Department of Labor through State and/or local administration
at end of phase-in State agencies. Separate frm income maintenance

I 
Z

II A t N

OAMI continues as employer-
employee contributions

Other benefits from Federal
funds

Federal except for UIB
State and/or local participation in

public works

*Assures poverty level index income as minimum

Minimum of 7S% Federal Balance
Balance from state or state and
local
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NACO Welfare White Paper
lse.: National welfare reform to achieve

an equitable system of income maintenance
for the needy and the working poor under a
planned. phased-in. time requirement fof
full federal assumption of costs of income
maintenance programs.

Legfsktbis: The House Ways and Means
Committee reported a clean bill. H.R.
16311. containing moat of the
Administration's recommendations. The
Committee ude several changes in the
Administration bil before reporting it. But
the biN subst tially the measure Nixon
sent -to Congress four mouths ago. The
wefate birl goes to the House floor under a
"closed rule," which prohibits amendments.
Congressional sources expect a vote on the
bl before the end of Aprl.

The Nixon welfare program in its fust
year c operation would cost an estimated
$4.4 billon more than the current level of
welfare spending of $4 billion. It would go
into effect July 1, 1971.

Administration officials estimate it wiN
increase the number of those eligible for
welfare assistance from the current figue of
1.7 million families (6.8 million persons), to
4.6 million fauies (22-23 million persons).
Of the $44 billion additional cost. about $3
billion would be benefits to the poor,
two-thirds of it to families with some
earAfgs. About $600 nid would Fmance
day care centers for children, to encourage
welfare mothers to work. The remaining $1
mlihon would reimburse states for welfare
spending.

A major provision of the welfare
legislation would require the Federal
Government to match at the rate of 30%
state supplement that were hIgher than the
Family Assstance Program (FAP) floor
($1600 for a couple with two children). The
matching maximum would be the poverty
level now In effecibut brought up to date
anually by the HEW Secretary to reflect
incre ased wing costs,

The bi would provide that each state
whose AFDC payment level in Jauary
1970 Is Mhgh than the FAP kL-ve would be
required to supplement the FAP up to that
level, or up to the poverty level if that Is
lower. The states would have tqexclude the
first $720 a yew ofesed Income, pl s: (I)
one-third of the earnings between $720 and
twice the amount of the FAP which would
be payable if the family had no ksco-e; plus
(2) one-fifth of an earnings aove that
amount. The effect of the combined
earnings exemptions under the state
supplementation amount.

The biN provides for three aterastive
administrative arrangements of the FAP

program. First, the HEW Secretary can
make an arrangement with a state foe the
Federal government to administer both the
FAP program and the state supplementary
program. Under this arrangement, the
Federal Government would pay all
administrt,ive costs. Second, the Secretary
could sake an agreement with a state under
which the state would pay the FAP and
state supplementary payments. Third, if the
Secretary made no agreement with a state,
the state will administer the supplementary
payments and the Federal government will
administer the FA program. Under the
second and third arrangements the Federal
government would pay all the cost of
administering the FAP program and the
Federal government and the states would
share .equally in the administrative costs of
.making the state supplementary payments.

Under the work and trainig aspects Of
the program, the existing Work Incentive,
Program (WIN) would be repealed and a
new program would be establilhed to take
its place. Appropriations would be
athorized to meet up to 90% of the cost of

she training program. The Secretary of
Labor would, under his own peocities fo
the selection of iar tiipants, assure the
development of an employability plan for
each individual registered with the
employment office under the program.

The legsation also consolidates into a
single Clas the three adult welfare categoies
of aid to the aged, blind and disabled. and
sets a new minimum income of $110 a
month for individuals. The Federal
Government could also pay 100% of the
administrative costs.

The bil is expected to be approved by
the House' late in Apl. The Senate
Finance Committee wO belin hearings
shorsly thereafter. The Senate wil be
receptive to increasing fee-ral paymentsand
providing a schedule for full federal
assumption of costs. Administration
officials are cocerned about the possibility
of greatly increased added costs. Efforts will
be made to retain bipartisan support for the
President's proposals. The bil may not
reach the Senate floor until July. The
chances of enactment this Session appear
good

Dealt NACO Tink Force
Recommendittion: In approaching the
formuhtion of a county platform for future
direction of pubic welfare. the Task Force
f-on the combined experience of its
marbers, and from the perspective of the
concert of this study concludes that is
PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE must be
early separated into two distinct puts:

-Those proposals which are of long-range

and national, as well is statewide scope, aid
which may require comparatively long-term
evolutionary steps toward ultimate goals

--- Those proposals which are of
inmediste An short range urgency within
the existing public meltfare structure, and
which should be done durni the interim
period of evoltion of th long range
solutions.
A.A Long Rante Plrtforna to Aist the
Needy

The Task Force, having consdred the
background of our existing welfare
programs alongside current major
problems and proposed alternatives, has
come to the fum belief tlt there should
be a clear separation of our present
welfare strucisre into two separate and
distinct systems.

-A national peopam focused upon work
and wage security foe alt who can be
snsidered to be in the lahbo market or

who have potential to tecose available
for the labor market.

-A national program to assure basic
necesoifies of laie for those who are
unable to work or are needed at home to
care for minor children.
It has become evident that goals and
objectives for the employable versus the
rnmployable are different. Mixing these

two groups together undes one' direct
cash income maintenance program foe
the needy serves to create public
.,ofusi*n and criticism.

The purpose of a program (or aiding
employable but unemployed persons
should be to get them Into jobs, whereas
the purpose of a program for
unemployables shoot4 be to assure that
their continuing needs for healthful aM
decent living are aseqsately met, and to
minimize the problems of (amily
disruption and disorganization caused by
lack of An adequate icome. Government
would be better atle to attack problems
of poverty with such a separation.

We stand solidly behind tha work ethic.
Anyone who cas work but %ho has been
unable by his or her own efforts to enter
the wage earviig labor force should
receive the help raeded to get a job so
that he can prove foe hisneds through
wages. Help to get a job, or frnaial
support when there are no wages, should
be provided from this same source,
focused on employment problems. Only
In this way cat our country see.
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anderatand and tak neormuy mtpe to
apoe*t huwo eic. Sudc Ipsigatos
of The employable from the.
euemploopyab Aoed meAm he publc
qusatmemp oteny as to why cetaln

'pernoatoes've welmr beeimsfl. Tho
who wod maie the "wed are benefli"
woue cleary be the mumployable o the
pisea usable to be in the labor market
fee odr rease.

For the purpose of oguiae oer
Pro " we WI label d p mom foe
o lk)able peru- Work Secmt."
ed the peopam fer mployable

Ms.- s tnceme secuity."
I. WORK SEC UITY-A INg Riere

(I) The uamemnhed who an fully
employable sad have a
marketable Ira

(2) The uraemiloyed who m
feetiaiy employ but "
need of rehabilitations

,rviom in order to be jAb

(3) The wekall poor. pert-one or
fl time. whom earnings
below the poverty vel index
as etabslaed by the Federd

. g~mmnt.

(I) Mhifeem job placeenL
t2) Mappower devetopreat to

rme tha evay adult. with or
wmtoe hadimcpa, who is abl.
can obtain for himsel the akils

sammy to Pt ajob
(3) Public employment whea

mainsteem obs casot be
found, tech employment
serving to ume. both by the
agency arsI iwhvdua every
effort to return him to

mamin~im eanployaaent.
(4) Unemployment Inurtcace

Sesef as the pimay source
of sm dwing tempomry
periods ef employment.

(5) Direct cash income
mairnteace whew mrumy
during pelods of tbimkb
unemploymmt, as working
poor, or hen A U bernefitU sar
inadequate or esheauated.

c. Adirdniaarko:
(I) This program should be

administered through the
Depitment of I.abor at the
FeiM enel and through the
State Departments of
Employment or Human
Reeeeem Develpment at the
a.em .

d. F c
(I) Coat of themseo Pgam should

be whlty brnmed br dw
Feita Igeamet eceptfor

aneeplsOyawat nvetio. Stew
adio local project
developers and Partlcipetlm
should be cosaldered for the
public peoram aqpet.

a. Orte Reagon*bAlksr
(IV This program mutt take

respontibility for the
development of adequate data
to tuppett chaps in the
Iwimum Wage Laws sad in
Unemployment Insurance
Benefits. Wages for the
employed and benefits, either
uanemploymenl insranors or
dirt iwome maintenanm, for
the uncsn-ployd saild aleast
equal the poitj iel indira,

The total sytem envitosed above
would wholly replee Public essadanca
in ay form foe employable persons
who are aviable for the labor force, or
who me possal avuy ble.

2. IC'ONE SEV 'RTY-A long Range
Rowet fatr AItig Plisaen (Mebk to

L C*PfW.-

(1) The aged, blind and dinabted.
(2) Othe unemployable person

who have been judged by the
Work Security System as not
having potential for
employment.

(3) Other personswho are required
to remain in the home to cut
for nnoc children lAryom
under the of Is years L
under 21 yearn if in school) or
other dependeeti.

b. Prognm Apecr:r
(1) Money Paymeats

(a) OASDI dicnuld become the
primary income
maintensecm program fo
[hose who ate aged.
disabled or a family
twrinor or a geiated wave
earr.

That program should be
expanded. both ats to
coverage and level of
benefits, to that for moat
persons who receive such
benefit s other
supplemental formsa of
goveruint aid become
utinOutuny.

(b) The present cate orical
bo aid proranms or the

aged, blind and dimabled
thoeld be combined into a
tIl1e program of
sassm., with need at h
Single criteion of

eligibility. General
assistance should be

4c) The priest AFDC
program should be
replaced by a Federl
Fanuly Assistance peoga
" proposed by the Ieder a
adminiltralion ta HiR
163ti lexcluding the
employable and ithe
working poor who would
come under the Proper
fog the employable as
propomd above).

() Planageng should provde
for the eventual morsng of
the propanes mentioned an
(bi and (c) above mto a
a-Ol propam.

(2) The program should provided a
uniform staadidd of -ncomc
matateasnc Itbroaghot the
natloa at the Ipoverty level
index with variations as
necessary to account foe
regional differences in cost o(
bvng.

13) Payments to idaividuala or
fnilies from two ourccs.uch
as under ial) and I(b) o I(a)
and lIc) above ahoa d be
combined into one payment.

A.idnalestrron,
(t) Income maitinatc should

become a total Federal
adminisuavir reqponslity.
However, tome phase period
would proba y be ncessary

d. Ftestagd
(1) OASI, sold contin e as an

emplo) !r-tnploysi financed

12) Other income maintenance
propams alaud be fexancd in
the entiret)' by Federal funds.

3. DicusAw of Long Ra ne Iacoae
ldebarrseace OfNectre
a. There sie strong arguments

nupporting the Federalizing of all
mcome maintenance propans. The
nocsal and economic prootanit
which create dependency an
ationai cope. The population
has becom increasingly mobile.
Under the grantn-rd system,
inequites have developed berwe
states, between propms and
within pmngrams.

Such inequities minht beet be
eliminated and a minmumm poverty
tevel eabsisasnc attuned under a
aeglonal progm. Fttow, the
pripas have become a seing
fiscal problem for rtoss and
oaudes. The Federl govigeases

hen a leapr in base from which to
flantwe iem.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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It should be stressed that Federal
admtisstratlon of the income
mrintenance system mutd be
respoaisse to tme varyl i amd
urenet 00ed of the poor p-lp it
mes of It could become a failure
with far more complexitis,
duplcabo atd pfobtems than
what we or hae.

b. We Mst Chat &A adult ppMa
costume for a temporary petted to
be almllislered thoO dw
prams P&W welfare structere
uitil e" a as the Fedora
agency can siam their direct
administradot. They prenet the
least problems in the present
system., Ad me peteRy the moss
acceptable to the public. To move
toward the goal of Federal
admlnlstrldon we VAUt that
experimentation begin with a
system. which the eaistle public
welfte structure for the adult
props=* might continue the
determination of eligibility.
cearfwtg lehluty mad ranI to
the Federal aecy fr Wanov for
a a Cembind moasihy benefit
if t prtso is dso a besaIday of
OASDI. A raiM fuidNg ptan.
under which states and couUes,
for a defied and lhined period of
yms would Pay their Am of coet
of ach cm into tII Fedel
trseary. might be foeible.

C. We eoa tai t *41 i , eparti
and differestal propami for
employable persons and
mmnplIoy penani cannot be
achieved imaedietel

it is stroesly believed, howee,.
that It is Itmperativ that th
Federal governmepta t mach an
lPeINo ce order that a tma table

am be developed to aibeve otis

An to immediate step we
roommad tam Comgete eact a
new Federally' financed &ad
adminiesam "Family Afsitace
Program" an p I by the
Federal adminitostim s ld as
embodied in HR 16311 now before
Congress. Such a plan Would
peoulde tecoms masistonace at th
pove ty iMvl hids foe penoes in
families. It Would vepaplmInt- beow the povtt leve
hile, and would Achdea an earned
income examptlon lecentive to
was. Ths progam w Uld lo
mphie s f daila punt famihes
do pesset AFDC pop w.e

MW te 40olestg aictions to

HR 16311 as onamlly Conceived

i1) Thait the benefit levels be
seared variably to egol
difference, in cot, of the
necessities of life, but be
adequate to pelstl total
cseaiaa of AFDC iAd states.

That In older to be ..
finaaciely to do this Congress
should:

(a) Reduce the eauned income
exemption to work
OXptm0 p65 25 percent.
and pice abttuo. pant
plus Income, Collinp by
number in the household.

fb) Eliminat the ptopoml to
m .ituste Food Samps as
part of the Family
Assistance Plan benift
level in favor of adequate
cash b-nfl .

(c) Divs time resitaat saving
in a atIonvdide
adnIstrathw costs of a
single uniform program
verses the NOW cost "two
der- system to the Fanily
Assistance Fin benefit

(d) If neoassary to attain a
bemeiht livel adequate to
permit total ad immediate
Ceseton of AFDC in favor
of a n * doo Federally
administered Family
Aaitanoa Pla , develop an
slaramnaut fornul to be
applied to sttsL Over A
time-inuted period raA as
five yars, a pergasaive
mlactim , coud be made.
At the tsid of a plhao-ss
period, states would be
totally tlieved of cost of
th Family Asitanc Plan.

(2) That the "work fae" aupoct
of HR 16311 be stngtagee
to provide bewese penalties foe
r.tasl of wek.

d. When a commitment to a natioal
progsn is coached a plsms& plea
woa be nossmy. We recomnusd

() eaflit levels for person
resldlg in states with
paymt above the floor be

(2) On a tlo limited basis fund
transfers be mde to the
Federl piesaiment of state
and local funds in the
propoetions which now help
support the catelle of
"datian t.

131 A nationwide standard be

establi~ticd It I poverty level
aidexa

M41 Over a specified period
(a) benefit bevels be adlusitd

to the nratoe stndMrd
ib) sate and local funds ace

phased out.
(5) SoeflitS and employment

related services for employable
persons be srptrated out of the
Family Assistance Plan and
placed into the separate
propto. administered by the
Dupeatmal of Labor &A State
Depairtm vents of Employment.

a. The Food programs, should be
restored to their ortinal
purpos as qncultural sabeidy
sad seplus food programs. and
should continue to be
adanistiered by the
Department of Agicuslture.
Distritbtion of commodiebs or
food stamps to income
mualstnian recsplents should
be rest ed to their secondary
rotle as nutrlsonal suppleIents
to the basic cask incoene
maintenance programs.

Lovg RAete Proposls Reieted to

Important as at adequate inome
maint uance programs the) alon
willnot achieve the full objectives
of encouraging selfu-sppors,
sef-rellance. and strength ening of
our family life.
a. We recommend that the

administration of social mevioen
continue within the present
public welfare structi-e. mtate
sad local, but be rtpeased
from the administration of
esCOMme ntienasnce progams
so that we can mov to a
comprehensive program of
sociaslmvicat. available to all
persons.
(1) Such proanrau should be

financed at least 75
pre"t Federal funds.

(2) Feet should be charged
persons with ability to pay.

b. Services should be clearly
defleed and qsecfircaly Fabld
so the daily livin problems
which confront people, sad
offered only when peope
canot solvv tose problems a
their own, Some tich terica
an:
4i) ome makin
(2) Informuto Ad referral
(3) Pamllgy counsellisg
(4) Pro. icl services for

childrea mad adults
(S) AAdoun
(6) Lleoift
(7) Hoensimem servios
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(8) Out-of-o(me cae
(t) Community planin

I and
cooedination of smivices

C. Bter methods of meaSUMr
results and effecoveness of
social services must be
developed. Gov tsrnt must
be made fuly accountab fore
meanurinig sand evaluetig its
a" 41 e i Ibis, "fid.

d. Servieee should be vohmty
except fo thoem rn-essiry to
protect cums and adults
who me unable to take cm of

a. Sesvlen wha n connected
with other Agencies*
responsibilities should be
aseled to those apencies and
not be duplcaWd in she public
I -1111M structure.

(I) Clhid day cen sold be
peoorided by the schools

(2) Housing is a satosal
problem affeca8 many
groups Io euomoeny sed
it i cts are not limited
to low Inc m troupe.
Issg the ala"ty of
adeqalte bousng for all
people in pimua the
responsibility of the
federal Department of
Housing and Urban
Dealoaent tHUD), but'
Welfare Must play- a
denote roe in relation to
this problem. Thi role

undes eportn. fer
and cousmilag in he um
of hoes rmowvs, -t
ob ecvm of whick we to
provide adequate housing
foe an people. icwig
those is low income
vaomp. and to aimnats
and preet the ed of
dum hou ; it does not
include provision of
technical eseie" in shoes
housing areas where
Welfare does no hae
competence. such as
financial planning,
conussctos, ew.

(3) Birth control services
should be provided by
bet -1

(4) d tdieal care
admnbdlxro Iboeld be
lodged in health and
medca e - l r

(S) Efforts so eDal cdld
seppert from absent
peu iud be ethely
he tunedo of 11e law

eaforeemest agencies.
Deserting parents who

leave the stue to avoid ts
support of thew duldren
should be prmocuted
criminally under federal
law.

(6) The fnctmios of the public
social service agency in
respect to the above
levies thoul he thai of
referral. counseling
individuals in the
mutilation of the,, Wsrc
and of perticipetio in
comnsssty plaunng.

a. 3Skt Ra&sg PFOPOinl
The probability is that any auch long
row recommendations as those set
forth above wil como only after
considerable national debate and study,
and may take neegrsl years to fuly
implement. but it is clearly ad
urgently TfME FOR CHANGE NOW.
We believe many urgently needed
c-mos can be made rapidly in the
pesmnt system. that Wil make it more
palatble. Them suld be pearaiel first
oes toward lon ran - a$Oa id
ultmate fu-r'ea*Jq swiorderin g of our
priorities sad systems foe meealu
human meds.

I . The AFD~h6ws
Oparty the mom snpopular, mos
costly and fItwgfow-i s or_
existing public wefare programs is
AFDC. We have made cla that in
lbe ln view we believe that AFDC
qboud be alsolnhed. dmawhile it is
Imperative that some of the
problems which cause such
paw"ary public antipathy toward
AFDC b squarely fae now.

Mac ot the present public concern
about AFDC untets on asertions
that parent reclpients have
mqsoeuties w all s rights. and
that too many passts seevlng
thee benefits fn to meet thee
1sposnd iuL. Instead it is aeed
that they m the money for
purpose other tssa Proper cae of
the minor children involved.
Accusatios a peId!e.tly made'
by many people. publicly and
privately. about failhaue of AFDC
seciplents dopey bib, abou refune
of employment, about failtais to
disclose nsome, bout dispo*l of
property, about abuse of
conf1dendalty pnstioss, and
about unrelated mak compuions
who diver the AFDC funds to
bquoo.prtis etlc.

-We live in a money society. Ost
sooneic mad aea structure is
buS eend a money system It Is

oo00etalsk witk our way of liae

generally to aid needy people b
means other than a cash pans

Society must make provision to
hose, clothe, and feed people who
are unable to obtain these.
necestsies for themselves. II is
extremely difficult if not
impossible to coedstion these
provisions upon he behavior of te
individual parent. While.
understandably, people resint using
tax funds to bsidize individuals
and familes of this sort, no one
wants to we a child go hungry due
to the actions of ls parent

The number of people who present
behavior problems of these kinds s
en in relation to the total.

Consequently. we contnue to
endorse the money payment
priuipe as the basic means of
providing income maintenance in
our socity.

However, we conclude that the
penalty for misuse of the pant and
the non-payment of bills for which
funds are provvid should be in the
authority of the paymi agency to
make other than cash payments to

-amuse that the aid gues to meeting
the needs for which it is intend&,
by law. In doing so, however. v
should keep it focus the purpose
the giant, which is to meet ths
basic needs of poor people, not to
protect retail merchants who
over-extend poor-nik credit to poor
people. Also, under the present
AFDC pant structure foe persons
who have only the welfare pegnt as
incone, we do not pay ints equal
to the determined need. No
potenirent agency can manage an
inadequae grant any better than
the recipient. If the money is not
enough to pey the biis--it is not
enough-so matter whether the

ofeieWaut oj the agency is measuir
gr pant. Further, foe those

reipients with an outside uome
the problem is that the outside
income sill casnot be controlled.
In these cues. contao of the part,
at bew. is a pa!i solution.

aL We recommend that sancmtns
fog refusing employment be
Vtlsmond by law.

We b that the peeseist
sanctions for refusal of
employment by AFDC
recipients see lisffective (Le.
the seduction of the pant and
paynuent of aid Is kind). It
takes too klng fe the sanction
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to become effective. Too many
"goad cauees" foer roffuel ae
written into the rule. The
work rule smply cannot be
adequately enforced. Tlo
Formepoi of isoiintknI
ArIC isnd meeting only
emegecy needwe ar mor
othcfj.

b. We Moormnd tht that the
Mad standard be restructured
t tolte to te totl number of
peron b ite ouehold.

1e Paelet qa-Msx P-
a autrary md Inequitable
ad thood be eibuemd.

c. We commd that insofar m
wetler* recipients art
contained the Doauted Food
and Food Stmp proas. be
restored to thek rri stams
a tlcutsl price rapportt
proam.

If they ae to be available to
welfare famiian the allowance
heraM be a mpphmat to, not
a roplacement Of teir cas
food aowamme.

Since AFDC great. with
e clption a noted previously.
ate grosaly inadequate in
meeting uda the Federal
Food Stamp and Donated
Food proplatn hae proved a
resource tV aupplement
MnadeqUteM diits.

However. again the Food
Stamp perhese rqueemaets
fall heml, on the "have
onat" The pople who need

them the most cm afford them
beat.

d. We oond dtal e to
obtaie p for children
free b I fa&e. md/or to
wetablide pommky, be iend
in em Sete las etly N a
fwmwtio of Oh course ed
atic-- . nsuar" a- m

8.We mmand 11et the a eamd"
bee ea p~n beApDC he
reotd to nemmobld eapm. of
amployma p d y 25 peenest
of eted binm. wiabhsolute
o toa ni ~ co led become
ak ", may be elenued In a
bmheid id go hre Mye

ne prsn plnt -isem ti of
the APD I aeoIs is beOet
maeed o medill teebi.

The earned incomed incentive
feature ws enacted In July.

961 erempting the first 530
plus one-third of alt the twit of
earned become, in addition to
work expenes, and in eddtlonm
to abioet all of the emud
acoma of chidMe. As a remit
we have the dilemma of
comparatively "affluent-
AFDC rocpiants i the tame
prpne.n with other fammbts
that ae forced to live on poste
fe below theirle esental needs.
These famllles a4ffer real
deprivation, malnutrition an
aln the problems which poor
diet. poor housing, poor

-clothing, and poor social
functioning m bring. Yet in
du seme prqps with these
unfortunates are others who
are able to afford many of the
luxuriets associated with
affluence. For example, a
mother with hr childni
would need a job paying the
excess of 5600 VOtN misry per
mouth before her eareinge
would disqualify her for
AFDC. Some famibet have
income of $1000 Or n11e per
month and stll remain on
AFDC-becae of the aesd
income exemption stcked on
top of the other exemptions.
This is bcgelest with tax

supported propane based on
need, and is shckIng cttlams
and taxpayers as they learn of
each cet

f. We recommend uniform
natioeal tmendemds of need to
mce equitabW relate need und
income for equally needy
AFDC ree piens regardless of
the etate In which they ive.

S. We recommend immediate
revision of both stae and
Federal lew to provide broader
end eta restricted euthoriry for
the local welfare department to
make "in kind" AFDC
payments bn in of cab wben
necmary to aemen that the
funds ae eud for the benefit
of the chldMa for hom they
am ponted.

2. Plic A emm . Gamely

For so beas the preut public
s oejecane progrm continue:
L Aid to the id, Aid to the

Disabled and Old Age
Aseatmee payment time be
adjusted to a sgla adul
cgry with a singen sadrd

of esstance and with need as
the only criteriw of eligibility.

b. Them thoeSld be maximum and
immediate effort to amplify
both in law and regulations, the
eligibility requirements, the
process of obtening ad. end
the determination of become
and need. Such efforts should
include broad ue of a ample
declaration system supported
by mple audits.

c. Thete e t ld be operation of
the become mlnteSce proce-
from the social service
functions.

d. General Assistanoe should
become a part of the new single
-adult category" of aid. both
in Federal and state law, and
should receive appropriate
Federal nd snate funilf.

a. There should be simpltfication
and standardization of
treatment o special needs to
that there me be mom.ensnt to
a flat pant.

f. The premnt requirement for
paying aid in en ex ct amount
bated on a precise
determination of need and
income has been the source of
much of the complexity and
inefficiency of the present
program. Administration
should be implified end costs
reduced by establishing the
need standard at an adequate
level end estimating income.
adjustmenta etould then be
made only of amounted
exceeding a reasonable
tolerance leveL

g, There should be no
differentition in Federal and
state cost sharing between cases
of children who live in their
own homes end of those who
live ia out-of-Itone cage.

t. The fraudulent claiming eandler
reei of public funds dould
be tdWect to the tame penalties
of law as apply to theft of my
other finds.

L Fedea state audited should be
defined coopectivey between
the thie levels of government.
The Federal and state
governments should shere with
countless in the risks. of
ndminiati11n. Audita should
be clearly dnd an to thele
scope end purposes end be
coadectd promptly n the cats
of new pop0 m d/or ma)or
program changes. Audit
eaeeptione should be
prospective., end eould be end
bated on question of
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WELFARE
WHITE PAP?

coformity nt pobeS A d
aflib" of methods Father
thee on specific or

3. - oVr
The rnaty of the teos raVm
Proposal for MWda arsee are
eqelr appliiabi to a slot ra
phdorm. itowsvar. these points m
particularly t old ansurent
011i1111'

a. The Federal Dpm t or
nmtl. Ediacatio. and well-
and the State Dpetseat Of
Socil Welfare should take
immediate steps to
€dm* dese Sd ocial

b. Dstter meWda of minn

results a"d efecieam or
soiat services should be

-eveo4. Gomm t Should
be aocoabbla for maneml it

acemlimiin Owe flaw.
C. Policies end practices.

Conauieg uuilaion of ond
should be moe waisis and
reled to the prcd U ned
of tae eaoenity seved.

d. Hoemeht wrves dxoadW be

developed as an optonal
pep

C. other Phtjftrm laws
In additom to w liog range and

short ramp platform propols
detailed above them an a number
of general isses s public welfare
for which legislative or
admasinistatve attention may be
needed to correct Soe of tN
pela prgrsm difldrttics

1. Apeeu Med HM,'V
a. Recipients of Income

mintenance madlcc social
SO rumi c Who are
dissatisfied with say
decisle or action of the
ipblic secy dioeld have

the opportatuy for a
prompt end Impartial
review and decision
conweing te daiss.

b. The hearings process
a hoald eaain
non-adyerlsry and
admilsitive rahe A

become legal and

2. Eweqpy;mt of Recwq ts

Recipients and other persons

who can Coetribute Special
knowledge. communicative

abilses, and understanding or
the needs and problems of the
porn Should be utilized in thewe

3. The Dual Rcle and
RerpVRIMifity
The administering the publk
assltnce programs.
government agenni must
recognize their dual
responsibility both to the
taxpaying citizens providut
the necessasr financial
resowes and to the people

4. AdminurrlsE RequIremtent
Policies and practices
concerning utilization of starr,
tr-inkdI. workload standards,
and program development
should be related to the
paiticulir needs of the
community served,

5 No report should be requved
unless it is esarttial, its purpow
clearly understood, and its use
clearly defined. Duptw.ations
between fiscal md statistcal
reporting Should be eliminated.
Reports should be onerted to
Samping and data procssing
methods. There should be
timely feedback of
information.



1865

The CIA RA-. Our next witness will be the Honorable Carl
Stokes, mayor of Cleveland, Ohio, speaking in behalf of the National
League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors.

Mr. Mayor, we are very pleased to have you appear before the
Senate Committee on Finance, and we are particularly happy to have
you speak for the two organizations which have the complete respect
and sympathy of this committee.

We realize that both you and your associates have a very difficult
job, and we hope that we can help to make it a little less difficult even
though it may not seem that way.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARL B. STOKES, MAYOR OF CLEVELAND
OHIO, IN BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND
U.S. OONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mayor SToKS. Mr. Long and members of the committee, it is my
privilege to appear before you. I think that you do try to make it
easier for us, sometimes not as easy as we want you to make it for us,
but you have your job and we have our job.

I have listened, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with
great interest to the testimony this morning from the National Asso-
ciation of Counties, and it seemed to me that the committee and the
panel that appeared before you did an exhaustive and a very good
job of analyzing the bill presently pending before this committee.

Mr. Chairman, about 2Y years ago, in June of 1968, when I was
privileged to attend my first conference of the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, I introduced a resolution which was subsequently adopted
that provided for a national minimum assistance program for fam-
ilies coupled with a public services jobs program in the amount of
some $1 million together with the necessary social services.

That resolution, which was adopted by the Conference of Mayors,
was subsequently reaffirmed by them in 1969 and 1970, and the Na-
tional League of Cities has itself endorsed the proposal and called
upon this Nation, this Congress, if you' would, to initiate this plan.

This idea, obviously, did not originate with me. In fact, it has been
in the Democratic Party record for over 10 years. However, so far as
I know, no Democratic President ever introduced this plan for the
consideration of Congress, for the benefit of our Nation.

Interestingl- enough, a Republican President, Mr. Nixon, did in-
troduce it, and it is now pending before this Congress. I say inter-
estingly, because I am a Democrat, and I never would have thought
Mr. Nixon would introduce what is essentially a Democratic proposal.
And yet, I find a Congress that is heavily composed of Democrats for
whom this has been a policy position for many years, and of Republi-
cans whose leader proposed the program, apparently having some
problem in the enactment and the adoption of the program.

Now, we pay tribute here, of course, to the distinguished House of
Representatives which, under the leadership of the chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee, did pass this bill and send it to
the Senate where it is now being considered, and I hope favorably,
by this committee, and that in very short order it is going to be
adopted for our Nation.

44- 4527 0-70-t. &-58
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If I may, Mr. Chairman, with that kind of introduction, I hot:
that the statement. which I have submitted to the committee will be
accepted by the Chair and by the committee as my testimony. Permit
me to elaborate upon it.

This is a timely moment., I think, for me to appear before your
committee because just over this week end, including last night, we
probably saw the greatest rash of assaults upon policemen through-
out thisNation that we have known.

My own city of Cleveland saw such a horrible incident in July of
1968, and there have been two national commissions that have de-
voted a eat deal of study to what is happening in this country, and
why we have this kind of malaise that seems to be affecting us. Both
of those commissions have retiurn.d reports, and now recently Presi-
dent Nixon appointed another commission, hopefully, to try to ward
off repetitions of last. year's campus problems.

Senator Rmicon. If I may interrupt, Mr. Mayor, do you think we
need any more cotmnissions in this country to find out what the prob-
lems are?

Mayor STOKES. I do not, Senator Ribicoff. I stated that nationally at
the time of appointment. We ought to just heed what the findings
have been. There is a great predilection on the part of our country
to appoint commissions to study. There is a great reluctance, it ap-
pears, to meet the problems the solutions to which have been enun-
ciated over and over again by distinguished nonpartisan, nonveeted
interest committees, Basically and fundamentally we find these com-
missions coming back time and time again saying that this Nation is
going to have to do something about one of the most basic funda-
mental causes of the devision, the unrest, the tensions, and that is
the existing differences between the "haves" and the "have-nots," the
degrading, denigrating state of those who have to live in poverty in
this country.

It is difficult for me as mayor of a city 1w understand what our great
reluctance is. As I have listened to Senator Curtis, in particular, this
morning, and some members of the committee-I want to take, with
your permission, a personal approach to this morning's subject.

I am 43 years old, and I was born and raised in the city of Cleve-
land. Today I pay real estate taxes in Cuyahoga County on about
$100,000 worth of property. I pay income tax on about $40,000 a year
in income. My brother is privileged to serve as a Member of the U.S.
House of Representatives. I am mayor of the eighth largest city in
the United States. My son attends one of the most exclusive private
schools in the United States, University School, which is a feeder
school for Yale University, with all due partisan feelings about Yale
any of the committee members have.

My mother resides in a home in one of the most exclusive suburbs
in the United States, Shaker Heights.

But just 26 years ago, when I was 17 years of age, from age 2,
when my father died, until I was 17, my family was on welfare.

When I was 17 1 was a dropout from high school. Fortunately, the
Army came along, and following my service in the Army, because
of a Federal subsidy program, the GI bill of rights, and some good
discipline that I got both from my mother and from the Army, I
returned to school and was able to go to college.
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Similarly, my brother was able to go to college because of the Army
GI bill of rights.

Then I went to a State-subsidized school, West Virginia State Col-
lege, to get undergraduate training.

Following that, I went to a State-subsidized law school, the Uni-
versity of Minnesota.

So in a life which, in this country, has been good to me, I lave
found the assistance of government at every stage of my life and, as
a result of the assistance of government, I am now able to return to
the Government that has helped me, moneys which now can be used
to help others in our country who came from the same kind of de-
prived background and beginning that I did.

I want to urge upon this committee, that the issue is why is this,
one of the world's wealthiest nations, almost the only industrial na-
tion that. I know of that does not have some form of family assistance
plant How is it that we are able to place priorities on materials and
things as opposed to priorities on people, particularly when we see
what a terrible price we pay for it

Instead of our priorities being on housing, education obs, health
services, our priorities have been on military spending, de ense d-
ing, space exploration, agriculture, all of which have redounded, not
to the benefit but to the detriment of the country in which we live.

I do not have any problem, if the committee pleases, with where to
find the money to establish a minimum level for people to live in
basic decency and nutrition. The problem is that this country has not
established its priorities.

If we place our priorities on the preservation and the development
of the internal needs of this Nation, we will find that it is not the
difficulty in finding the available money, the only question is how do
we spend it-in the most expeditious way and the most beneficial way
for the American citizen.

Now, every day I have to balance and juggle and walk the tight
walk between those who are confined in-the cities for one reason or
another, and just say to you with 43 years of experience that either this
Congress is going to provide forthrightly the 70 percent of the people
of this Nation who live in urban areas with the most basic tool needed,
namely, to help people live a minimum decent life, or we will make a
reality of the prophetic words that Secretray of Labor Wirtz said to
President Johnson in January of 1967, "That if a third of the people
of this Nation could not make a living regardless of the reasons there
would be a revolution. This is the situation and the prospect unless
action is taken in that Nation within the Nation, the slums, and the
ghettos"

Now, I do not know how many more bombings we need, I do not
know how many policemen we need to have shot, I do not know how
many more lice stations we need to have shpt at, I do not know how
many more babies need to die in the first year of their birth, I do not
know how many more functional illiterates we need to cultivate within
the borders of our cities, I do not know how long we are going to
continue to subsidize the decline and deterioration of the great centers
of our Nation that have spawned a civilization and a culture and an
economy unmatched by any in the history of mankind before we turn
our attention to some of the basics, one of which is standing here before
this committee
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I would appeal to you to consider favorably the bill pending before
you. I know that there are specifics that aro your responsibility as a
U.S. Senator to resolve because of your obligations, because of your
responsibilities for tax funds of the people of this Nation.

But when I sit before this committee, I want to tell you I do not
come here as a supplicant. I come here as the Mayor of one of the
cities that make up this country that elects Senators to the U.S. Senate.

I come as a representative of the people who create the money that it
is one of the responsibilities of Senators to spend in the best interests
of the Nation.

But the Federal Government does not create money. The country
creates money, the people create the money, and it is collected by
the Federal Government, and what one of the witnesses in prior testi-
mony should have indicated was we would not come here to Washing-
ton if, in fact, the Federal Government was not taking from the local
governments the moneys that, at least. in our opinion and according to
the facts are not being spent in proportion to what the crying needs
of the Ration are for, at least so far as what the priority of this
spending ought to be.

These men should have told you that 30 years ago two-thirds of all
of our tax money was available in our cities, in our counties, and in
our States, and that is when we were able to build our colleges and
our public schools and to provide for the proper kind of services.

But today over two-thirds of that money is being collected by the
Federal Government and being spent on defense contracts and in
space exploration at the expense of the men and the women and the
children at that local level from which those moneys come.

So what I hope this committee will do is recognize that we come not
just in recognition of the fact of your national responsibilities and
the fact that this program must be, should be, and can'be enacted
only by the approval of you at, the national level, but that you will do
it with an understanding that you are doing it in our interest, and with
our money and that, ni this respect, you are discharging your total
responsibilities to the entire Nation to which each Senator has an
overall responsibility.

The technical aspects of how you carry out the concept of seeing
to it that every American lives at a basic level of decency and nutri-
tion is one that we have an abundance of technicians for, but which
only you can embrace as a concept and say, "We are going to do it,
now let's find out the best way to do it."

That those, who for reasons of a disability, whether because a sen-
ior citizen or because a younger person, or because of some physically
disabling thing we recognize that these are the people who must be
cared for. In the case of a young person, developing a young, healthy,
cmnstructive mind able to participatee in building this country.

In the case of one who has made his contrbution during his life-
time and happens now to be too old to contribute that we see to it that
he is able in the twilight -years to live in decency and dignty as one
who has deserved this standard of living. And for those who for phys-
ical reasons are not able to contribute, that we recognize that and say,
"Because you are physically disabled does not mean that you forfeit
a decent life in our Nation."

For all those who otherwise have no rationale for not being a con-
tributing member to society, we say to them, "We are going to offer
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you a job, and if you say, 'I can't do that job,' we say we axe going to
train you to do that job."

If, however, there are those who say that regardless of your
approach in that respect, "I don't want to be a contributing member "
then I do not think that this committee or this country has to concern
themselves about such a person.

But the overwhelming number of people in this Nation want to be
self-sufficient, they want to work, they want to be persons of dignity
and self-stfficiency. They do not want doles, they do not want hand-
outs, they do not wait to be dependents, but there is that about this
society today, with its present system, that encourages and develops
dependency.

Thete is that which creates the very things about which some of
this committee are concerned, about those who represent dregs upon
the society.

But people are no, born that way. They develop that way, and you
and I are part of the society that has tended to develop this as opposed
to developing motivation and stimulation. The realization by everyone
that, in fact, each person can participate and be a part of this society
of ours and enjoy its benefits as portrayed in its best light as being
the best country under the best system in which to live.

Mr. Chairman, I think that that just sums up what my feeling is
about this concept, and I appreciate your permitting me the latitude
there. I will be glad to try to respond to any questions that I can.

(Mr. Stokes' prepared statement follows. Hearing continues on
p. 1873.)

STATEMENT OF CARL B. STOKES, MAYOR OF CLEVELAND, OHIO ON BEHAJZI
OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am Carl Stokes, Mayor of
Cleveland, Ohio. I am appearing today on behalf of the National League of
Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors which represent over 15,000 municipalities
across the country. I am presently serving as a member of the Executive Com-
mittee and the Chairman of the Revenue and Finance Committee of the National
League of Cities and as a member of the Board of Trustees for the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors.

Our concern for the development of sound social welfare policies has been a
continuing one. In June 1968 at the Annual Conference of the U.S. Conference
of Mayors, I introduced a resolution, which was subsequently adopted, calling
for enactment by the Congress of legislation which would (1) provide at least a
million public service Jobs for needed social services with funds included to
implement coordination of all manpower programs at the local level; and (2)
a national system of Income supplements for all persons unable to work and
whose incomes fall below the poverty line. In 1969, the U.S. Conference of Mayors
again called for revision of the welfare structure. In Denver, Colorado at the
Annual Meeting of the U.S. Conference of Mayors only two months ago, the wel-
fare problem was the highest Item on our agenda. We passed a resolution urging
Congress to give the revised Family Assistance Act the "highest priority and
attention for immediate review, amendment and passage." Similarly, the National
Municipal Policp of the National League of Cities has consistently at its Annual
Congress of Cities repeatedly called for restructuring welfare to "encompass
more of those in need and provide a national minimum standard of assistance"
by requiring full federal responsibility for administration and financing of an
income maintenance program while maintaining local administration of social
services.

I give you this history of our policy, Mr. Chairman, to emphasize to you and
to the other distinguished members of Congress that we as mayors consider
welfare reform to be the highest priority. Also, I give you the history of our
policy to inform you that I speak not Just for my city but for all cities, large and
small, throughout the nation. We are mayors are in a unique position to daily
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see the damage being inflicted upon our citizens by the terribly Inadequate welfare
system we have today. And I must admit that many of us are frustrated. Frus-
trated because we see the damage that the system is doing but equally frustrated
because our hands are relatively tied from doing anything to remove the infliction
heaped upon our citizens by the present inequities. And so I come here today,
representing the mayors, the officials chosen by the people now residing In our
urban areas, to state that we look to you to act on this cruieial legislation. A
rare opportunity is before you. We have enough faith in this democracy to know
that you too will know these needs ond act-now-in this season of Congress to
pass substantial welfare reform legislation. The present welfare structure is
inefficient, Inequitable, and inadequate and steadily becoming more expensive
despite statistics indicating a decline in the percentage of the population living
in poverty.

Our current system provides no aid for families with a male head of household
and provides no assistance to the working poor. At the same time, the present
general assistance programs being financed by state and local government have
become totally inadequate and, given the present financial crisis facing local
government there is no possibility of any substantial improvement. Levels of
benefits are too low. Millions of dependent and helpless children and older people
receive no benefits. and, worst of all. too many of the poor are members of families
whose head is working full time. Millions of families and individuals are sub-
sisting at levels below human decency and below the standards that they have a
right to expect from a truly comprehensive social security and public assistance
system.

Both our national minimum wage legislation and our unemployment compensa-
tion systems have fallen behind the times, Both need strengthening as to levels of
payn~nts and scale of coverage. Both must operate under uniform national
standards. If these systems were working at proper levels and with adequate
coverage, they could make their proper contribution to the nation's social welfare
system-a contribution they are not now making.

The cities have a fundamental stake in national policies on public welfare. For
this reason we are heartened by the willingness of the Administration and Con-
gress to advance and improve upon proposals that have opened up a new level of
public discussion on our present system. From the point of view of the cities, the
ills and weaknesses of current programs have become too gret to tolerate.

H.R. 16311, the House passed welfare reform legislation before your Committee,
is indeed an important step toward welfare reform. The mayors of this nation
commend the House and the distinguished Chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee for moving swiftly and with unity on this important measure.
My friend and colleague Mayor Henry Maier of Milwaukee testified on behalf of
the nation's mayors before the House Ways and Means Committee in November
of 1969 urging passage and we are indeed grateful for their action.

The legislation before you, as we testified at that time, would raise the income
of the poorest residents in some states, establish the concept of a minimum stand-
ard of living, begin to narrow the difference in welfare payments from state to
state, and offer incentives to the working poor. The features represent the be-
ginning of an effective national welfare approach and deserve whole hearted
sUt-")rt.

The bill before you is a complex piece of legislation and the complexity is com-
pounded when we try to look to the future and picture how the proposed new
system would operate. With the novel approach to our present system it is under-
standable that questions would arise. Your Committee saw problems, asked the
Administration to redraft and submit a new proposal. Indeed, the Administration
In response to your Committee made further improvements in the plan, and we
commend them for it. We are pleased that the basic features including the cov-
erage of the working poor, the national minimum benefit level financed by the
Federal government and uniform standards of eligibility are all retained.

To remove some of the inequities now within our present system however,
some modifications of the House passed bill are vital.

The legislation should provide for an eventual assumption of all welfare costs
by the Federal government. We need national assumption of costs because the
welfare problem is national in origin, and national in solution. The tax burden
of welfare is now distributed inequitably among the states, and is in part financed.
by regressive taxes which squeeze the low and middle income families unfairly.
such as the real property tax and the sales tax. We need Federal takeover of
welfare administration in order to achieve the separation of income maintenance
frrm the social service function, and we need it particularly if the income main-
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tenance function Is to become Integrated nationally with the social security sys-
tent or the Internal Revenue Service.

Federal matching funds should be above the $1000 floor in the first year. with
the Federal share increasing each year so that In five years all costs would be
Federalized. A matching formula should remove the penalty on high costs-of-
living high-benefit states contained in the present plan. Unless these changes are
made, the proposed plan will increase rather than relieve the inequities in wel-
fare reform financing which fall on these states.

The benefit level, $1600 plvus food stamps, is too iow. Our League of Cities
and Conference of Mayors resolutions through the years have repeatedly called
for assistance to those whose In-omes fall below the recognized level of poverty,
the idea being to eventually br!ng all our citizens front poverty. The reasons for
the low benefit level is no doubt due to the present budget constraints. The ques-
tion we must face here, not only in the area of public assistance but across the
board, is the overall question of reexamining our national priorities. The mayors
have for some time urged Congress to do this. To accept our present budget situ-
ation as permanent is reasoning that we do not accept, In 1969 at our Annual
Meeting in Pittsburgh we urged Congress through a resolution, to act on prior-
ities of the urban areas--welfare reform included-"by using funds from pro-
grams which prudently can be deferred-such as in space, military, agriculture,
highway construction and research." We asked the national government then
and again in Denver this past June to "immediately make a clear statement of
priorities" and we further resolved that "it is imperative that the national gov-
ernment reexamine the Federal budget in order to transfer funds from those
programs that can be deferred to programs which will fulfill the essential needs
of people for education, housing, employment. health care and a decent environ-
ment." If an adequate benefit level bringing the Federal benefits to the poverty
level over a period of time is included in this legislation, we can begin to re-
examine and restructure our priorities. And above all, we can begin to truly
eradicate poverty from this land of ours.

The coverage of true welfare reform must include all our impoverished citizens,
regardless of the family status of the recipient. There is no justification for gov-
ernment policy producing disparity and discrimination among our citizens
whether they are single or married, whether they have children or not.

The requirement of work for mothers of school age children in the legislation
must be eliminated or, at the very least clarified. Th, re Is no question that some
mothers of school age children will work. We see it every day, and in some cases it
is feasible. But circumstances arise in Individual cases that puts the mother
herself In the best position to determine what is best for her and the child or
children.

Establishing work as a genuine alternative to public assistance makes a job
creation program necessary. We all know of the rising unemployment figures
within our country at the present time and we see no signs of relief. Even in
periods of prosperity unemployment is highest In our inner cities. And when the
mayors say job creation they mean just that. Time and time again I have heard
in meetings with mayors and their manpower assistants that training alone will
not do the job. In the past we have. will all good intentions, raised the hopes of
our citizens with training programs that have no Job at the end of the line. Hopes
are raised, and then dashed.

The private sector has an important role in job creation but the Federal gov-
ernment has the larger responsibility here. Cities throughout the nation are starv-
ing for employees in all areas of public service. A public works section present
in this bill should receive authorized funds for jobs in the public service sector.
However, a major public service employment program is the answer to fulfilling
the needs for jobs and the need for services to be performed in our cities. We have
long urged Congress to pass such a bill and are pleased to see the fruition of our
efforts in the manpower bill recently reported by the Senate Labor and Public
Welfare Committee. We shall be working toward passage of that manpower bill
and would hope that the initial beginning within this Committee in the area of
Job creation could coincide with the large and more comprehensive program
encompassed in the Employment and Training Opportunity Act of 1970.

Adequate day care facilities must be provided to strengthen the workability
of training programs and employment if a Job opportunity Is to succeed. We
testified before the House that funds for child day care should be increased to
include capital funds for renovation. In inner cities where facilities are most
needed, facilities are most scarce. We are pleased to note changes in the proposed
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legislation which include the use of grant funds, not only for remodeling and
alteration of physical facilities but for construction if the Secretary finds altera-
tion of existing facilities not feasible.

In the area of work requirements, the specifications as to adequate job stand-
ards and wage rates should be spelled out, While the House Ways and Means
reported a bill with the Unemployment Insurance definition of suitable work, this
w'ae unfortunately deleted on the House floor. We urge the Senate to reinstate the
language. We would hope that the administrative system used in Job processing
wlIP afford the individuals the right of appeal from arbitrary judgements and
also that those bona fide jobs that are available in the private sector will be
subject to the minimum standards of the Fair Labor Standards and Minimum
Wage Acts.

The Administration's revision which would phase out the matching funds in
those 23 stats for the unemployed father program is regrettable. The House bill
was most encouraging in this area in that it extended the Federal benefits for
families with an unemployed father in the home to all 50 states. If this revlon is
not eliminated, our past mistake of encouraging the family to break up will be
carried over to the new system. While the Administration proposes not to reduce
the benefits of those 90,000 families presently in this category, it overlooks the
important fact that future recipients in this category will not have this coverage,
thus a factor in holding a family together will disappear.

Turning now to the proposed Social Services Reform Amendments, new Title
XX (20), I would like to comment on some aspects of that proposal we find
encouraging. The mayors throughout the country as the chief elected- officials
of cities have repeatedly called for the coordination and integration of social
service programs. Many cities have come a long way in the model cities programs,
for example, in removing overlap and fragmentation. It has been said that basic
reform of cash assistance alone is not the complete solution to the welfare system.
Effective social services at the local level must be rendered if we are to truly
end uip with welfare reform In this country. We are particularly pleased with the
•self-designation' option under the new Title XX (20), which would give the chief
executive of any city with a population of 250,000 or more, the right to designate
the city as a service area and to designate a local prime sponsor of his choice to
administer the program. We are also pleased that the legislation would give the
city the freedom to tailor its service program without limitation by state deter-
mined priorities or rules. This is essential if we are to secure meaningful coor-
dination of programs

To further help meet the need for local officials to have the flexibility to tailor
their programs to meet local needs, we are pleased to see the provision within
Part B of proposed Title XX (20) allowing the chief elected official of a unit of
lo 1 government to transfer 20 percent of funds between any HEW service
program included in local plans. This language goes another step forward In
assiting local officials to effect coordination.

We sport the other improvements which are included by the Social Services
Amendments. The main point to be made here on the proposed Social Service
Amendments is that it is the mayor, the chief elected official of a city, who is most
aware of the services needed by the citizens. As mayor he is constantly con-
fronted by citizens articulating these needs-day in and day out. He needs the
flexibility to set priorities, provide coordination and respond to these citizens.
These amendments, if adopted, will go a long way in doing just that

In conclusion let me say that the most significant accomplishment of this Act
is the financial assistance to the working poor. There has been for some time in
the country a myth that the poor will not work. You and I both know the figures.
Thousands of men and women in this country beneath the poverty line work
long and hard to give themselves and their children the hope that they can all
share the American dream of happiness which includes among other things a suit-
able and decent job with substantial wages. With the prices going steadily up-
ward, with inflation on the rise, and increasing unemployment rates, which in-
creases competition for jobs, it is difficult for the working man or woman just to
stay on top of providing the essentials, food, shelter and clothing.

Welfare reform is needed. It is needed now. The proposals before you represent
the best effort yet to begin this process of reform. I would like to close by
quoting an 18th Century poor house reformer, Stephen Grellett. In thinking of
the members of this Committee and the members of the Senate I could not help
but reflect on his words because whether you realize it or not, you stand in a
unique position in our nation's history to do something worthwhile for the poor
of this country as well as all our citizens. Grellett said:
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"I shall pass through this world but once. If, therefore, there be any kindness
I can show, or any good thing I can do, let me do it now; let me not defer it or
neglect it, for I shall not pass this way again."

You have the opportunity, above all, to do what Is right. A decent Incomi--a
decent life for all Americans. This Is what you have before you. The mayors and
city offIcials urge you to :.'t now, this year, and pass the Family Assistance
Plan. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Mayor, are you aware of the effective date that
is proposed in this family assistance plan?
dcyor STOKS. I understood it would be 1971 originally when intro-

The CHAIRMAN. Well, my impression is that it is July 1, of 1971.
Now, so long as we pass this bill in this Congress, do you see any

reason why this bill, whatever we do pass, cannot go into effect on that
date?

Mayor SToxzs. I do not see any reasons, sir.
The CHAnMAN. That is my impression.
My thought about the matter is that so long as we pass a bill some-

time between now and January 1, 1 should think that, I would hope,
the President would sign it, and I do not see any reason why what we
are able to work out here in the Congress cannot take place by that
time.

When I first read the President's press accounts of the President's
proposal, I was enthusiastically for it, and I say that as one who has
through the years been offering .mendments in this committee and on
the Senate floor even before I became a member of this committee to
increase what we were paying out in old age assistance, to extend the
program to the disabled, and to provide more for dependent children.
I am one who would like to vote for this bill, and am not at all con-
cerned in a negative sense about the cost of it.

In other words, so far as I am concerned, the $4 billion, $4.1 billion
price tag, that is attached to this does not retard this Senator from
voting for it.

The amount of money involved does not scare me at all. The only
thing I am concerned aout is what you said in your statement when
you said that the only questnin is how to spend it in the most expedi-
tious and beneficial way. That word "beneficial" is what concerns me,
that the money that we spend ought to be spent in a way that is going
to benefit the recipients and benefit the Nation to the greatest extent,
and that is why, so far as I am concerned, I was dismayed to find that
when a person went to work, on the average, under this bill he was only
going to be able to keep 20 cents out of every dollar that he made.

What is our reaction to that?
Mayor Sxs. You know, Senator, we were sitting back there and

we do not know what case study you used, but we took that $5,000
figure and we looked here in the committee manual, and on page 48 we
were looking across here at the $5,000 figure and, in the first place, we
found that a person was not entitled to a food stamp bonus which you
had included m the example you gave.

Maybe your example came from a specific State.
The CHAIRafAN. Look at page 374.
Mayor STrol:s. I do not even have 374 in this book.
The CHAIR1AN. I am looking at the hearings on this bill, page 374,

part I, April 2 D through May 1.
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Mayor STOmS. I guess we have got different books here. This is on
the hearings ? All right; yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. On that chart there, table 3, looking tit the figure
$5,000 compared to $5,362, that is an isolate(l examl)le admittedly, but
the right-hand column there is the cumulative marginal reduction rate
which indicates that is the rate for the 1)articular person, and it is 387
percent.

Mayor STro~. Well, you know, my answer to that is, Senator, that
we are talking about a technical l)roblern, we are talking about a tech-
nical problem of seeing to it that there is, in fact, the incentive element
written into this bill into the kinds of way that a person is not penal-
ized by going to work.

We are as concerned with the fact that no one would be penalized,
the fact that they will be motivated to work, in the first place, and
that they will not thereby be penalized.

We are also concerned about that there ought to be some point at
which you say, "Now, Government has done what is its responsibility.
In other words, we permitted, we have helped persons to live at a cer-
tain basic level."

From this point up, now tle responsibility is upon the person, and
this is why obviously you hgve to have some kind of maximum on
whatever your formula may happen to be.

The Conference of Mayors and League of Cities have not estab-
lished such a maximum. I listened with interest to the county officials
when they indicated that there ought to be a maximum of one and a
half times the poverty index.

So that you do not get into a very real problem of avoiding the
very incentive factor that , as originally involved.

This kind of situation, it seems, would be one me-ely of working
out technically that at the point at which you know a family needs x
amount of dollars, that they are going to receive that and that there is
built in the factor that they won't be penalized then by working
themselves right on off in any kind of assistance, and meanwhile
there does have to be built in here a mandatory work component, but
it always has to be a mandatory work component which recognizes
that you do not put a dollar value on a mother going out to work at
the expense of children who thereby do not have that mother there
at home with them to give them the proper care, instruction and
guidance so that at the expense of your making her work you deprive
them of something that they will need basically in order to try to
avoid becoming dependents themselves, this being one of the elements,
the presence of a family person or unless you, along the way, provide
the kind of day care centers that, would be a substitute in order to
make up for this kind of factor.

The League of Cities and Conference of Mayors endorse unequiv-
ocally the mandatory work component recognizing mothers with
young children as an exception.

But this, if this is the greatest problem that we have: to work out,
then the bill should be passed in a matter of a short time.

I listened awhile ago, for instance, to-I forget which of the Sen-
ators it was--who was telling me that the Labor Department has
trouble determining what the cost, of living index is in a given area
of the country. I cannot believe that.
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Why, just yesterday, we launched an antiballistic missile system
that way out there in space some kind of way they were able to put
together a projectile coming from one place in one direction and
another one coming from some other place.

We can ascertain what. the atmospheric conditions and pressures
are going to be on the moon, and you tell me that in Scioto County in
Ohio that you cannot find out what the cost of living index is, I don't
believe that, I don't believe it. Either that or else there is a tragic
difference in the different departments of Government under the
Federal structure.

Senator RmcoF. You cannot believe it, but it happens to be so
because people are interested in technology and the billions it costs,
but they are not very much interested in human beings and what that
might cost, you see. That is why the situation is as it is.

You know, the administration bill has no provision for work, for
jobs

As I understand the key of your testimony, it is that if you are going
to make people self-respecting and have them work there have to be
jobs for them to go to; is that right?

Mayor STms. Yes, sir.
Senator Rmicomv. As mayor, you must be struck with the fact that

training programs of any kind, with no job at the end of the training
period, is a snare and a delusion and a heartbreak for the person who
is trained; isn't that correct ?

Mayor SToKES. I agree with that.
Senator RisicoFF. So, basically, if this bill is going to have any

meaning we have to stop just talking about. more training and we
have to create more jobs for people to go to work.

Mayor STOKES. Yes, sir.
Senator RIBICOFF. Now, you take in the city of Cleveland, your own

city that you know, if it were not for the question of budget restraints,
how many people could you place in public service-connected employ-
ment in Cleveland?

Mayor STOKES. Place 3,000 tomorrow morning.
Senator Rmxcon. All right.
Of your 3,000 in Cleveland, what would those jobs be, would you

describe the types of jobs you would put them to work for in Cleveland?
Mayor SToKss. I would be glad to.
I would take one-half of them and put them in what we call our

auxiliary police.
You take the city of Washington, which has a lower population than

the city of Cleveland, but it has 100 percent more policemen than the
city of Cleveland.

We have a very limited basis because of our budget problems utiliz-
ing the auxiliary policemen in order to buttress the number of police-
men that we have, taking one man and putting him with a policeman,
and that puts two persons out there on the street in uniform, but one
of them, however, carries no gun and has no right of arrest.

Senator Rmicon. I am just curious.
Mayor S'OKES. All right.
Senator RnmicoFF. Your people on welfare, though, how many peo-

ple do you have on welfare in Cleveland?
Mayor STOKES. 50,000.
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Senator RmicorF. How many of them are able-bodied males?
Mayor STOKEs. Less than 3 percent.
Senator RimoorF. Well then, so that you-say vow have 50,000, less

than 3 percent-that would mean every able-bodied man would be a
policeman.

Mayor SToKES. No, but every able-bodied man then can be put into--
well, such a program, for instance, as last. night I attended a gradua-
tion of 21 architectural assistants. This was under a private program
that I began in Cleveland called "Cleveland Now," financed by private
funds. One of the work-study programs, that we had was taking 34
youngsters, boys and girls, and putting them into an architectural
school. We brought in the architects' association which furnished the
architects to us, and for this entire summer they studied design draw-
ing, drafting, and last night they presented me with a large drawing
of townhouses for a particular area of our city in which we wanted
to develop public housing. There are 34 youngsters who could, some
of whom will go into our department of engineering as beginning
draftsmen.

Our health department is just woefully inadequate with many per-
sons needed at the assistant level there, who could be learning how to
become practical nurses and to be aides and assistants in the health
department.

In the department of engineering, besides the architects, there are
other kinds of jobs that I would tob-row -morning be able to ac-
commodate 25.

If I took the whole department of public service, for instance,
which takes in mechanics of all kinds, the persons who work in the
shops, I would be able to put over 200 to work just in that department.

In our schools, as assistants to our schoolteachers, as aides to our
schoolteachers, and working in clerical positions, both in the schools
and in city government, we could utilize them.

In our department-of recreation, for instance, as manual clerks, not
with typewriting skills, but as clerks, all kinds of file clerks, through-
out the city of Cleveland, we could use them, and it would be easy to
develop so many of these young people as recreational instructors be-
cause the training is simple in that respect, and yet if you start them
on that first rung of working as a recreational instructor, as I did, for
instance, when I was 18-

Senator Rimoon. So you have about 3,000 peo-ole you could put
to work. What would the going wage average for those 3,000 people,
taking the norm in Cleveland today?

Mayor Sroxxa. For most of them you would be talking about a mini-
mum of $1.75 an hour, and several of the job classifications just begin-
ning because of our own experience in this respect, we paid as much
as$2.50.
. Senator Rnmcor.. Now, you take these people, you have some train-
ing programs working today in Vlemelandf _

Mayor STomm. Yes sir.
Senator Rmicoir. Now, what is the concept of the training program

you have in Cleveland today?
Mayor SToxxs. Well, let us take one of our typical programs-not

typical, I guess, but one that we have had success with, and that is in
training welders. I
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We have a program there in which we are carrying presently a class
of about 40 young men in which we have already graduated two
classes, in which we are training them to be welders. When they come
out of that school, I guess, they will be beginning at somewhere
around $5.50 an hour.

Senator RIBICOFF. Well, they have to have a certain type of
education.

The CHAMr AN. Might I just interject there for a moment, I wanted
to make this suggestion and see if it isn't correct.

Mr. Mayor, you are only saying about 3 percent of the people in-
volved here are able-bodied males. But-

Mayor'Ab ToKxs. On welfare.
Te C AtRMAiq. But we are talking about passing a bill here that

providessistance, to families headed by a father. Now, if that were
be th le, you would not have 50,000 peop with only 3 percent

lble-bodid males, you would have a lot more than 50,00 people who
would be drawing some form of welfare assistance, and where today,
programs are directed primarily at families headed by a mother, you
would have a great number of families headed by a father that would
be subject to the welfare system.

Mayor SToxEs. That is a fact.
The CHAIRMAN. So if that were the case you would have a lot more

people to be thinking about.
Senator RmicOrF. Frankly, I think this bill is defective in many

ways, and one of its basic defects is that it does not take care of families
without children and the single individual.

Mayor STOKES. That is right.
Senator RmIcoFF. If you are going to take care of the problems of

this country with people on welfare, if you want to move them, then
you cannot exclude the single individual, the 18-year-old young man
or the 17-year-old girl who cannot get a job, and you cannot exclude
the man and woman who live together in poverty or on welfare and
have no children.

I mean, this bill is good, and I am for it, but it has got an awful lot
of defects in it if we are going to try to move it and do something.

Now, in other words, if we are going to bring some real meaning to
this program and move people off welfare, the key is jobs. Today, with
5 percent unemployed, you have really got a problem of where do you
find jobs in private industry; isn't that correct?

Mayor SiKFzS. Yes, sir.
Senator RirOF. But your hospitals lack paramedical people,

nurses' aides, and people to sweep the floors and take out the bedpans
in your hospitals In C leveland, do they not?

Mayor SrouKs. Yes. They are not under the city, but-
Senator Rmiconr. And your schools and colleges there could prob-

ably put a lot of people to work.
How many hospitals do you have in Cleveland?
Mayor SToxzs. Oh, my goodness, we have within the borders of the

city of Cleveland approximately 15 hospitals.
Senator Rmxco". Fifteen. And these hospitals basically are under-

manned becuse of budget problems I
Mayor SmOyzs. All of them.
Senator RmicoF. All of them undermanned.
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Suppose you have a program where you brought in men and women
who would work in the menial tasks in the hospital, and somebody
has to do the menial work, and they would work for 20 hours, and they
would receive 40 hours' pay, and the other 20 hours, they would be
receiving training to upgrade them to go into a higher category of
work.

Would it be difficult for you to get the 15 hospitals together in
Cleveland to institute a work-training program in which the Federal
Government would be paying for 40 hours for 20 hours of work and
20 hours of training, an then when those people were trained and
they got stepped up higher, the hospitals would hire them in an up-
graded job, and then you would take another group of people in the
hospitals I

Would it be difficult for you, as mayor, to bring the hospitals to-
gether for cooperation with the city?

Mayor SToxs. It would not be difficult as long as you have this
factor of their being able to absorb that person when he or she finishes
training.

Senator RnmoroF. That is right, and they would only train them in
jobs where there was an actual job at the end of the training period.

Mayor ST xro. Yes, sir.
Senator Rlmcorn. That would be a condition precedent. No hospitals

could go into this program unless the training was in categories where
there would be a job waiting, upgraded, once they passed and achieved
their training program.

Mayor Sros a. Right.
Senator RmicorN.You can put this into effect?
Mayor SToxzs. With no problem.
Senator Rimcon. Those people, while it would cost money, once

they had that upgraded job they would go off the relief rolls, would
they not I

Mayor STowes. That is what this is all about.
Senator Rmunon. Yes, but it is not all about it. You see, this is what

bothers me, that is what it is supposed to be about, but this is what
this bill isn't all about, that is what bothers me.

I think we will make a great mistake if we oversell this bill to the
country. One of the great problems which we have in America is
every piece of social legislation we pass we oversell.

Mayor SToKzs. The thing for us to sell-
Senator Rmcorr. We gimmick it, you know, and we make a public

relations job.
Now, I am for this bill, but it is not going to do everything people

think it will do. I am going to do everything can to pass this bill, but
yet I do not want togo to the American people and say this is going
to answer all our wel fare problems, because it is not. You know that as
well as I do, Mayor Stokes&

Mayor Soxm. If we pass this bill, doesn't Senator Nelson have
a manpower-

Senator Rmxcor. Yes, but we have an amendment in this bill for
it, you see. I do not know when the Labor Committee is going to ever
get around to it. Let us do it here.

Mayor Somm. We ought to do it here.
Senator RmxooTr. That is right.



1879

Let me point out to you there are $600 million in this bill for train-
ing, but there is no provision for jobs. Now, there is no assurance that
that $600 million for training will have jobs at the end of it, so basically
even a start-I understand the President's problems with money, we
ought to take part. of that $600 million and make that available, actu-
ally, for public service-connected jobs.

Mayor STOKES. Or you ought to take additional money s---
Senator RIBICOFF. Well, that is 'going to be-that is right, but you

are going to have it awfully hard to get it through this Congress. But
I want to get some results, not just pass a bill and nothing much hap-
pens, you see.

But the problem of jobs is important.
If you are going to have workfare-and the President has called

it a workfare bill-it is not a workfare bill because there are no jobs
at the end of the bill. So we are going to have to worry about writing
some jobs into this bill, are we not?

Mayor STOKES. I hope you do, Senator, because the position of the
League of Cities and Conference of Mayors is that, in fact, you have the
minimum assistance program and a work program combined with it.

Senator RiaIcor .Let me ask you, out of curiosity, because you are a
mayor, do you think these people could be used to make Cleveland
a little more beautiful and cleaner?

Mayor STOKES. Just cleaning up, just basic housekeeping?
Senator RIICOFF. Just basic housekeeping.
Mayor STOKES. Unquestionably. After all, we are paying people

right n 3w who are supposed to be just doing that.
Senator RiBicori. That is right. There is nothing disgraceful for

a person to be a white wing. In other words, if you could be paid for
being a white wing, is it awful if you were taken off welfare and were
helping clean up the city and given a week's pay for doing that?

Mayor SToKxs. I do not know why anyone would have any problem
with that. After all, white wing jobs used to be jobs, some people,
when times were much harder, worked awfully hard and used every
kind of political device to get, because we do have to have people to
clean up the debris. There are people who just cannot be an engineer.

Senator RwmcorF. That is right.
Mayor STOKES. There are people who have to be barbers and there

are people who have to be laborers.
Senator Rrmcon. Even today people sweep up city hall, right?

And there are people-
Mayor SToxs. Most of the time.
Senator RmICOFF. And there are people who sweep the scllpols and

sweep the streets, and sweep up the floor of this committee room once
we are out, and clean the sidewalks, and maintenance people to cut
lawns and work in your parks to keep them beautiful, and pick up
the papers after a picnic or a concert, people are getting paid or that.

Mayor SToKE. They are. It is a regular job.
Senator RimcoFr. Now you talk about, and you are right, you

cannot take a woman with a child and then give--children, and then
give-her a job if the children are going to be neglected.

But suppose you had day care centers and then suppose you had
a woman who was 30 and she had three or four children of school age,
and they get off to school at 9 and come back from school at 3 o'clock,
is there any reason why that woman for 2 or 3 hours a day when her
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child is, or children are, in school, that she cannot help clean up the
neighborhood, whether it is with a broom or picking up papers or
trying to brighten up the city of Cleveland or the city of Hartford;
is there any reason why a woman like that could not be used?

Mayor SOKEs. Only one reason.
Senator RIBIcoFF. What is that?
Mayor SToxFm And that is that I would have other kinds of jobs,

more suitable to a woman.
Senator RIBIcorF. All right.
Mayor STOKES. And I would have more men who would be available

for that.
Senator RIBICOn. All right.
Mayor STOKES. This kind of work outside.
Senator RIRICOFF. In other words, what you would do, you would say

to the community, balance this out, everybody cannot be trained as an
electrician-

Mayor SToKms. Sure.
Senator Runcorn (continuing). Or a mason or an engineer.
Mayor SToWn. Right.
Senator Rmxcorr. There are people who are on the rolls who may be

mentally retarded, there are people on the rolls who have a limited
amount of intelligence, who could be trained for certain types of work.

I remember when I was Governor we had the Southbury Training
School which is probably one of the leading institutions for the men-
tally retarded. It was a fantastic thing. The children who were re.-
tarded had a fantastic green thumb, and they were able to train
gardeners, and maintenance people, and if there is anything in short
supply, that is gardeners and maintenance people. I remember when I
was Governor we used to pay wages, the going rate in the government
for girls who were mentally retarded out of Southbury or Mansfield
Training School, who used to come and work doing housework in the
Governor's Mansion at pay. As a matter of fact, I think two girls got
married out of the Governor's Mansion when I was there, who found
husbands and got married.

In other words, if you give it a little thought and attention, people
do not have to just drift. In other words, there are aHl categories of
jobs, and you try to find them, and I think there could be no greater
tragedy if we just passed this bill and do not keep in mind that at the
endof anything we do there must be a job. This should be an objective,
to move as many people, and I aw sure you, as a mayor, and every
mayor, could find in your cities public service-connected work at the
Moimg rate for people, and if we are going to move people off welfare
this i's what we ought to be thinking.

Mayor STo r. I agree with you absolutely, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator Cuwrs. Mr. Mayor, I have gone over your statement and I

understand you feel that the $1,600 figure is not adequate.
Mayor S -rois. That is correct, sir.
Senator Curm. What would you recommend?
Mayor S9moms. I believe our position would be to take the minimum

of what the poverty index would be, the fairly understood one of
$8700

§Znator Cum& sIn lieu of the $1,W00in the bill
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Mayor STOKZS. Let me answer it this nay: that I would be talking
about the poverty index which is $3,700 I4us I would be talking about
$3 700 in cash absent any food stamps.

Senator CuwMr. That would be the Federal portion ?
Mayor S is. Yes, air.
s r Curns. Now, the bill as it stands carries a mandatory re-

quireznent that the State must continue its supplement.
Ma Dr STozzs. I understand that.
Sector Curns. You would include that?
Maor SMxzB. No.
What I would do is, I would want to see the State phased out com-

pletely just as quickly as it can.
Senator Cunirs. Yes.
But I am trying to determine what your $3,700 includes. You would

not include food stamps?
Mayor Sr oxs. No, sir.
Senator Curri. But that woald be the figure that you would start

with while you still had the State supplement?
Mayor SToxas. You mean if fhad the $3,700 with the State

supplement?
Senator CuwRs. Yes.
Mayor S*oKzs. No, sir. I envision the $3,700 without the State

SUpplement. I am taking a final figure. I am going to the end.
If you say what would I like to see happen, I would like to see us

to start off at a minimum of $3,700 and without State participation.
But if you cannot do that, then I would have to accept the State

share along with the Federal share that would amount to $3 700.
Senator Curis. I wonder if I would ask the staff, what does the

$1,600, the way they have interpreted it what does it amount to ex-
clusive of-with the State supplement. The $1,600 figure in the bill,
what does that actually amount to, including the State supplement?
It varies as to States

SA"f. It will vary as to State. The $1,600 will be a 100 percent
Federal contribution to replace the contribution that you have now
for the first $1,600, ranging from 50 to 83 percent. As far as the in-
dividual is concerned, he will still get the same benefit as provided for
under the State welfare system.

There will be a difference in the way that the first $1,600 is financed.
It is a Government-to-Government program at that point. The indi-
vidual won't see any difference in his welfare check.

Senator Cums, I am still at a little loss to understand whether the
mayor has recommended an increase or not, $3,700 without the State
supplement and without the food stamps.

STAP. He has recommended an increase. In some States where the
payment level is below $1,600, the Federal System, the family assist-
ance plan, would wholly replace the State plan.

By raising the limit to $3,700 the Federal system would replace
the State system in a larger number of States.

The administration has suggested that the plan that the mayor sug-
gested would cost $25 to $37-billion in excess of the cost of the family
assistance plan before the committee.

Senator Cumis. $25 to $35 billion?
STmr. $25 to $35 billion in the long range.

44-627 0-70--. 8-



1882

Senate Cuwrs. Per year b
STAFF. Yes, sir. Initially, it would cost $12 to $17 billion.
Senator Cuwrs. That answers my question as to that.
Now, in addition to the raise in the amount, do you favor chang-

ing the bill to include single people?
Mayor SToKE8. I believe that single people, married people who are

without employment, that every American, Senator Curtis, ought to be
able to live at a minimum level.

Senator CuwTrs. Well, in other words, this bill before us excludes
couples without children and the unmarried; you would include them?

Mayor SToKUs. I would personally include them; yes, sir.
Senator CuTs. Yes.
Do you believe in the right to dissent ? The reason I am asking, you

won't mind if I dissent from something you said?
Mayor STOKEs. That is all right, because I am dissenting from much

that you said this morning.
Senator CurrTm. I understand.
There are a great many fine people in the country, millions of people,

who believe that the expenditure for the defense of their country is an
expenditure for people,human beings.

I would not vote a nickel for defense of this country if I did not
think it was defending the people in our country and everything about
it, and I do not expect you to agree, but I cannot put expenditures over
here and say that is for defense, I won't spend that, we will spend it for
people. If we are not spending this money to defend the people in this
country of the United States it would not be spent at al But I think
we are.

Mayor STosrs. There is quite a residue of opinion that, in fact, at
least the full amounts that are being spent are not, in fact, in defense
of the country.

Let us go to one of the other items, Senator Curtis, and let us say
$25 million for a trip to Mars. Now, you have a difficult time placing
a priority of a trip to Mars to the feeding and the clothing and the
housing of American citizens today.

Senator Curss. Well, the Congress has not done that. The space
prugram has been reduced to its lowest level in years. It was reduced
about $1 billion this year.

It has been the sparkplug for the greatest scientific and engineering
advance in recent times, and out of that advance and human knowledge
and science and engineering we will have our future shaped for us.
There will be more efficiency in food, in weather prediction, countlessthings.Now, whether it should be cut back 20 percent more or 50 percent
more, or what-not, it is not as simple as some people imply.

The defense of this country is to defend it for the people of the
United States, and our children and their grandchildren. Unwise
decisions will be made now and then, but you oversimplify greatly.
You are a leader in this country, you are a well-educated man, and
when you make a statement from a public forum like this that here
we could do away with defense expenditures, there would be plenty
of money for us, it misleads many of the people who have not had
the opportunity you have, and they come to a conclusion that here
is a wicked government which is conniving to carry on a war machine
just becau eof choice.
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It may be because of error, it is hdt because of choice.
Mayor STOxKs. Mr. Cha irinan,nuay I-
Senator Cuwrm. I do not expect you to agree with me. All I want

is the right of dissent.
Mayor S-roEzs. Fine. I know the good Senator, and I am not going

to debate the Southeast Asia conflict but, sir, I -am going to tell you
when you sit in a city hall in ope, of the big industrial cities of this
Nation, you tend to deal with simple things. You tend to deal with
simple things like people who are unable to eat today and cannot
understand a concern with whether they are going to be able to drink
the water around in 15 years from now or breathe the air 15 years from
now, because their children are not getting enough to eat today.

When I talk to you, sir, about people who are living in the most
absolute form of degradation in the cities today, in hovels, which in
the North do not have fuel and heat during the winter months, and
when I tell you that children have to exchange shoes with one another
and go to school part time because they otherwise do not have a pair
of shoes; in fact, when I tell you that the sixth wealthiest State in
the United States, the State of Ohio, provides children on welfare
with $5 a year for school clothing, that is a fact, that is a simple kind
of fact, Senator Curtis, that I have to deal with, and it does not lend
itself to my being concerned about an accurate prediction of weather
conditions because either of a satellite on the moon or on any other
kind of planet.

Despite these kinds of suffering mayors do not say, don't defend your
country. I served in the Army, and if I had to go again in order to
protect this country, I would do so.

Senator Cusrs. I am sure of that, but I am also convinced that your
words here -this morning would lead millions of people to believe
that we ought to discontinue this defense spending.

Mayor SOS. No, no. You could certainly reduce the defense
spending. There is no question in my mind, Senator Curtis, that defense
spending cotild be reduced without absolutely any impairment to the
territorial integrity of the United States. No question about it in my
mind.

Senator CURTIs. Well, you should examine the extent to which it
has been reduced.

Mayor SToKES. I do not want to get into a give-and-take, because
what I hope is, as an elected Senator of the United States, you would
not have been elected from your State unless the people of your State
recognized that you were one of the two men in that State whom they
felt, had the concern of the people at heart. In a body of 100 men,
there are going to be vacations in philosophy, and as persons like
myself come before you, there will be differences in what our notions
are

But I think that we are united in one thing, and that is we are
concerned about America, we are concerned about the preservation
of our Nation, and we are concerned about its people.

Senator CuRrm. I am sure we are.
Mayor STowes. And I think all it means in the case of you and me

is, how do we put together where we think our priorities ought to
be, priorities not in absolutes, but priorities in the sense of some money
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going here and some there with, hopefully, the greater amount of
money going to meet what we can agree is our most pressing need.

Senator CURTIs. I am sure that is true. But I ain not so sure--
Mayor SToxEs. Can I go back to one other thing that you men-tioned t'
Senator CurrIs. Yes.
Mayor STOKES. Let us assume the figure that the young man gave

us was correct, the $25 to $30 billion a year, if my own notion that
every person ought to have a minimum standard of living were
carried out.

Senator Curtis, in my city and in other cities, the costs of health
care are just tremendous, and those costs are in a direct proportion
to whether or not a mother has a proper prenatal care, whether or
not she and the child have proper postnatal care, whether or not the
youngster in the slums of our city gets the different immunizations,
like vaccinations, whether they find out early enough for corrective
purposes about eye trouble, ear trouble, heart defects, respiratory
problems, all of these things that subsequently cost us money one way
or the other, and the whole problem of not spending the kind of
money in the first instance on quality education which causes a drop-
out who then is reflected in juvenile and criminal statistics.

Every businessman understands how investing a given amount of
capital will subsequently help save money by improving processes,
diminishing labor costs and costs of production.

Human beings are analogous to this also. If X amount of dollars is
invested ia given person who needs it, there will be a savingrin that
person during the time that he is in his productive years, and subse-
quently can, by illustration of my own personal testimony, then be a
contributor back, and this is the way our country can continue to build
and to save those who have been excluded from this process

Senator Cvrr. You do not contend that the people who doubt the
wisdom of this particular bill favor children going without medical
care, do you I

Mayor Sioxzs. No, sir; I do not equate the two. But they are not
th*nking about them sometimes. Sometimes what they are concerned
about in this bill are either dollar costs that weigh heavily sometimes
to the exclusion-

Senator CuRn. That was the whole burden of the County Officials
Association. They said we are broke. They said, "You pay the bill,"
and it appears Mm" they are willing to buy most everything i ' we dothat. -

Mayor SToxxs. I am not.
The other thing, the other part of it, is how do you do it how do

you go about it. We have not had any experiences, Senator Curtis, in
knowing specifically how to handle the problems because we have
never known before in the history of our country the kind of problem
that we have now. We arrived here by our mistakes and so now we
have got to, even as we blundered around and create the problem, in
some way blunder around and use the best minds available to us to

-the problem
But what we have got to keep in mind all of the time is that the

reason that we are doing it is because we are talking about human
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beings. If our only thought is about dollars, then we have lost the
thruit of what this is all about. Instead of the man from the county
talking to you about the money crunch at home, if he does not under-
stan why he has a money crunch, or how much greater a crunch he is
going to have if he does not get the dollars necessary to do the job,
Nenhe has conveyed the wrong impression, and I do not think that
these men intended to.

I know they spoke in a limited manner in that way. But that is why
those of us in the cities who are ma ore in particular, have such short
longevity as public officials if we do what we have to do, because we
have to propose the hard lines.

Right now I am proposing a tax program in my city because,
whether I come here and get ultimately the help from the Cleveland
and Ohio dollars that are here or not, I have got to take care of those
day-to-dayproblems, and there is only one way for an official to do it in
thecity, and that is to go to the taxes.

Senator Curns. It makes a good speech-
Mayor STonxs. That is living.
Senator Cunrrm (continuing). To say that we are interested not in

dollars but in people.
Mayor SToKES. You do not agree with that, sir.
Senator Cums. But you cannot separate them. You are begging for

dollars because you want people to be happy, you see. If dollars were
not important you would eavee that $1,600 figure instead of going to
$3,700, but dollars are important.

Mayor SToxxs. No. If people were not important, I would stay at
the $1,600.

Senator Cuwns. But dollars are important in helping the people,
you see. It is the dollars that enable them to buy food and get enough
shoes so they can all go to school at once. I do not know how we can
love our neighbor and- burn his house down. After all, it is just a house,
materials, not people, and they are rather hard to separate.

Mayor STOKwS. It is not too difficult, though, to say for human be-
ingswe are going to provide the dollars, is it? Can't we say it in that

Senator CuRTs. Well, I think you have to say that if you are going
to be concerned about people, you have got to be concerned about
dollars too.

Mayor SToKws. Well, if it comes to a question of serving this country
you would not have any problem in whatever dollars were necessary
to appropriate to save this country from external enemies, would
yourV

Senator Curi. That. is right.
Mayor STowes. So, sir, I have no concern about raising the amount

of dollars necessary to save this country from its internal enemies.
Senator CuRTIs. I did not dispute that. I did question the impres-

sion that you left that we could discontinue our defense expenditures.
Mayor Soixzs. I am sorry, Senator if I said that because what I

should have said, and what I thought I said, is that you can certainly
reduce your defense expenditures.

Senator Crrs. Thank you very much.
Mayor Swore. Yes, sir.
Senator Currs. Thank you.
The committee will reconvene at 2:30.
(Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconve'.ie at

2 :80 p.m. this same day.)
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AFFIT.RNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.
Our next witness is to be I)r. Seymour Wolfbein, dean of the

school of business at Temple University, and Mr. Karl Schiotterbeck,
economic security manager of the National Chamber in behalf of
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States.

STATEMENT OF KARL SCHLOTTERBECK, EONOMIC SECURITY
MANAGER. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. ScHiorrBECK. Thank you very much.
My name is Karl Schlotterbeck, and I am economic security man-

ager for the Chamber of Commerce of the United States.
My cowitness was to have been Dr. Seymour Wolfbein, dean of

the School of Business at Temple University, and a member of the
national chamber's committee on manpower development

You may recall he was the first Manpower Administrator in the
Department of Labor in the early 1960's.

Unfortunately, an unforeseen situation developed over the week-
end. Dr. Wolfbein asked me to express his regrets to you, Mr. Chair-
man, and to the committee on not being able to be here.

Dr. Wolfbein would also like the record to show that he endorses this
entire statement and wants his name associated with it.

Mr. Chairman, to my knowledge, the national chamber is the only
organization of business whose concern about the welfare problem
and the poverty problem antedates by several years the announce-
ment about a year ago that there would be a welfare reform bill.

In the past 6 or 7 years the chamber has had a task force, an ad-
visory panel, a national symposium, a national workshop on the
urban poor, and a special committee on welfare programs and in-
come maintenance, all examining into the welfare problem, and the
separable problem of poverty.

In the course of these activities we have-l earned much, especially
about welfare and about aid to families with dependent children.

We also came to realize how little is actually known about the
people on AFDC.

HR. 16311, contains a radical new welfare policy proposal. This
is to establish a Federal program paying welfare to families with
fathers present and working, to the so-called working poor, and the
purpose of doing so is to solve the welfare problem.

According to HEW, this problem is the very rapid and costly growth
of the one welfare program, aid to families with dependent children,
the growth in the past decade and prospectively a continued growth
in the years ahead.

We agree with this diagnosis of the welfare problem, but we dis-
agree completely with the proposed solution.

HEW and Labor Department spokesmen contend that AFDC is so
constructed as to explain the growth in the 1960's and to assure like
growth in the 1970's.

They assert that since AFDC is not paid to families with working
fathers earning relatively low incomes. AFDC has offered a power
economic incentive to such men to quit their jobs and go on welfare,
or to desert their families and then the families would go to welfare.

The evidence refutes these beliefs about facts.



1887

You know, it is indeed curious that the argument aout father
desertion is even advanced because the President's Councelor, Dr.
Moynihan, has said there is not a nickel's worth of hard facts showing
that AFDC does cause father desertion, family breakup.

It is also curious why no attention has been given to what has been
happening in a modified family assistance program. This is no 3 or 4
year very small scale experimental project like the widely publicized
one in New Jersey. It is the welfare program in New York City.

Now, in this program they have removed this purported powerful
economic incentive of AFDC which they claim has encouraged so
many fathers to desert their families. And yet between 1961 and 1967,
New York City alone accounted for more than 60 percent of the na-
tional increases in deserted families on AFDC.

Moreover, a 1966 study--
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to get that straight. Would you mind

explaining that a little. You say New York has abandoned, had elimi-
nated, that incentive for one to leave the family; is that right?

Mr. ScimLorrFnEcx. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. How did they eliminate that incentive, by provid-

ing the father could be with the family and still draw welfare ?
Mr. SCHLOTTMECK. Because they can draw this general assistance

to an amount that will give them as much, with their earnings, as they
would get if they were unemployed and on welfare. So it has removed
that incentive for the father to desert.

Now, there was a study-
Senator Cmrns. What was that 60 percent business?
Mr. SCHLOTEMRBECK. Between 1961 and 1967 nationally there was

an increase of about 65,000 deserted families on AFDC. More than 60
percent of that growth occurred in New York City alone.

Senator CuRns. During that time did they have general relief as
a State program?

Mr. ScimorrERB cK. They have had that for 15 or 20 years.
Now, a study was done in 1966 of this welfare situation in New York,

and they found that most of the desertions occurred after the families
got on welfare.

In other words, this modified family assistance program has not
cut down on father desertions. But HEW would have us believe that
the proposed family assistance plan would succeed in eliminating
this AFDC growth factor, if only we would do it nationwide. The
logic escapes us

Moreover, I suspect it must escape these HEW spokesmen, too,
for HEW admits that the factors leading to desertion are complex
not just one simple single factor of low income.

Mr. Chairman, the national chamber urges this committee to reject
H.R. 16311 as the solution to the AFDC problem.

The allocations of increased Federal spending in the bill reflect
wrong priorities. The justifications for this radical, new welfare policy
are based on beliefs about facts. The proposed mix of welfare in
cash and in kind would result in a potentially powerful work disin-
centive to adults on family welfare.

Instead, we urge this committee to develop a bill that would be
specifically directed to solving the AFDC welfare problem, and to
inproving the present arrangements for adults in need.
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We suggest a bill that would do four things:
First and foremost, unify the various welfare aids in such manner

as to meet family need, but to provide incentives to able-bodied family
welfare adults to become employable and to become self-supporting.

The CHAIRMAN. Can I ask you a question?
Mr. SciLOrrSBECK. Surely.
The CHAIRMAN. Can you refer me to the page in your prepared

statementt where you are now?
Mr. SCHLoTrFRECx. All right.
The CHAMMAN. I am looking at your prepared statement and you

are reading from a summary, I take it?
Mr. SCHLarmIwEcK. I am at the bottom of page 12, starting with

the next to the last paragraph.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir. Thank you.
Mr. SCHLOM'rMPWECK. And I am paraphrasing some of my language

there.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. SCHW0'FBECK. Second, constructively help adults on AFDC,

now and in the future, to help themselves get off from welfare.
Third, create constructive help for employed family heads with

lesser work skills to acquire greater earning capacity.
Fourth, consolidate the three present welfare programs for adults

in need.
Now, we have some suggestions for effectively helping both AFDC

adults and the family heads of the so-called working poor. We sug-
gest a constructive opportunity program. This would consist of two
strategies, a rehabilitation strategy for AFDC adults, and an up-
grading strategy for employed family heads with lesser skills, lesser
earning capacities.

Both strategies are based on what we know to be so, not on what
some believe to be so.

The occupational rehabilitation strategy is rooted in the fact that
the vast majority of AFDC families are there, because they have lost
their family breadwinner. So the solution to the problem is to make
breadwinners out of the adults remaining with the families.

This strategy should be developed at the local level in our 130 or
so larger cities. That is where most of the AFDC families are.

A method for identifying the manpower potential for these AFDC
adults should be developed. Priorities for selecting and developing
this manpower potential could then be established.

An effective method must be available and used in identifying con-
tinuing needs for qualified workers for entry level jobs, public and
private.

Training allowances and child care arrangements would have to
beprovided as in the present law.

The employer community in each local area must be actively in-
volved in the entire strategy. But the self-interest of employers in
another source of workers would help greatly in achieving that coop-
eration.

Finally, some one Federal agency must be responsible for putting
these together, the manpower potential, the identified needs of em-
ployers for entry job workers, and programing the needed training
program.
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Bi% this should be an agency that has also a demonstrated effective
technology of motivational counseling. We are convinced that this is
the indispensable ingredient to success in moving able-bodied adults
from the welfare rolls to payrolls.

We urge this committee to examine carefully the motivational
expertise of the vocational rehabilitation service, especially its now
completed $1 million, 5-year experimental project in Wisconsin.

Now, the second strategy is an upgrading strategy, and it would
be a companion national initiative of public after work-hours training
for lower skilled workers. This would be available not only to the so-
called working poor but to other adult workers with similar earnings
but smaller family responsibilities.

Such strategy is rooted in the fact the.t most workers do seek better
pal throu h better jobs. This strategy would have a 3-fold advantage.

It would help those at lower pay levels to improve their lot, if they
have th initiative and the desire.

It would help meet employers' needs for workers with better skills.
But, most importantly, the movement of such workers to higher

skilled jobs would open their jobs for AFDC adults.
In conclusion, the chamber wants to commend this committee and

its staff for its careful, deliberate search for the facts about the AFDC
problem and about proposed solutions.

Development of a viable solution to the AFDC problem deserves top
priority not only because of the rising burden on State and local tax-
payers who are also, by and large, the Federal taxpayers, but also
because the family adults on AFDC need a constructive way so that
they can help themselves get off welfare.

We look to this committee with real confidence that it will con-
tinue its prudent, deliberate quest for the needed facts on which to
develop such legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Schlotterbeck follows. Hearing

continues on p. 1898.)

STATEMENT PUSTM FOB THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES
wn KARL T. ScHLoTTE 1 cK A"D Si-YmOU L. WOLFruFN

My name is Karl Schlotterbeck. I am Elconomic Security Manager for the
Chamber of Commerce of the United Statea My co-witness is Dr. Seymour
Wolfbein, Dean of the School of Business at Temple University. He Is . member
of the National Chamber's Committee on Manpower Development.

We are speaking today on behalf of the National Chamber, the world's largest
federation of business enterprises and organizations, Its membership embraces
89,000 business enterprises, 3,800 trade and professional associations, and local
and state chambers of commerce, with an underlying membership of approxi-
mately 5 million individuals and firm.

We urge rejection of H.L. 16811. This proposal, billed as welfare reform,
offer. a totally sterile solution to the welfare problem. Hence, much of the
proposed additional spending would increase prospective deficits, would be futile
and to no avail. We are convinced that the beguiling 'income strategy" of
H.RL 16311 I spurious and should be repudiated.

For able-bodied adults on welfare and for employed family heads of the
so-called "working poor", we recommend a constructive opportunity program.
Such a program would consist of two strategies--an occupational rehabilitation
strategy for welfare adults, and an ugrading strategy for, but not restricted to,
the "working poor" family heads.
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RAB8I FOR CHAMBM COMMENTS

Over the last several years, the Chamber has become Increasingly concerned
about the welfare problem and about poverty. It has devoted progressively more
of its resources to the study of these problems and to communications with its
buinews members

In 1964, the Chamber established the Task Force on Economic Growth and
Opportunity. One hundred top business leaders studied the causes of poverty,
and widely publicized some 80 suggestions for alleviating poverty and strength-
ening the economy.

In 1965, the Chamber published a pamphlet, entitled "Welfare Spending:
How to Use It Constructively". This described successful experimental programs
to help adults on Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). These
included birth control programs, motivation for education, education and Job
training, and work projects.

The same year, the Chamber's Council on Trends and Perspective commis-
sioned and published a study on the prospective demand and supply of manpower
for the ensuing decade. One of the manpower potentials analyzed was the adult
welfare population.

In 1968, increasing public attention and thought were given to better ways
and means to provide income to the needy poor. So in December 1966, the
Chamber sponsored a National Symposium on the Guaranteed Income. The
purpose was to provide broad, public exposure of pro and con viewpoints about
a national negative Income tax plan.

In 196-67, a special Advisory Panel studied various Income maintenance
proposals and made on-the-spot investigations of several recruitment, literacy,
and training programs for inner-city youths and adults, many of whom were
on welfare.

As a rsult of this Panel's work, in 1968 the National Chamber sponsored a
day-and-a-half "National Workshop on the Urban Poor-Its Manpower and
Oonsmer Potentials". There were several purposes, but a major one was to
show our business members what was being done successfully to help the dis-
advantaged, the Inner-city youth, the needy families and adults help themselves--
and how to do it. The objective of these progrms was to assist these people,
Including adults on welfare, become employable and be placed in self-supporting
jobo,

Two years ago, the National Chamber established a Committee on Welfare
Programs and Income Maintenance. The high caliber of business leaders who
agreed to serve on this committee Is indicated by the membershiD below:

M. A Wright, Chairman, Chairman of the Board, Humble Oil & Refining Com-
pany, Houston, Texas.

0. H. Allen, Vice President, General Motors Corporation, New York, New York.
Harilee Branch, Jr., President, The Southern Company, Atlanta, Georgia.
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The major purpose of this Committee was to analyze the performance of exist-
ing Federal-State welfare programs and to recommend guiding principles for a
public income maintenance program to constructively alleviate poverty and, at
the same time, preserve human dignity, individual freedom and personal initia-
tive.

Last fall, the National Chamber co-sponsored one-day Urban Action Forums in
15 cities across the country. In ten of them, we discussed the AFDC welfare prob-
lem with representative groups of business leaders, and suggested ways and
means for the local business community to exercise initiative in the development
of the manpower potential of family welfare adults.

We mention these activities to demonstrate that the National Chamber has
been deeply concerned for nearly a decade-not Just the last year or so-about
this human problem of people on welfare. And this concern extends not Just to
adults in need with children, but also to other adults who are childless.

In the course of these activities, we have learned much about these programs.
We have also learned how relatively little is actually known about the people on
AFDW.

THE REAL WELFARE PROBLEM

Most will agree that the real welfare problem is centered in the one program-
Aid to Families with Dependent Children. Referring to public welfare as a whole,
former HERV Secretary Finch, told the Ways and Means Committee last Fall
that:

"The failure of the system is most evident in the recent increases in welfare
costs and caseloads...

"In the Aid for Families with Dependent Children program (AFDC), costs
have more than tripled since 19M0 (to about $4 billion at the present time) and
the number of recipients has more than doubled (to some 6.2 million persons) .

Moreover, the Secretary could see no change in this trend unless the welfare
reform of H.] 16311-the Family Assistance Plan-is adopted.

"Prespects for the future show no likelihood for relief from the present upward
spiral. By conservative estimates, AFDC costs will double again by fiscal year
1975, and caseloads will iticrease by 50 to 60 percent." '

This Identification of the welfare problem, and this prediction for the next ,ew
years were reiterated by Secretary Finch in testimony before tbh4 Committ-,I last
April.

More recently, on August 13, the Secretary of Labor called AFDC a "miserable
failure," and asserted that the Family Assistance provides the "vast reform"
that is needed.

This identification of AFDC as the welfare problem-with which, we believe,
most will agree-provides the most suitable basis for evaluating H.R. 16311 as
the "vast reform needed."

The single, pertinent question is--Will H.R. 16311 reverse the trend in AFDC?
Evaluation of the bill is best done in terms of its three basic parts:

1. Consolidation of the three public assistance programs for adults in
need;

2. Some restructuring of the present federal-state assistance program for
families with children in need; and

3. Initiation of a federal guaranteed family income program by establish-
ing a new concept of "need", and by extending eligibility to families with
a regular breadwinner present.

CONSOLIDATION OF THE THREE ADULT PROGRAMS

This bill would consolidate Old-Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, and Aid to
the Penmanently and Totally Disabled into a single federal-state assistance pro-
gram for adults in need. It would also: establish uniform nationwide eligibility
conditions; increase the minimum amount of assured monthly income; provide
for an expanded work incentive, and retain federal-state sharing of benefit costs

Owing to the uniform eligibility conditions and to the higher level of bene-
fits, federal costs would be increased the first year by approximately $600 million.

S See Soofta Security ad Weffare Proposals, Hearings, Ways and Means Committee,
91st Cong. lot Sesion, p. 49.

SSee the same, p. 50.
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This consolidation of 3 programs for adults who, by and large, have little
or no potential for work and self-support is a reasonable and sound change, but
no federal minimum standard should be imposed for such assistance.

However, these proposed changes have no relation to AFDC and, hence, do
not reform the basic welfare problem-AFDC.

WST3UCTURINO OF AFJDC

Some other provisions in the bill purportedly abolish AFDC. However, this
is not so. The kinds of families now receiving AFDC would continue, as a
group, to receive part of their welfare from the federal government, and a state
supplement (except in 8 states).

The major provisions would:
Establish a nationwide minimum federal income floor, supplemented in

all (except 8) states so families would continue to receive the amounts pro-
vided under present AFDC programs;

Establish a uniform nationwide condition of eligibility, based chiefly on
income, but also on liquid assets;

Increase the present earnings exemption (as a greater work incentive)
in determining eligibilit.' and benefit amount;

Increase federal financing of child care arrangements;
Increase federal financing of Job training opportunities;
Provide that application for these welfare payments would be on a

simplified form;
Require the adult applicant (with certain exceptions) to register for

work or training; and
Increase the federal share of total benefit costs.

The only provisions which may facilitate the movement of AFDC adults from
dependency on welfare to self-support on a Job are the increased federal funds
of $600 million available for child care and training.

INrrUTIATING A OUANTRAN FAMILY INCOME

A radically new provision in the bill is for a federal program paying welfare
to families with a regularly employed father present. Uniform, nationwide con-
ditions of eligibility, an earnings "disregard", and the requirement for registra-
tion for work or training are the same as for the AFDC type of families. This
constitutes the "income strategy" of H.R. 16311 that purportedly will solve
the welfare problem-AFDC.

Four facts are most significanL
First, such provisions will initiate federal financing of welfare payments to

families headed by a father who is regularly working-to the "working poor".
Second, the provisions for receipt of welfare are such as to make this a

guaranteed family Income to families that are already self-mupprting.
Third, this new program is obviously considered the most important con-

tribution to reform of the welfare problem, since it accounts for the largest
share-1.4 billion--of the increased federal costs of the bill for the first year.

Fourth, 13 to 14 million persons may well be added to the 7 millions now on the
family welfare rolls.

Consequently, the reasons offered by HEW why this will help solve the AFDC
problem should be carefully examined.

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE FOR A GUAUANTE D FAMILY INCOME

HR. 16811 proposes to initiate an "income strategy" designed to solve the
problem of continuing growth in numbers of families on AFDC and of costs. The
essence of this strategy is to pay welfare to families with working fathers when
their income in relation to family size is relatively low. These are the "working
pOOV.

HEW spokesmen contend that unless the earnings of such families are supple-
mented by welfare payments, there is a strong risk that these families will end up
on AFDC. These fathers will be encouraged either to quit their low-paying jobs,
or desert their families-and then the families would go on AFIDC and be as well-
off, or perhaps better off.

HEW Assistant Secretary Patricelli told the Ways and Means Committee:
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... this raises now what ts probably the crucial question: Why is it that we
are suggesting to the committee that ve must cover the working poor, and thereby
add 13 million people, roughly, to Federal assistance caseloads in the name of
reform of the public assistance system?

"... it is our feeling that it is vital to include the working poor, the 18 million.
if there is to be a proper program for the 7 million nonworking recipients, and
that is at the crux of the matter.

"So the case rests rather importantly on the fact that to deal adequately with
the 6 to 7 million persons now on AFDC you have to build in the working poor so
that they have the work incentives, and so that they have the family stability
Incentives, in order that they won't become part of the 6 to 7 million."'

HEW spokesmen support the soundness of this new Income strategy" on the
actual existence of these two risks.

Risk *1
HEW contends that AFDC offers an incentive to fathers with low job-earnings

to quit a,, ,go on welfare.
"... !4o properly conceived welfare system should make it 'pay' for someone

with laevi earnings to quit his Job and go on relief... The family assistance plan
encourages work and will supplement the wages of the working poor so that
they will have the pride and financial incentvies to become and remain part of
the marketplace.

"... coverage for the working poor is necessary to preserve the work incen-
tives for the working poor... '

The facts do not indicate that many fathers have responded to this "incentive"
of AFDC to quit their Jobs and go on welfare There are 23 states paying AFDC
to families with unemployed father These 23 include 9 of the 10 highly indus-
trialimed states, making relatively large AIDC welfare payments. Despite such
attracltve incentives to quit, there werer only 90,000 such families on AFDC as
recently a February, 1970.

Available data indicate that such unemployment and welfare were not from
choice. The most recent monthly data available (thru Dec. 1968) show that for
every unemployed father on AFID placed In a job by the Employment Service
(and then immediately dropped off the AFDC rolls) at least 18 others sought and
found regular employment thru their own efforts and other resources. Had they
truly preferred being on AFDC, they could easily have remained on welfare
much longer merely by waiting for the Employment Service tc, find them Jobs.
Clearly, the choice of many was not to remain on welfare.

Risk #2
HEW contends that any father with low Job-earnings (or a father with modest

earnings but a larger family) is encouraged to desert his family if they would be
better off on AFDC. Such father-absences, they say, explain the tremendous
growth in AFDC.

"... it [AFDO] is inequitable In its treatment of male-headed families as
opposed to those headed by a female... The result of this unfortunate discrim-
ination is the creation of a powerful eoofomto inoentive for the father to leave
home so that the State may better support his family than he can. . . . And
this financial incentive hks taken its toll. In 1940, only 80 percent of the
famlil.. ov AFDO had absent fathers, but today the figure stands at over 70
percent." (IXalic supplied.)'

"... the family assistance plan would remove a major Incentive for a father
to leave home so tlMt his family could qualify for welfare." '

"Under AFDO the financial incentives are such that they work to break up
the family. .. ." 1

HEW spokesmen have specified father-desertion as a major causal factor for
the growth in ArmD, as follows:

"Approximately 70 percent of the families on the APDO program are families
with absent fathers. As to how many are run-away or divorced, or absent for
other reasons, I don't know.

Sthe same, %&8". M~-S .
'.the same,- statement by former HEW Secretary Finch, p. 850; and by Patrcelil,

'ee the same, p. 50. for statement by Finch.
S See the same, p. 1U, foe further statement by Finch.See the same, pp. 864-65, for statement by Patricelll.



1894

'The last figure I saw was about 20 percent, where there was actual desertion,
whchA is what we are talking about here." (Italic supplied.)I

The foots do Pot support this contention that AFDC has encouraged family
break-up by ataher-deserfton--that this has been a chief cause of the growth
in the AFDC caseload, and in the tax costs.

Comparable, detailed surveys of AFDC show that father-desertions accounted
for 20.2 percent of the families (with living fathers) on AFDC in 1953-the low-
point in the caseload since 1950. And it declined to 19.8 percent in 1967-and
to 108 percent in 1969, the caseload high-point since 1950.' This decline has
occurred while the aggregate AFDO caseload was growing prodigiously.

It is interesting to note that the President's Counsellor, Daniel P. Moynihan,
completely disagrees with these HEW assertions. He has stated that ".. . there
are not 5 cents worth of research findings that the availability of AFDC payments
does lead to family break-up." 1*

However, in a separate memorandum, HEW subsequently admitted to the
Ways and Means Committee that desertion is not triggered by the single factor
of low income. (In fact, low Income may be of minor significance.) HEW stated
that ". .. The factors that lead to desertion are complex." 11

And indeed the factors must be complex. To illustrate, in New York City,
families with unemployed fathers can get AFDC for the entire family-and
those with working fathers, but "poor", have their incomes supplemented by
a state welfare program, so that they will be as well-off as they would be on
AFTO. IU the father receiving a state welfare supplement becomes unemployed,
or deserts, the family is automatically shifted to AFDC. Obviously, the "power-
ful economic incentive" for fathers to desert because their families would then
be better off on AFDC--or to quit their Jobs--has been removed. In essence,
New York City has a modified family assistance program. It Is, in a sense,
an experimental program on a much vaster scale than the widely publicized
experiment In New Jersey, financed by the Office of Economic Opportunity.

Thus, New York City experience with AFDC can give us some insight on
what national experience might be with a national family assistance plan.

From 1981 to 1967, the AFDO caseload Increased 41 per cent nationally--but
100 per cent in New York City. In fact, New York City alone accounted for 86
per cent of the national increase,

Father-deserted families on AA)C increased 138 per cent nationally-but 337
per cent in New York City. The city actually contributed more than 60 percent of
the increase for the entire country."

A 1966 study of the AFDC problem in New York interviewed AFDC mothers
who had been deserted. Most of these mothers reported that the desertions
occurred after the families got on welfare-not before, as a means to qualify the
family for welfare."

We can only conclude from this New York City experiment with a modified
family assistance program that removal of this "powerful economic incentive"
of AFDC for fathers to desert their families did not hold families together.
Family assistance in New York did not reduced father-desertions, but "desertion"
actually was the largest single cause of the large AFDC growth In the city.
Why should we expect different results if a family assistance plan were adopted
nationally?

The social tragedy of father-desertion has been grossly misrepresented as
a major factor in the AFDC growth during the 1960's. Nevertheless, H.R. 16311

* See the same, p. 225, for statements by HEW Undersecretary Veneman, and by
Charles Hawkins, an HEW official.

* See table in Appendix A-Distribution of AFDC Families. Note that the percentages
in the text do not agree with those in the table. This is because the text percentages are
computed erelusive of families on AFDC whose fathers are deceased.

1See Daniel P. Moynihan, The Cristo in Welre--The View From New York, a paper
prepared for the 1967 Arden Home Conference on Public Welfare.

a see the same Heari p. 580.
U a" eort an Fill of Bpe*W Review of Aid to Famines Wth Dependent C7li.

Eve n NeWe Fork City, a report to the Ways and Means Committee made jointly by the
U.S. De. of HEW and the New York State Department of Social Services on Septem-
York City AVM caseload increased from 51,205 in 1961 to 183,000 in 1967--by 160
ber 24. 1969. This study was monitored by GAO. The table on page 64 shows the New
lreeat Meanwhile the deserted families on the AFDC caseload Increased from 12,138 to2 856-r by 337 percent,

Whe table on par 6 gives similar data for the U.S.
BSee Wefare sa R4f--, Dept. of HEW, March-April 1968, for a report on a research

Study by Prot. Podell, financed by an HEW grant.
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proposes to spend $1.4 billion in the first year, chiefly to remove this so-called
"pr-erul economic incentive" in AFDC for family break-up.

Oiae national "risk" for fathers In working poor families to desert Is infinitesi-
mal. Between 1961 and 1967, there was a net increase of 65,000 father-deserted
families on AFDC in the entire country. In 1961, there were 4,900,000 working
poor families headed by males under 65 subject to this "powerful economic
incentive" to desert By 1967, there were 2,700,000 such working poor families.
Thus, between 1961 when nearly 5,000,000 families mhlght be regarded as subject
to the risk of father-desertion and 1967, 2,200,000 of these families rose above
the poverty level. Meanwhile, only 65,000 families (net) were deserted by fathers
and went on AFDC. And 40,000 of these 65,000 deserted families were in New
York City alone which had a modified family assistance program.

In summary, we find no basis in fact for the need for establishing this "in-
come strategy" on a national basis. Nor does the evidence give us any assur-
ance that this strategy could make the slightest contribution toward solving
the AFDC program.

This "income strategy" should be completely rejected as an utterly sterile
solution to the AFDC problem. It could only succeed in establishing in this
country a guaranteed family income. And if New York City experience with a
modified family assistance program is any guide, we might anticipate that the
'income strategy" of H. 16811 would actually create a "powerful economic
incentive" for father-desertion, when virtually none now exists.

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT HR. 16811

Appraising HR. 16811 as a whole, together with the justifications offered by
HEW and Labor Department spokesmen, and with information developed In
these hearings about the overlay of other welfare aids, we are Impressed by
three features.

First, the allocations of increased federal expenditures result in wrong prior.
Cities. If AFDC Is the welfare problem, no priority in welfare reform should be
given to increasing incomes of whole families that are self-supporting and not
on AFDC.

Second, the Justifications of HEW and Labor Department spokesmen for a
major welfare policy change are based largely on beliefs about facts.

Third, the proposed mix of welfare In cash, and "in kind", would result in an
obvious potentially powerful work disincentive to adults on family welfare.

For these reasons and the foregoing analysis, we urge this Committee to
reject H.R. 16311 and, then, to develop a bill that will be specifically directed
to 01lying the. AFDC problem, and to improving the welfare arrangements for
adults in need. We suggest a bill that would do four things.

First, and foremost, unify the melange of present welfare aids---cash benefits
and incomes in kind-to meet family need and to provide incentives to able-
boied welfare adults to become employed and self-supporting.

Second, constructively help adults on AFDC, now and in the future, to help
themselves become self-hupporting.

Third, help those employed family heads with lesser skills to acquire greater
eating capacity.

Fourth, consolidate the three present welfare programs for adults In need,
providing approximately equal treatment to such persons-aged, blind or
disabled.

We have some suggestions for developing effective help for AFDC adults and
for family heads of the "working poor". Such help would embody a constructive
opportunity program. It would require two strategies--a rehabilitation strategy
for able-bodied AFDC adults, and an upgrading strategy for, but not restricted
to, family heads of the "working poor". These suggestions are based not on
what some believe to be so, but on what we know to be so.

A MEHABILJTATION STRATEGY FOR AFM ADULTS

Most AFDC families are on welfare because they have lost their regular
breadwinner-through divorce, separation, or desertion. There will be other
families every year who experience this misfortune. While public assistance
payments may meet their Immediate need, a constructive lasting solution to the
family's problem is to make the remaining family adult-the mother-a regular
breadwinner.
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A national continuing effort should be initiated to equip able-bodied AFDC
adults with a capability for self-supporting employment, and to get them into
such jobs. This strategy of occupational rehabilitation should be developed at
the community level In our 180 larger cities. That is where the large majority
of AFDC families live.

A method for Identifying the manpower potential of AFDC adults In each
of theme communities should be developed. The needed information is already
available at the local level.

Priorities for referral to job-training can then be developed from these data
on manpower potential. We know that, nationally, half of the AFDC families
do not have large family responsibilities because they have no more than I or 2
children. We know, according to the 1967 AFDC Survey, that three-fourths of
thes families are headed by mothers of whom at least 70 per cent are Irainable
now. They, have completed the 8th grade, or more. We also know that 70 per
cent of AFDC families (in 1967) were getting less than $200 a month In welfare.
Pay rates in a variety of full-time entry-Jobs would mean Incomes substantially
above their welfare income. Of course, child care arrangements must be avail-
able to facilitate such Job-training and subsequent employment of AFDC mothers.

An effective method must be available ami used in these labor market areas for
Identifying continuing shortages of qualified workers for entry-level jobs, public
and private. Such a device--the Job Bank-has been pilot-tested in Baltimore
and Is being patronized increasingly by private employers.

This should be used in programming training so trainees would have a reason-
able assurance of Job-openings on completion of training. Moreover, such train-
Ing should be for those jobs which would pay substantially more than the
trainees were getting on welfare.

Training allowances would need to be provided-as under present law.
We suggest that through the earnings "disregard" some welfare be continued

for as long as, say, 1 year of continued regular full-time employment. Many
AFDC mothers have debts to repay. But more importantly, some may not suc-
ceed on their first job-even their second Job. Between jobs, they will still have
children to feed. The uncertainty of initial Job-success is undoubtedly a deter-
rent to seeking and taking a Job that would cut them off from welfare.

Some agency of the federal government must be responsible for putting these
together-the manpower potential, the identified needs of employers for quali-
fled o-Job workers, and the appropriate training programsL This agency
should be one which has experience in contracting for the training programs.
But It must be one that has a demonstrated effective technology of motivational
counseling. We are convinced this latter would be the indispensible ingredient
to success in moving able-bodied adults from welfare rolls to payrolls. We
suggest the Committee may want to examine carefully the motivational expertise
of the Vocational Rehabilitation Service, especially its now-completed million
dollar five-year experimental project in Wisconsin.

The continuing interest, involvement, and active participation of local ibm-
ployers, public and private, in the entire rehabilitation strategy and process
must be obtained. However, the self-interest of employers in another source of
qualified workers could be relied on to help achieve such cooperation.

Finally, some thought might be given to legislative language providing for
special recruitment efforts to AFDC adults who are qualified for jobs in federal,
state and local government agenciesL

This occupational rehabilitation strategy as a continuing national commitment
would assure most AFDC mothers that there is available to each a way she can
be helped to help herself move up and out of welfare.

AN UP-GRADINO STUATEMY

We know that between 1961 and 1967, roughly 850,000 working poor families
headed by males under 65 moved out of poverty each year. By the end of 1967,
there remained 26 million such familes. According to HEW, about 60 percent
would be in rural areas in 1971-the other 40 per cent would be In the larger
cltie Some of those could be up-graded to better paying Jobs. This would open
up more jobs for AFDC adults. In fact, up-grading of other workers who but
for lack of, say, one additional child would be classified as "working poor' would
also open up such jobs.

However, unlike the situation with welfare mothers, we now have no way of
Identifying the Individual male heads of workingg poor" families. But we know
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they are there-and doubtless would not choose the identification of "working
poo.

We sugest to the Committee a companion national initiative-an upgrading
strategy-of public after-work training for lower-skilled workers, not only the
soeclled "working poor", but also others with slightly smaller family
responsibilities.

This would have a three-fold advantage. It would help those at lower-pay
levels to Improve their lot, if they have the initiative and desire. It would help
meet employers' needs for workers with better skills. Most importantly, it would
open up jobs for AFDO adult&

CONVLUSIONS AND 3E)OMMUNDATIONS

We are reminded of an observation by an outstanding student and thought
leader of social welfare:

"When contemplating the policies that have been applied in the past and
considering those which might be applied in the future, it Is impossible not to
be both impressed and depressed by the extent to which policy decisions are made
and perpetuated on the basis of beliefs -about facts rather than tested
knowledge....""

The deliberate, careful and probing study now being given to H.R. 16811 as a
solution to the AFDC welfare problem Is most commendable. This Committee's
wervl for facts is in marked contrast to various HEW assertions so often based
on be&e' about feeto.

The development of a constructive solution to this AFDC problem in most
important-in terms not only of reversing the upward trend In costs, federal as
well as state and local, but also of providing a constructive opportunity so the
disadvantaged on AFDC can become free In the sense of real independence.

We are confident this Committee will continue ltx quest for needed facts and
for suggsted constructive solutions to this one problem-AFDC. This should
have top priority, even though a plan for corrective action cannot be completed
this year.

We recommend that the Committee exercise such prudence and deliberateness.
We further recommend that any experimental programs authorized be focussed
solely on solutions to this top priority problem-AFDC.

APPENDIX A
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AFDC FAMIUES, BY STATUS OF FATHERS, IN SPECIFIED YEARS'
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B ee gvejUs M. Burns, "ITe Future Course of Public Welfare", a paper prepared for
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The CHAMMAN. Well, thank you very much for your statement.
As chairman of the committee, I am pleased to see at least one wit-

ness speaking for one group that understands that we on this com-
mittee are looking for answers. We have found things that are wrong
about the bill that ought to be corrected and, may I say as one mem-
ber, I am not trying to delay the present bill from being passed. I just
want to see if we can do something to correct the shortcomings of that
measure, and that is the type of thing that you are suggesting here.

Mr. ScmLorrzRwcK. That is what we are trying to do.
The CHARMMAN. So far as this Senator is concerned, it is not the

dollar figure that is giving him the problem. The problem is that it
does not look to me as though it is going to get the job done, that it
is going to do what we ought to be trying to do, and that is to help
people to help themselves

We are in about able-bodied people who are capable of working
here, and it is a higher form of charity to help those people to become
self-sufficient or to help them to help themselves than it is merely to
pay them to sit aroun and do nothing. I take it that is also the view
of the chamber of commerce?

Mr. ScuwrrmwcK. That is our view, too.
The CHAntxAx. Let me just ask you about one thought that occurs

tome.
I favor, of course, doing whatever we can to help upgrade the skills

of poor families. But isn't this true, that someone is still going to have
to do-the menial work that remains to be done.

Now, I do not know of anything that one calls menial that I have
not done at one time or the other. When I was a little boy my grand-
mother would put me out to work sweeping off the sidewalk in front
of the house because we thought the sidewalk ought to be cleaned. If
the city did not do it, we would sweep the sidewalk up.

Things that need to be done should be done by someone, and if that
is a matter of making the neighborhood sanitary, clean, tidy, isn't
somebody going to have to do that kind of work? Might it not be bet-
ter if the job does not pay enough simply to subsidize some of those
1obs, pay them something extra to raise the wage to make it more in
line with someone's needs rather than hoping that we are going to be
able to make a corporation president or a junior executive out of every
working person in this country?

Mr. Sc~~rr K. Well, Mr. Chairman, of course, that kind of
work has to be done, if only in the interest of public health in the
cit.*ut we do believe in a free market system, and if we want that work

done we are going to have to pay to have it done.
Now, if you pay them a Iow wWge and subsidize it, let us not fool

ourselves because we would be paying a higher price to get that work
done. We ought to recognize that.

Now, whether it is work that women can do or not, I do not know.
But we do have to recognize that three-fourths of these AFDC adults
are mothers. Now, three-fourths of those can be trained now, because
they have completed the eighth grade or better. There is a tremendous
manpower potential among these mothers on welfare. I .

Bear in mind three-fourths of our AFDC families live in our 130
larger cities. That, is where the problem is, and that is all we know
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and in any one of the cities we know virtually nothing.

We need a profile of the manpower potential in every one of these
cities so you could set up priorities for programing them into train-
in for j9 as jobs open.

Now, this is not difficult. The needed information is right there at
the local level, and all you have to do is make a sample survey. Nor
is it expensive to do so. ut you cannot move ahead on doing anything
along this line no matter what your program is unless you have the
basic facts right at hand so that you can establish these priorities and
you know what you are dealing with.

The CHAIRmAN. What is your reaction to this problem here in this
bill when you get your welfare payments up to a relatively high point,
and then you hope that someone is going to work hiniself off welf are,
and a bill such as this one finds it is reducing that person's earnings
by 80 cents for every dollar that he earns?

Mr. SCIILYrIBECK. Well, let me give you a different point of view,
if Imay.

Half of these families on AFDC have only one or two children and,
in 1967, about 70 to 75 percent of all AFDC families were getting less
than $200 a month in welfare.

You know a job at minimum pay, would pay them substantially more
than they are getting on welfare. So you might well establish a prior-
ity in programing these mothers into training, selecting those who
have the smaller families, who are getting the lesser amounts of wel-
fare, because such jobs would compensate them substantially more
than they are getting on welfare. This is one reason you absolutely
have to have some kind of profile of the manpower potential of the
AFDC adults in each one of these cities.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Curtis.
Senator CuirTS. Would you elaborate on what you mean by profile
Mr. ScmiAwr umwK. Yes.
Senator CuRTis. Is that an inventory of available jobs?
Mr. SciaLorrmtBxcK. Well, you need two things, actually. You first

need to get this profile of the family adults on AFDC, and let us say
in the city, to make it simple, there are 10,000 such families. Now, by a
sample you could find out how many of these are headed by mothers. It
will be about 75 percent.

You want to know the age grouping of these mothers, because it is
still economical to take a mother with one or two children who is on
welfare, and she is age 55, to train her for a job to become slf-suport-
ing. In a year or two she will have no dependent children, andwhat
is she going to do for a living.

Some of the younger mothers have only one or two children. But
you need to know the age breakdown of these mothers first, and the
size of their family responsibilities. How many have one child, two
children three four; what they are getting on welfare and, finally,
how far have they gone in school.

If they have completed the eighth grade or better they are trainable
right now. I have seen some training programs where they have moth-
ers on welfare and they have completed no more than the fourth or
fifth grade, and they train them for jobs at beginning pay of $2, $2.25
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an hour. But you have to have this basic background information in
order to program them into the training programs.

Now, you also have to have an identification of continuing worker
shortages for entry-level jobs, because you want to set up training
programs so that at the end of the training there will be jobs.

Senator Ctrr. I have not had a chance to investigate this, but I
was told in a city not fax from here where a very concerned minister
worked up a program of training and had it financed by other than
Federal funds, and trained a number of AFDC mothers to be seam-
stresses.

The report I have is that they were able to get employment, I be-
lieve, at $225 or something like that an hour, and they were very anx-
ious to make the exodus from the AFDC rolls in order to becomeemployed.

Mr. ScHLoTTZBW~cK. You are absolutely correct. This was up in
Philadelphia, and they have found that many of these mothers simply
wunt the opportunity to become self-supporting. But they do need
training for jobS.

Some of them have not gone as far as the eighth grade, but the
word went out to them, "If you want a job, come to us, we will train
you."

Senator Cuwrrs. You mentioned the Vocational Rehabilitation
Servic&

Mr. ScHLorEBSEcK. That is right.
Senator Cmrris. Now, that is a part of the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, is it not I
Mr. ScHwomaaz3c. That is correct.
Senator Cmrs. I have read a report of that investigation up in

Wisconsin and it is quite a convincing document.
As you well know, it points out tfat they undertook to rehabilitate

for employment the recipients, and by rehabilitating, they did not just
mean those who had some physical defect or handicap, but those who
struggled with some problem related to being culturally disadvan-
taged. My recollection is that it had remarkable success.

The number of welfare recipients that became partially self-sup-
porting, and the number that became totally self-supporting was quite
astonishing. You know something about the figures?

Mr. Scmuwrmrxnzcx. I do not recall the figures but I do remember the
project, and this is the one I was referring to.

Over the years, in dealing with the physically handicapped they
found they had to motivate these physically disabled to believing
in themselves that they could learn another skill and, again, become
self-supporting. So this project was to find out whether this know-how,
this technology, of motivational counseling was transferable from the
physically disabled to the culturally disadvantaged. And you arc
correct. They had amazing success with this motivational counseling,
and this is absolutely indispensable when you are dealing with these
adults on AFDC, many of whom have not worked for years.

Senator Curns. I would imagine that the experts who are able to
take a sightless person or someone who has lost his arms, something of
that sort, and motivate them and give them sufficient confidence so
that they can hold a job, that that same agency would have an exper-
tise that would be very valuable in working with an individual who has
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very little educational opportunity, perhaps has always been on
welfare, and who regards the world as rather hopeless, and it stands
to reason that an agency that could work with the handicapped could
work with that person.

Mr. SCHYTBECK. Well, that is what this program is.
Senator CurTs& That is what it was all about, was it?
Mr. Scii O ORr cx. That is what it was all about.
Senator Cuirris. Well now, so far as reform of welfare, if we

think of that in terms of reforming what we have now that should
mean the betterment of the situation of the people who are now
on welfare.

Mr. SCHLarEBBECK. That is right.
Senator CuiRr And that betterment would come about by enabling

them to become wage earners at a higher level than they are getting.
Mr. ScHirrnmwEcx. Than they are getting on welfare.
Senator Cums. Is that in essence what the problem is so far as the

recipients are concerned?
Mr. ScHLorrEBECK. Well, when you look at their educational

achievement, 75 percent of these mothers have completed the eighth
grade or better. They are trainable now, but they do not know how to
go about to get it.

It is not, it may not be, available to them. They need the oppor-
tunity, but they will need this motivation because many of them have
been on welfare for quite some time. Maybe the only job they have ever
done is domestic work, now and then, and they are not sure they can
hold a regular job.

Serat Cuirris. Are you saving that they need someone to get
acquainted with them, to give them individual attention and to build
them up to the point where they can get a job; is that what it amounts
to?

Mr. SCHLorrBECK. That is correct. And in the neighborhood all
you need is a success here and there as excellent examples of what they
did. Others will then believe they can do it, too.

Senator Currs. Now, for the moment, let us disregard whether it is
wise or unwise to put the working poor on as reci pients for some sort
of cash benefits; whether that is wise or unwise, let us set that aside
for the moment.

The point is that won't help solve the problems of the people al-
ready on welfare, will it I

Mr. ScuorramnEcK. That is precisely correct.
Senator CumRIs. If you have a welfare problem with the people who

are on the rolls and it is a system that leads to despair and discourage-
ment, and it is a system that does not lead to working their way out
into employment, those problems will not be met by merely increasing
the number of recipients, will it?

Mr. SCH r CK That is welfare expansion, not welfare reform.
You know, HEW has pointed out that between 1961 and 1967 the num-
bers of persons on A tripled and the costs doubled.

Now, their solution to the AFDC problem seems to be to triple the
numbers again and to double the costs again, and the logic of that
arithmetic fails me.

Senator Cerris. I want to refer to your table which you put at the
end of your statement.

Mr. ScnLmo=RscK. Yes.
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Senator Curxs. You lmve entitled it, "The Percentage l)istribu-
tion of AFDC Families by Status of the Fathers in Specified Years."

Would you just explain Wlhat that table shows.
Mr. SCi1LOTrrERBFCK. The data are based on nationwide sample sur-

veys b HEW and by its predecessor in the welfare field. The table
shows for specific dates where the fathers of these, .FIX7 families were.
In November 1953, for 17 percent of the families on AFI)C, the father
was deceased. For 21 1)ercent of the AFDC families, the father was
present but incapacitated; and for 58 percent of the AFDC families,
the father was absent. Then the absent fathers are broken down by
the reason for absence, one of which is desertion.

Now, you will notice that. when you go from November 1953 to
May 1969 the percentage of the caseload accounted for by deceased
fathers has declined remarkably, in large part. because social security
has moved in and taken up part of the load. But you want to make
some adjustment for that because when the father is deceased, they
have obviously no decision to desert or not. So, you want to look at
the experience only for families with the father livg. Then you will
i'nd that the decline in desertion is even greater than indicated on
this table.

Senator Ctirris. But there has been quite a marked increase in the
number of AFDC mothers who were not married.

Mr. SCHLOTrERECK. Yes; I have not seen the figures, but I under-
stand that in very recent years that is accounted for in large measure
by girls of school age who were in school. They do .not represent
family units. This was not a case of father desertion.

Senator CuTms. While desertion was down a bit in 1956, up in 1958,
1961 and 1967, then it was back down in 1969.

Mr. ScJICLM0RxBF.cK. It, has declined from around 20 percent in 1953
to just under 17 percent in 1969.

It is not and 7has not been the major factor accounting for the big
growth in AFDC, as some contend.

Senator Cuaris. You testified that it is not necessary or does not
contribute to the solution of the problems faced by the present recipi-
ent.- of kAlDC by just adding great numbers as recipients.

O~ur next question is this: Is it. necessary to place the fully employed
workin poor on -welfare in order to have some prora tat. would
assist tiem in upgrading their skills and, consequent y, their employ-
ment possibilities?

Mr. SCHLoTrERBECK. Well, Senator, that question in slightly differ-
ent form, was asked of the Secretary of Labor here, and he said that
merely the payment of welfare to the working poor would not help
them one iota in getting a better skill or rising up out of poverty. I
think that is obvious.

Senator CUirrTs. Isn't it probably also true that among some of those
workir , poor, in fact among a great many people exist. of excellent
character and great determination and self-denial, which is probably
the reason why none of the family have ever sought welfare, and that
they would welcome a chance to be able to get some training or some
improvement without becoming welfare recipients?

Mr. Scrn~'rrmiEcK. Not only that., Senator, but between 1959 and
1968, when we have not had a Federal family assistance plan, on the
average from year after year from 250,000 to 300,000 male-headed
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families below the poverty level rose up out of poverty through their
own efforts. This has been the history of this country.

Senator Cuwris. Are there any statistics as to how long people stay
on welfare?

Mr. SCHL0rT.RBEAK. Yes, there are some statistics city-by-city that
would show you that.

Senator Ctruris. I must get. over to answer the rolicall. I noted the
U.S. Chamber is opposed to this bill. But would you endorse the pro-
posal to have a pretest, of the program in a few cities for a year and
then implement the bill nationwide?

Mr. SciiHxrrrAJECK. Well, let me indicate what we would endorse.
If this were pretested, an experimental program, in three, four or five
cities for, say, a period of 2 years to see what the administrative prob-
lems were, and also build in some criteria so you could determine the
extent to which paying welfare to working poor fatliers helped reduce
the AFDC caseload in those cities, and at the end of, say, a, 2- or 3-
year trial period you stopped and evaluated the results and then, and
not until then, Congress decided on the basis of those facts what it
might do, I think we would look favorably on it.

But let me add one other thing.
Senator CuRTis. I must run on. A test period to be really a test

period and to show anything would have to be one where the facts
that were gathered were brought back to help the Congress make the
decision as to what kind of program we are going to have.

Mr. ScnLorrrnmECK. That is right, and I would like to suggest that,
if you are considering some experimental projects, that you also try
for a period of 2 or 3 years on an experimental basis in four or five
cities, both the rehabilitation strategy and the upgrading strategy, and
build in criteria for evaluation and do the same with it.

Senator Curris. I am sorry but I must run on, but.I want the record
to show that our witness is one of the distinguished scholars of this
city and served for 18 years on The Brookings Institution staff. At one
time he was staff director for a ways and means subcommittee studying
social security over on the House side, and we do appreciate the infor-
mation you have given us today.

Mr. SrHrm-o'rrrrnK. Thank you very much, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now calls Mr. Clark W. Blackburn,

general director of the Family Service Association of America.
Proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF CLARK W. BLACKBURN, GENERAL DIRECTOR,
FAMILY SERVICE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mr. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
This statement is really a short statement rather than a summary,

and I will give you the whole statement.
My name is Clark W. Blackburn, and I am General Director of the

Family Service Association of America, a federation of 342 voluntary
family service agencies. Because the board of directors of the asso-
ciation has not had an opportunity to discuss fully H.R. 16311, I am
assuming full responsibility for this statement.

My comments are brief.
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The member agencies of FSAA have had experience with millions
of families under stress through the years. Our observations have led
us to certain conclusions about the i ud'rnental rights and needs of
ally family if it is to fulfill its responsibilities as a basic institution of
society. We believe that first and underlying all other necessary con-
ditions are the means to meet universal human needs--sufficient food
and clothing, adequate housing, medical care. Adequate income is
essential to every family. It must be enough to maintain a decent
standard of living. Services must never attempt to substitute for ade-
quate income. A highly developed democratic nation must provide
adequate income and must provide it without discrimination and in
such a way as to preserve the self-respect of those in need. I am in
agreement with those people who feel that the present system of public
welfare is not achieving this goal for the poor, and I commend the
administration and Congress for seeking to initiate a new and better
system.

Assuming that your goal also is the establishment of an equitable
humane system for meeting the-basic needs of people, I would strongly
urge you to provide for full Federal administration and funding of
the family assistance program. Experience has clearly shown that
shared administration in public assistance programs does not work.
There is wide variation in interpretation and application of policy
that contributes to the general dissatisfaction with the current system.

Inequities for recipients are my primary concern, but as an adminis-
trator, I suggest that the proposed legislation with its plan for State
supplementary programs and options for administrative responsi-
bility would establish a cumbersome, practice. ly unmanageable struc-
ture under which uniform standards, lack of discrimination, coordina-
tion with other basic Federal programs would be difficult to achieve
or enforce.

I support the plan of H.R. 16311 to give full Federal financing on
a nationwide basis for minimum payments, but the proposed mini-
mums are seriously deficient if the goal elimination of poverty and
a guarantee of even the bare necessities of life for all our people.

If the first step must be so inadequate, the proposed legislation must
be changed to provide for increases at an early date and at regular
intervals until beneficiaries of the program reach the minimum but
adequate level established by the Government.

I believe that only then can families direct their energies and abili-
ties to making most productive use of their own or society's other
resources for improving the quality of life and enriching our Nation.
I understand that this would be a costly program in dollars, but I am
sure you will agree that it is important also to weigh the cost of human
misery, of lost productivity from those who are poorly fed, clothed,
and sheltered, and of the disillusionment and distrust that pervades an
afllmut, powerful Nation that does not provide decently for its young,
its 'aged, any of its people in adverse circumstances.

Perhaps most urgently of all, I must stress that mandatory work
outside the home for mothers, enforced by depriving the family of a
portion of aleady most inadequate funds, is not acceptable on any
basis o t with our American concept of family life. This section
of the pr9posed legislation applies to the most vulnerable of families-
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the one-parent, female-headed group-and out of my concern for the
well-being of children and the development of strong family life, I
urge you to change the proposed legislation to give all mothers freedom
of choice in this crucial matter.

My position in no way negates the desirability of providing access
to training and satisfying employment to any mother who wishes the
opportunity nor of providing necessary services such as day-care fa-
cilities, homemakers, and counseling to support her initiative and pro-
tect her children.

I am sure that you are aware that nearly all of the poor who can
work, do so. Most who do not are dependent children, aged, physically
handicapped. It is indeed a fine step forward to include assistance for
the working poor in the family assistance program. I urge that alI
people in need, regardless of age. marital status, number of children,
ethnic origin be included.

I would also urge that work incentives in legislation be related to
the realities of those in need. training programs to provide new or
enhanced skills should be related to actual job opportunities. Mini-
mum wages must be related to a decent standard of living. Adequate
wages, the best. possible working conditions, equal opportunity to
advance are the true work incentives, not threats of starvation, loss of
dignity and self-respect, loss of control over one's own destiny.

I have given some time to studying title III of H.R. 16311-
the provisions for services-and 'have had occasion to discuss it with
several members of HEW staff. At this moment I see nothing to be
gained and possibly much to be lost in rushing this title into law.

For example, the possible involvement of voluntary agencies in
rendering services on a contract basis has not, been discussed carefully
with thne voluntary agencies. I am sure there are many member agen-
cies of FSAA and other voluntary agencies that would be interested
in rendering services on a cooperative basis. But there is need for in-
put from the voluntary sector in this planning before laws are en-
acted. I am confident that there are many persons in our association
who would welcome the opportunity to offer assistance in working out
more satisfactory coopemtive plans between the public and voluntary
sectors.

The country needs a new Federal plan for helping families and
individuals who are in financial distress, no matter what, the cause.
My concern is that a new plan will, indeed, bring about a better life
tbimillionsof Americans.

The CHnIuN. Thank you very much, sir, for your statement.
The next witness will be Mr. Lawrence Cook, Omaha Tribal Coun-

cil. Is he hereI
(No response.)
The CHARMAN. Then the next witness is Florence Joshua, tribal

chairman of Devils Lake Sioux Tribe, Fort Totten, N. Dak.
No response)
heCHARAN. The committee will then stand in recess until Wed-

nesday of next week.
(Whereupon, at 3:40 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene

at 10 a.m., on Wednesday, September 9,1970.)
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WEDNESDAY, S3PTEMDZR 9, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
CoMmrrrI ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221 New

Senate Office Building, Hon. Russell B. Long (chairman) presiding
Present: Senators Long, Anderson, Talmadge, Williams of Dela-

ware, and Jordan of Idaho.
The CHmNxAx. The hearing will come to order.
I understand that Congressman James Scheuer is engaged elsewhere

at the moment. If he is here we will hear him, otherwise we will hear
him later on and, therefore, I would call Commissioner Stephen Horn,
Vice Chairman of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.

Is Co ngressman Scheuer hereI
Mr. Sciwixi. Yes, sir.
The CHAnmAN. I was told you would not be here. We will be happy

to hear from you. Will you please take a seat at the witness stand and
we will be glad to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMIS H. SCHEUEI, U.S. REP TENTATIVE
FRON THE 21ST DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. ScHuxui. I am very grateful for your courtesy, Senator, in in-
viting me to testify.

I am the author, along with Senator Gaylord Nelson, who is a chief
sponsor, of the new careers program, which was initiated as an amend-
ment to the OEO legislation of 1967, and which has now been im-
planted in many, many other pieces of legislation in the field of
education, socia services, vocational education, and numerous reme-
dial job training programs.

The new careers concept is specifically included in the 1966 amend-
ments to the Economic Opportunity Act, the Higher Education Act
Amendments of 1967. the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
Amendments of 1967, the Vocational Education Act Amendments of
1968, the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968,
and the Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1968.

The purpose of the new Careers program is to take the unemployed,
predominantly in the ghetto, and give them the skills to perform jobs
in public services. Two-thirs of these jobs to date have bee in edu-
cation and health services but many thousands of other jobs have been
found in law enforcement; for example, in the treatment and reha-
bilitation of young narcotic addicts by young people many of whom
have had experience with addiction; in welfare; and in child develop-
ment program

(1906)
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The Department of Labor has just received this study, which I
ask unanimous consent to have printed in the record entitled "Na-
tional Assessment of the New Careers Program." * This study indi-
cates that the new careers program has been spectacularly sucessful
in motivating predominantly black unemployed ghetto residents to
become trained, independent, and self-supporting workers in inpor-
tant public service jobs in education, heth, law enforcement, wel-
fare social services and the like.

The rate of failure in the new careers program is comparable to the
rate of failure in the Ivy League colleges It has about a 60 percent
success rate. About 60 percent of those who start out in the training
programs end up in jobs in which they are still employed.

Compared to the work incentive program, which has a success
rate of eight or 10 percent, the new careers program has been a great
success It is based on the fact that the unemployed do not want a
job program that just gives them a hunting license at the end of the
training period to find some kind of a job. That is not sufficient to
motivate them and get them going. Nor do they want a job training
and development program that at the end of the training period gives
them a deadend menial job. When Tou have either of those tn
you do not get much in the way of incentive. You do not get muc
m the way of hard headed commitment to the principle of work, to
the principle of independence, to the principle of self-support, to be
principle of being a taxpayer rather than a tax eater, to the principle
of getting up in the morning and going to a job and coming home in
the evening the way most Americans have done for centuries. You do
not get much of that commitment where the program involves mostly
a hunting license approach to a job or where it provides a deadened
approech.

But when the program that you offer the black poor offers meaning-
ful trainin an( on-the-job education along with the work; when"it
offers meaningful supportive services help in transportation, help in
medical care if they are sick, help in dental care if they have diseased
teeth, help in psychiatric family care if they have real problems in
the family; when the job gives them a feeling of pride and dignity anti
self-esteem, as teachers aides or as hospital aides or as social serviceaides or as library aides or as police-communit relations aides or as
narcotics addiction aides; when these folks feet that they are getting
trained for a concrete job that involves helping other people, then the
rate of success in terms of keeping them involved and successfully em-
ployed is extremely high. When you have these elements put together
you have a program that works. This 100-page study that has just been
published, documents in great detail the success of this new and in-
novative approach.

Now I t-hik in the Congress, in the Senate and in the House, and
in the Yation at large, there is a feeling that the way out of poverty
and dependency and lack of skills, lack of jobs, lack of hope, lack
of omniitment, for most of the people who are unemployed or under-
empoyed today is through work. I certainly feel that way, and I have

- d ly involved in these remedial training and employment pro-
grams for the 6 years that I have been in Congress I feel that, based
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on the success of the new careers program, there is no doubt that for
almost all of the underemployed and unemployed in this country the
real answer to a life that gives them dignity and self-esteem and satis-
faction is through employment, through work. I think it is quite
clear that the poor feel that way, too. They want very strongly to
have a chance to be employed.

As a matter of fact, the City University of New York did a survey
last spring of mothers with preschool children and found that a sub-
stantial majority of the welfare mothers with preschool children who
are heads of families would like to get job training and the oppor-
tunity to work provided they were onYered day care facilities in which
to leave their preschool kids.

We have been groping, in this Congress, in this welfare bill, for an
employment program for the poor that meets their needs in a realistic
way and that also meets the deeply held conviction of the nonpoor in
this country that work i good, and that work for most people is the
career answer, not nonwor-k, not Government support.

So, we are struggling ,n this bill to find a work program that is
right and good and decent for most of the people who are now on

In mme quarters you hear harsh language about the requirement
to work, that this is oppressive and so forth. We have all heard that,
and I fear that if the requirement to work in the welfare program
simply means that the poor are going to automatically be slotted into
the menial jobs, the kitchen jobs, the laundry jobs, the most undesir-
able jobs in our society that even though in past times this was the
way many people got their first foot on the employment ladder and
worked up theladder rung by rung from the bottom job, such a pro-
gram would produce a very negative reaction to our cities, and on our
university campuses.

Based on the real need in our country to provide an employment
program that motivates the poor and fits the deeply-held convictions
of mcst of our people that work is the answer to most people, and in
view of the demonstrated success of this New Careers program that
has gotten tens of thousands of people off welfare, that has doubled
the averan annual income of those who have come into the program
from lem han $2,000 a year to over $4,000 a year, a program that has
immeasrably enriched our public services in the area of health serv-

education, law enforcement, social services, and the like, I feel
it is very important to adopt the New Careers principle in the work
requirement program. This is the elements that will defuse the work
requirement program of its susceptibility to unfair demagogy. This is
the approach thit will make it meaningful and effective lor the poor
that will motivate them to take advantage of it enthusiastically and
Spontaneously and the program that ultimately will help the over-
whelming majority of the unemployed and underemployed in this
country to achieve independence, self-respect, and self-esteem by pass-
mg, from t&a tax eater status to the taxpayer status of an independent

116MAeA' yank you very much, Congressman.
(Ooegreeman Scheuer's prepared statement follows:)
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PaIWAED, STATEMENT or HoN. JAMEs H. SOHEUK, A U.S. REPamENTAMIVZ IN
CONOESS FROM THE STATE OF Naw YORK

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to be here today to testify on H.R. 16811. I
would like to bring to your attention a manpower program which is directly
relevant to three issues at the heart of improvements in any welfare program.
These are:

(1) Minimum Income Levels: What should the level be for the portion of
our population that cannot work?

(2) Incentive Plans: How can we increase the probability that welfare
recipients, the poor, the working poor, and unattached youth will partici-
pate in available programs leading to economic independence?

(8) Work and Training: What strategy shall the government use in
human resources and manpower development to Improve service delivery
to welfare recipients and to society, and to reduce the numbers of those
who are unemployed and on welfare rolls?

Any meaningful solution to the welfare problem must provide answers in these
8 areas. I would like to propose some directions for the bill now before the Com-
mittee based on the New Careers Program, which I shall describe later.

1. MINIMUM INCOME LEVELS

We all are familiar with the accelerating increase in the number of welfare
recipients over the last 3-4 years. In my own city, this number has mushroomed
from 500,000 in 1965 to an estimated 1.1 million, or 15 percent of our population,
in 19"0. Our present welfare budget of $1.7 billion Is the largest single element
of the city budget, accounting for about 35% of the city's expenditures.

Initially, welfare was intended to give the unemployed only temporary relief.
It was directed at those who had slipped suddenly into poverty during the De-
pression. It generally succeeded. However, for those for whom poverty has be-
come self-perpetuating, it has failed. It has failed because it never was designed
to meet and solve problems over and above temporary bare maintenance. The
Administration's bill recognizes the shortcomings of the original approaches for
the expanding group of people generally referred to as "the disadvantaged."

2. INCENTIVE PLANS

It is critical to expand our thinking concerning any incentive plans, usually
limited to welfare recipients, to include the poor, the working poor, and unat-
tached youth. The current experience of the Work Incentive Program (WIN)
clearly indicates the need to modify drastically our thinking In relation to the
Issue of incentives. For example, the main intent and job cf WIN was to assist
people to:

1. Find Jobs If they had'marketable skills;
I Assess the employability of enrollees design, and involve them in pro-

grams which would prepare them for employment;
3. Provide special work projects and/or work experience for other cate-

gories of enrollees such as seasonal workers, etc.
The WIN experience to date has not been promising. According to the latest

Department of Labor information, there has been a total of 164.848 cumulative
enrollments in the WIN program since the start a little more than two years ago.
To date, 18919 WIN enrollees have been placed on Jobs, or only 8.5 percent of
the total number of enrollments (see Table I). Even if we use only the reported
terminations of WIN enrollees, 72,278, against which to compare the number
placed in Jobs, 18,919, we wind up with a figure of only approximately 20 percent
on Jobs.

The WIN program Is not producting the desired results Apparently, the major
focus is not where it should be--on developing concrete Jobs and career ladders
for which personnel are specifically trained.

The current incentive plan alaw is inadequate. Most of the Jobs sought for WIN
enrollees pay less not take-home pay than welfare payments and- supportive
services alalvable to recipients for which there Is no fee. The incentive plan built
Into the legislation should make employment ecoomkoalij attractive for those
poor who choose education and training as a way out of poverty. This must be
done by matching Incentives with opportunities for productive employment. Any
work and training plan must incorporate a system of job development for real
Jobs in advance of training personnel to ensure that a job awaits each enrollee
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at the end of the pipeline. WIN enrollees had a generally poor choice of jobs
available; with low wages and otherwise unrewarding work, enrollees were
often better off maintaining their welfare status because it meant a higher
monthly net income without menial employment.

8. WOIK AND TRAINING

The third issue confronting your Committee is the provision of a manpower
program that will successfully bring people off welfare rolls into productive
participation In our society. Such a program already exists, has been field tested
In demonstration projects all over the country, and has been a resounding success.
As you may already know, the New Careers program originally sponsored by
Senator Gaylord Nelson (Wis.) and myself, was initially funded by the Congress
In 1967 as a basic part of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1967. It authorized
"special programs which provide unemployed or low-income persons with jobs
leading to career opportunities, including new types of careers, in programs
resigned to improve the physical, social, economic, or cultural condition of the

community or area in fields including without limitation health, education,
welfare, neighborhood redevelopment, and public safety, which provide maxi-
mum prospects for advancement and continued employment without federal
assistance, which give prowilse of contributing to the broader adoption of new
methods of structuring )obs and new methods of providing job ladder opportuni-
ties, and which provide opportunities for further occupational training to facili-
tate career advancement."

The New Careers program is designed to reach many of the same people the bill
under discussion aims to reach-the unemployed, the underemployed, the under-
educated, both on and off the welfare rolls. Recently, a major report was com-
pleted for the Manpower Administration of the Department of Labor covering
some 15,220 present and former New Careers enrollees. This report was not avail-
able to the House in time for Its deliberations on the Family Assistance Plan.
The results of the assessment have, I believe, enormous implications for any
work and training programs that are to be interwoven with the major welfare
reforms you are considering.

The social and human benefits which have been demonstrated so far by this
fledging program are truly remarkable. I would like to summarize just a few.
Appended to my remarks, you will find some tables to which I will refer and a
position paper, "Now Careers in the Seventies," prepared by a company under
contract with the Manpower Administration that has provided technical as-
sistance to the New Careers city and state agencies from January 1967 to Au-
gust 81, 1970.

The major results Include:
A. The average annual wage for a New Careers graduate is $4,820 com-

gatred to $1,285 for the year prior to enrollment.
(B. For thoe New Careerists who terminated before the end of the pro-

gram, the average annual wage is $8,590 compared to $1,2 for the year
prior to enrollment.

C. The incremental earnings of graduates and terminees 1.89 years after
program completion are eqvW to the IotW FederU co#t for the New Carere
program. (See Table II)

D. Sixty percent of all people who start a New Careers program s=c-
teasfully graduate 24 months later. This figure should be compared with the
8.5 percent figure for WIN, cited above. (See Table III)
E. Twenty-nine percent of all New Careerists were former welfare recip-

ients. (See Table IV)
iW. The success of the specific education and training model utilized In

the New Careers program also has confirmed the belief that there is a sub-
stantial untapped pool of human resources that would benefit most from
the kind of welfare reform which creates jobs and the training and moti-
vation to succeed in them. For example, this program clearly demonstrates
that there was no relationship between the educational level at entrance
into the program and successful completion of the program (graduation).
G. More than 250 junior colleges, colleges, and universities have been

directly involved in the education and training components of this program,
In more than 100 parts of the country. These Institutions report success after
success of previously 'uncredentialled enrollees In college program"
For example, more than % of all graduates of New Careers programs earned
from I to 22 college credits prior to graduation from the program. College
courses are available to enrollees in 9 out of 10 New Career projects
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H. The education and training model used over the last two years appears
to be better than any other design at this point for "screening in" and
"keeping in" trainees as they work toward meaningful careers.

I. Many former recipients of welfare services now are direct providers
of services In hospitals, police forces, social welfare agencies, and family
planning centers, and other public services. The New Careers program Is ac-
complishing the dual purpose of, on the one hand, reducing welfare pay-
ments and increasing the tax rolls, while Improving the quality of our public
services

J. A critical feature of the New Careers model is the intensive job and
career development accomplished prior to any individual training. Enrollees
in New Careers programs know from the start that they are being trained
for a definite job and career ladder and can benefit from training accord-
ingly.

I have appended a copy of the National Aeseswent of New Oareers, prepared
by the Manpower Administration, for your further study, gentlemen, and request
that this be included as part of the Committee's record.

It makes eminent fiscal sense to invest a considerable portion of appropriated
funds for welfare reform In a job development program which can substantially
reduce direct welfare payments, produce a significant cost-benefit return to our
economy, and contribute to breaking the cycle of dependency of the nation's poor.
.I would also like to draw your attention to the innovative social services that

are supposed to be an important part of the Family Assistance Plan. The pro-
visions for family planni services in the administration's proposed program
are significantly weaker than those in the existing law. Under Title XX family
planning would become only one of the optional services a state met choose to
offer. Title IV-A now requires the provision of family planning services to all
appropriate AFDC recipients and contains authority for the optional coverage
of past and potential recipients and other low income families. Family planning
is not only a basic health service directly related to maternal and infant health
but an essential component of any effective work and training program for the
poor and disadvantaged. No matter how well designed training and employ-
ment programs are, or how well motivated the participants are, there can be no
real hope for success, In either the long or short run, if those we.are trying to
help are mired ever more deeply Into poverty by unwanted pregnancies. Certainly,
there can be no continuity in such programs when women are required to leave
j*or training programs to have children they dr not want.

We know this from experience. The President seems to understand the problem.
Only last year he declared "that no Americau woman should be denied access
to family planning assistance because of her economic condition," but his Ad-
ministration has proposed a major welfare reform measure in which the pro-
visions for family planning support are weaker than the existing law. I would also
like to point out that the training of paraprofessional family planning aides
has been one of the outstanding successes of the New Careers Program, and this
expanding field has potential for rewarding and socially useful employment.

I have shared with you some of the remarkable results of the New Careers
program because I believe It has direct application to the welfare reforms the
Committee ti considering. I would like to conclude my remarks by submitting
some recommends for the Oommittee's consideration I urge this Congress:
L To approach the solution of the welfare problems in our country by tying

together, as the Committee is considering, minimum income, incentives for in-
czeased participation in a vastly expanded employment program closely linked
to the New Careers program. as the comprehensive human rescues and man-
power development training model

2. To appropriate enough funds for this education and training effort so that
the suces se of the New Careers program can be expanded. The program has
proven Its efectiveMs in several years of pilot projects. It should now be
expanded to recruit, select, and train the maximum number of welfare recip-
lentr, the poor, the working poor, and unattached youth In the provision of
toss servkc directly related to welfare reform (expanded day care, family
flan-l'"K medical and dental, and other supportive services). An example of a
of (Ieul application of this career development approach Is the current Oftice

o 4 Development Head Start Supplementary Trining Program with Its
utilization of the client population ts preprofesslonal Implementers o the pro-
gram. =duqatflon and certification components are built into the program ex-
emplifrng the multiplin effect, proven in the New Careers program, of in-
voiving the poor in the resoution of social welfare problems.
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3. To build into the legislation a requirenient that any welfare grant-in-aid
agency at the state, county, or municipal level recruit, train, and employ lit least
25 percent of the total service delivery staff from the former client population
and/or the poor, the working poor, and unattached youth,

I would like to express tuy thanks and appreciation to the members of the
Senate Finance Committee for the opportunity to share with you my thinking
based on the New Careers experiences of the last two years.

TADUx I.-Percentagc WIN enrolicen placed in jobs Oct. 1, 1968 to June 30, 1970
1. Cumulative enrollment -------------------------------------- 14, 348
2. Number direct and indirect job placement ----------------------- 13, 919
3 Percent 1./2 -------------------- 8. 5

L Information from WIN program staff, Manpower Administration, September 1970.

TABLE II.-Bencfl*; and costs of new careers: ,ummarized annual social benefits
(incremental earnings), costs, and payout time' computation, 1969 2

Millions

Beuefit8s: of dollars
Postgraduatlon annual earnings ------------------------------ 49. 248
Posttermination annual earnings ----------------------------- 21. 540

Total -------------------------------------------------- 70. 788
Preenrollment annual earnings ------------------------------- 25. 700

Total annual incremental earnings ------------------------- 45. W8
Cost: Total projected Federal cost ------------------------------- 77. 631
Payout time:

0 percent discount --------------------------------- years__ 1.72
10 percent discount ---------------------------------- do .... 1.89

Alternate cost calculation:'
Total projected cost with sponsor share included ------------------- 93. 531
Net earnings increase during new careers enrollment -------------- 29. 405

Adjusted cost -------------------------------------------- 64. 126
Payout time (alternate) :

0 percent discount --------------------------------- years 1.42
10 percent discount ---------------------------------- do.... 1.56

1 Payout time refers to the length of time following program completion for net benefits
to exactly equaljlogram cost.

i Source for Tables II-V" National Aaseaement of the New Oareers Program, July 1967-
October 1969; April 6, 1970; Public Career Programs Division, United States Training
and Suiployment Service, Manpower Administration, United States Department of Labor.5 Discount refers to the opportunity cost (return in alternate use) of Federal funds.
Values of 0 and 10 percent were assumed to illustate that payout time is relatively insen-
sitive to discount rate.

#This calculation includes sponsor share as part of the total program cost, but con-
siders net incremental earnings during training as a social benefit. As this social benefit
occurs only once, the amount is subtracted from total cost rather than being calculated
on an annual basic

TABLE Ill.-CURRENT (OCTOBER 1969) STATUS OF 15220 PRESENT AND FORMER NEW CAREERS ENROLLEES:
NUMBER AND PERCENT IN EACH CATEGORY

Numrbr Pecent
enrollees enrolies'

Pfset milse:
Ist y t .---------.......................................................... 4,754 31
2d yor ------. . . . . . . . ..--------------------------------------------- ------ 2,174 14

feruer e ires:
G dim ..is------------------------------------------------------------..... 3,381 22
Veflust m tna ......................................................... 3,179 21
iuoMMe ita m --.. . . . . . ..------------------------------------------- 1,732 11

TOM ----------. . . . . ..--------------------------------------------------- 15,220 ... .........

i Does st total 100 percent because of rounding.

44-27-70--pt. -41
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TABLE IV.-Wagc and employment date for present and former new careers
enrollees

Variable: Percent of
Labor status at enrollment: all enrollees

Unemployed -------------------------------------------------- 75
Underemployed ----------------------------------------------- 17
Employed ---------------------------------------------------- 5
Not in labor force ---------------------------------------------- 2
In school ---------------------------------------------------- 1
Farmworker -.--------------------- 0

Receiving welfare (or public assistance) at time of enrollment:
On welfare -------------------------------------------------- 29
Not on welfare ---------------------------------------------- 71

TABLE V.-Respon~ses to the Question: How has (user) agency modified its struc-
ture to accommodate enrollees? Percentage of new careers project staff re-
sponse by category, 1969 Percent of

Modifications: agencies

None ------------------------------------------------------- 21
New positions were. created ------------------------------------- 41
Educational requirements were lowered --------------------------- 10
Special training was provided -------- ---------------------------- 6
Special trainers were hired -------------------------------------- 5
Expanded services were offered by agency -------------------------- 5
Enrollees were released for training ------------------------------- 3
Working hours were adjusted ------------------------------------ 1
Ambiguous responses ------------------------------------------- 9

iBased on 849 user agencies affiliated with 96 projects, 1 response per agency.

The CHAIRMAN. I feel that some of us will support doing more
along this line than is being done.

I am prompted to ask this question, however. What is the answer
to this thing that the poor do not want to work in something other
than being the corporation executive or the chairman of the board.

Now, someone is going to have to do the housework, someone has to
sweep the hall, do the menial work, cook the food, wash the dishes,
and take out the garb-eoodness Inows, I have done enough picking
up of litter myself to recognize that there is a need for it. The old
concept in this country was that if you want the best of it you have to
start at the bottom and work your way up. WNhat is the answer to this?
Who is supposed to do it? It is all right with me if they will just pro-
vide me with the equipment, I will get outside my apartment and
wash my own windows and sweep the place up. But why should people
who are asking for a handout be unwilling to get out there and take a
broom and turn to? I mean, take a broom, take a mop and do what
needs to be done around the place. Why do they have to be the presi-
dent of the corporation or chairman ofthe board? Why should they
not just go hungry if they do not want to do anything?

Mr. SCHEUER. Well, Senator, I think experience proves that the
underemployed and the unemployed to not have to be given the ieel-
ing that they are going to be chairman of the board or president to
get them involved, Rightly or wrongly, the poor do not want to be
slotted into dead end jbs; but where the job seems to offer the oppor-
tunity of helping other people, of producing a result that they can feel
is worthwhile, then they are motivated very deeply and work very
hard and very long hours at wages in the. new careers program that
are sometimes less than other employment opportunities that they get
along the way before they have completed their course.
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But they stick to it. because they take great pride in being teacher
aides and working with children from their neighborhood under the
supervision of a licensed teacher. They take great pride in being hos-
pital aides, and doing important jobs- in a hospital that formerly a
nurse or a doctor had to do.

Up until now nurses and doctors spent approximately 75 percent
of their time on jobs that required neither their professional training
nor their professional experience. We have found that people who
have been unemployed or underemployed, who have given approxi-
mately 6 months of training, take great pride in doing jobs that they
know are necessary to be done in schools and hospitals and police de-
partments that formerly took up the time of professionals who could
now spend their time enforcing the law or giving the injection or
teaching an individual child who has special learning difficulties.

The CHAIRMAN. I am all for that, but by the time we get through
putting the people we can train to do the doctor's job for the doctor
and doing the nurse's job for the registered nurse we have to recognize
that basically those are people who have no business being at the
bottom of the ladder anyhow. What do we do with the fellow who
still remains at the bottom of the ladder? Somebody is bound to he
down there, the ladder has to touch the ground rather than hang from
the sky. Y

Mr. ScHEUmux. You are right since there are people who are under-
employed or unemployed who do not. want to study on the iJb for 6
months, who do not want to be a teacher's aide or a doctor's aide or a
law enforcement aide or a police-community relations aide or a drug
addiction aide, who do not want to learn very much, and for those
people, asyou say, there are necessary jobs that have to be done that
may not offer quite so much in the way of buildup of personal esteem
and so forth. Some people do not want to invest, the sweat equity
to improve their skills. There will be a match between those jobs and
those people But there are other people in the sluns who are cur-
rently un derenployed or unemployed who have both the will and the
ability to perform jobs in our society that are not menial, that are not.
dead end that give them great satisfaction and make a real contribu-
tion to our public services. For those people this program is the -tnmswer.

The CHAIRMAN. It seems to me though, and I have never seen a
pyramid, but if I went over there and saw one of them, while it is true
that that pyramid may be named for the pharaoh who built it, it seems
to me that it is well to keep in mind that there were hundreds of thou-
sands of little people who moved all those stones up there and made
that pyramid.

Mr. SCHEU R. Right.
The CHArRMAN. While it is fine to talk about who the bossnman was,

it is well to keep in mind that it was people who d;d that, it was not
the pharaoh.

Mr. SCHEUEI. I was in Egypt last January and I visited some of
those pyramids--and I recall that if you go into those tombs and look
at the drawings on the inside, you see all those people carrying the
rocks up the pyramid. You will also see a work supervisor standing
there with about a 12-foot whip with lead points on the end. I am
not sure that is the philosophy that we want to adopt in this welfare
reform bill.
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The CHUANaMA. Well now, all I am looking for is a better alterna-
tive to still get, the pyramid built, that is the point.

Mr. ScHEumr. Righiit. I tlink we have to have all kinds of options.
I think some of the poor are ultiiniately going to be matched with the
kind of a jol that does not have a great deal in the way of promo-
tion or ad%'ancenient because they do not really care that much and
they are not willing to invest enough of themselves to build their
talents. For others who are willing to invest something of themselves
and to develop their talents and skills, we ought to offer more. Per-
haps the philosophy ought to be one of options, a variety of choices.
For those who want. to work, who want to better the-msl'ves, who are
willing to work after hours in remedial education and so forth, let us
give them a chance to do so.

Our public services urgently need enrichment. I will give you a
couple of areas where the poor have played particularly useful and
constructive roles. One is in preschool child care programs where we
have a desperate shortage of professionals and where women from
the low income neighborhoods, mostlyblack women, by becoming child
development aides, working under th supervision of a professional,
have enabled dozens of other women with children to become involved
in meaningful work.

The whole key to this welfare program according to President
Nixon, is the child care program to allow many low income women
who are heads of families to become independent and elf-supporting
through work. A ke, and indispensable element of this program is
finding enough people other than professionals to man these day care
centers. We do not begin to have enough child development specialists
to do it. without paraprofessionals.

Secondly, in the Nation's program of family planning, the new
careers program is an essential element in carrying the message of
family planning to the 5 million low income people in this country
who are of child-bearing age. but, who do not have either the knowledge
or the equipment to space their children as they would like to. We
do not begin to have enough doctors and nurses to carry out that
program. 'We know that there is nothing that mires a family so deeply
into continued poverty as the appearance of yet another' unwanted
child. Yet, we (1o not have the professional personnel to carry the mes-
sage to those women. But we have found in a hundred New Careers
programs across the country that where we offer family planning
services to the low income women who are trying to get jobs and
trying to get help, and where the advice is given by another low in-
conic black or Mexican or Puerto Rican woman who'has had 6 months
of training and who functions under the supervision of a professional,
that message gets across and is denuded of some of its demagogy. It.
is denuded of utterly irrational statements such as family planning is
race genocide, because when a black woman tells another black woman
how she can improve her life, move out of poverty, help the children
she has by acquiring a Job and improve the whole quality of family
life, then she accepts that message.

Senator WIWLAMS. Who would you select to do the cleaning tasks
of the cleaning women around the Capital, your offices and mine. and
doing the laundry that you have suggested is a dead-end job? Who
would you suggest, if those who were on relief call that a menial task
and say it is below their dignity? Who would you suggest would ac-
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cept that as a dignified job, and yet I do not wash my shirt and you
do not wash yours, who do you think should wash your shirt?

Mr. ScHmrER. Well, there are some people who wash shirts because
they are perfectly satisfied washing shirts and some people who are
washing shirts but wish like hell that society could offer them some-
thing a ittle more significant and rewarding. It is that second category
thatI am interested in.

There are always going to be people who do not want to work at
developing their talents, who do not want to study, who want to take
the easiest. way out, and for them these jobs are there. But there are
others who do want to improve their future, who do want to make
a little more money, who do want to fill v-itally needed roles in our
education, health, and law enforcement services, and I am simply say-
ing let us offer them the opportunit, let us offer them options.

Senator WILLIAMS. I agree we should help them improve them-
selves if they want to. But I am a little bit disturbed. If understand
you correctly, you suggest that anyone who is doing these jobs now,
it is an indcation that they have no ambition, that they are satisfied.
I think there is a dignity to any type of work that a man is doing for
gain ful employment to support'his family.

Mr. SCHEri.R. No question about that.
Senator WIULIAMs. And I do not think it makes anv difference

whether we are in the front office or the back office, I think they are
entitled to the same respect if they are supporting their family as
a latmdry worker as you and I are as Members of Congress. I think
they are entitled to just as mueh respect and I do not quite under-
stand your reasoning that that type of a person should be looked down
upon-

Mr. ScmuRER. I do not say they should be looked down upon.
Senator WILLIAMS. In their dignity because they are not doing

digmified work. After all some people may think you and I may )e.
welfare recipients, and so I wish to contribute to that man wlo is
trying to support his family by the sweat of his brow. I think he is
entit led to our respect.

Mr. SCIJEE. Right, I do A~ot think either of us on that side of the
bench or this look down on people who work. But, some people who
work in these low-level, dead-end jobs, feel they would like to be doing
something more significant and more rewarding and are willing to
take the time and effort, to learn and study to improve their skills.
For those people we ought to offer an opportunity.

The CHARMAN. Any further questions!
Mr. SCHETER. And we have gotten a program with a proven record

of success in doing just that.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Thank you very much.
Mr. SCHELER. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. I will ask the staff to make excerpts of the im-

portant parts of the matter you want inserted in the record because
I would like to have available the entire presentation of Congressman
Scheuer, but I think the record will be so long with this insert that
nobody will read it if we tried to put the whole-hundred pages of this
witness and others.

Mr. ScHEuLR. Why don't I give it to *you excerpted down to 10 or
15 pages
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The CI[AIRMAN. If you will do that, and for those members who
would like to have the opportunity to read the entire presentation we
will have that, too.

Mr. SclimumR. I will have copies this afternoon for the distinguished
members of the committee.

The CHAMIMAN. That will be done.
Mr. SCi-tERum. Thank you very much, sir.
(The study referred to by Congressman Scheuer entitled "National

Assessment of the Ne'- Careers Program" was made a part of the offi-
cial files of the conunittee. An excerpt from the study follows:)

'II. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter outlines the major conclusions of the survey and recommendations
based on these conclusions. The recommendations are generally of three types:
(a) recommendations for expanding those programmatic aspects of New Careers
which appear to be currently successful; (b) recommendations for changing or
strengthening areas of weakness in the program; and (c) recommendations for
further study in areas insufficiently explored in the present survey.

OVERVIEW

As of June 30, 1909, there were 119-$ewareers projects in the nation. Forty-six
projects were non-CEP projects and 52 were CEP projects from their inception.
Seven projects were originally funded as non-CEP and later became CEP projects.
One project in four locations was funded as Planned Parenthood. The CEP
funding status of six projects was mixed (included both CEP and non-CEP
funds). As a result the projects may be categorized as 47 non-CEP and 65 CEP.

Only two New Careers projects became operational before the beginning of
FY #1968. At the time of the survey, one-half of the projects had been in
operation less than 16 months and one-fifth less than 12 months.

Seventy percent of the projects were in manpower regions I through V
(including Washington, D.C.). Region IV had the most projects (22) and"
Region VIII had the fewest projects (2).

There were approximately 20,000.present and former enrollees associated
with New Careers. Forty-five percent of these were currently enrolled in
New Careers at the time of the survey. If previous trends continue, it is
estimated that ultimately 60 percent of the enrollees in the program will gradu-
ate and 40 percent will terminate. Terminations tend to accur early in the
program, since half those who will ultimately terminate do so in the first six
months.

For the 112 New Careers projects, there were approximately 1,120 user
agencies training New Careers enrollees This is an average of ten user agencies
per project. Sixty-eight percent of the user agencies were either health or
education agencies.

Overall Recommendation: It is strongly recommended that the New
Careers program be expanded beyond its present emphasis on only human
service jobs. This is a critical Issue that involves and has implications
for many of the recommendations that follow.

RECRUITMENT AND SELECTION

The most commonly employed recruitment procedure was an outreach com-
ponent of CEP, CAA, neighborhood centers, etc. Other recruitment methods in.
eluded referrals from other agencies, informal walk-ins and assistance from the
Employment Service.

The most commonly used screening techniques were interviews, either by
project staff or by user agency personnel. Educational level was used as a
screening device by 62 percent of the projects, even though this practice has
been generally discouraged. The data show that there is no relationship between
educational level at enrollment and success of enrollees in the program,

Recommendation: The fairly common practice of using an educational
level below which enrollees will not be accepted should be discontinued.
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This particular component of the program should be closely monitored.
About one-third of the New Careers projects used either math or verbal

aptitude tests as screening devices for job placement purposes.
Reommesdation: The difference between the appropriate and inappro-

priate use of tests (such as personality or math and verbal tests) should
be spelled out clearly in the New Careers guidelines. Such tests are appro-
priate for research and educational placement purposes, but not as devices
to exclude applicants from the program.

suPPorxvE sERvIcEs

Most New Careers projects offer a variety of supportive services to enrollees.
Specific supportive services include, in the order of the frequency of their
offering; medical, transportation, legal assistance, psychiatric, (lay-care, dental,
counseling, and financial assistance. The range was from 56 percent offering
financial assistance to 97 percent of the projects offering medical supportive
services.

The main source of supportive services tended to be either the project or its
sponsor, although user agencies and the community did supply some of these
services.

Recommendat"o: The source, quality, and scope of supportive services
should be examined critically in relation to the effect of such services on
the retention rate of enrollees. If it is found that these services can affect
retention rates favorably, they should be intensified during the first six
months of an enrollee's training to ensure maximum retention during that
crucial period.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Education and Training components in New Careers projects include: on-the-
job training, generic issues training, adult education, college courses, and skill
training. More than two-thirds of the projects in the country offered all these
training components to enrollees.

About half the enrollees (past and present) have received some college credit
during their New Careers training. This figure was considerably higher for
graduates and lower for termlnees.

About 28 percent of the user agencies have arranged for college credit to be
given for OJT. This type of credit is most often available in social welfare user
agencies (48 percent). Credit is least likely to be offered for OJT in health
agencies (20 percent).

Most skill training was provided by the user agencies, although some of this
(the most general) was provided by educational institutions subcontracted by
the projects. Some type of formal certification was available for skill training
in about one-third of the projects.

Reoommneato: All subcontracts with colleges, universities and user
agencies should include specific provisions for college credit for supervised
work experience (OJT) and skill training. Since this type of accrediting
arrangement occurs in only 20 percent of the health agencies, there should
be a special focus for these efforts in such agencies.

Adult basic education was typically provided by educational institutions with
nearly all of the projects offes'ng adult education to enrollees. However, the

general Equivalency Diploma (GED) was available, in conjunction with adult
basic education, in only about two-thirds of the projects.

On a cummulatlve basis, approximately 28 percent of the enrollees who needed
a high school diploma received their GED through the program. This figure was
52 percent for graduates, who remained in the program longer than the typical
enrollee.

Reoommendat4ox: A closer linkage must be established between adult
basic education programs and provisions for obtaining the GED. Alternate
educational routes should be made available for obtaining the GED
credential.

CA3FER DZVZLOWPMKNT

Because of the comparatively short time that most projects have been opera-
tional, it was not feasible to obtain long range data on career development.
However, some of the data obtained does have a bearing on this important com-
ponent of the program.
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Most project. did not have a career development specialist. Rather, project
directors appeared to be performing much of this activity themselves.

Reoommendfsto.: New Careers projects should be required to make spe-
cific provision on their staff for a career development specialist, a person
who has training and skills in the area of Job development and long range
career development. It I recommended that this be established as a senior
level, fulltime position, with special intensive training provided as a regular
ongoing activity.

Career development efforts have resulted In changes in user agency personnel
systems in about 79 percent of the user agencies affiliated with New Careers.
The most common modifications include the creation of new positions and
relaxation of educational levels necessary for employment in the agencies.

Reoommesdatos.: The present efforts to modify the hiring and career
structures of user agencies should be broadened and intensified. This is a
critical area of the New Careers program which requires continuous and
strong emphasis.

The most frequently mentioned career development problem encountered by
New Careers projects was that of obtaining firm commitments from user agencies
to hire enrollees upon completion of training. For example, some agencies have
not made provisions for enrollees in 'their future budget planning.

Recommendation: No New Careers enrollees should be placed in user
agencies unless the subcontract specifically commits that agency to employ-
ment of those enrollees upon successful completion of their training. This
is a critical problem that requires the continual attention of local, regional
and national staff.

Other personnel practices of users agencies, such as job structuring and merit
systems, have caused career development difficulties. In general, career develop-
ment efforts encountered a wide variety of problems, which is one index of the
complexity of this activity and the need for a career development specialist
in New Careers projects.

In spite of the difficulties encountered, the impact of career development on
enrollees has been generally favorable. Enrollees anticipated being hired at the
end of training and felt they would like to make a career of their work. User
agency supervisors also anticipated that enrollees would be hired after training
and were generally favorable in their attitude toward enrollees.

The enrollee's job description Is a vital link between his Job and his training
program. Only 40 percent of the enrollees sampled indicated that they had in
their possession a Job description for their position.

Recommendation: All New Careers enrollees and their OJT supervisors
should be provided with detailed job descriptions and career ladders prior
to the beginning of training. This is necessary so that training, career develop-
ment, and upgrading activities can be more clearly focused.

Supervisors indicated that at least some fringe benefits are enjoyed by
enrollees in about 70 percent of the user agencies studied. However, the term
"fringe benefit" was interpreted in many different ways.

Reeomneaation: Subcontracts with user agencies should require agencies
to provide New Careers enrollees with all fringe benefits (such as medical
insurance, annual and sick leave, etc.) which are normally available to
their regular employees.

About 85 percent of the graduates have been hired by the user agencies in
the enrollees' career ladders. Thus, in spite of some career development diffi-
culties with user agency commitments, New Careers projects have been able to
place nearly all of their graduates in the user agencies However, It was not possi-
ble to obtain detailed follow-up information on those New Careers graduates who
were placed on jobs.

RecommendaSont: An intensive, in-depth review of career development
practices in New Careers should be launched as soon as possible, with special
emphasis on follow-up of enrollees who have been placed on jobs.

DFV.MOGRAPHIC DATA

New Careers enrollees were predominantly female, between 22 and 84 years
of age, Negro, married now or previously, with one or more dependents, and
possessing between 8 and 12 year of formal education at the -time of enrollment

Recommendation: Although 74 percent of the New Careers projects studied
now offer day-care supportive services, It is recommended that day-care be
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a mandatory supportive service in all New Careers projects. This is nece.sary
because of the high (68 percent) proportion of females among New Careers
enrollees

Recommendation: Efforts to recruit more males for the New Carvers pro-
gram should be intensified. This should be preceded by lncreased efforts to
develop job opportunities and careers which are well-paying and attractive
to males

Most New Careers enrollees were primary wage earners and unemployed at
the time of enrollment. The majority earned less than $3000 during the year
prior to enrollment in New Careers Twenty-nine percent of the enrollees were
on welfare at the time of enrollment.

PATTERN8 OF TERMINATION AND GRADUATION

Approximately twice as many terminations from New Careers were voluntary
as were involuntary. The most common reason given by enrollees for terminating
voluntarily Involved finding a higher paying job. This is supported by data show-
ing that enrollees with fairly high pre-enrolliment incomes had a lower than
average graduation rate.

Recommendation: Projects should develop those Jobs in user agencies
where the highest possible entry wage for enrollees can be obtained in order
to reduce enrollee attrition for salary reason. Furthermore, wage increases
during the training period should proceed at the same rate enrollees as for
other employees in the user agencies.

Terminations initiated by New Careers projects usually involved enrollee rule
breaking or poor job performance.

Recommendation: Program components which affect Involuntary ternilna-
tion rates (such as orientation, supportive services and counseling) should
be critically examined with an emphasis on reducing terminations of this
kind.

Female enrollees had a higher rate of graduation from the program than male
enrollees. While the overall data in this survey did not support any differences
in graduation rates between Negro and Cauca.ian enrollees, data from CEP
projects suggest that Negroes had a higher rate of graduation than Caucasians.

Enrollees under the age of 22 had lower than average graduation rates.
Recommendation: The ten percent limitation for enrollees under the age

of 22 should be continued. However, In order to meet the needs, of those
younger enrollees, special demonstration programs should be created for
them.

Enrollees who were on welfare at the time of enrollment do as well in the New
Careers program as any other group of enrollees.

Recommendation: New Careers components and concepts should be adapted
more extensively by programs designed to deal specifically with welfare
recipients, such as WIN and other family assistance programs.

When enrollees were asked what they liked about the New Careers program.
they indicated that an opportunity for continued education was the single most
att active component in the program. They also specifically mentioned enjoying
human-services work and the working conditions in the user agencies. Enrollees
also Hked the opportunity for advancement In New Careers.

When asked what they disliked about New Careers, nearly half !ndicated
they had no specific critieims of New Careers This is one index of the extent
of enrollee satisfaction with the New Careers program. However, parts of the
program which were specifically criticized by some eirollees included low
wages, organization of the program and teaching methods. Some felt they had no
guarantee of a job after training. In general, however, enrollee opinions are
highly ftvormble to New Careerm This may be related to the fact that about half
the euroatees were given the opportunity to select the human service area and
the user agency In which they were placed.

Recommenda-ton: All New Careers projects should develop specific infor-
mation about the kinds of human service jobs available so that they may
help the enrollees participate meaningfully in the selection of their own
training plan and occupational goal.
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EFFreT O CEP AFFILIATION

This survey found few differences between CEP and non-CEP projects. CEP
projects were located in smaller cities than non-CEP projects. Non-CEP projects
used more recruitment procedures of a wider variety than CEP projects, which
relied heavily on an outreach component. Non-CEP projects also used a wider
variety of screening devices than CEP projects. These differences are probably
related to the fact that CHIP typically has a component specifically designed for
recruitment and screening, whereas this kind of component is seldom available
to non-CEP projects.

Supportive services were consistently more available to enrollees in CEP proj-
ects than in non-CEP projects. However, CEP and non-CEP enrollees appeared
to receive adequate supportive services at approximately the same rate according
to the interview data. This suggests that availability of supportive services
may not be a useful measure of the extent to which such services actually reach
enrollees.

CEP projects were somewhat more likely than non-CEP to make provision for
formal credit In educational components.

There were few differences between CEP and non-CEP projects In career
development efforts and Impact.

There was no apparent difference in the overall graduation rates of enrollees
In CEP and non-CEP projects, nor was there a difference in the percent ot
enrollees hired by user agencies after training.

There Is a larger percentage of Negro enrollees In CEP projects than in non-
CEP projects. As noted earlier, Caucasians appear to graduate at a lower rate
than Negroes In CEP projects, although graduation rates were conlmirable In
non-CEP projects.

The typical CEP enrollee had slightly more education at the time of enrollment
than the typical non-CEP enrollee. This may be related to the differential racial
balance in the two kinds of projects.

Recommendation: Since there do not appear to be major differences be-
tween New Careers projects that are affiliated with CEP and those which
are not (on those variable which were studied), it is recommended that New
Careers continue as a viable component of the CEP program.

BENEFITS AND COSTS

As of October 31, 1909, a total of 91.584 million dollars had been obligated for
New Careers by the Federal government. As of that date, the actual cost of the
program was estimated to be $65.26 million.

By the time those enrollees who are currently in the program have either
terminated or graduated, it is estimated that the total Federal cost of the pro-
gram will amount to $77.631 million. This amounts to an average training cost
of $3881.50 per enrollee, although the adgnificance of this figure is not clear
because of the many factors involved in Its calculation (see pg. 88).

The data show that both graduates and terminees earn more after New
Careers training than they did prior to enrollment. Using the total annual
increase In earnings of both graduates and terminees, It is estimated that total
social benefits will exactly equal program costs In lese than 1.9 years after pro-
gram completion. Furthermore, the lifetime social benefits in terms of increased
earnings are at least 4.1 times the total cost of the New Careers program. Thus,
even though the cost of training one enrollee is relatively high, the benefits in
terms of Increased earnings are also high.

The CHAIRMAN. NOW, the next witness will be Commissioner
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman of the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, if he is here. I understand Commissioner Horn will submit a
statement for the record.
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(A statement of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights follows:)

STATEMENT OF U.S. COMMISsION ON CIVIL RIoTS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. the Commission appreciates
the opportunity to present testimony on the proposed "Family Assistance Act
of 1970."

The Commission considers this bill one of the most important pieces of legisla-
tion to come before the Congress in recent years. The bill would make major
changes in existing public welfare programs--changes that badly are needed If
programs of public assistance are to enable disadvantaged families to achieve
positions of self-sufficiency and economic independence, and above all, to live In
dignity. The Commission strongly supports the principles underlying the pro-
posed Family Assistance Act and believes its enactment would represent a
significant step in enabling public welfare to achieve these goals. We have sev-
eral, suggestions, however, for changes which we believe would strengthen the
bill.

As you know, the Commission on Civil Rights Is an independent, bipartisan
agency established by the Congress in 1957 and directed, among other things,
to appraise Federal laws and policies with respe.,-t to equal protection of the
laws and to submit reports, findings, and recommendations to the President and
the Congress. Under this mandate, the Commission and its S tate Advisory Com-
mittees have devoted considerable attention to problems concerning the opera-
tion of public assistance programs, especially the program of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (API). In 1966, the Commission issued a report en-
titled "Children In Need" following its investigation of the operation of the
AFDC program in Cleveland. Ohio. In addition. Commission State Advisory
Committees in Indiana, Mississippi, New Jersey, and elsewhere, have carried on
their own investigations of the AFDC program, as well as other public assistance
programs, and have apprised the Commission of their findings and recommenda-
tions. As a result of these investigations, the Commission has been made aware of
many of the deficiencies and Inequities in the existing AFDC program and of the
clear need for changes to permit the program to operate more effectively. Many
of these deficiencies are the result of inherent impediments in the laws and regu-
lations governing the program. Others, however, are the result of insensitive and
often punitive methods of administration.

I would like briefly to describe some of the deficiencies in existing programs
that the Commission has noted in the course of its Investigations and then to
discuss some of the more important provisions of H.R. 16311 which are addressed
to these deficiencies.

WIDE VARIATION FROM STATE TO STATE IN LEVELS OF ASSISTANCr

Although the Federal Government pays the bulk of public assistance costs,
benefits to individual recipients vary greatly in different parts of the country.
In some instances payments under a particular category of aid are several
times greater in one State as compar-d to another. For example. in the program
of Old Age Assistance, recent data show average monthly payments per recipient
of $110 per month in New Hampshire compared to $44 per month In Utah. In
Iowa. average payments to the Permanently and Totally Disabled are close to
$184 per month in contrast to $50 a month in Alabama. South Carolina paid
$58 on the average to blind recipients as of June 1909; Massachusetts' payments
exceeded $148 during the same month.

state comparisons of payments to individuals tinder different programs reveal
even gronser disparities. For example, AFDC recipients in Mississippi received
an average of only $10.20 a month in June 1969, while recipients under the pro-
gram of Aid to the Blind In Massachusetts and California were receiving $148.(0i
and $146.40, respectively.

We recognize that there are substantial differences In the cost of living in
different parts of the country. These differences, however, do not begin to
account for the enormous differences in the amounts paid to needy Individuals.

In Its 1966 report. "Children In Need," the Comidsolon recommended that the
Federal Government establish a national minimum standard for public assIt-
anee payments below whieh no State might fall If it were to continue receiving
Federal funds under these programs. The Commission also recommended addi-
tional financial aid to help States reach and maintain this standard.
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LOW LVEL8 OF FINANCIAL. ASSISTANCE

In addition to the problem of the wide disparitles among the various States
in individual benefits, the plain fact Is that in few parts of the country are the
levels of financial assistance to welfare reciphnts adequate. Existlitv prograins-
those serving the aged. the blind, the disabled, inpoverished children and their
mothers-simply are not enabling people to live decently. Rtevvit data show
that only six states provide enough aid to bring their A.F' i r-11eiits abomve
the tion-farm poverty level, which for a family of fmir Is $3,%o. Elev,'t , titte,4
pay .o little that their AI)' recipients lut1st suilsi-t lit anl iml41lt*. of t,.s thatll
half the poverty standard. While this situation exists with reslect to all public
assistance programs. it is significant that the program in which minority group
members are heavily represented-AFDC-also is the program lrovldling the
lowest amount of assistance, whether measured on a pier capital basis or !)y the
percentage of need.

Four years ago when the Commission held n hearing i ('levelaud. Olhium. we
received testimony on the hardships faced by families delsendett oil plblic
assistance for support. For example, one mother told how she hs d to keep her
daughter home from school because she lacked shoes and there was snow on
the ground. Another child was forced to stand on the sidelines during gym
period because the family could not afford to purchase gym clothes. We heard
parents tell of being unable to give their children milk when rent had to be
paid and food stamps had run out. The Commission asked one AFIC mother
in Cleveland whether she had to cut corners In order to survive. She replied:
"I haven't found a way to cut corners. I found a way to live without."

In addition, there are many people in need who do not even receive the inininmal
assistance offered under public assistance programs. In fact, for each person
currently receiving some type of public assistance, two others subsist close to
or below the poverty level. According to government figures, approximately 25
million Americans are impoverished. A disproportionate number are nonwhite,
but nearly 70 percent are white. Current programs are too limited to reach more
than a fraction of this group.

DENIAL OF AM TO INTACT FAMILIES

When the Social Security Act was passed more than three decades ago, the
provision for Federal grants to states to aid children who were in need by reason
of the incapacity, death, or continued absence from the home of a parent, was a
forward step. In recent years, however, we have found that the restrictive nature
of this aid program-in effect, the requirement that the needy child live in a one-
parent home to be eligible-has had a devastating effect on family stability.

In 1961, the j-ugram of Aid to Families with Dependent Children of an Unem-
ployed Parent (AFDC-UP) was enacted. Adoption of this program, however, was
left to the discretion of the states. Currently only half the states have adopted it.

One mother told the Commilsion at Its 1966 Cleveland hearing that she had her
husband separated after he lost his Job, and unsuccessfully sought relief. '" .
this li one reason we separated and divorced. He couldn't see his kids go hungry
so he just left. He couldn't afford four so he Just left."

A caseworker for the Lake County Indiana Department of Welfare told the
Commission's Indiana State Advisory Committee:

"Our State AFDO program puts a premium on the broken home.... Unem-
ployed fathers, faced with the choice of staying with their families and being
unable to provide for them or leave and enabling them to collect AFDC benefits,
frequently leave."

In Newark, New Jersey, a former caseworker told the Advisory Committee
of the advice he had to give to a father who could not find employment:

"It was my very md duty to have to tell him that If he remained in the home...
the family would be taken off [AFDC] and, off the record, I informally sug-
gested to him that It might be better if he left the home in order for his family
to be taken care of."

HEAVY TAX ON EARNINGS Or WELFARE REC PrENTs

Relatively few welfare recipients are potentially employable. For those who
are, however, current law sharply curtails the natural Incentive to work and earn
to provide adequately for the physical well-being of one's family. Until the 1967
Amendments to the Social Security Act, earnings of AFDC parents were charged,
dollar for dollar, against aid received. This rendered virtually all part-time or
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temporary employment lrseel4es as a source of additional family inconw. iniuce
most of the welfare recipients who are potentially employable have had little or

no job experience or training, any full-time jobs which might be available would

likely pay very little--frequently not enough to cover Job related exlwnses and
child care. As one mother from Gary put It : "As soon as you go to work, ia fact

before you have worked your probationary period out, the first thing that the

welfare does is cut your check." She added, "If they are going to take the motley

from you before you can help yourself, how are you going to be, aide to do It."
Another mother wondered how It was possible to look for a job when she couldn't
leave the children alone and couldn't afford a Imbysitter.

Although the 1967 Amendments require states to exempt some earnings froun

the welfare recipients' tax, the exemptions still are insufficient to encourage
greater self-reliance.

CUMBERSOME METHODS OF DETERMINING ELIOInrLIT'"

The problem of establishing eligibility for public welfare is one that has
plagued applicants for aid and added substantially to administrative ,.,its. Fre-
quently, needy individuals are forced to wait several weeks before tissistaiite Is
fortbcoming. while Information Is checked and Income veriled. Su-h iatttrs
as proof of need and the absence of a sIjmih.w first must be cstallsiledi to the satis-
faction of the welfare department.

In February 1967, the Commission's Mississippi State Advisory Committee
held an open meeting in Jackson to obtain Information on welfare problems.
Numerous recipients were heard from in addition to welfare experts and Federal,
State and local officials. Many witnesses voiced complaints concerning the Inordi-
nate delays--frequently in violation of Federal and State regulatons-in pro ess-
Ing applications for aid. For example, although Federal law required that a de-
termination of eligibility be made within 30 days from the time of application,
Mimissippi welfare regulations allowed up to 60 days for a decision on eligibility
to be rendered. In practice local officials often Ignored the 60-day limit. One wit-
ness described to our State Advisory Committee her unavailing 6-month effort to
obtain some disposition of her application. Other witnesses alleged that when
they attempted to make a formal application they were simply turned away. In
addition to delays, infringements of privacy and violations of civil liberties often
are concemitants of present methods of determining welfare eligibility. All too
often personal insults, degrading treatment, Invasions of privacy, intimidation
and infringement of legal rights are experienced by the minority group welfare
recipient over whom local welfare department officials wield tremendous power.

MANPOWER SERVICES AND TRALNING

There are a variety of problems of race and Income which must be recognized
and dealt with in considering welfare reform. For minority group members, a
disproportionate number of whom are economically disadvantaged, the combina-
tieo of Inadequate education, lack of Job skills, and the persistence of racial
diae imination, blocks access to remunerative employment. For example, a re-
ceUy published report on a demonstrv 'ion project serving large AFDC families
in Baltimore found that despite the fact that a number of mothers and children
*ere employed, only two percent of the familUes had an annual income in excess
of $4,000. The work available to these families, whose average size was six,
tended to be unskilled and offered no hope for advancement.

Large-scle programs of remedial education, traiMnig for meaningful Jobs. and
removal of racial barriers to educational opportunities, housing and employment
are esPecially needed by members of minority groups clustered at the bottom of
the economic ladder. The scope of our present manpower training programs Is
limited and the quality of our efforts In this areas has been questionable. When
the Commission's Mississippi State Advisory Committee held its 1967 open meet-
Ing. it received many complaints from enrollees under what was then called the
Work Experience and Training Program (Title V of the Economic Opportunity
Act). One woman, a mother of five children was promised training as a nurse's
aide but wound up washing dishes. Another mother reported that after her "train-
Ing" was completed she was left to fend for herself-no help In finding employ.
mett was provided. Under the threat of having her AFDC payments terminated
she accepted a $25 per week cleaning job in a hotel.

In Gary. Indiana, a mother spoke despairingly of the training offered: "They
don't give you courses with any dignity. The courses they give yon on welfare are



1924

things that Negro people have done all the time-cooking, housekeeping, washing,
and things of that sort."

A welfare recipient from Roxbury told members of our Massachusetts State
Advisory Committee that she was enrolled in a clerk-steno training program
under the Manpower Development and Training Act. Although there were 20
students registered, only 11 typewriters were available.

TlE FAMILY ASSISTANCE BILL

Many of the deficiencies I have described are well known. ,cholars and re-
searchers certainly have reported on them often enough. Nonetheless, it has been
shocking for members of the Commission to see firsthand evidence of these de-
ficiencies and their devastating effects on the lives of those who want only a
chance to participate in the Nation's affluence.

FedersA aid programs have a way of perpetuating themselves without regard
to the benefits they actually are providing. Bureaucrats develop all sorts of
techniques to protect themselves against legitimate attack; outside constituen-
cies are built up; and financial Incentives are created to keep the status quo
intact. In short, once a Federal aid program is established, It is exceedingly
difficult to change it, even in the face of substantial evidence that it is worth-
less. In the past few years, a number of brave souls have spoken out concerning
the inadequacies of existing welfare programs. Some have characterized them,
bluntly but truthfully, as "bankrupt." As you can appreciate, however, Mr.
Chairman, it is one thing for those outside of government to challenge the validity
and worth of on-going programs; it is quite another for government to concede
the bankruptcy of a policy It has been following for three decades and to urge
a radical change of direction.

This is precisely what the proposed Family Assistance Act does. As intro-
duced by the Administration, it expressly recognized many of the deficiencies I
have spoken of--unconscionably low levels of aid in many states, administration
which in "costly, inefficient and degrading to personal dignity," "Intolerahie
incentives for family breakup," and "inequitable exclusion from assistance of
working families in poverty." On the basis of these exprew findings, the bill
proposes bold and innovative reform# to existing welfare programs. These re-
forms are long overdue. In the Commission's view, however, the fact that govern-
ment is able to propose abandonment of such a long-standing program as AFDC
demonstrates our Nation's capacity for bringing about change in the face of
enormous bureaucratic obstacles.

FJAILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

The most Innovative feature of H.R. 16311, indeed the heart of the entire
bill is the Family Assistance Plan under which eligible fanuikies would receive a
badIc cash gmnt (up to $1,000 for a family of 2; $1,M) for a family of 3; $1,600
for a family of 4, and so on) entirely from Federal fund

The Commission strongly endorses the principle of a national minimum Fed-
eral payment to needy families. This provision Is in accord with recommenda-
tions made not only by this Commission, but also by the Advisory Council on
Public Welfare, the National Advisory Commission on Citil Disorders, the Presi-
dent's Commission on Income Maintenance Programs, and other concerned
groups. The Family Assistance Plan would establish a more uniform assistance
program throughout the country. It would move closer to the cOncept of aid
based on the single criterion of need by recognizing that even working families
may suffer from poverty and require income supplementation, and it recognizes
Federal responsibility and financial capacity for carrying a greater share of
the cost of public welfare.

Although the bill would establish a national minimum payment, it would
not represent the minimum standard which the Commission recommended in lts
19M report on "Children in Need." What we were speaking of was a standard
of Income adequate for subsistence, which would be a matter of right for all
families in need. In most states, however, the level of payment provided under
the bill would be far too low for even minimal subsistence. Sixteen hundred dol-
Iare a year for a family of four Is les than half the current poverty level-
evn the more liberal earnings allowance which we will discuss later would not
enable a family to obtain a minimum standard of living.

We recognize that the $1,600 payment would represent only the basic Federal
contribution. States could supplement this payment to bring a family's income
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up to the level of adequate subsistence. Experience under existing welfare pro-
grams, however, strongly suggests that reliance on the states to supplement
family assistance payments provides no assurance that families In need will
escape deprivation. Moreover, because of changes In the matching formula, in
some states--those that have provided the most liberal amounts of assistance-
the aid received by recipients actually may prove to be lower than those under
existing programs.

The Family Assistance Plan, by Including poor working families, breaks
through the narrow confines of existing welfare categories to extend assistance
to millions of needy families who currently are Ineligible for aid. Many other
people who are In dire poverty, however, still would not be helped. For exam-
ple, childless couples and single adults, often in great need through no fault of
their own, still would be Ineligible for assistance and would have to turn to other
assistance sources such as private charity.

In the course of the Commission's Investigations, we have heard distressing
accounts of persons clearly In need, but who are rendered Ineligible through
failure somehow to fit Into existing categories. Several years ago, for example,
the Oommlsslon heard of the case of an older Negro man who had lost an arm
and a leg and also was afflicted with a heart ailment. Nonetheless, he was denied
assistance under the Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled program
because local officials deemed his disability to be less than "total."

We recognise that the Family Assistance Plan is a first step and that it is
perhaps unfair and certainly unrealistic to expect that all of the Impediments
of existing programs that have developed over decades can be eliminated in one
proposal. We believe It is important, however, to view this plan not as the final
answer to relieving these impediments, but as the major first step in the right
direction that it is.

AD TO INTACT FAMILES

A second salutary feature of the bill Is the absence of any requirement that
there be no father In the home for a family to be eligible fe;r assistance. As we
pointed out earlier, the denial of aid to "intact" families has ien a force for
family disintegration. As we also pointed out, efforts to change this long-
standing practice, through the AFDC-UP program, have not been successful.
H.A. 16311 would no longer leave to the discretion of individual states whether
"Intact" families would be eligible for aid, but would, In effect, extend the
AFDC-UP program to the entire country as an integral part of the Family
Assistance Plan, thereby helping to preserve family integrity.

ZAFaIGS OF WELFARE EIcuPIENTS

Another of the progressive provisions of the bill would increase the amounts
that recipients can earn without deduction of assistance payments. Under the
1967 Social Security Amendments, the first $30 of monthly earnings are exempted,
as well as one-third of earnings above that amount. H.P 16311 would increase
the exemption to $00 per month plus a substantial percentage of the remainder of
Income. We believe this liberalization Is essential if the bill is to contribute to
the goal of enabling families to get off the welfare rolls to become productive
member. of society. We suggest, however, that this provision be liberalized even
more. Under the existing program of Aid to the Blind, the exemption applies to
the first $86 per month of earned Income plus one-half the excess. We recommend
that this standard apply also to the Family Assistance Plan. In our view, this
higher figure more nearly represents the minimal expenses which necessarily are
concomitants of employment, and would also be consonant with the principle of
fostering work Incentive.

We asi point out that the bill would provide income exclusions which would
work to the disadvantage of larger families. The $720 per year exclusion would
apply to earned income of ali families, regardless of size. This provision, while
It may be adequate for the one wage-earner family, clearly is insufficient for the
many lower-income families In which two or more members each have marginal
employment

VARIATIONS AMONO STATES IN LEVELS OF ASSISTANCE

By establishing a basie level of financial aid throughout the Nation for needy
families with children, and for the blind, the disabled, and the aged, H.R. 16311
would rpqesent a significant stride toward reducing the gross disparities In the
levels of public assistance that currentlk exist among the various states. The bill
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would be of special help to lKN)r fainill s in stales sli'h as MississiIIII and .%la-
blama which currently offer the lowest levels I)f assistance. In other states, how-
ever. Iwrticularly the northern Industrial states where levels of assistance are
highest, there would e little or no Imlprovement. Greater equity couid be achieved
by amending the bill to provide for a sliding scale of niimm iay'ents toased
on the cost of living. in this way the Fatplly Assistance hlan would take Into
aceoulnt the oifiten sharp) differences In the amount of income nee(rsmary to subsist
In different [arts of the country and retain sufficient flexibility to adjllst the
minluminm Imyment to accommodate these differences.

ELJIR9ILITY I)ETERMINATION8

Tle bill also contains a provision for the use of a simplified statement to
establish eligibility under the plan for aid to the aged, the blind, and the dis-
aWed. Under Section 466(e) (1) and (2), a simnilified, uniform procedure also
may be used for establishing eligibility under the Family Assistance Plan. Early
experience on a trial basis has shown that Simnplifted methods of determining
eligibility have the effect of reducing ami(inlistrative costs without significantly
affecting eligibilty rates. More Importantly, dislensing with current methods of
Investigation is of Immeasurable value in terms of enhanced personal dignity
and self-reslect by those who need public assistance. Further. as we noted
earlier, under the present system, the wide discretion accorded to local officials
in determining eligibility ls lent itself to dis.rimnimmtory treatment of those who
apply for assistance. Federal standards and simplified pro-edures for deter-
mining eligibility could be of substantial hell) in eliminating this problem.

TRAINING AND EMPILOYNIFNT

The hill is rightly (oncerned with providing those who need public wslstance
with opportunities to become self-supltorting-to. get people off the welfare rolls
and on payrolls. The Commission supports this objective. We are concerned,
however, with that aspet of the bIll which would require that persons receiv-
ing public assistance Inefits, including mothers of school-aged children, must
accept referral for training or employment as a condition to continued receipt
of those benefits.

The Commission has found in the course of its investigations that many
mothers of dependent children are anxious to work and actively seek opportu-
nities for training and eniployment. For these mothers, the bill could be of con-
siderable help. We also have found, however, that many mothers of dependent
children feel it is more important for them to stay at home anti care for their
children. We believe it would be a serious mistake to deprive these mothers of
the choice which rightfully should be theirs to make.

Moreover, experience has shown that the coercive approach represented by this
provision not only fails to produce the desired result--economic dependence
and self-sufficiency--but it invites abuse, discriminatory t-atment, and threats
of reprisal against those who would assert their rights. The Commission has
beard of incidents in which local welfare officials have used their authority to
remove needy families from the rolls as a means of preventing minority group
members from exercising their constitutional rights. The training and employ-
ment requirements could provide such officials with even greater arbitrary
lower over the lives of needy families.

We believe it would be a serious error to legislate on the assumption that
those in need are lazy and shiftless, and must be forced to accept training and
employment. Five years of experience, first with Title V of the Economic Op-
portunity Act (Work Experience and Training) and then with the Work incen-
tive Program (WIN), Indicates that adequacy of training and availability of
jobs, rather than tuwillingnesw to accept training and Jobs, is the crux of the
problenL The Conndssion has heard a number of accounts of trainee exploita-
tion. One women testified before the Mississippi State Advisory Committee that
although she was supposedly being trained under the Work Experience and
Training program to learn the florist business, she was required to spread gravel
and later found herself assigned to work as a domestic in her employer's home.
Another woman who sought training as a dietitian told the Advisory Committee
that she was put to work washing dishes and mopping floors in the local school.
These and other incidents strongly suggest the necessity for providing adequate
safeguards against such abuse.

The Commission recommends that the training and employment provisions
be amended to exempt mothers of children under age 16 from the work or train-
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lng requirement. We also recommend that the legislation prohibit referrals
for employment which pays l~s than the higher of either minimum wage or
the prevailing wage.

CHILD CARE

For those mothers who wish to seek opportunities for training and vini-
ployment, adequate child care facilities are a necessity. Although the bill
recognizes the need for thte expansion of such facilities and suplortive s ervices,
no specific authorization for funds is provided. Moreover, Section 436 makes
no provision for funds for the construction of these facilities, although other
pending legislation does. We recommend that such provision be added so that
adequate child care facilities can become more than a vague promise, but a real
help to working mothers. We also urge that the bill be amended to assure that
Federal standards be provided to govern the nature and quality of the (lay
care programs contemplated by the legislation.

ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM

Under existing law, welfare programs are administered by State aguiC . As
we pointed out earlier, there have been numerous instances in which State and
local administration of public assistance has been discriminatory. Oui numerous
occasions, the power to withhold aid has been used by State and local officials tV
inhibit the exercise of civil rights. Although the bill would amend this feature
of existing law by offering States three alternatives in the administration of the
Family Assistance Plan, we believe it is important that the legislation provide
solely for Federal administration of the program as a safeguard against such
discrimination.

Mr. Chairman, we have made several recommendations in our testimony for
ways in which the bill you are considering could be strengthened. .s the members
of this Committee are aware, the bill is not perfect. It will not, in one legislative
stroke, provide total reform of the existing public welfare system. The inade-
quacies we have pointed out, however, should not blind us to the enormous
postitive potential of this legislation.

The current public welfare system is bankrupt. We have tried to tinker with
it for decades and the conditions which it is supposed to relieve grow wor.e.
It must be replaced. The bill before us represents a significant first step in the
sweeping reform that is necessary. While the Commission urges that its recom-
mended amendments be adopted, we support the basic provisions of the bill as
introd-- ed by the Administration and as passed by the House of Representatives.
We beleve thls legislation can contribute significantly to eliminating the alarm-
ing cycle of perpetual dependency to which welfare programs have contributed
so substantially, and ertable all persons to live In dignity as full participants in
America's abundance.

The ChAIRMAN. The next witness will be Mfr. Archer L. Bolton, ,Jr.,
chairman of government operations/expenditures committee-of the
National Association of Manufacturers.

STATEMENT OF ARCHER L. BOLTON, JR., CHAIRMAN OF THE
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS/EXPENDITURES COMMITTEE OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURS

Mr. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my
name is A. L. Bolton, Jr., and I am president of Bolton-Emerson, Inc..
of Lawrence, Mass. We are manufacturers of process equipment and
we employ approximately 300 people.

I am appearing here today on behalf of the National Association
of Manufacturers as a member of its board of directors and as chair-
man of the government operations/expenditures committee. We ap-
preciate the oportunity to state NAM's support of the family assist-
ance plan. My comments will be limited to title I of H.R. 16311, since
we believe this is the heart of the measure and embodies the critical
reform elements.

44-527-70--pt. 3- 42
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Although we favor the approach of this legislation it is clear that
the initial' costs would substantially exceed present program levels,

so it seems to us that it would be important to reorder l)riorities
throughout the range of aid programs to make way for this new bold
alproach without inflationary consequences from these expenditures.

The l)resent fiscal situation would seem to make this even inore
urgent and, therefore, our initial recommendation is that the effective
date which is now set. for -July 1971 be, postponed for at least. 6 months
and preferably for a year.

We are aware of other proposals for the delay of this program
pending further testing of the basic concel)t, and we recognize that
the program may well need to be modified as experience is generated..

Really, the entire plan would seem to be a pilot l)roject in welfare re-
form, and we suggest that if the Congress desires to enact this legis-
lation now but delay the effective date, the interim period might well
be used to develop 'sound guidelines to avoid the types of problems
encountered with Medicaid and other social programs.

The. amendments which have bexen proposed by the administration
we feel, clarify the aims of welfare reform particularly with respect to
work incentive and work requirement features.

We have been particularly encouraged by the proposed amendments,
first, increasing to $500 a year the penalty for the household head who
refuses to register for or accept work or training and, second, clarify-
ing the right of refusal of employment, and making the job suitability
definition more explicit and, third, eliminating the unemployed fathers
category.

We do feel that the bill by the whole approach to welfare reform
would be further strengthened by the following changes which we are
suggesting: First, to phase out the foodstamp program over a 5-year
period. The other exclusions of income in section 443(b) are related
to work- and skill-improving incentives or to simplification of admin-
istration. Food stamps, however, we believe, raise income without
commensurate work effort.

Second, we suggest the States should be permitted to make office-
based inquiries relating to eligibility as a specific protection of the
work and training requirement.

We suggest provision be made for comparison of employment re-
fusal rates on a labor market basis as another method of enforcing the
work requirement.

Fourth, we suggest that anyone directly involved in a labor dispute
should be ineligible for benefits under the family assistance plan.

Fifth, we suggest that the 30-percent reimbursement to the States
for suupplementar V payments should be omitted.

And, finally, we would encourage the move to grant consolidation
for family and individual service programs.

The full statement which has been submitted deals with this in
more detail.

One charge against the bill has been that it inevitably will lead
to a flat benefit-guaranteed income for all. The critical factor, in
our view, is how the benefit incentive system is structured. If the basic
allowance is a realistic minimum, and if the earnings disregard pro-
vides a true incentive to work and advancement and if the work re-
quirement is strong, we feel such a program directs away from, rather
than closer to, a guaranteed annual income. We feel it strengthens
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rather than weakens the connection between work and income and,
most important, strengthens the thesis that receiving public welfare is
not a blanket right but does entail responsibilities to society as well.

The provisions of the bill, particularly with the changes suggested,
would appear to meet these tests. Obviously, however, actual experi-
ence is going to be required.

The question of whether work incentives will be affected has no pat
answer. Reference was made earlier to the WIN work incentive pro-
gram. This program seemingly has been ignored or given only token
cooperation by many- welfare agencies. This would not be allowed
under the fanlily assistance plan. At the same time experiments with
various income disregard plans in New Jersey conducted by the OEO
have yielded more encouraging results even though the evidence is
admittedly fragmentary.

We have noted that one alternative proposal being discussed by
the committee is to strengthen the work incentive by paying wage
subsidies through employers. The main difficulty with this seems to us
that it would distort the employer-employee relationship for both the
subsidized workers and those whose compensation is directly related
to productivity and market forces. The effect that this could have on
collective bargaining and industrial relations would in general be
severe.

Concern has been expressed by members of the committee that the
work incentive might prove ineffective or even a disincentive under
some circumstances. We feel that the proposed administration amend-
ments would tend to remove these disincentives in all geographical
regions, and the work incentive would be strengthened, particularly
by the elimination of special benefits to fathers who are working less
than full time and are considered unemployed in some States.

The potential incentive imperfections of the family assistance plan
must be viewed relative to the much more glaring disincentives o the
present AFDC system which provides a financial inducement for de-
sertion or is offset only by the very limited work encouragement of
the WIN program.

We believe that the risks of welfare reform should be taken in
view of the more obvious failures of the present system, and the absence
of viable alternative solutions.

The idea that we hope will be implemented is a bold one. If we ap-
proach it fully aware that it may necessarily be modified based on
experience, we would avoid raising unrealistic expectations on both the
part of the beneficiaries as well as the sponsors of the family assistance
plan.

The CHAmmAN. Any questions? Senator Williams?
Senator WmLums. Do I understand that you are endorsing the bill

as recommended; its amendments by the administration?
Mr. BOLTON. Yes, sir.
Senator WnIUAXS. In the form in which it now stands.
Mr. BOLTON. With several suggested changes.
Senator W3Wx.Ms. Without those changes would you endorse the

bill ?
Mr. BOLTON. We feel that this is a worthwhile program that we

would endorse. We raise these questions as considered difficulties that
we think should be considered.
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Senator iLMs. But would you endorse the bill in the form in
which it now stands? Many of us recognize we would have proposed
amendments but the point is they may not all be successful. In the
event your recommendations for revision are not accepted and would
be rejected, you would still endorse the bill?

Mr. BOLTON. Yes, I think we endorse the basic bill, sir.
Senator WILLIAMS. Now, having studied the bill and endorsing it,

why do you recommend it be postponed a year or two to see whether
you are right or not t As a businessman do you conduct or do you run
a pilot project first to see whether it works or do you initiate building
a factory and putting it into production to see whether or not it, works?
Do ou think the ilot project should come after or before?

4Mr. BoLroN. our primary concern, sir, is the present fiscal con-
dition of the Federal financial structure, and to use the business
analogy, I believe we approve this project, we do not believe it should
be immediately implemented for purely financial cost reasons.

Senator WILLIAMS. If that is the reason it is delayed, why should
we spend $50 million to $100 million as an excuse for its delay; why
not just, delay it?

As I understand your proposal, endorsement of the pilot project
idea which would cost. $50 million to $100 million is only an excuse for
delay rather than to learn and gaining information.

Mr. BoLT . I think you have corrected me or I should correct
myself. We are not necessarily saying that we do believe a pilot pro-
graim costing x dollars should be instituted. We are saying that we
recommend the program not be immediately implemented and that
study be given to establishing procedures and possible test programs
during this period.

Senator WILLAms. Now, I notice that you suggest the food stamp
program should be eliminated. But recognizing the hardship that
would arise from the sudden termination, you would recommend that
thisbe phased out over 5 years; is that correct?

Mr. BOLN. Yes, sir.
Senator WILLIAMS. NOW, as it is phased out would there be an sub-

stitution for it or would it just be a 5-year phaseout?
Mr. Boi . We are not recommending that there be any cash

substitute but that the program be phased out.
Senator WiLLIAMS. Like the old story if you cut off the dog's tail

a little at a time it would be less painful than if you cut it off all at
one time. You do not think the same problem would exist 5 years
from now if you do not have any alternative plan. You feel that it
would be less painful because it would not be noticeable, is that
correct?

Mr. BoLTox. We think it would be too painful under some circum-
stances to cut the program immediately. We would hope that in a 5-year
experience with the family assistance plan the successes would make
the elimination of the food stamps add-on possible.

Senator WILIAMS. And I understand you are suggesting that the
State supplement should be 100 percent State financed and no Federal
assistance, is that correct?

Mr. BOLTONv. We would rather see a return to the 50-90 provision
which was in the original bill, as I understand it.
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Senator WItwAXs. You said omit the provisions of 30-percent
reillburs.,ement to tle ,States.

Mr. BOLTON. Yes, sir. We do feel that the 30-percent add-on is one
of the substantially complicating parts of this whole welfare problem,
particularly with States such as New York and California. I did not
mean to indicate that with the elimination of the 30 percent, and this,
I believe, is covered in my full statement, that there should 1be no
Federal suppleent.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, if you eliminate the 30 percent, what
Federal supplement would be left?

Mr. IloLixo. We are suggesting a return to the original language.Senator VIL1IA:S. To the original language, 50-90 percent, in
other words New York would get 50 percent rather than 30. No
Further questions.

Senator .Jom ,N. Just one or two questions. This bill makes no
provisions for single persons, for childless married couples, who may
be just as poor and just as hungry and just as destitute as are people
with families. Would you think this bill should be amended to make
some provision for taking care of those people?

Mr. BoLToN. Our position, Senator, is that we believe that this bill,
as it is before us, is attacking the primary problem, which is AFDC.
We recognize the problem of the childless couples and single people
and we think this should be dealt with as a separate problem and with
its own legislation.

Senator JORDAN. How do you tlink it should be dealt with?
Mr. Boi.ToN. I am not prepared at this moment, sir, to submit any

concrete suggestion.
Senator JoRDAN. Thank you.
Senator WILLIAMS. You said that you thought that the bill as re-

vised had the proper work incentives, and you mentioned New York
s an example in later testimony.
Under the bill as it was revised by the administration, a party who

accepts the training and earning $7,000 in New York would have
exactly $6,209 in expendable income; that is, when you include the
food stamps and rent supplement and so forth, whereas if they do not
work at all they got $6,210, the same family of four.

Now, do you think that the loss of $1 in cash and income in-kind
for the person who works and earns $7,000 as compared with the
$6,210 or $1 more for the person with the same-sized family doing
nothing is your definition of an incentive?

Mr. BoLTTO,;. I am not in a position to challenge your figures,
Senator.

Senator WILLIAMS. These are not my figures; they are the Depart-
ment's figures in analyzing the bill.

Mr. BoToN. No, I mean in argument I am not dealing with the fig-
ures as such. The thing that appeals to us as a work incentive is the
gradual takeaway rather than the cutoff which exists under the present
system of welfare administration.

Senator WILLLAMS. Well, the present bill, with the grandfather
clause, we were told not one welfare recipient in America would get
any less than he is now getting, so I do not know how much change
there is or how much reform there is in that. But in the figures that
were presented by the Department they were that in New York City
a person earning $7,00 would have a total in cash and food stamps,
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rent, medicaid, and so forth, of $6,209. If he earned $6,000 he got over
$7,500 or $1,300 more than if he earned $7,000, and if they did not earn
anything at all they got $6,210 or $1 more than they would if they
earned $7,000. Is that what you had in mind when you said this was
a work-incentive program and you thought it was a step in the right
directionI

Mr. BOLTON. No. What I had in mind was that this bill in other
localities works to the advantage of a person earning money and he
is not, in effect, 100 percent taxed on his earnings.

Senator WnLLuAMs. Sure, I am glad to hear you say that because I
was hopig somebody would make that point. Now, what locality
would that work in to an advantage because the Department furnished
us four States, they selected them at random, and in every one of the
States this disincentive, as a notch, developed.

Now, since you have analyzed this bill, what State and what city
would there be, that this incentive would not be applicable, because
we would like to know it in our committee ?

Mr. BOLTOx. May I ask staff if they can support me?
Senator WILLIAMS. You can, because I would like to have the in-

formation of just where this would not be true. Give us the figures
down the line.

Mr. BOLTON. I think, perhaps, Senator, if I may, I would like to ask
for the privilege of submitting a statement to this point following this
testimony. However, staff points out that in our statement we are
saying that while the degree of work incentive is questionable in some
cases this is very often due to the operation of other categorical aid
programs. It is seemingly, impossible to legislate all of these problems
in one fell swoop. This may not deal directly with your question.

Senator WLIAMS. If I understand you correctly, you do not know
of any area where that would not be true. I have been interested in this
because I think our existing program needs a revision. I think we need
a real work incentive program. But I think that you would agree that
the mathematics that I just outlined and which were cited in the vari-
ous examples presented to the committee so far, that those are not
what you woufd call work incentives. I think we could agree on that.

What we are trying to find desperately is where, in what area, this
would be applicable.

Mr. BOLTON. May we research these questions?
Senator WILLIAMS. Because we did not select these areas, they did.
Mr. BOLTON. May we try to deal with this question in a

memorandum?
Senator WILIAms. Yes, and send me one to my office. I would be

interested in receiving it, too.
Thank you.
The CHAIRRxA. Thank you very much, sir.
Mr. BOLTON. Thank you.
(Mr. Bolton's prepared statement and a subsequent letter to the

chairman follows:)

PAUnAW STATIUENT OF A. L. BOLTON. JR.. RKPFSENTINO THE NATIONAL
AsOcIATIoN OF MANIUFACTURS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Finance Committee:
My name is A. L. Bolton Jr. I am President of Bolton-Emerson, Inc., Lawrence.

Massachusetts.
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I appear here today on behalf of the National Association of Manufacturers as
a member of its Board of Directors and Chairman of the Government Opera-
tions /Uxpenditures Committee. The Association is a voluntary organization of
Industrial and business firms, large and small, with members located in every
state and representing a major part of manufacturing output in the country. I
appreciate this opportunity to state the views of the Association in general sup-
port of the legislation you are considering.

My statement will be confined to Title I of H.R. 16311-the Family Assistance
Plan-which is the heart of the measure and embodies the crucial reform ele-
ment. A careful comparison of Title I and the pertinent NAM policy position, ap-
pended to this statement, indicates agreement on the objectives of welfare re-
form and the principal means to obtain these objectives. Therefore the basic ap-
proach in this legislation receives NAM's support. Of the myriad proposals made
to date, H.R. 16311 appears to us to offer the best hope of straightening out the
welfare "mess," of eliminating the controve-rsy and discontent which have sur-
rounded categorical assistance in general and the AFDC program in particular.

While the objective of the Family Assistance Plan is to reduce welfare de-
pendency and eventually reduoe direct government outlays on public assistance,
the initial costs obviously would substantially exceed present program levels.
Thus this new initiative greatly increases the need for cutting back and eliminat-
ing outmoded and low priority programs. Under any circumstances, It would be
important to re-order priorities throughout the range of government aid pro-
grams to make way for this sort of new initiative -without inflationary conse-
quences. The present fiscal situation, with the disappearance of the surpluses
expected for fiscal years 1970 and 1971, makes such an effort of critical impor-
tance.

Therefore, our initial recommendation Is to postpone the effective date of the
bill, now set for July 1, 1971, for at least six months and preferably one year, if
the Committee desires to approve the basic reform legislation at this point.
More time Is necessary for Congress and the Administration to exercise fiscal
responsibility before embarking on an admittedly expensive new initiative, as
worthwhile as its objective may be.

We are aware of other proposals for delay of the program pending further
testing of the concepts involved. We recognize that this program will need to be
modified on the basis of experience. In fact, it is fair to say that the entire plan
is a pilot project in welfare reform. If Congress desires to enact the legislation
now but delay the effective date, the interim should be devoted to developing
sound guidelines to avoid the types of problems encountered with Medicaid and
other social programs and to testing some of the recommendations that we and
others have proposed.

Returning to the details of the Family Assistance Plan. several SpecIfic changes
in its structure are needed. In the proposed amendmnts to HI.R. 16311 sub-
mitted in early June. the Administration has clarified the aims of welfare re-
form, particularly with respect to the crucial work incentive and work require-
ment features, and has moved in the direction of more effective administration.
We are encouraged, -in particular, by the following major amendments, all of
which strengthen the work incentive:

1. Increasing to $500 per year the penalty for refusal to register or accept
work or training on the part of the household head receiving family assis-
tance benefits. (Sec. 447 (a) and 448 (a)).

2. Clarifying the family assistance recipient's right of refusal of employ-
ment on the grounds of prior experience and skills. The job "suitability"
question needed to be explicitly defined and we believe that the new proposal
is one which can be more effectively administered. (See. 448(b) (4)).

3. Eliminating the "unemployed fathers" category of aid. (Sec. 451 and
458(a) (1)).

The bill has some unique features not contained in previous proposals to at-
tack the welfare problem. It is of particular concern to the business community
because of the considerable direct costs involved and, more important, because
of its potential impact on the entire labor market, on work attitudes and national
productivity. Although It is the most promising attempt to date to break the
cycle of welfare dependency, many reservations have been voiced and, as an Asso-
ciation, we have some of our own.

We have some additional suggestions which we think improve specific provi-
sions of the legislation. The first part of our statement deals with the details
of the prolosed legislation: the second part im an evaluation of the underlying
principles and the major objections which have been raised.
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I. DETAILS OF L.R. 16311
The baic be~wt

The chief characteristics of the Family Assistance Plan are uniform eligibility
and basic benedtsi across the nation, the extension of aid to families headed by
men. the work requirement and the work Incentives. Understandably, a great
deal of attention has been, and will continue to be, given to the figure of $1,600
as the basic benefit for a family of four.

Whatever inctmoe level had been set for this Imishc ls'nefit would hivie loen
subject to question. Certainly one principal consideration is the direct co.-tt to
the federal government. Raising the basic benefit level for a family of four from
$1,600 to $1,700 would raise the cost by an estimated $500 million.

We believe it Is important to relate the level of thin basic benefit to the present
public assistance levels. As of January, 1970, 42 states and the District of Colun-
0ia had AFDC benefit levels of more than $38 per larson per month (or $1.(00
a year for a family of four) : another 3 states had benefits of between $3) (or
$1,440 a year for a family of four) and $33 per person per month (or $1.584
a year for a family of four). Thus the proposed basic benefit level Is not Incon-
sistent with the average under the present program. However, the basic enf-
fits--except those for the working poor-will have to be supplemented by the
states. Thus the total available to each family would be considerably more than
the "$1.600 for a family of four" formulation suggests.

Certain types of earned income would be excluded In the calculation of bene-
fits. Most of these exemptions are clearly related to work-and skill-improving
Incentives or to the simplification of administration. However. the situation
with respect to food stamps is more complicated. They add to the income of

- recipients without requiring commenwrate work effort. Nevertheless. we realize
that some current welfare recipients, who now receive food stamps, would be
much worse off than at present if this program wer- abruptly eliminated. There-
fore, we recommend that the bill be amended to remove the food stamp exemp-
tion over a period of five years.

The Administration has recommended that, in determining eligibility and
calculating benefits, both earned and unearned income should be taken net of
federal income tax (Sec. 443(a)). With the relief for low income taxpayers
provided by the Tax Reform Act of 1969, the federal Income tax liability for
beneficiaries is obviously very small, if any. Insofar as this provision applies
to earswd income, it would provide a limited further work incentive. However,
we question the appropriateness of treating unearmed income In the same manner
and recommend unearned income not be taken net of federal income tax in the
relevant calculations.

The work requirement
The bill requires every member of an eligible family, except those specifically

exempt, to register with the local state public employment office for manpower
services, training and employment. If-and for so long as--any individual fails
to do so, he will not be considered a family member for purposes of determining
benefits, but his income will be counted as earned family income in the regular
way in calculating benefits.

The registration and rehabilitation requirements, which apply to the "working
poor" as well as to those with no income, emphasize the incentive and work
orientation of these proposals and differentiate them from most guaranteed in-
come plans of the past. By including the working poor in the registration require-
ment, an aspect not spelled out In the Administration's original proposals, the
House bill strengthened the Incentive for self-improvement. The Administra-
tion has itself moved to enhance the work incentive by proposing to eliminate
the "unemployed parent" category of aid.

The basic benefit as defined in H.R. 16311 is $500 per year for each of the
first two eligible family members and $300 per year for each additional member.
If one member of the family refuses to register or to participate In work train-
ing or vocational rehabilitation, hig benefit would be withheld. This would
amount to $300, even if it is the father or mother who Is involved, because then
an eligible child would receive $500 per year as one of the "first two" eligible
family members. We have felt that denying $0 to a family where an adult
member does not participate would be a stronger incentive, and approve the
Administration's proposed amendment to this effect.

Another problem arises from the fact that a member of the family may earn
significant income, although he does not register, if he worked for several
employers who did not report such earnings to the Social Security Administra-



1935

tion or the Internal Revenue Service. Under the bill's provisions, if the father
ot an eligible family earned $900 a year in reported income, $720 would be
exempt, but $90 would be deducted from his family's benefit. Another family
head earning an equal amount in unreported Income would have the benefit of
the full $9W plus the full family benefit. Presumably some consideration of this
situation could be included in the spot-checking of eligibility. In view of the
recent Supreme Court decision on welfare payments, it may be necessary to
Include In the legislation protection against frivolous harassment of attempts
to enforce the work requirements.

We believe that payments should be made on the basis of verified need with
effective procedures to prevent abuses. The bill now provides for the furnishing
of information to the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare by families and by other federal agencies. We believe that, in addition,
It should be amended to permit the states to make office-based inquiries regarding
eligibility for state supplements. This would provide another impersonal and
objective check and is particularly important because the states are not required
to make supplementary payments to the working poor.

Work4rienled administration
Experience with the Work Incentive Program (WIN) has indicated the Im-

portance of the local welfare administrators' capabilities and attitudes in Imple-
menting the work incentive. The requirement lu II.R. 16311 that specified types
of Individuals be required to register for training, employment or vocational
rehabilitation-or risk losing their individual benefits under the Family Assist-
ance Plan-is intended to overcome some of the major problems which have
been encountered in the administration of WIN.

The original criteria for permissible refusal to accept work were not equally
objective. One major improvement was made by the House removing the vague
concept of suitabilityty" which could have been used to hamper reasonable en-
forcement of the work requirement.

In the June amendments offered by the Administration, the recipient's right
of refusal on the grounds of prior experience anl skills is limited to cas where
more suitable employment is actually available in the community but the Indi-
vidual has not been given adequate opportunity to obtain it. This is a further
Improvement but still leaves considerable room for administrative discretion.
Therefore, it should be a legislative requirement that records be kept on a labor
market basis of the Incidence of refusals of manpower services or employment.
These records should be compared quarterly with (1) the demand for low- and
demi-skilled labor within that labor market, and (2) the incidence of refusals
elsewhere. An inexplicably high proportion of refusals in an area would signal
a problem In the administration of the work requirement and would give the
Secretary an opportunity to clarify directives.

This is not an unimportant matter. A study conducted by the Department of
Labor, in collaboration with the Urban Institute, led to the estimate that 3.2
million adults, 43% of those who would be covered under the Family Assistance
Plan, are employable. Of L4 million male family heads, only 30,000 had not worked
at all during a 12-month period. Among female family heads, 60% had had some
work experience during the year. In all, over 75%. of those considered potentially
employable worked for some portion of the preceding year. This 'iakes it all the
more Important that all possible encouragement be given to acepting employ-
ment. The fact of employment will add to self-respect and confidence; the ex-
perience Itself should add to work skills.

In addition, the bill should be amended specifically to disqualify anyone di-
rectly Involved In a labor dispute from receiving benefits under the Family
Assistance Plan. This would include a person actually participating in a strike,
one who refuses to cross a picket line (whether or not the picketing is conducted
by his own union), and anyone otherwise actively assisting In the strike.

Training and ckUd care
The NAM believe that the overall goal should be to equip all citizens-

through education, job training and development of personal incentives-to be-
come active participants in our society and tie enterprise system. Therefore, we
feel that the stress on the provision of child care for families where the re-
speusibie adult Is receiving job training, or In working, is of particular im-
portance. The AFDC caseload covered by this program consists primarily of
families headed by females. Their employment potential is often minimized
because so many of them have young children. However, in the economy as a
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whole, almost 40% of mothers with children under 18 work. The available evi-
dence suggests that many welfare mothers are also anxious to work and would
be employable if the child care problem were solved.

In his August 1969 menage on welfare reform, the President mentioned a
computerlsed Job bank and 150,000 new training slots for the heads ot families
now on welfare. HR. 16311 is less specific but it does provide (Part C) for
training programs and allowances. The cost estimates used In tLe Ways and
Means Committee's report are the same as those in the P-Aesdent proposal-
$600 million for training and child care-although the bill does not specify the
number to be trained.

In some Instances, "training" would be a fairly simple matter of updating
or retrieving skills; in others it would involve a major training effort. To maxi-
rnise productivity the emphasis throughout should be on industry pmrticipation.

Under the Administration's original proposals, the states would have been
required to maintain the current level of benefits, with the federal government
providing the floor of $1,600 for a family of four. No state would have been re-
quired to spend more than 90% of what it would have spent without the opera-
tion o the Family Assistance Plan. However, for five years, each state would
have had to spend at least half of what it would have spent to supplement the
federal base. States would not be required to supplement payments to "working
poor" families

H.R. 16311 replaced this "0rk-90" rule with a provision that each state whose
AFDC payment level in January 1970 was higher than the family assistance level
would have to agree to supplement the family assistance payments up to that
level, or up to the poverty level if that in lower, in order to be eligible for federal
funds under Medicaid and other welfare programs. Federal matching would be
available, except for supplements to the working poor, at a rate of 30%.

We oppose this provision of H.R. 16311. To begin with, It adds $300 million a
year to the original estimates for the President's program. In addition, the 30%
federal financing on "add-ons" will encourage some states to continue providing
benefits beyond prevailing wages for unskilled and semi-skilled work. This, quite
frankly, has been one of the major problems in such states as New York and
California. Finally, releasing the states from the responsibility for maintaining
at least 50% of their effort is an uncalled-for separation of the spending and
revenue-raising powers.

In its proposals relating to individual and family services, the Administra-
tion has suggested an incentive system to encourage the states to adapt these
service programs to local needs. This would allow a governor to transfer up
to 20% of the federal grant funds from any categorical program he administers
to another of higher priority, although no programs could be increased in fund-
ing by more than 50%. To qualify, the state would have to submit a consolidated
plan covering any HEW service programs to be included. This is a first step
toward grant consolidation, which we believe should be encouraged. It would,
therefore, be desirable to provide for a gradually increasing flexibility. The second
part of the Administration's program for coordination requests the provision
of $30 million annually for grants to improve planning and management capacity
so that state anL local governments can assume new responsibilities. If this is
enacted, the development of consolidated programs should be given a priority.

We also approve of the proposal to replace the present open-ended appropria-
tion of federal funds with a fixed amount annual appropriation. This would be
accompanied by an evaluation program which would provide quality as well as
fiscal control.
A4I.trMOI

Under H.R 16811 a new agency would be established under the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare to administer the Family Assistance Plan. This
agency would be responsible for establishing and managing Family Assistance
Plan offices and would carry out other necessary functions. It would have the
power to contract for other agencies to carry out appropriate functions. The
Ways and Means Committee Report suggested that an advance appropriation be
requested by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to cover costs
of full-scale administrative planning. In view of the many new concepts In-
volved, and to avoid as many pitfalls as possible between enactment and the
effective date, this would be a sound step.

The states would be given the option to administer and disburse family assist-
ance benefits and state supplementary benefits on their own. Alternatively, If
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they enter Into an agreement under which the federal government administers
the supplementary benefits, the latter also would absorb all administrative costs.
This Is an obvious Inducement to centralize the program's overall direction. It
is also an attempt to'reduce the cost and complexity of administration. As
present the administrative costs of welfare involving Individual investigations
of all cases can run as high as 25% of total cost, obviously an exorbitant price
to pay for regulation.

NAM's policy position calls for the states and localities to have a continuing
administrative responsibility for welfare programs. We believe they would
have this under the job Incentive, training and rehabilitation provisions of
H.R. 16311-the type of "service operations" where responsibility for Imple-
mentation is best left at the state and local level. As for the actual making
and regulating of benefit payments, available evidence from the Internal Revenue
Service experience and elsewhere indicates that this can be done most efficiently
on a uniform basis using the spot-checking or sample investigation method to
control abuse&

IL MAJOR CRITICISMS Or IrL 16311

Because the Family Assistance Plan Is the core of the proposal, It is Important
to examine the major criticisms to which it Is being subjected. These come
from all sides, and, In some cases, result from conflicting Interpretations of
the underlying approach.

1. It wil kad inevitably to a glat-benejtt, guaranteed annual income for all.-
Some people already have Indicated how "easy" it would be to extend the
Family Asdstance Plan to single persons and childless couples. However, the
critical factor In our view is not the marginal coverage of the plan but how
the benefit-incentive system Is structured. If the basic allowance Is a realistic
minimum, if the "earnings disregard" provides a true Incentive to work and
advancement, and If the work requirement Is strong enough-then the program
directs us away from, rather than closer to, a fiat-benefit guaranteed annual
Income. It would strengthen the connection between work and Income. It would
strengthen the thesis that receiving public welfare is not a blanket "right"
but entails as well responsibilities to society at large.

The provisions of H.R. 16311 appear to meet these tests although this could
not be proved definitely until and unless there were actual experience with the
program on a wide basis. In this connection, we also should keep in mind
the status of existing welfare plans. While actual benefit levels vary widely
by state, they are all basically flat-benefit programs with little or no "Income
disregard." It could be said that we now have fifty guaranteed annual income
plans for those on welfare, with the most "generous" ones attracting the most
clients.

2. Some families will not be "better off" working.-Members of this Com-
mittee have expressed considerable concern about the possibility that the work
incentive might prove ineffective, or even a disincentive, under certain circum-
stances and in certain localities if the Family Assistance Plan were in effect
under Title I of HR. 16311 as passed by the House, and existing statutes relat-
ing to public housing, Medicaid and other welfare-type programs were unchanged.
The proposed Administration amendments to H.R. 16311 would tend to remove
these disincentives in all geographical regions. The work incentive would be
strengthened in particular by the elimination of special benefits to fathers who
work less than full time and who are considered "unemployed" in some states.

Apparently the degree of work incentive still would be questionable In some
cases even If these amendments were accepted. However, it is well to remember
that such results would obtain not from the structure of the Family Assistance
Plan itself, but from the operation of existing categorical aid programs, and
it may well be impractical to restructure all these programs in one piece of
legislation. Also, of course, the potential incentive imperfections of the Family
Assistance Plan must be viewed relative to the much more glaring disincentives
of the present AFDC system which provides a financial inducement for deser-
tion and only the very limited work encouragement of the WIN program.

& The high cost.-The full year additional federal cost of H.R. 16311 (includ-
ing the adult aid components and reflecting the proposed amendments) is now
estimated at about $4.1 billion. This should be onsidered in the context of both
the costs of inaction and the Indirect costs of welfare dependency.

It was estimated in the report of the Ways and Means Committee that by
1975 federal costs under the existing AFDC program would approximate those
under the "working poor" to the rolls, better controls and the assumed increase
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in earned income of the working poor would keep federal expenses relatively
stable compared to the inevitably spiraling costs of AFI)C.

Furthermore, the large AFI)C caseload entails indirect social and economic
costs which, though not readily measurable, must be greatly in excess of the
direct outlays of government for welfare benefits. It is well to remember that
the price of welfare dependency, occurring in some cases In several generations
of the same family, is paid both toy the children in lost opportunities and by
society as a whole in many other ways. To the extent that the training and
incentive programs provided by H.R. 16311 stceed in keeping or bringing
families together and raising the participation in, and the productivity of, the
work force, the true costs of the legislation would be reduced, perhaps very
substantially.

A related area of criticism refers to the possibility that the work and training
requirements themselves would add to the cost because a large bureaucracy
would be required to implement them. Here, again, only experience, will provide
the answer. It seems to us, h,'wever, that well thought-out procedures and
standards for training and placement should minimize those tasks. Also, the
sampling system une to control abuses could be adapted to include spot-(.hecking
of areas of difficulty in training and placement. The net cost of training, day
care and administration has been estimated at less than $1 billion. Significant
as that sum is, it Is less than $1.7 billion increase in public assistance eosts
anticlpmted for fiscal 1971. 'More important, it would be money spent for con-
structive purpose, rather than continued payment for hopelessness.

Nevertheless, that this new Initiative would be expensive initially is inescap-
able. In view of the worsening federal budget situation, we believe that the
effective date of the Family Assistance Plan program, if enacted, should be
delayed for at least six months beyond the scheduled start-up on July 1, 1971
and preferably until July 1, 1972.

4. Adding to welfare rolls is no wcay to reduce dependency.-The most sig-
nificant element of additional cost under the Family Assistance Plan would
be the payments to the "working poor" which would involve millions of addi-
tional welfare recipients. The rationale for this, of course, is that the present
system in many states encourages the working poor to break up their families
so that the mothers and children will be eligible for welfare. It has been estimated
that payments to the working poor under the Family Assistance Plan, on the
same "income disregard" scale that would apply to the existing welfare case-
load, would be relatively modest, averaging about $750 annually for those
working full time, full year. This estimate anticipates that most of these
welfare reclpents would not become long-term cases. A' large numbers of the
working poior rise above the poverty line annually, government payments would
diminish correspondingly.

5. The work requirement and incentives won't irork.-This criticism comes
in several forms. One is simply that you cannot force people to work. A frank
appraisal is that significant numbers would not work regardless of incentives
or regulations. These would have their personal, but not their families', bene-
fits cut off under the terms of the proposed legislation. This specific provision
would be strengthened by reducing the family's total benefit by $500. However,
the preponderance of available evidence Indicates that most of the adult welfare
population is strongly motivated and prefers working to not working.

Others question the practicality of training large numbers of welfare recip-
lents, the extent of the market skills that can be developed, and the work
motivation that the "income disregard" is designed to promote. There is no ready
answer as to whether the Job markets could absorb existing adult welfare recip-
ients. In some areas, particularly the more rural ones, there could be consider-
able problems of placement. On the other hand, most metropolitan areas con-
tinue to suffer manpower shortages in many semi-skilled jobs for which wel-
fare recipients could be trained. Through most of the last decade. !n fact, the
economy has been afficted much more by worker scarcity than unemployment.
Infusion of new manpower could ease this and help counter the inflationary ef-
fects of overly tight labor markets.

Nor is there any pat answer to whether or not the "income disregard" in the
plan will really motivate its beneficiaries to work harder and raise their pro-
ductivity. The existing WIN (Work Incentive) program, offering more limited
incentives for present welfare recipients, has not been widely utilized. The
program has been ignored or given only token cooperation by many state wel-
fare agencies. This would not be allowed under the Family Assistance Plan. Ex-
periments with various "disregard" income plane in New Jersey, conducted by

• m mi.
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the Offimce of Economic Opportunity, have yielded encouraging results relating
to the work effort of those receiving benefits, but the evidence here is admittedly
fragmentary.

('oiwd*liO
In summary, we believe that the basic principles incorporated in Title I of

H.. 16811 merit the serious attention of Congress with a view to early en-
actment. We do feel, however, that this promising approach to the reduction of
welfare dependency would be strengthened by the following changes:

1. The food stamp assistance program should be phased out over a period
of five years.

2. The states should be permitted to make office-based inquiries relating to
eligibility for state supplements as a specific protection of the work and
training registration requirement.

3. Provision should be made for a comparison of employment refusal
xates on a labor market basis as another method of enforcing the work
requirement.

4. Anyone directly involved in a labor dispute should be ineligible for
benefits under the F'amily Assistance Plan.

5. The 80% reimbursement to the states for supplementary payments
should be omitted.

0. The consolidation of grants for service programs should be gradually
increased.

NAM PoLicy STATEMENT ON WELFARE AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

To reduce poverty and welfare dependency, the emphases of government
welfare programs should be on education, Job training vind the development of
personal incentives for all citizens to become active participants In our society
and enterprise system.

The determination of eligibility for assistance should encourage self-support
and motivate recipients to earn their income. The adequacy of cash work incen-
tives in the benefit structure should be periodically re-assessed.

To complement cash work incentives, more effort is required by both the pub-
He and private sectors to provide improved day care for dependent children, Job
training, and family planning services.

iWe believe that welfare payments should be made on the basis of verified need
with effective procedures to prevent abuses, Administrative responsibility for
such welfare programs should rest with state governments and their stubdivisions,
with federal financial assistance to the states based on minimum household
maintenance allowances.

We believe that this approach will result in less government spending as the
incidence of poverty is reduced.

Adopted December 2, 1969.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS,
GOVERNMENT FINANCE DEPARTMENT,

September 2.j, 1970.
Hon. RUSSELL B. LONo,
Chairman, Committee on Fiance,
U.S. Senate, Waskington, D.C.

DrA Ms. CHAxitMAN: This letter Is the elaboration of NAM's views on the
work incentive embodied in H.R. 16811, which was discussed particularly with
Senator Williams duru my appearance before the Committee on September 9th.

Discussion of the Family Assistance Plan is often confused by comparisons
with the present situation. This Is particularly misleading in our view with
respect to the work incentive because, with the exception of the very limited Im-
pact of WIN, the AFDC program is a support program. The Family Assistance
Plan, on the other hand, is an incentive program.

Two basic, but separate, questions are involved-(1) whether some AFDC
families, particularly those headed by women, would be losing benefits, In money
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or kind, under FAP; and (2) whether the work incentive embodied in H.R. 16311
would, in fact, be effective.

The discussion of the first question has centered around the illustrations pro-
vided by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare for the cities-of
Phoenix, Wilmington, Chicago and New York. In some instances, these figures,
particularly for the higher amounts of earnings, do appear to give more cash-
and-kind benefits under AFDC. However, these are "potential" benefits, available
If the woman is working; if she has--or makes-full use of other programs
such as medicaid. food stamps and public houNing.

Of these questloiiS, the most critical is whether or not she is working. The
Department of Health. Education. and-Welfare provided esome relevant data
from the survey of AFDC families in 1969. Of 1,630,5 0 families. 19 percent had
fathers or stepfathers in the home. Thus, 1,319,500 of these families were headed
by women. Only 223..0 of these women had some earnings. A quarter of these
earned less than $75 a month, almost 00 percent earned less than $200 a month.
Therefore. the -potential" benefits under AFDC for the working mother, par-
ticularly those with incomes of $3,000 or more a year, have been mainly exercises
in arithmetic.

A recently published study of the employability of AFDC women (Welfare in
Review, July-August, 1M70) indicates that the employment potential of this
group is Increasing but that the related factors of having young children and
inadequate day care facilities limit this potential. This situation would be alle-
viated by the day care provisions of H.R. 16311. Similarly, the work of training
requirement would have an impact on the welfare mothers who are not needed
in the home but are not now seeking work or training. Also. FAP would eliminate
an important reason for desertion. Granted that the statistics on this point are
clouded by the fact that many of the families involved were not legally estab-
lished to begin with, the extension of aid to families headed by men should
provide a positive incentive for keeping families Intact.

Ths brings us to the question of whether the work incentive embodied in H.R.
16311 is great enough to be effective. The examples provided by HEW for the
four citless already mentioned do indicate an increase in total Income for each
iEcrease in family earnings. This is, incidentally, not true for the AFDC examples
for the same cities. In Phoenix, for example, an AFDC family with earnings of
$5,00 has a potential cash-and-kind total income of $5,620. but one with earnings
of $K000 has a- total of $5,464; in Wilmington, the corresponding figures are
$5,695 and $5,133: in Chicago, $6,545 and $6,123. The "notch" in New York City
comes at a higher level, but it is also there. Thus the steady increase in total
Income under FAP does provide an incentive for increased earnings.

(Te next aspect of the question is whether the proportionate increase in total
income as earnings rise Is sufficient to constitute an effective incentive, which
brings us back to the nagging question of cost. Within the overall cost confines, a
package of basic benefits and incentives has been developed. If the "effective tax
rate" on earned income of the poor is to be lowered, either the basic benefit
allowance has to be cut or the cost of the program will rises very sharply. Because
of our feeling that the entire plan is a pilot project in welfare reform, we believe
that the division of resources presently prescribed in H.R. 16311 should be tried.
As we indicated in our full statement, the basic federal benefit-$1,600 a year for
a family of four-is in line with the present average AFDC benefit. This means
that the incentive formula presently embodied in the legislation could be tested
without a drastic change such as would result from cutting the basic benefit. It
Is apparent from our full statement that we do not believe that the fiscal situa-
tion permits a sharp increase in costs. The ultimate choice between these alter-
natives will, of course, rest with the Congress.

Thank you for your courtesy in permitting us to make this additional state-
ment. We request that it be included in the record of the hearings.

sincerely yours,
A. L. BOLTO., Jr.,

(Thaormem., Government Operatiom/Expenditures Committee.

The CmxAN. The next witness is Mr. Durward K. McDaniel,
national representative of the American Council of the Blind.
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STATEMENT OF DURWARD K. MCDANIEL, NATIONAL REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF THE AMERICAN COUNCIL OF THE BLIND; ACCOMPANIED
BY DR. S. BRADLEY BURSON, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COM-
MITTEE, THE AMERICAN COUNCIL OF THE BLIND

Mr. McDAN IL. Mr. Chairman I am Durward K. McDaniel of
the American Council of the Blind. I have appearing with me a mem-
ber of my board of directors, who is the legislative chairman of the
American Council of the Blind, and I want to introduce him and let

)him use our time. He is Dr. S. Bradley Burson, who is on the staff
of the physics department of the Argonne National Laboratory, near
Chicago, and he has come to Washington for this hearing, and it is my
pleasure at this time to present to the committee Dr. S. Bradley Bur-
son, who will speak for the council.

Dr. BtRsoiq. Senator Long and gentlemen of the committee, it is a
real privilege to appear before you, particularly in behalf of the
membership of the American Council of the Blind.

I believe I should also indicate that I am legislative chairman of
the Illinois Federation of the Blind, which is one of the affiliated
chapters of the American Council of the Blind.

We feel that by those of us who are blind severely or visually handi-
capped, speaking for our group, we can bring to you the views and
desires-which we think will upgrade and uplift and indeed, reduce
the burden on the community of many people who could be self-
sufficient.

I want to say parenthetically that I could not help but be taken
with your comments, Mr. Chairman, concerning starting work from
the bottom, and I could not help but think if I had a vote for every
dish that I had washed in my 10 years at the university, I could b~e
elected president without any difficulty.

Blindness imposes a multitude of problems on people. They can
be categorized-to the extent that any such problems can be categor-
ized-into two central areas, the psychological ones and the physical
ones. The physical ones are usually fairly obvious. If you cannot
read the sign on the bus you want to take, you have to ask somebody
which bus it is, and you might fall in the gutter trying to get on it
if you do not have some help.

Along with this same experience goes the psychological problem of
a feeling of dependency and inferiority.

Conversely, the members of society suffer the same kind of problems.
Ten days ago a young man called me, who has been trained as a
computer programer, and it appears he can get a job if the potential
employer is able to provide him with cert Iin machinery which will
make it possible for him to function.

These physical problems can be faced head on, and all too frequently
the psychological ones are submerged in the physical problems because
the psychological aspects are so much harder to recognize and to meet.

The statement which has been presented to your committee contains
seven or eight concepts. We hope for and would like to receive immedi-
ate action on-some of them from this committee, because we feel that
to a large extent previous inaction on these matters may have been
inadvertent, simply due to the fact that the concerns of blind persons
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in the country , probably the smallest category, telld to be bIuried in
the larger, more monumental l)roblems.
'ie statement covers several other ide- m liich we would like to

indicate as containing seeds of types of i i- -n-.ent that we think
the welfare laws ought to contain.

Let me briefly summarize the eight points, set forth in our printed
statement, and then dress myseIf to the specitic considerations we
would like to present to you.

I am relatively familiar, through something like 20 years' work in
Illinois, with the Illinois p1u)lw aid department. Since Illinois is one
of the large States, it probably is more or less iv)resentative of what
is tried across the country. Tie first proposal we submit is federali-
zation of all aid to the blind. The lack of uniformity in the State laws
makes it virtually imposisble to say that a l)articular individual sil)-
ject to a relatively well-defined set of problems will receive equal
treatment, and equal opportunity. This is not a new idea. but as far
as we know there is no considered action on it in the immediate future.

We are ol)sed to the abolition of title X, which is a separate
category for blind persons. Many of the problems that I have alluded
to already ate unique to the blind, and cannot be effectivelv solved
when they are submerged in the vast complex of problems Ifaced by
other handicapped peopl-tl ey get lost in the forest because of tlhte
trees.

The third item, bear, on the responsil)ilitv of relatives for adult
persons referred to in the code as "blind child ren." The question is, if
y-ou are blind, do you remain a child all your life? I xvill retmirn to
tills issue at greater length because we feel this is something you can
do something about. -

The next item relates to a matter that has been discussed here at
some length earlier in this mornings' session, namely, incentive. The
earned income exemption for the blnd, which is now pegged at $85
and has been that way for about 10 years, should )e moditivd and
improved and brought up to date.

The fifth item indicates our support for the extension of this ty)e
of work incentive to other categories of disableil )elols.

Another factor which we have discussed with people across the
country at various times is the failure to disregard social security
payments in the determination of blind assistance. As it stands, the
aw reduces all needy blind persons to the same category, and again,

in keeping with your earlier comments concerning whether or not a
person should be chairman of the board, the positive side of this
question, I think, is reflected in this request, namely, that those people
who have demonstrated greater productivity and are covered under
social security as a consequence of their own diligence deserve more
consideration. In other words, social security payments should be
considered as deferred earnings.

The seventh item goes back to an earlier reference--the age-old
image of blind persons-they are incompetent, they are inferior, they
are not qualified, this is not true. And we know it is not true, it is no)t
true of any group of disabled persons. We feel that they are the best
persons to be consulted and be involved in a very real way in the
formation of policies within the Government.
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Finally, I come to the last recommendation which is again related
to, the work incentive and that, is to provide an attenuated tax credit
to employers to provide In some measure, a means of overcoming the
psychological resistance to hire blind p-ersons.

"IThe foregoing summarizes to the extent that time permits, the basic
l)hatform that we are presenting to you. The areas which we wouldlike you to consider specifically are two, that is two specific moditica-

tion to H.R. 16311. One is the relative responsibility and, two, is the
earned income exemltion, and I couple to the earned income ex-
emption the tax credit idea-the idea that a wage incentive, a wage
sulbsidy of soine kind, will, indeed, go a long way toward opening
employment OpI ortunit ies for blind persons.

Under title XIX, the medicaid provision, which specifies the ac-
ceptability of State plans, the language of this law says that the
responsibility of parents or any applicant shall not be considered
except for spouse, child under the age of 21, and then it goes on to
incor)orate these not only offensive but unrealistic words, "except for
blind and severely disabled persons over the age of 21."

This language is not only offensive but unrealistic, and I might say
to you, that although this affects a very small number percentagewise,
it is one of the most offensive elements in our laws today and always
has been.

In the past legislative session in Illinois, our State has abolished this
rule. I have statements from a half dozen other organizations of the
blind, including the American Foundation for the Blind, which is the
largest. nonprofit private agency in the country, prolbably in the world,
the American Association of Workers for the Blind, indicating their
support for the change we propose.
IV e have presented in Senator Percy's bill, S. 1251, aA)plication of

this proposal to title XIX of the Social Security Act. So, we would
like your committee to delete that language wherever it. appears both
in medicaid and in blind assistance.

The earned income exemption which, as I mentioned earlier, is
pegged at $85, will be updated if the present bill is adopted and the
blind are included with title II beneficiaries. Presently the blind do
receive this earned income exemption, but it is lower. Instead of being
$140 it is $85, and it is not tied to the cost of living. In other words,
we feel that this incentive should not have been allowed to suffer
something like a 25 percent depreciation siml)ly due to economic
attrition.

Now, as I mentioned earlier, the concept of a tax credit would be an
extension of this earned income idea. It would go a long way in over-
coming the unjustified personal prejudice, which employers frequently
exhibit-4the prejudice based on cultural heritagedisability accom-
panies blindness. We do not feel that the tax credit should be perma-
nent, it'should be carried on for a year or 2 years. It should have
appropriate safeguards built in so that employers cannot take undue
• advantage of it, but it is a concept which we think should be drafted
and implemented.

If we are successful in some of these efforts we will feel gratified.
We are deeply appreciative of the opportunity to appear, and our

hope is that not only have you given us this time but that we have
managed to get you to take favorable action on our requests.

44-527-70--t. -48
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
There is one question that I would like to ask that might e helpful

in formulating a better bill insofar as the blind are concerned. I wold
like to know what jobs in industryN or commerce can blind people most
effectively hold. In other words, it we wanted to find some way to press
private industryV to set. aside certain jobs for l)erlsons who are blind,
to more or less'reserve those for blind persons or give then a prefer-
ence to those jobs, what type of employment would you be suggesting ?

Dr. BuRsO-i. Well, as you probably know, the RIandolph-Sheppard
Act is now subject to amendment, Ithink prol)ylly a good share of
your committee are cosponsoring that bill, and this'was probably the
first breakthrough in employment due to the provision, that is the
operation of vending concessions in public and private buildings awl
the Federal subsidy to provide rehabilitation training for these per-
sons. There are about 3,000 people employed in this area, that is )ri-
marily food services and merchandising. This is an area you might
say which has been established and it was established very largely as
a consequence of the priority, of the preference, that you people estiib-
lished in 1936.

Now, to answer your question more directly, we are caught between
two fires. On the one hand, there are many blind persons who need
employment. I can name licensed lawyers who are operating vending
stands, people who have masters degrees in college who are working
at very menial tasks, you have a combination of a person's self-respect.
his desire to work, and the opportunity. The two goals that any dis-
abled person really needs or wants are economic self-sufficiency and
social integration.'But you cannot have c-e without the other. If you
have a job in the community you probably - ill work in the conumnun'ity,
and if you work in the community you will have a better chance of
getting a job in the community. So, these two things are inseparable.

One of the difficulties I face in answering your question is this: We
are fearful of fumneling in qualified blind persons into jobs which
are substantially below their level. In other words, to be personal about
it, I do experimental research in nuclear physics. Now, one would
not say--so there is an opportunity that blind persons can do. Well,
obviously, any esoteric work of any kind calls for the qualifications
and training and experience. So, we are reluctant to say these jobs can
be held by blind people. Rather we would put, it on the basis of if the
job cannot be held by a blind person why van't it 1)e held by him. I do
not know whether I have answered your question or not. It is difficult.

The CHAIRMAN. It is a very fine answer. Thank you.
Any further questions?
Dr. Bt1aso-.. I might mention Mr. McDaniel here is a licens, d attor-

ney, has practiced law in Oklahoma City for something like 25 years.
I am actually a licensed lawyer myself, although I have never'prac-
ticed law.

The CHAMMAN-. I am a lawyer by profession and I was pleased that
a young man who was not eiltirely blind but one who could not read
the law books was a member of m. class. He passed with good grades,
even though someone else had to read most of the law to him. He did
not have law books in braille so he would pay someone to read to him,
and he made good grades and wrote a good exam paper and lie is doing
well practicing law now.
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Thank you very much.
Dr. BtuaoN. We have approximately 400 blind and visually dis-

abled computer programmers now working in the data processing field.
We know about 500 in the world. We have recently organized an in-
ternational association of this group. This is another example of what
we consider to be a breakthrough in the employment field.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, gentlemen.
Dr. BLo-oN. Thank you, sir.
(The prepared statement of the American Council of the Blind

follows:)
'STATEMENT OF THE AMERIcAN COUNCIL OF THE BMND

Reese H. Robrahn, President; Dr. S. Bradley Burson, Chairman of Legislative
Committee; Durward K. McDaniel, National Representative, 20 E Street, N.W.,
Suite 215, Washington, D.C. 20001.

SUMMARY

The American Council of the Blind:
1. Favors federalization of medicaid for and aid to the blind, with a guarantee

against reduction in present grants and provisions for automatic cost-of-living
increases and liberal standards of need and eligibility.

2. Opposes the abolition of Title X of the Social Security Act.
3. Endorses, with modifications, the provisions in H.R. 14173 limiting relative

responsibility and the application of liens against property and excluding income
and resources of noncontributing adults from family income and resources.

4. Favors increasing the earnings exemption for blind welfare recipients to
the amount allowed to beneficiaries under Title II of the Social Security Act.
with periodic cost-of-living adjustments.

5. Favors increased earnings exemptions for aged and disabled welfare
recipients.

6. Favors a requirement that States disregard all OASDI benefits in deter-
mining need for recipients of aid to the blind.

7. Favors the participation of recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled
In the periodic evaluation of State welfare programs as provided by H.R. 14173,
and advocates the provision of additional procedures for the representation of
the interests and views of welfare recipients.

8. Favors tax credits for employers hiring and training blind persons.

STATEMENT

Federalization of medicaid for and aid to the blind
If welfare has been a failure, as President Nixon has stated, it has been a

failure for all types of recipients, not for those in the AFDC category alone.
All recipients alike have suffered from failure to meet need, from inadequate
State support, and from incentive-stifling restrictions. While the administration's
welfare bill, H.R. 16311, would raise standards for the aged, blind and disabled
categories in some respects, it does not take the logical step of proposing federali-
zation of these programs. The American Council of the Blind proposes that
Congress proceed Immediately to federalize completely the smallest of these
categories, aid to the blind, including medicaid for the blind, as a pilot program
which would not only improve the living standards of needy blind persons
throughout the country but demonstrate the advantages of liberal and uniform
standards. Legislation to establish such a program should include the following
safeguards: (1) Provision for amounts of aid sufficient to meet the minimum
basic needs of blind persons and additional amounts to meet special needs; (2)
Provision for automatic cost-of-living adjustments in grants; (3) Provision for
liberal eligibility standards; and (4) A guarantee that no recipient will receive
a reduced grant by reason of federalization of the program.

Retentto of title X of the Solat Security Act
The American Council of the Blind advocates the retention of Title X, feder-

alized in accordance with the preceding paragraph. The history of Title XVI
in the several States which have adopted that program has been unsatisfactory
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blxause the Inflexibility of Title XVI has made It diflcult to meet the special
ntds of some categories of recql)ients. The proposed provisions of this title In
H.R. 16311 hold no promise of relief from the Inflexibility of the present lAw.

Relatirc responsibility and lien reqsircments
The Council endorses proposed Section 445 (c) of Title I, on Page 15 of the

Committee Print, providing for the exclusion of the income and resources of t
noneontributing individual in determining eligibility for and amount of family
assistance. As it passed the House, t. 16311 did not include the provisions of
H.P. 14173 which would have limited the Imposition of property liens, The
Council endorses the property lien prohibition of S. 1475.

Proposed Section 1603(a) (2) of the bill (H.R. 1M11), limiting relative respon-
sibility under Title XVI, while it represents an i provement, has the defeat
that It allows a State to consider the finaniclal ri'spsonslbillty of another indi-
vidual for an applicant or recipient if the applicant or recipient Is a blind or
severely disabled child of the individual, regardless of the age of such child.
This would permit the imposition of financial responsildlity requirements with
respect to parents of adult blind and disabled persons. To cur this defect the
American Council of the Blind proposes that th-, word "or" following the word
"twenty-two" in line 4, Page 86. of the Committee Print of H.R. 16311 be replaced
IT the word "and". To the same effect, the Council advocates the amendment
ot Title XIX by the adoption of S. 1251. If these changes are not made, large
numbers of blind and disabled adults will continue to be disqualified for (ash
tind medical assistance.

Earnings cxemptos
The revision of Section 1603 proposed in H.R. 16311 makes; no provision for

increasing the present earnings exemptions of blind welfare recipients. While
Title I of H.R. 16311 makes an attempt to lift families with children out of
poverty by encouraging them to take advantage of training and employment
opportunities and by excluding from the income taken Into consideration In
determining eligibility several kinds of Income. these provisions are not made
applicable to the aged, blind and disabled, although they clearly should loe.

The present exempt earnings allowance for blind public assistance recipients
was adopted by the Congress in 1960. Since July, 1962, the month in which this
-allowance became mandatory, the cost of living has increased by more than 25%.
During this same period the earnings limitation for OASI benefictiaries under
Title II has been Increased twice, from $1450 to $2280, or 57 per cent. To
remedy this obvious inequity the American Council of the Blind proposes that
aged, blind and disabled recipients be allowed the same earnings exemptions,
including any provisions for automatic adjustments in accordance with wage
levels or living costs, as are allowed for Title II beneficiaries.

Deduction of OASDI benefits from welfare grants
One of the great injustices permitted in the public assistance programs is the

deduction of social security benefits from cash payments to welfare recipients.
The American Council of the Blind believes that social security benefits are
tantamount to deferred earnings and that they should be disregarded in deter-
mining need for recipients of aid to the blind. No recipient of public assistance
can ever be lifted out of poverty if the only effect of bis receiving benefits is to
subsidize State welfare programs. The deduction of benefits from welfare grants
is practiced in all States regardless of the amount paid in assistance. We
advocate an amendment to H.R. 16311 to correct this injustice.

Reprcscntation of recipients
The creation of procedures for the representation of the interests and views

of welfare recipients is desirable and necessary for the effectiv e planning,
delivery, and reviewing of these important government services . Complaints and
proposals for improvements could be dealt with properly and expeditiously on
a regular formal basis through consultation and evaluation of these services
by government officials and representatives of *.uch recipients. Section 1602(a)
(16) of Title II of HR. 14173 provided for the participation of recipients of aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled in the periodic evaluation of State welfare
programs Unfortunately, this provision was not included in H.R. 16811 as it
passed the House. This would have been a step In the right direction, but there
should be a system by which recipients would select their own respresentatives.
An appropriate model for such procedures and consultation has been estab-
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Ushed by E xecutive Order No. 10988, which provides a system for choosing
representatives of Federal employees.

Work becetstite ad opportunity
The proposed familyy Assistance Plan contahim some very desirable liberalizing

features, but the incentives are not great enough to make the program as
attractive as its proponents would like it to be. Encouraging people to work
necessarily depends upon a factor not dealt with by H. R. 16311. The missing
factor is the job opportunity. Most recipients of public assistance have an
employment handicap other than an inferred preference to be unemployed anid
to receive welfare payments. People with a serious sight problem know how
reluctant many employers are to hire them. Senator Talmadge has recognied
the need for an incentive for employers it Amendinent No. 788. Senator Percy
has introduced S. 2192, to provide a tax credit to employers hiring certain
unskilled persons. Senator Prouty has Introduced S. 98, to allow a tax credit
to employers for the ex,ei ses of providing job training programs. The American
Council of the Blind enuorses these approaches to the creation of Job oplprtuni-
ties and urges the Committee on Finance to include in H. R. 16311 provli.ibins for
tax credits for employers who hire and train blind workers. The incentives
should be greater than those proposed in Amendment No. 7S. and S. 9914. The
Council favors liberal tax credits for a 24-month period on a desceznding scale.
Temporary tax credits can create Job opportunities and will be expensive to the
government only to the extent that they succeed in accomplishing this objective.

The American Council of the Blind urges that the tax credit fIrInclple be
made applicable to the hiring and training of blind persons whether or not they
are recipients of aid to the blind. The broader application of this principle could
have a direct effect upon the number of blind persons who would otherwise
become eligible for public assistance in the future.

CONCITSION

The long range reform and successful operation of a satisfactory program of
aid t-o the blind depends directly upon the federalization of the program. Witho'ut
federalization of the program the great variations in standards of eligibility
and payments in the States will continue. All of the provisions advocated by
the Amercan Council of the Blind would be compatible with a federalized pro-
gram. We advocate that the Congress act now to make a federalized pilot project
of the smallest of the categories of public assistance.

The CHAIRMAN. NOW, the next witness will be Mr. William C.
Fitch, executive director, the National Council on the Aging. We are
pleased to have you. Mr. Fitch. Will you proceed with your statement?

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. FITCH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING

Mr. FITCH. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William

Fitch. I am the executive director of the National Council on the
Aging, and on behalf of the council I would like to express our appre-
ciation for this opportunity to testify on behalf of the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970, ll.R. 16311.

For more than 20 years the National Council on the Aging has been
a pioneer in the field of aging and has devoted a major portion of its
time and effort. toward improving the income status of older persons
and helping them to achieve a fair measure of security, dignity, -,nd
independence throughout their later years.

We have been all too well aware of the failure of the current wel-
fare system and the social security programs, an( were frustrated and
di~wouraged by the inequities, complexities, disparities, work disin-
centives, and misunderstandings that are inherent in the present
system.
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The council commends those who have recognized these confiisions
and failures and have made such forward strides in attempting to
overhaul the system through the proposed Family Assistance Act of
1970.

In my presentation today, I would like to confine my remarks to the
adult categories in the bill especially those which provide a national
aet of eligibility standards and a national minimum level of income
for all recipients of these categories of aid. These will mean a great
deal in helping to simplify the administration, to increase the dignity
of older persons, and to reduce the threat of poverty which plagues
these people. However, the present bill falls short of eliminating pov-
ert as a way of life for most older Americans.

Stark documentation of this fact is found in a recent report pre-
pared by the National Council on the Aging for the Office of Economic
Opportunity entitled, "The Golden Years * * * A Tarnished Myth."
I am not sure with all the things that. have come to your attention,
this has crossed your desk yet, but we have made copies of this report
available to every Memlerl of the Congress. It is basic to the recom-
mendations that'are being brought out in your hearings and other
income maintenance programs.

This report, based on more than 50,000 interviews with older persons
in a dozen sections of the country, discloses the conditions under which
a great number of Americans live out their older years. There is ample
evidence that silent and unseen though they may be, the older poor will
not disappear. The elderly continue to be one of the few groups in the
Nation whose numbers increase among the poor each year. Further-
more, other studies, such as those currently being conducted by the
U.S. Senate Special Committee on Aging, Indicate a continuing and
growing disparity between incomes of the aged and the working popu-

tion as a whole. Only a basic institutional change can alter this
pattern.

The findings of this project underscore the siml)le, but often over-
looked, truth, that poverty can be eliminated only by increasing
income. It also remains equally true that income alone is not enough.
The older poor are also faced with a financial crisis due to a national
lack of facilities and services in such areas as housing, health, sup-
portive services, and transportation. Often, where resources exist that
could help them, they are unknown or inaccessible to the older poor.

The study of income in the FIND survey was intended to show the
income of the older poor and to compare their income with recognized
levels of poverty and against low income and modlerate budget pro-
jections. It has Ieen estimated that approximately half of the Nation's
elderly, or about 10' million individuals, are living below the poverty
level. According to the Social Security Administration, 21 percent of
families with a head aged 65 years old or over, and 55 percent of un-
related individuals of this age were living in poverty in 1966. In 1967,
according to the Bureau of the Census, 19 percent of all families with
a male head and 65 years old or over, and 66 percent of unrelated in-
dividuals were reported to command a yearly income of less than
$2,000. When we look specifically at the poor, however, the figures
speak even more cogently.

Tables prepared from responses of the entire FIND group, aged
65 and over, indicated that in the target areas, about one-half of elderly
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couples and two-thirds of nonmarried persons were living below
the OEO poverty levels of $1,600 and $2,100, respectively; almost two-
thirds of elderly couples fell below the 1966 Social Security Admin-
istration poverty index level of $2,675; and about 80 percent were
below the moderate budget for an elderly couple--$3,869--established
in 1966 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Similar proportions of indi-
viduals had income below these levels.

Of the nearly 19,000 elderly poor who were interviewed in our
survey, it was significant to discover that nearly a third of the poor
couples interviewed reported incomes below $1,000, and nearly two-
thirds reported incomes below $1,500. About 17 percent of the in-
dividuals reported incomes blow $500; 58 percent had incomes
below $1,000.

It is obvious, therefore, that a great proportion of the elderly poor
are not living even close to the poverty line, but rather far below it.

The recommendations that emergedfrom our Project FIND study
fall into three major categories:

To set as a national goal the elimination of poverty among the aged
by 1980:

To organize a network of essential facilities and services to al-
leviate the social consequences and accompaniments of low income
and advanced age;

To establish as an immediate priority, a focal point in each com-
munity for information and help to assure the older poor the benefit
of such services and resources as now exist, and to guide the de-
velopment of needed programs.

Poverty can be eliminated only by increasing income. This can be
achieved primarily through increasing social security benefits, sub-
stantially improving old-age assistance and ultimately blanketing
into the social security mechanism all older persons not now eligible
for its benefits, and extending opportunities for employment to all
those who are able and willing to work.

A special NCOA task force on income maintenance has made a study
of the alternative means of providing the elderly poor with an ade-
quate income. While the task force is not yet ready to issue a final
report, it has reached some preliminary conclusions regarding the
family assistance plan which I would like to share with the committee.

FA.31ITY ASSISTANCE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

The family assistance plan, when enacted, will establish the prin-
ciple of an "income floor" for the elderly poor. This "floor," however,
falls short of the poverty line for a single person ($1,600 in 1969) by
23 percent, and certainly falls far short of the Department of Ibor's
annual cost in 1969 for an intermediate budget of $4,192 for a retired
couple. In addition, a number of benefits newly provided for families
with children (for example, wage exenptions, Federal agency hear-
ings) have not, been applied equally to older persons.

As indicated in the recommended goals above, expansion of the
Social Security Act to include older persons now covered only by old-
age assistance is preferable to a separate public assistance effort. The
following proposed revisions in the family assistance plan bill would,
however, greatly improve the status of the elderly public assistance
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recipient if his needs are to continue to be met apart from the OASDI
system.

A. Development of a poverty line concept in the family assistance
-plan legislation for older persons which assures payment according to
a minimum standard. Commitment, written into the statute, should
stipulate that payments will be increased automatically accorded to
a progressive scale (for example, in two steps over the next 4 years)
to at least reach the poverty line.

B. Liberalization of allowable resources to include "nest egg" sav-
ings, life insurance policies, and stocks.

C. Provision for granting an opportunity for a fair hearing for
older persons before a Federal agency rather than only before a State
agency as is now specified in the bill.

D. Elimination as a possible condition of eligibility for aid the
tying of liens to property or any relative responsibility provisions.

E. Mandatory (rather than "optional" as is now specified) dis-
regard of the first $60 of earned income a month plus one-half of the
remainder, as is provided in the bill for family incomes.

F. Obligatory Federal administration of both Federal and State
payments programs.

6. Full Federal financing of payments to recipients necessary to
raise their incomes to the poverty line, and partial support to States

din the maintenance of their standards where those standards exceed
the Federal poverty level.

-. Replacement of food stamp programs with more adequate cash
transfers.

We would also like to note specifically that section 2005 of the bill
(title XX) provides for "balance of services." This "balance" is not
defined.

What the bill does not provide for is a "balance" in the provision
of services to vulnerable groups who need these services. Since services
will be limited under the bill (its closed-end appropriation is pre-
written) aged persons could suffer by default if all services relate to
children. To insure that this does not occur, the law should specify
that there is a "balance" between individuals and groups to be served.
This could be done, in fact, in States, by balancing staff as between
adults and children, to insure that adults get their fair share of
services.

Mr. Chairman, I agreatly appreciate the opportunity to appear
before the committee and present our views. To conserve time, I have
presented our findings and recommendations' in a rather generalized
form. We will be more than happy, however, to work witl the com-
mittee or the committee staff, in a more specific way if this would be
helpful in modifying provisions of the bill. We will also be glad to
make available to the committee the final report of our Task Force
on Income Maintenance when it is released later in the year.

The CR AIMAw. Thank you for your statement, Mr. Fitch. I per-
sonally hope that the bill that we report out of this committee will be
one more major stride toward the goal that you have listed here in your
statement.

I, as you know, have always been very much interested in trying to
provide that the aged should be cared for adequately. In many in-
stances I have offered the amendment myself aind I aln still for "that.
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I am happy to say when we talk about the welfare mess we do not
mean this arva. I do not think the ad program oi' the program for the
blind or the disabled is a mess, I think everything we have done has
tended to be a step in the right direction. I think you agree with that.

Mr. FrrcH. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator AndersonI
Senator Jordan?
Thank you very much, Mr. Fitch.
Mr. FiTC. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness will be Mr. Frederick S. Jaffe,

vice president of the Planned Parenthood-Vorld Population, and
Director of the ('enter for Family Planning Program Development.

MNr. Jaffe, would you mind telling us in more detail who your group
is, sir?

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK S. IAFFE, VICE PRESIDENT, PLANNED
PARENTHOOD-WORLD POPULATION, AND DIRECTOR, CENTER
FOR AMIL? PLANNING PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Mr. J.u-ym. Yes.
Mr. Chairman and members of the coiurmiittee, I am Frederick Jaffe,

the vice president of the Planned 'Parenthood-World Population, or,
as it is also known, as the Planned Parenthood Federation of America,
and director of the FederAtion's Center for Family Planning Program
Development.

The Federation is the national organization in the family planning
field. It was formed in approximately 1960. -

W1e have 185 local affiliates in various communities in approximately
40 States, who provide family planning services through clinic activi-
ties and educational programs. We are the only national organization
in the birth control-fertility control field. In 1969 we served in our
own clinics approximately 400,000 people.

I am very pleased to have the opportunity to appear today before
you to present our views on this important reform measure.

Our organization supports the principles and objectives of the fam-
ily assistance plan."There can be no argument that the welfare system in this country
demands reform, and w'a believe that. many, if not most, of the basic
elements for that reform are present in the family assistant plan. A
national standard for benefits, a minimum national family income,
the inclusion of the working poor in the program, and the'high pri-
oritv accorded to day care services are necessary, feasible and, in our
jud ment, long overdue.

At its meeting on March 1, 1970, the board 6f directors of our orga-
nization, which includes some 100 distinguished citizens from all over
the country considered this problem and adopted a resolution calling
for the establishment of a minimum income for all Americans. In line
with this resolution, our organization fully supports the direction of
the reforms proposed in the family assistance plan.

However, we believe there are weaknesses and some inconsistencies
in the proposed application of these reforms in both the original plan
and the administration's revised version. In its March resolution, our
board expressed its belief that the ?urrent poverty level of $3,600 for
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an urban family of four represented the Iiinimum guarantee tlat
would be realistic. It is apparent, therefore, that the minimum income
proposed in the FAP of $1,600 for ia family of four is too low and
should be increased at least to a level consistent, with the current (lefini-
tion of poverty. Secondly, impoverished single persons and childless
couples should be include for benefits under the plan. There does not
appear to be any reasonable reason for their exclusion. In addition,
we feel that the administration's decision to eliminate its original
requirement that States supplemental benefits for unemployed fatlers
and provide medicaid coverage for their entire families, seriously'
weakens the importance of the program to the working poor. We are
not, dealing with fixed categories of people who are either perminllently
employed or permanently unemployed, but peo pIe who are emplovel
and become unemployed and need assistance during periods of 'de-
pendency and will subsequently become employed agaIn. A program
to provide genuine family security and .ssistance, we believe, should
encompass the various stages in this process.

We believe, therefore, that the original provisions for the. co'erage
of unemployed fathers and their families should be restored.

Finally, the proposed social services program under title XX fails
to mandate some of the basic preventive social services such as family
planning, and in many instances these services would be made avail-
able without cost only to those below the minimum coverage. This is
particularly short sighted in relation to the provision of family
planning services.

The provision of family planning services to low-income families
has been probably the main concern of our organization for more than
50 years. According to our own studies and those of Government
agenices, there are approximately 5.4 million American women who
need subsidized family planning services. A relatively small propor-
tion of these women, somewhere between 15 and 20 percent, are wel-
fare recipients. Therefore, when the family assistance plan was
announced last year we were encouraged by the, inclusion of the work-
ing poor for benefits and supportive services.

The President, in his historic population message of last year
affirmed that access to family planning services is a basic human right
and should not be conditioned upon economic status. He acknowledged
that, although some progress has been made in the provision of family
pAan ning.services to the poor, our federally supported family plan-
ning services programs needed to be expanded and better integrated.
In 1969 an estimated I million women out of 5,400,000 received modern
family planning services from all public and private organizations
combined. This is not a measure of Federal programs alone, but it
includes a si nificant effort made by our organization and by volun-
tary hospitals using their own budgets.

It was, therefore, surprising to us that the administration did not
place strong emphasis on family planning in its social services amend-
ients to the family assistance plan.

Social science research and literature have abundantly documented
that. family size is related to poverty. Harold Sheppard of the Upiohn
-Institute for Employment ResearcA in a 1967 study pointed out that
"the incidence of poverty among families with oile or two children
under 18 is relatively low (11 percent) but steak,'ly rise* as the number
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of children increases-to 43 percent among families with six or more
children."

Many surveys however, indicate that the poor do not N\ant lirge
families. They, In fact. tend to want slightly smaller families than
those desired by, the middle class. However. the poor have more
children than tley want because they do not. have access to modern
family planning 'information, medical services and low-cost. con-
traceptives. This is a function of their lack of access to proper medical
care. If poor and low-income families were given the same opportunity
to plan and space their children that middle-class Americans now
enjoy, this would be one of the most meaningful forms of economic
and social assistance.

As you know, our definitions of poverty are the relations between
income and family size, and people, who will be able to make out more
or less on their own at a given level of income, will by virture of having
an additional unwanted pregnancy be pushed belov the poverty line.

Modern, effective family planning services today cost about $60
per woman per year. Consider and compare this cost to the expense
of providing prenatal care, hospital costs at. birth, post-partum and
infant care for women who involuntarily become pre-gnau aid the
unwanted children they bear. Consider too, the possible costs to the
public when the unwanted pregnancy forces a working mother to leave
her job and become dependent on welfare assistance. I might further
add that in addition to these hard economic factors, there are very
considerable human and family benefits as well.

In a very real way, it seems unnecessary to discuss these facts with
a committee that has done so much to encourage the development of
domestic family planning programs. With the 1967 amendments to
titles IV and "V of the Social Security Act, this committee and the
Congress were responsible for providing emphasis and impetus Zo the
development of family planning programs of this country. The
family project grant program under titl- V and the complementary
OEO program have shown some good results in the past year, but
these are still limited programs and cannot meet the Nation's family
planning needs.

Title XIX, the medicaid program, contrary to expectations, has
played only a minimal role in the financing o# these services for the
medically indigent population. The States in response to the high
cost of the program have usually limited coverage of adults to those
on public assistance.

In addition, many fiscal and administrative restrictions have further
limited the availability of care. Preventative health services, family
planning among them, have received very little and, in fact, almost no
attention. A survey conducted by our organization revealed that only
nine of the 37 States that had medicaid programs in 1968 coidd even
provide an estimate of the total number of medicaid patients who
had received some family planning services during the year. The ad-
ministration, in its presentation of the fiscal year 1971 budget, had
to drastically reduce its previous overly optimistic estimate of funds
expended tinder this program for family planning, and, indeed, of
the numbers of people served.

Title IV-A, the present program of social services and other pre-
ventive services for AFDC families, contains a very strong mandate
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for the revision of voluntary, .subsidized family plainin g services.
Under the 1967 amendments, family planning servies--including,
of course, necessary medical services--must be offered and provided
to all appropriate AFDC recipients who want them. With these
amendments the Congress recognized that the provision of family
planning services was basic to any meaningful national welfare and
employment program. 'Many months have passed since the 1967
amendments became law, but the family planning mandate of this
title has simply not been implemented. The situation was officially
recognized by former HEW Secretary Finch when, in response to a
question from this committee during his testimony on the family as-
sistance plan, he stated that "very little' had been accomplished under
title IV's family planning provisions.

I would like to call to your attention some data that are in the
material prepared by the committee staff related to the adininistra-
tion's revision of H:R. 16311, and which apparently came from the
)epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare. There is a chart in

here that estimates that in 1969, 479,300 welfare recipients, presum-
ably AFDC recipients, were offered family planning services under an
open-ended Federal matching grant formula, presumably title IV.
We would chall(;ge those figures, and we would strongly urge the
committee to req !st detailed documentation of the source of that
estimate from the Department.

In testimony before the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee, former Secretary Finch was candid enough to acknowledge
that a great deal of, in his words, "Mickey Mouse" has been used by
the Department in its estimates of family planning services provided
under their programs.

I am sort of astonished that one element of the Department ap-
parently does not read what the other elements do because, at the
same time this emanates from the Department to guide you in your
evaluation of the family assistance plan, the Department sends to the
Congress the first annual report on services to AFDC families, as
required by the 1967 amendments. If'you will read that carefully, it
says that a national sample survey in 1969 indicated that only one out
ef 10 AFDC recipients in that year received even a medical referral
for family planning services. That does not even say they received the
services.

Now, since there are roughly 2 million AFDC families in the cur-
rent year, and some of them are headed by women who are beyond
the child-bearing years and would not be candidates for family plan-
ning services, it seems quite reasonable to me that the maximum num-
ber of AFDC recipients who are currently receiving family planning
services would be somewhere in the area of -175,000 not 479,000. Fur-
thermore, I would be willing to assert dogmatically-that if, indeed,
these 175,000 AFDC recipients are currently receiving family plan-
nig services, almost all of them are receiving services through either
privately financed programs or other Federal programs, not through
title IV. The implication of the material supplied by the Department
that this is a measure of the functioning of the title IV-A program
since 1967 is terribly misleading.

Now, there are several reasons for this failure of title IV to func-
tion. The States have found it difficult, if not impossible, to secure
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the required 25 percent cash matching funds. Moreover, the tradi-
tional role of State and local welfare departments has been to serve
as sources of referral for services, and they have not usually thought
of themselves as having the responsibility to actually secure medical
services. Many apparently continue to view their title IV responsi-
bilities in terms of simply counseling and referral. HEW, for its
part, has not encouraged the use of title IV for the purchase of
services and has fostered the notion that the States can rely on medic-
aid to meet their title IV family planning responsibilities. Despite
the language of HEW"S WIN program guidelines which state very
clearly that "Pregnancy has been and is one of the most frequent
causes for dropouts in employability programs," the Department has
made no real effort to assist the States in developing the required
medical family planning serivces resources. According to its July
report on services to AFDC families, HEW apparently believes that
its major accomplishment thus far under the title IV family plan-
ning program has been the liberalization of attitudes of welfare per-
sonnel toward the discussion of family planning services. It is cer-
tainly important, but it is just one step in a program.

A. ineffective as the present title IV program has proven to be, its
potential for serving the family planning needs of the medically in-
digent is vastly superior to the program that has been proposed in the
raised family assistance plan. The deeinphasis of family planning
under title XX is particularly incomprehensible since the States are
now just beginning to be aware of the potential of title IV-A for
financing the provision of family planning services, and some Texas
and North Carolina in particular, are starting to implement the pro-
gram.

Title IV's existing authority mandates the provision of family plan-
ning services to all appropriate AFDC recipients financed under an
open-ended Federal appropriation. The revised family assistance plan
ignores this mandate which the Congress wrote into law in 1967 and
instead views family planning services simply as one of the enum-
erated and optional services the States may offer as part of their social
services plan. Under title IV-A, the States, at their option, can expand
coverage to individuals not currently receiving public assistance.
Title XX, in contrast, would provide free family planning services
only to those below the minimum coverage. None of the favorable
matching and other incentives provided for day care and other work
supportive programs are made available for family planning serv-
ices. In addition, under title XX, family planning programs will have
to comwte ith older, better established social services for limited
Feder fu s under the closed-end grant features of the new title.

Now, these administration recommendations are utterly incom pre-
hensible in: view of the conclusions that the Department itself reached
in its report on services to AFDC families and, with your permission
I wouk[-just like to read a few sentences on this which document anA
reinforce what I have just been saying. The report states, and I am
quoting, that:

"Medical services"--that is medical family training services--"still
are too limited, especially in rural areas but frequent y in large urban
areas as well. Replying to the question whether medical family plan-
ning programs currently available are adequate to meet the need of
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#ligible clients"-this is eligible welfare cilienit-"36 State welfare
agencies answered ill the negative in Mardh 19TO. TIllirty-one cited
geogra, )hid inaccessibility as a mjmjo pr ldeiii. Maniy reported a Si iort-
age of health professional Is and taripr~ fessionals, 1"a( seal relm)le(l
that existing facilities are overcrowded. EIvel in the Nation's prin-
cipal counties and cities were clinics are iiire likely to be fomid tluim
in less populous sections, .50 out of 106 local wel fare agency el)orte(
currently available medical family planning progranis are ialde(qlate.
Although Federal funds may lx' used to natcli .13 for every $1 spent
from State funds for services, time and again agencies emphasize the
difficulty of raising the 25 l)ereent share at State and lowal levels. G(en-
erally, no special funds have been made available to develop fainiily
)lanning services, as indicated, for example, by the general absence

of full-time staff leadership for this program."
And they conclude: "Although some progress has been made by

public welfare agencies in providing family planning services under
the 1967 amendments, the scope and pace of change must be greatly
accelerated if national goals are to be achieved."

Mr. Chaimnan, to make modern family planning services availal)le
and accessible to individuals who will be eligible for the FAP. we
believe that consideration should be given to the following modifica-
tions of the administration's proposal: First., the provision of family
planning services should continue to be a mandatory program and not
be reduced in priority to an optional one. Second, the favorable
matching arrangements proposed for day care, which make it possible
for the Federal Government to pay in some cases up tc the tota1cost of
these services, should be applied to the financing of family planning
services under this bill. Third, family planning service should be made
available free of charge to all individuals and couples who require
assistance under the plan, not to jusc those below the minimum
coverage.

Our organization believes that the availability of low cost, medical
family planning services is indispensable to a general effort to reduce
poverty in this country and to any meaningful work and training pro-
gram. We are certain that the Congress agrees with the President's
statement of last year "that no American woman should be denied ac-
cess-to family planning assistance because of her economic condition,"
and that Congress will remedy this obvious defect in the proposed
legislation.

Thank you.
The CnAMMAN. Thank you very much for a very timely statement,

Mr. Jaffee.
I do feel this is one area where we should be able to do something to

help with the present situation.
if have tried to come up with some estimate as to what it costs us to

go along with those who think they know better for a woman than she
knows herself for her own good, and insist on trying to make in con-
venient for unmarried women to produce children that they are not
able to support, driving them deeper and deeper into poverty. My im-
pression is that it costs us somewhere between $5,000 and $10,000 now
to support an unmarried mother's children that she is in no position to
support. The cost of that, I assume, will go up as we provide more and
more day care and other service to these. p)x)r families.
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I think you have made a v'ery fine stateiieait here, tlhat wvl teoe
are denied in help that they want ill planning their owni famiilies a:id,
therefore, required to inlpose on society a very heavy burden, ap-
parently we have now made the breakthrough in recognlizing tlat
people should not be required to produce large muniibers of children
that they are in no position to support, and where they would like
to avoid it.

As you have so well indicated in your statement, middle incowie
and upper income families are able to meet this problem. We ought.
to provide for the poor just as a inatter of self-interest, whatever
assistance they need in that area.

I think vou'nmade a fine statement.
Mr. JAFFE. Mr. Chairman, I might poifit out. I am sure you are,

familiar with the excellent statewide family planning program that
has been developed in your State in the last :3 or 4 years under the
direction of Dr. Beasley of Tulane. One of tie terribly important
findings of that. program, which is one of the most systematically
organized ones that have emerged any )lace in the country, has beel
the response of low-income women, and welfare recipients to a well-
designed delivery system of the family planning services. It has
exceeded all expectations. The ability of Dr. Beasley's program to
reach at least 75 or 80 percent of a'low income target population,
defined from census and other social statistics, and his ability to keep
that population coming back for yearly examinations on a voluntary
basis, is a fantastically significant demonstration. I would say that
the Louisiana experience is signiificant not only for this country, but
for the entire world in terms of the organization and delivery of a
proper family planning services and its potential impact on social
problems and ultimately on demographic l)roblems as well.

Now, what we are seeking in the family assistance plan and in other
relevant Federal programs, is the ability to repeat that sort of well-
organized program elsewhere in this country, and begin to make a
significant use of family planning services in a )reventive. way.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for your statement. Any
-questions?

Senator ANDErSO-. Who supports your organization?
Mr. JAF. Our organization exists primarily on private contri-

butions. Our local services are supported, in part, perhaps 35 percent
of the cost, from fees from patients who are able to pay on a sliding
scale.

Sixty-five percent of the cost of those services come from public
contributions in the 185 communities in which we function much like
the Red Cross or the Polio Foundation or any of the other voluntary
health agencies.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Jordan.
Senator JORD)AN. No questions.
The CHAMMANT. I would just like to ask this further question:

I have noticed, and I approve of these family planning offices that
I see in some small communities. I assume we have them available
now in larger cities, but I would like to ask if that is adequate. It
would seem to me that people might be embarrassed to report in,
especially single people might be embarrassed to come to these family
planning offices.
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Shouldn't we provide the service where soilwoiie goes out 1111d look s
people up and tells them what they need to know about finliilyplanning?

Mr. JAFFE. Well, Senator, the Louisiana model, for example, lans
a very strong, what we call in our jargon, "out !'each complionent" which
does exactly that. Program workers, and if you will recall ('ongress-
man Scheuer mentioning the. possibility of New ('areers jobs within
a family planning program, are recruited from the low-income p)o)1-
lation and given 3 to 6 months' training and supervision. They func-
tion very effectivelv as outreach aides who will do a number of thiings
to inform propsectlive patients of the availability of the service.

For example, they will visit, post partum wards in the hospitals.
One of the times when women are most interested in discussing
family planning, is just, after they have had a baby, and it is rela-
tively easy to reach them. You know exactly where they are. Outreach
aides will'also conduct group meetings in churches, in women's groups
and civic groups in the community to inform people of the availa-
bility of the service, describe, and reassure them on some of the misin-
formation that they may have..

This is an integral part of W-iut7wv consider to be a family planning
delivery system, and it seems tc me that. one of the important thinf.,s
that the Federal funds under title IV-A, and under other programs.
can pay for is the creation of this sort of an outreach-system.

Now, in some cases it is necessary to have a family planning clinic
as such because there is no other medical facility in which the medical
service can be provided or there is an inadequate number of medical
facilities. There may be only one health department building in the
community, and the community needs five locations

Our general approach to where you put these services is to start with
existing resources, existing facilities, hospitals and health depart-
ments, and integrate a family planning clinic or a family planning
service in other clinics within those services. When you then see what
els remains to be done in terms of location, in terms of gvographic
accessibility, in terms of capacity so that their clinics are not over-
crowded, you then establish free standing clinics which serve other
kinds of people.

Finally, I think you have to remember we are ver-y varied people.
Some people will bie, embarrassed about going to a 'door that has a
shingle on it that says, "Family Planningr Clinic." Many others will
not.

I think that to develop a delivery system we are going to have to
have the ability to serve both kinds of' people. We are going to have
to have the ability to serve people who will be embarrassed, and at the
same time, many, rhaps the majority, will not.

In the New Orleans experience, Senator, it appears that the major-
ity of low income women are not at all ei.barrassed to go to a elilnie
that has a shingle on it that says "Family Planning Clinic."

The CRATrMA.. Thank you very much.
Senator ANDEtrsox. What is your total annual budget?
Mr. JAM. The total annual budget of the Planned Parenthood

Federation, includgfg its affiliates, was about $16 million in 1969.
Senator ANDmSON. That is satisfactory with me. I just wanted to

know what the size of this was.
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Mr. ,Limrv. Thank yoil. We ha\'e, grown iit llr ra iid lv il tll, 1:1.4
decadee.

Th CiIAlNr.n. Tlhank you very mnutli, Mr. Jatfe.
Mr. Lt rrF,. Thank you.
The( (mAIIIMA-N. Might I call Mr. ,Jaffe here for one questionn S Iee

he is still in the room, isn't he ?
Mr. ,Jaffe. I would like to ask you one furtlter questionn.
So far we have leen talking about family planning services for

these mothers. ()ne proposall wcli has been i)e fore this coijmnlittee is
that we chase down the fathers and make i hen pay something for
support of their children to encourage their responslbilitv in family
planning, and I would just like to know your reaction to the )ro)osal
that we seek to identi fythe father and irtake the father contribute
something to the sui)ort his children. What would your NaAtion be ?

Mr. JAFFE. I confess to knowing very little of how feasible that is.
I have seen some studies, and, perhaps sonm assertions, that indicate
that the difficulty of locating the various fathers makes it so o-stlv
that it becomes an unfeasible program if you could do it.

I do not really have any basis of judgment as to whether that is true.
I do have a strong feeling that if the basic structure of the family
assistance plan is enacted it will tend to preserve the family unit and1
not provide an incentive for fathers to desert, and that. a'good l)art
of that problem may be minimized or reduced through that mneeha-
nisrn. That is all I can add to it.

The CHAMMA.N. Thank you very much.
The next witness will be Mr. I)avid L. Batzka, board member of the

Kentucky Association of Older Persons. Did I pronounce your miame
correctly, Mr. Batzka?

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. BATZKA, BOARD MEMBER, KENTUCKY
ASSOCIATION OF OLDER PERSONS, AND DIRECTOR, KENTUCKY
INTERFAITH AGENCY PROJECT

Mr. BATZKA. I am glad you let everyone know I was not 'Mrs.
Lenore Upson.

I happen to be the youngest board member of tme Kentuckv Asso-
ciation of Older Persons, which is an organization in Kentuckv al)out
1 year old, made up of about 800 older individuals over 65, andt about
50 organizations; and I am also director of the Kentucky interfaith
aging project, and we are a new project. Basically, I ami an aging
consultant for the churches and the State of Kentucky, hut I am here
today as a board member of the Kentucky Assoclation of Older
Persons.

I was going to mention that, as you probably get to the Kentucky
Association of Older Persons, that is what wie call senior power, and
we were planning to bring three or four of our members who were
on public assistance to testify. But, unfortunately, as you can image,
trying to bring someone from Kentucky who is over 70 years old is a
little to-do, and we just did not have the time and felt that is was
worth the energy for these older people to come because, I think, they
have a story to tell on what it means to live on $74 of total income a
month, and whit it means to worry about whether they are going to
have enough money to go to the end of the month.

44-527-70--pt..,%----44
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For examl)le, our otlice gets a call from a couple whose check has run
out, t hey need some drugs, and tiley- are eating jeih lo0(1 cereal, anid
have a week to go, and what (10 they do I can go onl an1d ol with Illes
stories.

11 a way, statistics do not bear otit the luitiulalt facts of the older
Plnln, anud I just ltt this under the Iheading of, I think we are cruel,
as a society, to our older persons, al( I s eak its a younger e'so0II,
because I see this every day in mv work, t le are older reop e who
are so beaten down, so'disiflusioned with the world that they live. ill,
and I notice that the testimony of the National Council on Aging
raised some of the problems, and I hope that you will take into con-
si(leration soine of the suggestions that we make because, basically
what we tried to (1o was to solve some of the l)roblems in the bill.

As you are probaly aware, the No. problem of older people is
income. It, is just thai simple, whether they have enough nioney to
go get their food stamps or whether they have enough money to go
down to the local Senior Citizens' Center, that is all involved.

Nearly 30 percent of the people over 65 in our Nation are officially
classified as poor. On OAA, which is the old age recipients, there are
over 2 million in the United States, and I call these the forgotten
Americans, because these are the lonely older people who are generally
living in their own homes.

The average payment for the 64,(00 in the State of Kentucky is
$53.75 a month, and in the United States it is $71.35 a month. To me,
it does not take much imagination to see how could you live oil as
little income as this a month for an individual.

Now, as far as population, I think it is important to find out where
these older people are, and I have taken Kentucky because this is
where I am from.

In the State of Kentucky, out of a population which is 1,000 who
are over 65, 191 are on old age assistance. In eastern Kentucky, which
includes the 49 Apalachian counties, there are 355 old-age recipients
out of a thousand over 65. In some of the counties in which I have
been working, half of the older population in a country are on old age
assistance, which means their maximum total income, if they own
their own home in Kentucky, is $74, and they just survive.

Now, in order to correct this we make actually four recommendations,
but, we commend CongTess for placing a minimum income level for
older people. Actually what our suggestion is what minute and small
changes in the bill-and we are talking about title II, which is part
of H.R. 1631 1-we can make.

One of the problems is that we have widows who are over 72 who
are living alone in their own home, living on the small social security
payment of their husbands.

As you probably know, if a person received or paid in on $3,600
in the early fifties, their payments are based upon this small income.
What can we do about this? The solution that KAOP has come up
with and submits to you for your consideration is to make a category
for the single living unit, and I will make the point a little later about
how many people are living in this single unit, and actually the bill
as now written misses this group, because it only puts the floor at $110,
but for the couple this is double and brings them up to the poverty
level.
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()ur second recoinnielatiou is that earned income should inlide
the social security benefits. We strongly feel that ti1e older person who
worked all his Ife and lis itow retired should receive at least t he
first $60 of his social security benefits.

Our third re-.-oniiiendation which, Iy tihe way, accordillg to a copy
that I have ha:s already beels cimailgedl in tile revisiols, alld tihat is ill
section 1603(5) and (6) that State agencies may disregard, change
it to ts, State, agencies "shall" disregard, ald tihis has already beel
cha:-ig d for die earned income for $(it, anld it has 1)enm chalged ill the
rev isiotis to the word "shall".

Now, there is one itnore word ill section (6) on $7.tt. This was S'7.5)
of any income is still optional, amid $7.50 to till older person, they are
marvelous ill stretching the dollar, and I feel that wN'e should change
and give the older person that $.50, s there is just one word that.
needs to be changed, and that is the word "may," to "shall," and I am
surprised that this revision has not already beeni made because of the
discrimination which was made in five had been changed, and we
believe that six ought to be changed.

Let me explain a little further, and I hope you will turn to page 2
of my testimony, to the chart which is at the button of the page where
we attempted to actually find the cost of living for older persons in
Iexington, Ky.

If you will note in the center of that page it is stated that more
than two-thirds of the aged are women, and you ANill note that out
of the over 2 million, that 8 I percent are females, that of these females,
10 percent are over the age of 72.

You see, actually what has happened is that their husbands are
(lead, missed social security, so we have widows who are living alone
in their own homes over 72, and under the bill as it is presently stated
their maximum total income would-be $110 a month, and now if they
live in an urban area it is $94, and this is just not adequate.

What. we did, we took from the Chamber of Commerce and tried
to figure out what it actually costs an older person to live in Kentucky,
comparing it with what. actually public assistance pays.

As you will note at the bottom of page 2 we estimated it costs $40
for food for an older person. The public assistance pays $31.

On clothing we estimated the cost. to be $15. Public Assistance pays
$8, and so forth.

So you have a total possible income of Public Assistance of $94,
where for this person to live, just to survive adequately, we think it
would cost $213. You will note on the other side we make the same
estimate as tothe couple.

I do not know how I can dramatize the problem of the single older
person who is living alone in his own home. They suffer the income
which affects their total lives because when a person does not have
enough money they are not eating the proper foods. There is a story I
would like to tell, and you will have to excuse me for this, but it is
about a person who dies of bad fitting dentures.

You know, we know that no person probably has died of bad fitting
dentures, and no doctor is probably going to fill out a health certificate
or a death certificate saying that bad fitting dentures was the cause of
death, but let me run through this story very briefly.

What happens here is this older man, his teeth do not fit properly
and he does not have the $15 to go down to the dentist to get his teeth
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Ixe(I. Ihus li, does not liive his teeth ani he valinot eat prolr food
like meat which has protein in it, and sillce lie is not eating the proper
foods, this affects his IhealtI, and he is not gettinIg the rich blood throtg,.1
Iils Ilin(d, and so lie becomes senile, and then we pay-I have not esti-
mated how much, but then the State or through medicare programs it
has to provide eare for this older person through nursing homes or
other medical care.

Now, if this older person with his lad fitting venturess would have
had the $10 in hand to get his teeth fixed, or tle proper in.omle their
we would have hiad less problems down the road.

In other words, it is very simple that an oune , of prevention is worth
a pound of cure. In other words-

The CHAIRMA.. Why shouldn't he just run that, through a meat
Srinder when he buys hiis food, and in that way he would not need to

have say dentures to chew on?
Mr. BATZKA. Yes, but most of us do like teeth, and most older people

get embarrassed if they do not have teeth. I can give you a personal
story of my office manager who, right, away, is 66, and she broke her
teeth and she would not come into my office, and she did not want me
to see her without her false teeth. So we had to take into consideration
the concerns of the older person.

But I hope you understand the point I was trying to, in a humorous
story to communicate that there is a real concern here if they have
this money at the beginning it really is going to, I think, save money
in the long run.

If you will note at. the bottom of page 3 we have-and most of my
figures, by the way, do come from HEW reports-you notice that 32.8
percent live alone'in Kentucky, and 39.5 percent in the United States.
Here we just try to point out that these people do live alone in their
own homes and,'as you probably know, it costs as much for one person
to live in their homes as it does for two, and so we cannot overempha-
size what it costs in terms of just maintaining the home.

I think you have to understand, too, that older people do want to
live independently, and I think this is what this bill can provide, and
to keep people out of nursing homes, and if they have an income, in
order to live in their own home.

Actually what happens. and what I am trying to state here is that
if the minimum income level for a couple is adequate and brings them
up to the poverty level, the $110 per month total iDcome, but in the
bill it states the poverty level for a single person is $1,920, if you can
figure what $110 times 12 comes out to, $1,320: in other words, they
fall $600 short.

In order to solve that problem without raising the minimum income
level, we feel by making a single living unit category for one indi-
vidual who is living alone in his own home at. $160 would bring them
up to the poverty level. This is a particular group in public assistance,
and we feel this is one way of going about solving that particular
problem.

The second concern, as I mentioned, and we may be on some loose
ground on this point, is that we feel the social security benefits which
the older person earned and paid into, they should receive them in
their older years, and what happens at the present time, these social
security payments are figured in as the income, and if you will turn
to page 7 of my testimony, you will note at the bttom of the page we
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-tate that in 191)( the ma xinmlil total income that a len.oll cold I ave
in Kentucky was $70, alnd in 1!)70 it was .$7-4.

Now, Congress gave everyone who was oil social security a 15 per -

cent increase, which means the widow we are using here received il
1969 $55, and she received an increase to $(1 ill 1970.

The l)ublic assistance payment was $15 an 1961) and was $10 in 11)70.
The total monthly income )f this one individual was onlv raised Ibv $,
and what really hal)l)ened to the .$9 that the%- received in their 15
percent increase was that because of the iaxmuin that was set by
public assistance of $74, actually the person who received both old age
assistance and social security only received $4 in total income, and
actually the $5 was passed o;n to te l)uIlic assistance agency and not
to tle older person. We feel that Congress meant that they should
have received their total 15 percent increase l)ecause when von are
living on a total income of $74 that extra $5 would inean a lot. I can-
not overemphasize this point that just a few dollars to the older person
really does make a difference.

Tile social security benefits we feel they are entitled to because they
paid in over this period of time, and this should be on top of public
a distance.

The other point is that the fast-eroding fixed income exists because
of inflation, and the proposed minimum of $110 per month would not
meet this, but if older people were entitled to the first $60 of their
social security benefits, which they have earned, then this would bring
them up to the poverty level without changing the minimum income
level.

Probably one point that I can stress is that the person who is over 72,
and with whom I work, you know, they lived through a major de-
pression; they have lived through two world wars and another war, and
their wages were much lower in V40 in the 40's and the 50's when
they retired, and that is where the benefits are being paid today.

go I think we really penalize our older people for living too on
How do we solve that problem of a person who is now over 72 because
they did not plan to live over 72 and I think we can solve this by
giving them their social security benefits, which are small, but should
greatly add to their public assistace benefits.

The third part of our testimony, as I have stated here, according to
the revisions in the bill, the first $60 of earned income was optional
in the State, and according to the markup of the bill as I have it is now
mandatory. But, as I pointed out before we feel that in section
1603(6), it gives optional the $7.50 of any income, and we feel that this
also, the word should be changed from "may" to "shall," that State
agencies shall disregard the $7.50 of any income.

If you will note on page 7 of my testimony, that in Kentucky 41
percent of the 64,000 people have no other income except old age
assistance, and that 40 percent are receiving social security payments.
In the United States 33 percent of the over 2 million who are on
old age assistance have no other income except old age assistance, and
in the United States

The CHAIRMA-x. Do you mean those people do not have social
security?

Mr. BATZKA. Right. Their only income is from old age assistance
and, as I pointed out before, this generally is the group which is over
72, and I think you can understand that from the past history of social
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security why, if the husband did not work, an( especiillv in 1-
palachia ana in the rural areas of Kentucky where, you know, thte
economy and so forth, it was an agricultural society and that is wliere
these people lived, and social security was not available for them, and
they just did not make the incomes'to raise them up at this point in
their lives, so this is really the disadvantaged group, and this is what
we are trying to figure o;t, how you can serve this particular group,
which, by the way, you know, it is inevitable that we are all going
to die, and this group basically will be. dying off, so what do we (1o in
the meantime with this group which is over 72.

Actually, people who are now retiring this is not a problem, and
this is the point here.

Actually, I feel that probably I did not adequately state the case
because the older people, I think, can tell their story o'f what it means
to live on, you know, $74 much better than I can. Statistics just do not
dramatize the plight of the older person in our society. It does not
measure the loss of pride, of dignity, of self-respect lost by the 2 mil-
lion older Americans and, you know, there is a lag, older people ac-
tually wonder whether they are going to have enough income to last
them to the end of the month so they will get through, and older people
have a lot of time on their hands.

Yesterday-I won't go into it, but I had another story. Each day
I run into an older person who goes through this long dissertation, if
they only had adequate income, so they spend their time worrying
and, to me, I think, this is cruel for our society and especially for
the older person, living in the Appalachian regions. There are 28,000
in the 49 counties of eastern Kentucky. These are rugged mountain

eole who eat potatoes and beans and hardly any, very little meat
because they cannot afford it. They live in substandard housing and
very few clothes. Living is almost unbearable, and I have to ask this
question: how cruel can we be as a society to let our older people suffer
through their last days of their lives wondering whether they are
going to have enough money to make it through the end of the month.

It is our hope that Congress will include a category for the single
living unit of $160 a month that they will change the earned income
and allow social security benefits to6 be included as earned income,
which it should be, and so they will receive that first $60 which they
are entitled to.

The thing that I want to stress here in my closing remarks is that
the people we are talking about built this country. They are the
people who built this country, the economy that we ive on; they are
the people who made this affuent society. AXs a young person, I plead
that they have a fair share in their old age and that they will not have
to sit out each month wondering whether there will be enough income
to I ast.

The CHAIMAN. Thank you, Mr. Batzka.
Any questions, gentlemen?
Senator ANDERSON. What is your organization, what doeS it. consist

of, several organizations?
Mr. BATZKA. The Kentucky Association of Older Persons?
Senator ANDERSON. Yes.
Mr. BATZKA. It is an organization which is made up, as I said before,

of about 80 individual members who pay dues, and it is made up of
of about 50 organizations, senior citizens clubs, church groups, retired
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Iabor organization, and it is till organization maIde uil) of older peole
froitl difernt ty-pes of organizations. It is abmt one year (l0d. () r
re.u-)n for existe'jce iS to atteinjit. to brinig atteiitiol to, i1,t ,ql lv lKten-
tucky but to the probIlems, bringing to ('ongri-es, the plight'f the
older persons.

Senator ANDERsON. Thank vou.
The ( I.IRM.N. Thank vou ver-' to'ch. i 1.
( Mr. Batzka's prepa redi'statenicnt fol lovs :)

TESTIMONY GiVEN BY DAVID L. ]AATZKA. IIOAHD MEMIBEH. KEN I''(KY A5,-'IATION
OF OLDER PERsONS AND DIRECroR OF KENIUACKY INrR-FAI' ii AcIN; PRO.JEC'T

MAIN POINTS

1. Plight of elderly receiving Old Age Assistance in Kentucky.2. Minimum Income level for single living units should be $IO IMr nionth.
3. Earned Income should include O.A.S.D.I. benefits so that OAA recipients

can receive a part of their Social Security benefits in addition to OAA aymynents.
4. State Agencies should disregard the first $60 of earned Income.
The Number One problem for people over 65 Is the lack of adeqtute income.

Nearly 30% of those over 65 (3 out of 10 people) are officially classified as l-oor
by the Social Security Administration. Many of these people did not become poor
until they retired.

The poverty and living conditions of rural and urban people have been well
documented over the years. However, little is stated concerning the truly "for-
gotten American": the over two million persons over 6:5 receiving a small old
age assistance (OAA) check each month. The average payment per month in
Kentucky for over 64,000 persons is $53.75 and in the nation $71.35 per month.
The proportion of population per 1,000 people over 65 in Kentucky is 191, Eastern
Kentucky (49 Appalachia counties) is 355 and all United States is 100 receiving
OAA payment&

We commend, in principle, the Congress for placing a minimum income level
for older people. However, we recommend the following additional changes in
H.R. 16311 Title II-Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled:

(1) Provide a minimum income level for the single living unit at $160
per month.

(2) "Earned income" shall include Old-Age Survivors and Disability In-
surance (OASDI) benefits.

(3) See. 1603, 5 and 6, the word State agency "may" disregard changed
to State agency "shall" disregard.

The reasons for the above necessary changes are simple. First, the most dis-
advantaged group is women who are widows living in their own homes. Secondly,
the older person who receives a small OASDI benefit has it included as income
In his total OAA payment.

I. Why should there be a special Pmainimum income lcrel for the single living uit
at $160 per month in the adult category f

The Task Force on "Economics of Aging Toward a Full Share in Abundance"
for the Special Committee on Aging of the United States Senate spotlighted d the
special economic problems of widows: Six in ten widows and other aged women
living alone are below the SSA poverty line. More of the ac-ed In the future
will be women, find most of these women will be widows. Women 65 and older
already outnumber men by a ratio of 134 to 100 and this disproportion is ex-
pected to rise to 150 to 100 by 1985. (1)

Nearly two-thirds of the aged are women who receive OAA payments. Out of
the 2,119,254 old-age recipients In the United States in 1965, 68.4% were female
(1,449,009) and 31.6% were male (670,123). (2) In Kentucky 70.8% of the
ferhales were over 72 years old and in the UnIted States 72.5% of the females
were over 72 years old.

Widows on Public Assistance are a particularly disadvantaged group. In
Kentucky 60.6% of the OAA females were widows and in the United States
66.1% were widows. The following chart for a single older person and a couple
should help to explain why they are a disadvantaged group:
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LEXINGTON, KY., 1970

Single older person Couple

Estimated Public assist- Estimated Public assist-
need ance pays need ance pays

Food -------------------- S40 $31 $80 $58
Clothing ----- .. ..--------- .... . . .. 15 8 30 16
Rent 10........ . .. 100 23 120 30
Utilities.. ............... . . 25 14 25 16
Household supplies..- -... . ........ 8 4 16 8
Medical supplies. ................. ... 10 4 20 8
Incidentals.............................. 15 10 30 20

Total monthly - .. .. ..... ... .... 213 94 321 156
Yearly ............... 2,556 1,128 3,852 1,872

The Bureau of Labor Statistics placed needed income in 1900 for a moderate
level of living in a city for an older person living alone at $177.50 per month or
$2.130. per ycar and in 198 for a couple at $370. per month or $4,440. yearly.

Public Assistance payments for a single older person only falls short $1,012.
per year total income based on the Bureau's standard and for a couple only
$'2,-68. per year.

Many OAA recipients do not have adequate income to provide the essentials
for a livelihood. People suffer from the lack of proper nutrition because they
do not have enough money to purchase needed foods. Money problems cause
health and psychological problems, so people end up in a state of depression
and self-pity.

There is a widening gap between actual living cost and OAA payments. For
a single OAA older person living in a rural area in Kentucky owning his own
home, the maximum total income Is $74. per month. .Iany of the costs are fixed
whether one or two people are living together. These fixed items including hous-
Ing repairs, rent, utilities, household supplies, clothing, etc. We can not overly
stress the high cost for one person living alone in his own home.

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS FOR FEMALE OAA RECIPIENTS

lln percent

In own home

United States Kentucky

Total ........-------.--------.---------- .----_--- _- ---- --------- 66.6 68.3

Alone ... ----------------------------- ------ ----------- -39.5 32.8
With spouse only --------------------------------------------- - 12.3 16.8
With other persons- ...................------------------------------ -- -14.7 18.6

One important fact to remember is that only 6.5% of all OAA recipients in
Kentucky lived in Institutions (United States &7% of OAA recipients).

Older people wish to live independently even at the price oi poverty. The major
asset of most older people is their home. In Kentucky, 53.2% of QAA recipients
owned or are buying their home with only 3.2% in Public Housing ahd 84.3%
of the OA %, recipients are living in non-metropolitan areas.

From the above facts, we concluded that OAA people tend to be older than
other Americans, more likely to be women, to be poor, and living in rural areas.
Onw fact stands out: OAA recipients not only lack money, but things that moncy
can buy!

The poverty level has been defined in H.R. 16311 as $1,920, for one person and
$2,460. for two persons. The $110. minimum income per month ($1,320. per year)
does not bring an older person living alone up to the poverty level. They will
fal! $600. per year sort !

On the other hand, $110. per recipient per month will provide a floor under
the older couple. It is $2,640. per year for $180. over the 1969 poverty level. When
the law goes into effect, the couple will be Just at the poverty line while about
40% of all OAA recipient. who are single living units will fall below the poverty
level by $600. per year.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Concluekmn: A special minimum income level for the single living unit at $14R).
ier month is the only answer. Such older people receiving a mlnimmnu income of
$110. per month would bring them up to poverty level of $1,920. per year.

II. WhV should "carnted income" include OASDI benefits in its definitions
OASDI benefits should be treated as earned income. Employees under the

Federal Insurance Contributions Act paid 4.8% Social Security tax. This tax is
based on gross pay. Thus the Social Security tax is considered a part of the
earnings of an employee when withheld.

The basic idea of Social Security is a simple one: During working years em-
ployees, -their employers, and self-employed people pay social security contribu-
tions which are pooled in special trust funds. When earnings stop or are reduced
because the worker retires, dies, or becomes disabled, monthly cash benefits are
paid to replace part of the earnings the family Lost. (4)

The above statement was taken from an official Social Security Administra-
tion publication. The principle is one of deferred compensation. The employee
has earnings withheld at one point with an equivalent returned at another date
from a common fund.

We feel the government considers the social security tax as earned income
because employee pays federal taxes on it as part of his gross income. Since
social security benefits are based on past earnings, when the retired worker re-
ceIves his benefits they must be considered deferred earned income.

We realize social security benefits as earned income does not fit the legal
definition. However, for the following reasons we support OAA recipients re-
ceiving the first $60. of their OASDI benefits.

First, we believe OA.k recipients are entitled to receive their small monthly
social security benefit to live adequately because they worked hard to contribute
in the fund and should receive a fair share of their past earnings on topk of iPuiblic
Assistance payments.

Secondly, with inflation eroding a fixed income rapidly. the economic lsition
of older people is deteriorating rapidly for the OAA recipient, unless they receive
more than the proposed minimum of $110 per month.

Thirdly, older people, particularly who are over 72 years old, had problems
preparing for their retirement years because (of two world wars, a major depres-
sion and wages earned were generally low. Older people should not be IWnalized
for living at the wrong time in a nation.

Conclusion: Earned income should Include 0AST)I benefits so the 45.2 , ,f
all OAA recipients can receive a part of their social security benefits on top
of their OAA payments.

III. Why should State agencies disregard the first $60 of carmf'd income?

In Section 1603, the aged, blind, and disabled are combined into one category
to make uniform requirements. Then an unfortunate distinction was made
between the blind and disabled, and the aged. It is mandatory for states to diM-
regard for blind and disabled earned income up to $85. per month plus one-half
of the remainder. However: (5) if such individual has attained age sixty-five
and Is neither blind nor severely disabled, the State Agency may disregard not
more than the first $60. per month of earned income plus one-half of the
remainder thereof:

We feel this arbitrary distinction of the disregard should be changed to the
mandatory requirement of disregarding earned income for all aged, blind, and
disabled. The amount earned by 1.4% of OAA recipients In the United States
that was not deducted from their OAA lyment averaged $12.24 per month.
(5) More older people may be encouraged to work full or part-time, if they
knew the first $60 of their earnings would be disregarded.

We believe few states will choice the option of the disregard based on Ile
following facts. Under existing law, a state agency may disregard the first $20
of earnings of an older person and one-half of the next $60 per month. In 1965,
thirty-two states were not disregarding any earned income. Out of the over Iwo
million recipients, only 29,742 had earned income disregarded with 37,130 recipi-
ents not having the disregard. (6) In other words, 98.2% of all OAA recipients
received no monthly disregarded earned income.
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WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF CASH INCOME FOR OAA RECIPIENTS?

[in pecentil

United States Kentucky

Total .............................................................. 87.7 94.2

No income other than assistance ------------- -----------------------........ 33.6 41.0
OASDI benefits----------- .......................... .................... 45.2 40.6
Other cash income _------------- .-----------------------........ 7.5 10.8
Disregarded earnings ............ ....................................... - 1.4 1.8

For many (of the same reasons we support the mandatory disregard of the
$7.50 of any income in Section 1603(6). Older people who attempted to prepare
for retirement should not have all their income included in their total ()AA
Income. Older persons are entitled to a fair share of their small cash income.

Many of the older people receiving OASDI and OAA payments were looking
forward to a 15% increase in total income. In the end, they received only
$4.00 per month increase. Kentucky chose to raise all recipients $4.00 per
month. Look what really happened to a widow, rural area, living alone in own

1970 1969

Maximum total income ......................................................... $74 $70

OASDI widow's benefit ...------ .-- .-- .......................--------------. 64 55
Public assistance payment ---------- -- .-.---------_----.---- ------------- 10 15

Total monthly income ------------------------------------------------- 74 70

Actually the recipient did receive $9.00 per month in social security benefits,
of which $5.00 was passed on the the Public Assistance Agency. The OAA recipi-
ent only received a $4.00 increase. We believe Congress intended for the full
15% increase in Social Security benefits to be received by the older persons on
public assistance.

Conlusion: State Agency shall disregard the first $60. per month and one-half
of the remainder of earned income and social security benefits.

IV. Why should Congress support the "truly forgotten American"?
Congress has begun to meet their health needs with Medicare and Medicaid,

but it has a long way to go to fulfill the committment it made to older people
in the Older Americans Act of 1965:

Older people are entitled to an adequate income in retirement in accordance
with the American standard of living.

The loss of dignity can not be dramatized in statistics. They can not measure
the loss of pride, initiative, and self respect suffered by over two million older
Americans. The "wait" or "wake" from month to month to see if the check will
go to the end of the month continues!

The plight of 28,758 older persons on public assistance In rural Eastern Ken-
tucky is even darker and hopeless. These rugged mountain people eat potatoes,
beans, and little meat, live in substandard housing and wear clothes many years
old. Living is almost' bearable. How cruel can a nation be to just keep older
people at the survival level? Older people need Hope.

Congress can help give that hope by including a category for a single living
unit older person at $160. per month and insure they will receive the first $60.
of their Social Security benefits and earned income.

The people we are talking about built this nation economically by their hard
work. They helped to develop our aifaent society. They should have a fair
share in return.

Can we do any less?
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The CHAMMAN. I would like to call the committee's attention to the
fact that tomorrow we will be hearing from the Governor's Con-
ference panel, as well as various groups such as Mr. Clarence Mitchell
for the NAACP, and representatives of the Council of State Chambers
of Commerce.

Thank you very much, sir. We meet tomorrow at 10 clock.
(Whereupon, at 12 :20 p.m. the hearing was recessed to reconvene at

1) a.m. on Thursday, September 10, 1970.)





THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1970

CO. IfrEF, ONT INANE.

Wa. hington. P.'.
The committee met, pIlrsant.. to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room

2221, New Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chair-
iiman) presiding.

Present: Senators Long (presiding), Anderson, Talmadge, Harris,
Byrd, Jr.. of Virginia, Williams of Delaware, Miller. and Jordan of
Idaho.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
This morning we are privileged to hear from the National (;over-

nors' Conference. The committee is especially pleased to see that the
Governors' Conference is represented by "the Honorable Warren
Hearnes, Governor of Missouri; the Honorable Robert D. Ray, Gover-
nor of Iowa; the Honorable Linwood Holton, Governor of Virginia;
the Honorable Frank Licht, Governor of Rhode Island; and the Hon-
orable Tom McCall, Governor of Oregon.

Governor Hearnes, I see you have taken the principal hot seat, and
I see that you will direct the testimony of the Governors on this issue.

STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN E. HEARNES, GOVERNOR
OF MISSOURI

Governor HERNES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
If the Chair and the committee will agree, we would like to follow

what has been suggested by your staff; that is, start off with a short
statement, very brief statement, from each of the Governors, and then
be subjected to your questions, whatever you wish to ask us.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Warren E.
Hearnes, Governor of Missouri, and chairman of the National Gov-
ernors' Conference It goes without saying that I do al)preciate sin-
cerely the invitation extended to myself and my colleagues to appear
before this distinguished committee of the U.S. Senate and discuss the
subject of welfare reform as embodied in H.R. 16311. However, in my
brief opening remarks, I would like to present to the committee wel-
fare policy positions adopted by the National Governors' Conference.

I say this, Mr. Chairman, if you would like to have one or two state-
ments besides my own, and which may or may not necessarily reflect
the position of the entire conference, we will do so.

Welfare in our Nation has been described as a mess, a failure,
and a disastr. I prefer to look upon the present welfare system as a
natural consequence of almost 40 years of piling rule upon rule, regu-
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lation upon regulation, and law upon law; State and Federal. It is a
jerry-built structure and it would appear that we have (oIme to the
end of the road with the system as it. is, and there is general agreement
that there must le a thoroughgoing overlaul of welfare. as we now
know it.

The Governors of ti Nation, faced with runaway costs. day-to-day
crises in welfare, and an administrative quagmire, took a long lhard
look at, the problemm through its Human Resource Committee just
prior to the meeting of the National Governors' Conference in Colo-
rado Springs in 1969. This conference adol)ted se'eral policy state-
ments regarding welfare reform which were reaffirmed at the meet-
ing last month of the National Governors' Conference at the Lake
of the Ozarks in Missor_LAndLwhile we disagreed on many other
subjects, there was unanimity on what we believe should be (loie with
the welfare system.

The policies adopted by the Governors are as follows:
1. Substitution, on a phased basis, of a federally financed system

of welfare payments for the current Federal-State program for the
aged, blind, disabled, and dependent children, and including also the
general assistance programs now financed by, the States theinselves.
Eligibility and grants would be, determined'by the Federal Govern-
ment; the system would be State-administered under Federal guide-
line. The system should include realistic income exemptions to pro-
vide incentives for persons to seek employment. Adequate day care
for children of working mot~iers and an expanded Federal job train-
ing program should also be assured. Some of these goals, Mr. Clair-
man, are suggested in H.R. 16311.

2. Increase in the present levels for all payments under the old-
age and survivors disability insurance program, with a minimum pay-
ment of $100 per month.

3. Transfer of the present old-age assistance, to the I)ermanentlv
and totally disabled and aid to the blind programs to the social security
program, with payments being made from Federal general reve-
nues to the social security trust fund to cover the increased cost.

4. Full Federal funding for.the food stamp program 3o that welfare
recipients and low-income persons in all States could be covered
by t he program.

Related directly to the welfare field was a policy adopted endorsing
a national universal health insurance program, coupled with hospital
cost controls as the primar- method of keeping rising health costs
from preventing people from receiving the medical care they need.

I mention this because H.R. 17550, which, I understand, will be con-
sidered by the committee next week, would, in our opinionibe a proper
vehicle for Federal assumption of medicaid costs, or at least a greater
percentage of Federal contributions toward the program.

We, as Goveinors, are npt too concerned with the question of State
versus Federal administration ofrt welfare system. but we are posi-
tive in the belief that there should be 100-percent Federal financing of
welfare. This conclusion resulted from the following facts as we
viewed them:

Welfare is a national problem and the freedom of movement or
level of subsistence should not be arbitrarily limited by the artificial
boundaries of State welfare programs. t EW Secretary Richardson
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recognized this fact when lie stated before this committee on July 21,
"Poverty and welfare are national prol)lems requiring national
solutions."

The Federal Government does, in fact, Cont rol the growth and direc-
tion of existing programs, and, thus, should assume full financial xe-
sponsibility as well.

I might digre&s just a minute completely off the subject, but I can-
not be here next week. Our medicaid program is not. here today, I
know, but the Congress has written in the law that. we cannot spend
less than we did the. year before. My distinguished members of the
legislature thought in the best interests of our situation financially in
the State that $3 million must be cut from our contribution to'the
medicaid program, which resulted not. only in the loss of the Federal
part of it and our part but also resulte(d in a ]ctter from the Secretary
of HEW saying that the. entire program was in jeopardy.

I have since asked him the definition of what, he. means by "in jeop-
ardy," but. this is just an examl)le of what I am talking about.

The States and localities face a continuing and growing fiscal crisis,
in large part, due to welfare costs, for which Federal relief must be
provided.

H.R. 16311 is a. step toward the position supported by the Gov-
ernors. However, it. is not. as positive as we would like to see and it
definitely does not strike at the. root, of the problem, which is to try to
bring about uniformity in application of the laws and the rules so that
there can be equal treatment of the poor, irrespective of their geo-
graphic location. This can only be achieved by full Federal financing
and full Federal direction.

Mr. Chairman, I have concluded my testimony regarding the wel-
fare. proposals of the National Governors' Conference. I will submit
to the Senate committee a separate statement setting forth those sec-
tions of H.R. 16311, which, in my opinion, need the attention of the
committee.

I would like to make one observation regarding this bill to the com-
mittee. I make this observation as the Governor of Missouri and not as
chairman of the National Governors' Conference, since it is quite pos-
sible I may not reflect the views of some of my gubernatorial col-
leagues.

It occurs to me that the administration has simply picked a figure
out of the air-some $4.1 billion-and attempts to compress too many
major and costly reforms into this fighr. I would suggest that the
committee delay the adoption of legislation at this time which would
draw into the welfare system some 14 million citizens now in the ranks
of the working poor or underemployed. I believe the money could be
used to better advantage in shoring up other aspects of this bill.

For example, it is generally conceded that thle $1,600 guaranteed
floor, plus some $860 in food stamps, for an average family of four
under the aid to families with dependent children program, which
will be supplanted by the family assistance plan-FAP-is wholly in-
adequate. It is far below the established poverty level of $3.720.

Another example of a sadly neglected group are the single persons
and childless couples among the poor, unable to work or to qualify
for welfare benefits, who have been completely overlooked as far as the
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welfare reform measure is concerned. They should be brought under
coverage in H.R. 16311.

Granting that attention should be given later to the working poor,
it seems to me that welfare reform for the benefit of the present assist-
ance recipients should be established and working before adding this
vast new segment of the population to the welfare system.

Finally,, the workability- of the entire new welfare program is still to
be provel. I agree with Senator Ribicoff's suggestion that the reform
measure be thoroughly tested prior to placing it into effect. I under-
stand that HEW is funding experimental projects in Seattle, Wash.,
and (Gariy, Ind., and another one on a statewide basis in Vermont.

This is a good start, but I would go further with the testing so that
the plan could be tried in a number of States and communities, pro-
viding a diversity of problem areas, population groul)s, and adminis-
trative structures. After the testing period, the- legislation could be
placed into effect if positive results are obtained.

Certainly, we could create staggering disorder if we would move
into a program as vast as that encompassed by H.R. 16311, until a
thorough trial period has proved its value.

Two other short things which are not in my prepared statement. Let
me say this, and I mean no criticism of your counterpart in Congress,
but 1 think the House moved a little quickly in passing this bill, and
I should hope that the Senate in its deliberations will give a great
deal of time and study before it is finally enacted into law.

Thirdly, I leave you with this one parting remark: As Governor of
the State now for 6 years, in the legislature for 1( years, secretary of
the State for 4, we'have had a great deal of problems fiscally with
laws passed by Congress in the welfare field, but we have many, many
times over problems created by regulations from HEW, and I woul
hope that the committee would give a great deal of consideration be-
fore it gives too much latitude to the Secretary of HEW in promulgat-
ing rules and regulations which affect our budget in a very thorough

wIhank you, Mr. Chairman.
(A submission of Governor Hearnes follows:)

RECOMMENDATIONS FoR AMENDING H.R. 16311, "THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT

oF 1970"

(Submitted by the Honorable Warren E. Hearnes, Governor of Missouri)

1. $1600 for a family of four Is too low. The bill should Include a plan for
gradually increasing minimum assistance payments t. the poverty level.

2. There is no provision in H.R. 16311 for single persons or childless married
couples unable to work or to qualify for welfare benefits. This large group should
also be given basic minimum assistance coverage.

3. Present bill does not provide adequate protection to the states against rising
costs for Medicaid, emergency assistance, general relief, food stamps, and the
provision of social services. The "hold harmless" provision should apply to the
above, as well as to the maintenance payments.

4. Caseloads will probably continue to rise whether the family assistance pro-
gram is enacted or not. A governmental public works program is needed when
Jobs are otherwise not available. To guarantee full employment the government
must be the employer of last resort.

5. All mothers of school age children should not be required to work. In some
cases the needs of the family and of society would be better served if the mother
could remain in the home with her children.
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6. There should be provision for unified administration of all income mainte-
nance programs. There should be only one place to apply for family assistance
benefits, supplementary payments from the states, general and emergency assist-
ance, food stampM, and Medicaid. The potential for three-pronged administration
of the family assistance program, namely, the basic floor under Federal adminis-
tration, supplementary payments under State administration, and both under
local administration with State supervision is in H.R. 16311 (Parts E and F).

7. The matching formula for supplemental payments for states making pay-
ments above the FAP benefits is set at 30% Federal and 70% State. This should
be at least a 50-50 ratio.

8. There are far too many areas of discretion, which are left to the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare and/or the Secretary of Labor to define by
regulation. Where possible, the major discretionary areas should be included In
the bilL

9. Under the present AFDC program, recipients In 22 States receive payments
which are less than full need as defined by those States. The House-passed bill
assures that recipients In those States will receive no )ess under the bill than they
would under their present laws. However, the Administration's revision would
set State welfare payments based on the level paid to a family with no income.
This will mean that thousands of present welfare recipients with outside income
will either have their cases closed, or their payments drastically reduced. For
examD!e, in Missouri a family of four receiving the maximum AFDC payment
of $1566 per year with countable income of $1000 per year would receive an FAP
payment of $60 per year. If this same family had countable income of $1600 per
year or more, they would not receive any PAP payment and would not be eligible
for Medicaid.

10. The proposed Title XX, setting up a plan for individual and family services
in each state, has several basic weaknesses:

(a) It provides for a completely separate system of social services in cities of
250,000 or more, under the direct administration of the city government. This
could lead to great confusion and to differences in the type and level of services
provided in various parts of the state, HEW would by-pass Governors and deal
directly with Mayors.

(b) A state would be required to set up a program of "temporary emergency
assistance," to provide immediate cash payments for a period not in excess of
00 days under Rules and Regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare. This could initiate another costly program to be financed
50% by the State, but over which the State might have little control.

(o) Apparently the administration is sponsoring a plan for a "closed end"
appropriation for all social services, as Is now present In child welfare services.
If the states will be required to provide this type of service for the many new
persons and families that will become eligible, the states would be unable to
provide them in satisfactory quality and scope without greatly Increased state
costa

(4) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare will have the statutory
authority to almost completely dictate the scope and content of a state's pro-
gram of Individual and family services. The state's program must "include a
reasonable balance (as prescribed in Regulations by the Secretary) of such
services and will conform to such minimum standards of performance as the
Secretary may eatablish."

Governor HrARIn. If I may now call on Governor McCall of
Oregon.

AT MET O1P RON. TOM McCALL, GOVERNOR 0F OREGON

Governor MCAM. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
we have five or six points we would like to share with you, if you
please.

First of all, we believe major reform in welfare is long past due.
We believe the family assistance plan does have merit, and if it does
have suitable amendments attached thereto, it seems to me that it will
get Oregon's support.

4-527 0-TO--t. 8--45
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Some of the proposed changes that are suggested are the wrong
solutions, in our estimation, for agreed upon needs.

I submit today a number of bisic areas which, I think, do need
changing, and a suggestion that would help in evaluating and achiev-
ing these changes.

Mr. Chairman, if I could, I would like to have the proceedings take
note of two reminders, the submission we made to your committee in
May, if you will recall, an analysis of the bill as originally written,
and then our analysis of the bill with its proposed amendments, with
many technical points contained therein which I won't comment on
at this time and, Mr. Chairman, could we have these two documents
ma'dea part of the record, sir?

The CHARMMAN. We will do that.
(The documents referred to follow. Hearings continues on p. 2046.)
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PART I

HR 16311
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS

Title I,.Part E - State Supplementation of Family Assistance Benefits

Section 452(a) provides that most sections of Part D are applicable
to the state's supplementary payments. This causes the folowint
technical and procedural deficiencies. (Sectio.is in parentheses are
in Part D):

1. quarterly eligibility determination: A family's eligibility for
and its amount of family assistance benefits shall be determined
for each quarter of a calendar year based on an estimate of the
family's income for such quarter. (Section 442(c)) The report
of the House Craittee on Ways and Means states [item (3) on
page 2) that the bill provides "uniform, nationwide eligibility
requirements and payment procedures, both for the basic federal
family assistance plan and the state supplementary payments."
The Committee states on page 4 that "Eligihility would be
computed on a quarterly basis; payments would generally be made
on a monthly basis."

The proposed bill states "Family assistance benefits shall be
paid at such time or times and in such installments as the
Secretary determines will best effectuate the Durposes of this
title." (Section 446) Section 452 (a) provides that supplemen-
tary payments shall be subject to the provisions of Section 446
"to the extent the Secretary deems appropriate."

Despite the Committee's intent, the bill provides for quarterly
determination of payments. If payments are made for three months
without change, it would result in numerous cases of overpayment
due to increased income and numerous cases of hardship when
estimated income is too high. Oregon's experience with fluctuat-
ing income of recipients clearly indicates that provision for
monthly adjustment of payments is not only desirable but necessary
to avoid excessive overpayments and hardship.

The bill also ignores the problem of seasonal employment in
which a family's annual income exceeds the eligibility limits,
but in certain quarters of the year eligibility would exist
due to the seasonal nature of the employment. Seasonal employ-
ment is the nature of the first two major industries in Oregon -

the lumber industry and agriculture. The bill needs to be
amended to include a carry forward provision to apply excess
of actual income above eligibility limits in the previous
quarter (or preferably month) against the estimated deficiency
in income for the respective quarter (or month).

-2. Resource limitations: Eligibility is limited to families whose
resources do not exceed $1,500 fixed and liquid assets [Section
442(a)(2)] plus the home, household goods and personal effects

- 1 -
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and other property which "is so essential to the family's means
of self-support as to warrant its retention." [Section 444(a))
The proposed law would not permit rete'&tion of an automobile,
except as a part of the $1,500 resource or as essential for self-
support. In view of the absence of adequate public transportation
systems in Oregon, it is unrealistic to expect families to
dispose of waht is frequently the only transportation available.
An automobile is also essential for many in Oregon to get to
medical service. Excluding automobiles will result in increased
staff costs to handle these problems and increased costs in our
medical transportation budget.

3. Overpayments: "The Secretary shall make such provision as he
finds appropriate in the case of payment of more than the cor-
rect amount of benefits with respect to a family with a view to
avoiding penalizing members of the family who were without fault
in connection with the overpayment--." (Section 446(b)J The
quarterly eligibility determination and the payment procedure
envisioned under this bill would result in numerous overpayments
where there was no intent to mislead (e.g. estimating income).
Recovery without "penalizing" is virtually impossible in most
cases, so substantial increased costs would inevitably result
from writing off the overpayments.

4. Furnishing of information by other agencies: "The head of any
federal agency shall provide such information as the Secretary
needs for purposes of determining eligibility for or amount of
family assistance benefits, or verifying other information with
respect thereto." [Section 446(f)J The committee report
(page 12) stated the advantage of determining eligibility
quarterly was that it would facilitate verification of earn-
ings through use of social security records, since social secu-
rity earnings are reported on a quarterly basis. This would
not be practical since current information would not be available.
For exaple, social security records of an individual applying
for assistance an March 25 would have no information subse-
quent to the prior December 31. Such records might be of value
for subsequent identification of fraudulent claims but would be
of limited value in determining initial eligibility and
quarterly benefits.

5. Earnings Disregard and Standards of Eligibility:
Section 452(b) provides for disregard of the first $720 of
earned income per year, "plus one-third of the portion of the
remainder which does not exceed twice the amqunt of the family
assistance benefits that would be payable to the finmily if it
had no income, plus one-fifth (or more if the Secr,!tary by
regulation so prescribes) of the balance of the earnings."

The Committee Report (page 24) states that "the amount of state
4.upplementation be sufficient to assure payment levels at least
as high as those in effect in the state in January 1970, or the
poverty level, if lower." The application of the earnings disregard
referred to above ecluires state supplementation of income levels
far in excess of the poverty level. The payment level in effect

- 2-
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in Oregon as of January 1970, was 80 per cent of standard,
amounting to a maximum payment level of $257 per month for a
family of four, or $3,082 per year. Under the provisions of
this bill, $2,024 of earnings would be disregarded, providing
a total income of $5,106 when the family became ineligible for
state supplementation. Therefore, any family of four with an
income of less than $5,100 would be eligible for state supple-
mentation, and in addition eligible for medical assistance with
an average value of $370 per year, equivalent in total to a
disposable income of $5,400, which is 38 per cent over the
poverty level.

Since January 1970, federal regulations have required that in
determining the eligibility of the family, income must be
measured against 100 per cent of standard. This requirement,
when coupled with the provisions of this bill, which further
requires that in determining eligibility the income disregard
must be applied, has the effect of qualifying a family of four
in Oregon with an income of less than $6,068. Since the bill
does not require the state to supplement beyond the level in
effect in January 1970, those families with an income between
$5,100 and $6,068 would only be eligible for medical assistance
benefits which on the average amount to $1,044 per year. Never-
theless, the bill has the effect of providing assistance in some
form, providing an equivalent in total to a disposable income
of $7,112 which is 81 per cent over the poverty level.

The chart on the following page illustrates the impact of the
provisions of this bill when applied to the standards of
assistance existing as of January 1970.

The State of Oregon has not elected to implement the provisions
of Title XIX for the medically needy. If the state were to
elect to include under its Medical Assistance program the medically
needy, it would be limited under present law to "133-1/3 per cent
of the highest amount which would ordinarily be paid to a family
of the same size without any income or resources, in the form of
money payments, under the plan of the state approved under Part A
of Title IV of this Act." [Section 1903(f)(1)(B)(i)] Applying
this provision of Title XIX to the maximum standard for a family
of four, the medically needy limit would be $4,109. The amend-
ments to Title XIX, Section 304(13) modifying Section 1903(f)(1)(B)(i
appear to make no change in this limit.

Under the present law states are required to use 100 percent
of standards in determining eligibility of the categorically
needy for Medical Assistance under Title XIX, even though cash
assistance is currently being paid at 80 per cent of standards
in Oregon. The maximum income level of a family of four
eligible for medical assistance under the present law is $3,853.
The application of the earnings disregard in determining initial
eligibility for medical assistance under the provisions of this
bill raises the income level of a family of four to $6,068, which
is 57 per cent over the present eligibility limit and raises the
eligibility of the categorically needy $2,215 over the medically

- 3-
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needy limit. If the intent of this bill is not to force
states to provide assistance at standards beyond the level
existing as of January 1970, provision should be made in this
bill to limit eligibility for the categorically needy under
Title XIX to the payment level as of January 1970. If this
were done eligibility for medical assistance would stop at
$5,106 at which point the state's supplementation would stop.
It would also appear that the limit of the medically needy
in Section-1903 of Title XIX would need to be modified.

Oregon's experience under the present disregard formula does
not support the assumption that the earnings disregard encourages
individuals to secure employment or increase their earnings
beyond what incentive would otherwise exist without the dis-
regard. It appears that the primary effect has been to prevent
persons from going off assistance, since few persons are able
to obtain an earnings level that exceeds the income equivalent
to the standard of assistance provided plus the disregarded
income. The State of Oregon supports the proposed earnings
disregard to the extent that it enables the family to increase
its income above the assistance payment level provided up to
the poverty level. The earnings disregard formula under the
state supplement should be changed so that state supplementation
would terminate at the poverty level, which would coincide
with the point where family assistance benefits terminate.

- 5-
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Title I. Part F - Administration

1. Agreements with states: Section 461(a) provides that the Secretary
may enter into an agreement with any state under which the Secre-
tary will make, on behalf of the state, the supplementary payments
provided for under Part E, or will perform such other functions
of the state in connection with such payments as may be agreed
upon, or both. If the Secretary makes the supplementary payments,
provision needs to be made for:

a. The Secretary to take action to recover supplementary over
payments,

b. The Secretary to take (1) recovery action in the case of
fraud, (2) responsibility for prosecution in the case of
fraud,

c. The Secretary to take responsibility for determining eligi-
bility for benefits under Title XIX,

d. The Secretary to take responsibility for determining eligi-
bility for food stamps.

2. Obligation of deserting parents: Section 464 holds an individual
who abandons his spouse or child liable to the United States for
an amount equal to the total amount of the family assistance
benefits plus the federal share of the supplementary benefits.
It-also provides that the amount of the obligation due the United
States shall be collected in such manner as may be specified by
the Secretary, from any amounts due him from the Federal Govern-
ment. Provision should be made for:

a. The Secretary to collect the state's share of supplementation
from funds due the individual from the Federal Government
if the Secretary administers the supplementary payments.

b. The Secretary to take action to collect the federal and state
shares of supplementary payments directly from the individual.

3. Eligibility for food stamps: Section 465 provides that family
assistance benefits "shall be taken into consideration for the
purpose of determining the entitlement of any household to purchase
food stamps, and the cost thereof." The report of the House Ways
and Means Committee (on page 30) states it "recognizes that present
recipients now receiving payments larger than those provided under
the family assistance plan would lose the privilege of purchasing
food stamps without receiving a compensating amount of cash." The
wording in Section 465 does not appear to make present recipients
ineligible as the committee report states. Under present regula-
tions "public assistance households" (all members receiving
welfare) are eligible for food stamps. Taking the FAP payment
into consideration would not change food stamp eligibility unless
the income levels established by the state for nonwelfate families
were applied to "public assistance households." Since these

-6 -
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income levels are higher than Oregon's welfare payments, except
for families of nine or more, eligibility would still continue
until enough earnings were disregarded to raise the family's total
income above the established levels. The question concerning
eligibility needs clarification in view of the committee state-
men t.
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Title I, Part C - Manpower Services

I. Training for employment: Section 430 states the purpose in pro-
viding manpower services, training, employment and other services
is to restore individuals to self-supporting, independent and
useful roles in their communities. The extent to which this can
be accomplished is questionable, as indicated below:

a. Cost of meaningful training
A substantial portion of men on AFDC-UP lack even the most

basis skills, such as reading or writing in English (or any
languate). A larger portion lack either a high school diploma,
or the ability to obtain a G.E.D. without many months--some-
times years--of basic literacy training. Such training is
demanded before entering training for skilled and/or unskilled
trades. Even most unskilled work, e.g., Janitor, waitress, or
watchman, require basic literacy.

To expect meaningful outcome from mass training programs, a
substantial investment in long-term training programs must be
anticipated.

b. Availability of jobs paving above familv-size-specific poverty
levels
Available jobs in large quantities are concer.zrated into two
broad classes. First, highly technical (and highly paid)
jobs for which training at public expense may not currently
be feasible. The second class; is unskilled but low-paying
positions requiring a minimum of skill and training. Training
persons for such Jobs may reduce the need for public benefits,
but will not meet the problem of "under employment."

c. In seasonal industries, such as forest products, it may be
unwise policy to attempt to train those who are seasonally
unemployed (and eligible for FAP and supplementation) for
some other industry. To do so would seriously deplete the
labor market for such industries.

These observations raise serious questions of public policy
in the areas of creation of employment or the recognition of
large-scale unemployment as a permanent condition.

2. Child care: Section 436 assures the provision of child care so
idividuals will not be prevented from participating in training
or employment. The Ways and Means Committee Report (pages 36 and
37) expressed concern "that reasonable federal, state and local
standards and licensing requirements have interfered with the
provision of essential child care services, and may prove a barrier
to the development and provision of the services essential to
the success of the family assistance plan." The Committee Report
also stated "Parents should have the option, too, of using baby-
sitters of their choice, if they do not care to use, or do not
have available, group child care facilities which are appropriate
for their children.
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We concur with the Committee's concern with unreasonable standards
and recommend the federal regulations for day care be abolished and
state standards be accepted. When state requirements do not pro-
vide standards, the Secretary could propose reasonable minimum
guidelines defining good child care.

3. Supportive services: Section 437(a) requires that the state "pro-
vice health, vocational rehabilitation, counseling, social, and
other supportive services which the Secretary under regulations
determines to be necessary to permit an individual who has been
registered pursuant to part D or is receiving supplementary pay-
ments pursuant to part E to undertake or continue manpower train-
ing and employment under this part."

As written, this section can be interpreted rather broadly. For
example, an individual registered pursuant to part D who is engaged
in an employment plan may suffer a hernia while not at work. To
continue employment may require hernia repair. If this is an
example of health services required, the net effect is to extend
medical care to the working poor. We recommend that health services
provided be only those directly related to job performance, e-g.,
eye glasses needed for reading, prostheses necessary to permit
the individual to perform tasks required, etc.

-9 -
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Title II - Aid to the Aped, Blind and Disabled

1. Minimum grants: Section 1603 provides that "each eligible indi-
vidual, other than one who is a patient in a medical institution
or is receiving institutional services in an intermediate care
facility to which section 1121 applies, shall receive financial
assistance in such amount as, when added to his income which is
not disregarded pursuant to subsection (a), will provide a minimum
of $110 per month."

This provision ignores living arrangements which have a bearing
on the amount of need. A large percentage of Oregon's adult
recipients either own their own homes or live in households of
two or more individuals. The payment of minimum grants without
regard to home ownership or shared living arrangements is con-
trary to the concept of providing assistance based on need.

2. Federal administration of payments to recipients: Section 1605
provides that the Secretary "may enter into an agreement with a
state under which he will, on behalf of the state, pay aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled directly to individuals in the state
under the state's pldn approved under this title and perform such
other functions of the state in connection with such payments as
may be agreed upon. In such case, payments shall not be made as
provided in section 1604 and the agreement shall also provide for
payment to the Secretary by the state of its share of such aid
(adjusted to reflect the state's share of any overpayments re-
covered under section 1606)."

This provision would relieve the state of administrative costs in
connection with payments to recipients. It is intended to encourage
states to turn administration over to the federal agency but it
provides no assurance to the state that the federal agency will
husband its funds or exercise the control to keep obligations of
state funds within funds appropriated. It is reasonable to expect
that the federal agency with an open-ended budget would not exer-
cise the same restraint as the state which must function under a
closed-end appropriation and as a result a substantial increase in
assistance costs can be anticipated. It is assumed the increased
assistance cost to the state would significantly exceed the 50
per cent saving in administrative costs if the state entered into
an agreement for federal administration.

It is not clear why this bill provides a premium on federal adminis-
tration when there is no federal system to locally administer the
program, whereas the state and localities have been in the adminis-
tration of these programs and have the staff, offices and delivery
system presently functioning. Even if there were some grounds for
expecting more effective administration by the Federal Government
the abrupt conversion from a state and local administration to a
federally-administered program would resultt in all probability in
a chaotic situation.

- 10 -
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Title III - Miscellaneous Conforming Amendments

I. Medical Assistance: Section 304 amends section 1902(a)(10) of
Title XIX so that a state plan for medical assistance must "pro-
vice for making medical assistance available to all individuals
receiving assistance to needy families with children as defined
in section 405(b), receiving payments under an agreement pursuant
to Part E of Title IV, or receiving aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled under a state plan approved under Title XVI."

Section 405(b) states "and 'assistance to needy families with
children' means family assistance benefits under such part D,
paid to such families."

These provisions appear to require the state to provide medical
assistance to the "working poor" who are covered under part D.
While a fairly large percentage of the working poor would be
eligible for state supplementary payments and medical assistance,
the family with a fully-employed male would not be. It is the
latter group which appears to be provided medical assistance
under the cited provisions. These sections need to be amended
if the intent is to exclude the working poor, who are ineligible
for supplementation, from medical assistance under Title XIX.
The inclusion of this group under Title XIX would result in a
significant increase in state medical costs.

- 11 -
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Title IV - General

Section 401, Effective Date

The bill provides for fully implementing these provisions ef-
fective July 1, 1971, except in those states who do not have a
legislative session between the date the bill is enacted and
July 1, 1971. Most states will have a legislative session
in the intervening period prior to July 1, 1971 to obtain the
necessary conforming legislation; however, there is serious
question whether states can develop the necessary plans for imple-
menting this legislation in the short intervening period following
the enactment of state legislation and July 1, 1971. Serious
doubts can be raised concerning the ability of the Federal Govern-
ment to establish the necessary administrative structure to begin
making family assistance payments effective July 1, 1971, espe-
cially where the state elects to contract with the Federal Govern-
ment for administration of the supplemental payment Program as well.
In the latter event severe problems of job relocation of present
Public Welfare personnel would result and to the extent that present
state employees are abosrbed on large numbers into federal employ-
ment, specific problems such as transfer of retirement credits,
etc., would need to be resolved.

Usually there is a substantial period of time, frequently as much
as a year following the enactment of Amendments to the Social
Security Act, before the rules and regulations are developed
by the Secretary for implementation of the legislation, and occa-
sionally much longer. The magnitude of the change required by
this bill makes it highly questionable whether the program could
be implemented nationwide w.,:hin one year following the enactment
of this bill, and it is predictable that there will be substantial
confusion resulting in bhadship to present AFDC clientele. It is
suggested that serious consideration be given to permitting the
Secretary to establish a schedule with each state for implementa-
tion of the program, permitting phasing in the program in relation
to the problems of implementation in each state. Consideration
should also be given to authorizing the Secretary to contract with
the state for administration of the program for a period of time
until such time as the Federal Government can arrange for an
orderly transition in those cases where the state elects to have
the Federal Government administer the state supplementation.

Section 402, Savings Provision

1. "Your comittee's bill assures that for two fiscal years after
the year in which the supplementary payment provisions become
effective a state's expenditures for supplementary payments
and payments under Title XVI (from its own funds) would not,
by reason of the requirements of this act, have to exceed its
expenditures (nonfederal) under existing law for the same year.
The bill provides that for these two fiscal years the Federal
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Government would meet the excess of nonfederal expenses made
necessary by the bill over what the nonfederal expense would
have been under present law. States and localities would thus
be guaranteed no required increase in expenditures for
assistance payments as compared with what would have been
expended under existing law for the same period. Since most
states would not be required to incur additional costs as a
result of enactment of this bill, this provision would act
as a saving provision for a few states that would incur rela-
tively modest welfare costs under the bill."

Acknowledging that this is the intent of the bill. provisions
of the bill for accomplishing this result fail to assure this
result. The major obstacle to achieving this result is the
fact that due to the unprecedented deviation of caseloads and
case costs since 1969, make it impossible to precisely establish
what "expenditures would have been made" under the present law
if it had continued in effect through June 30, 1973. The
effect is that this bill only assures that the state and local-
ities will not have to spend more than what is estimated would
have been expended as determined by the Secretary.

The bill also provides that in determining the amount which
would have been spent under the titles included in Title XVI,
that in addition to the costs "as in effect for June 1971"
there shall'be included "so much of the rest of such expenditures
as is required (as determined by the Secretary) by reason of
the amendments to such title made by this Act." Therefore,
the costs will be increased beyond what would have been spent
under present law by including such provisions as the $110
minimum standard. States who presently do not include children
of unemployed fathers will not be "guaranteed no increase in
expenditures for assistance paymentas as compared with what
would have been expended under existing law for the same period"
as stated in the Committee Report.

The savings provision fails to take into account the substan-
tial increase in costs to the states and localities for medical
assistance or administrative costs. Even if the provisions
of this bill guaranteed no increase in costs to the states
and localities for assistance payments, it would create a
cost burden for medical assistance or administration that
could not be absorbed by many if not all of the states and
localities.

This bill also assumes that the states and localities would
have been able to absorb the increase in costs under the
present law extended into the two-year period covered by
the savings provision without reduction in the payment level
for June 1971, or the caseload covered. Oregon has projected
an $18.3-million deficit in state funds for the biennium
ending June 30, 1971, and faces the necessity of significantly
reducing costs. The major cause of this increase in the cur-
rent biennium is the costs of the AFDC program. The projected
increase for the 1971-73 biennium is a 47.7 per cent increase
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in the costs of the AFDC program beyond the 1969-71 biennium,
which already cannot be absorbed and will result in program
cutbacks.

If the savings provision is to guarantee the states and
localities no increase in cost, and if this provision is to
prevent the states and localities from deviating from the
Committee's intent in state supplementation, then the states'
costs must be frozen and predictable so that the necessary
funds can be budgeted and appropriated. One means of accom-
plishing this result would be to use a "maintenance of effort"
provision, which has frequently been used by Congress in
previous Social Security legislation, which would provide
that the contribution of the states and localities be equal
to their share of total costs (including cash assistance,
medical assistance, and administrative costs), for the same
program categories in a orevious base year. Such a provision
would not be subject to the discretion of the Secretary and
would be sufficiently precise so that the nonfederal share
could be accurately budgeted, and appropriated.

The authority and responsibility for creating this legisla-
tion rests exclusively with the Federal Government. Similarly,
the responsibility for the legal and policy decision in recent
years that have given rise to unprecedented increases in
public welfare costs rests with the Federal Government.
With that responsibility should go the burden of fully
financing the cost, not only of the increased costs that are
associated with the provisions -of this bill, but the entire
cost-of the categorical aid programs, medical assistance to
the categorically needy, and the related administrative cost.

It may not be economically feasible for the Federal Government
to immediately assume the entire costs of these programs.
However, coupled with a maintenance of effort provision to
sustain the nonfederal contribution for the first two years
under provisions of this bill, provision sho-ild be made to
phase out the nonfederal share over a limited number of
years. Such a provision would not only provide critical
relief to the states and localities, but would also remove
the economic necessity of the states and localities to reduce
this cost burden by taking steps that defeat the intent of
this legislation.

- 14 -
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PART II

HR 16311
SUMMARY OF FISCAL IMPACT - 1971-73 BIENNIUM

OREGON

A. Title I - Family Assistance Plan

1. Section 101 - Part D - Familv Assistance Plan

a. Costs relating to the provisions of this section are shown
in the sections where state involvement is described.

2. Section 101 - Part E - State Supplementation of Family Assistance
Benefits

a. Welfare C O S T S

Total Federal State
(1) Assistance

(HP 16311) $158,841,367 $100,612,040 $ 58,229,327

Estimated
Budget -130,739,287 - 73,230,123 - 57,509,164
(Existing Law)

Net Increase $ 28,102,080 $ 27,381,917 $ 720,163

(2) Medical In-
crease 21,422,905 12,071,807 9,351,098

(3) Administration
Increase 9,315,832 5,589,499 3,726,333

TOTAL
INCREASE $ 58,840,817 , 45,043,223 $ 13,797,594

3. Section 102 - Part C - Manpower Training, Employment, and Child
Care Program

a. Employment

Referral/Registration
& Training Costs
(HR 16311) $ 41,148,708 $ 37,033,837 $ 4,114,871

Estimated Budget

(WIN) - 1,874,500 - 1,499,600 - 374,900

Net Increase $ 39,274,208 $ 35,534,237 $ 3,739,971

b. Vocational Rehabil- -
itation Increases 12,983,400 11,685,060 1,298,340

TOTAL INCREASE $ 52,257,08 $ 47,219,297 $ 5j038,311
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B. Title II - Aid to the Aged, Blind and Disabled

1. Title XVI - Grants to States for Aid to the Aged, Blind and
Disabled

a. Welfare

Total
(1) Assistance

(HR 16311) $ 88,515,616

Budget - 79,673,802
(Existing Law)

NET
INCREASE $ 8,841,814

(2) Medical
Increase 1,204,428

(3) Administration
Increase 377,286

TOTAL
INCREASE $ 10, 4 2 3 S52 8

COSTS

Federal

$ 49,858,762

- 44,896,189

State

$ 38,656,854

- 34,777,613

$ 4,962,573 $ 3,879,241

678,696 525,732

188,643 188,643

$ 5,829,912 $ 4,593,616

Summary of Increases

Welfare

Assistance

Medical

Admi is trat ion

Vocational Rehabilitation

TOTAL

$ 36,943,894

22,627,333

9,693,118

39,274,208

12,983,400

$121,521,953

$ 32,344,490

12,750,503

5,778,142

35,534,237

11,685,060

$ 98,092,432

$ 4,599,404

9,876,830

3,914,976

3,739,971

1,298,340

$ 23,429,521
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FEDERAL AND STATE COSTS OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
BY PROGRAM

(In Millions)

combined Progrms

Total Federal State

EXISTING LAW:

HEW 1968 Actuals
P. 45 Goamittee Report

Oregon Estimate
1971-73 Target Budget Annualized

COMMITTEE BILL:

HEW Estimate of Impact on
1968 Actuals
P. 45 Committee Report

Oregon Estimate of Impact on
1971-73 Target Budget Annualized

NET CHANGE:

HEW, P. 46

Oregon Estimate

Adult Programs

Total Federal State

31.0 18.1 12.9 10.9 6.9 4.0

105.2 59.0 46.2 39.8 22.4 17.4

33.8 26.1 7.7 12.8 9.3 3.5

123.7 75.2 48.5 44.3 24.9 19.4

2.8 8.0 -5.2

18.5 16.2 2.3

1.9

4.5

2.4

2.5

-. 5

2.0

Family Prograw.

Total Federal State

20.1 11.2 3.9

65.4 36.6 28.8

21.0 16.8 4.2

9.4 50.3 29.1

.9 5.6 -4.7

14.0 12.7 .3



COST COMPARISON

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Total

00
Federal

Non-Federal

Existing Law
1971-73 Estimated Budget

Assistance Medical Admin.

$130,739,287 $20,186,526 $18,298,048

73,230,123 11,375,107 10,978,829

57,509,164 8,811,419 7,319,219

HR 16311 Increase
1971-73 Estimated Budget 1971-73 Biennium

Assistance Medical Admin. Assistance Medical Admin.

$158,841,367 $
4
1,009,

4 3
1 $27,613,880 $28,102,080 $21,422,905 $9,315,832

100,612,040 23,446,914 16,568,328 27,381,917 12,071,807 5,589,499

58,229,327 18,162,517 11,045,552 720,163 9,351,098 3,726,333



FISCAL IMPACT OF HR 16311 - AID iv FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN
JULY 1, 1971 to JUhT 30, 1973

C COSTS

A. Estimated Budget (Existing Law)

ADC - Basic (Including Incapacitated)
ADC - UN
ADC - Foster Care
Training Allowance

Total Estimated Budget

B. Program Chanpes - HR 16311

(1) Resource Limitations Change
Section 42, page 5

(2) Unborn Child Cases, No Other
Children Not a "Family"
Section 445, page 11

(3) Change in Earnings Disregard
Formula, Section 452. page 25

(4) Earnings Disregard-Eligibility
Determination

Section 452, page 25

(5) Other
Children Only Cases

Monthly Payments

ADC-INC Shift to AD

Total Program Changes

Total Estimated Budget and Program
Changes

*Excludes Training

Monthly Konthly Cast Co!I
igsjload. Assistance Meical

23,599
6,968
1,405

31,972

(500)

(4,585)

17,715

2,044
* 2,704

* (1,416)

- 600

21,863

53,835

$170.00
158.85

79.56

$163.31*

$27.07
27.07
9.72

Assistance

$ 96,283,219
26,565,304
2,682.764

$130,739,287

no substantial cijange

$ 56.35

31.56

64.00

27.00
-0-

26.65

47.30

$125.20*

$27.07

87.00
87.00

$ 676,200S
- 676,200F

(-1,545,427S)
(-1,927,435F)

12,108,557S
15,101,683F

927,158S
397,354F

905,674S
- 905,674F

366,660S
473,340F

- 419,9825
- 852,690F

$ 28,102,080

$158,841,367

$15,331,798
4,526.970

327,758

$20,186,526

$11,509,081

4.267,872
5,645,952

$21,422,905

$41,609,431

Administration
No. of Qi
Position os

1,069

544

544

1,613

$18,298,048

9,3L5,332

$ 9,315,832

$27,613,880
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Estimated Fiscal Impact of
HR 16311 on Aid to Families
with Dependent Children as
Compared to Existing Program

1. Resources: Eligibility exists for families whose resources do
not exceed $1,500 fixed and liquid assets, plus a home, household
goods and personal effects and other property which (subject to
limitations of the Secretary of HEW) is so essential to the family's
means of self-support as to warrant its retention.

Oregon permits $1,000 fixed and liquid assets, plus a home, house-
hold goods and personal effects, income producing property assets
or equipment and burial plots, one operating motor vehicle, property
contiguous to a home and life insurance with $1,000 cash value for
each person in the grant. The proposed change should have no sub-
stantial effect on Oregon's caseload.

2. Unborn child cases: The bill describes a family as an adult and a
child.

Oregon now provides assistance under the AFDC program to pregnant
women and couples who have no other children. Since these individuals
do not meet the definition of a family in the proposed bill, there
would be no federal participation in the cost of such cases. Oregon
will have about 500 of these cases.

3. Change in earnings disregard formula: The bill provides for dis-
regard of $720 per year ($60 per month), plus one-third of the
portion of the remainder of earnings which does not exceed twice
the amount of the family assistance benefits that would be payable
if the family had no income, plus one-fifth (or more if the Secretary
by regulation so prescribes) of the balance of the earnings. The
bill also permits deducting child care.

Oregon now disregards $30 per month, plus one-third of the balance
of earned income. We also deduct child care, transportation, other
work expenses, plus taxes and social security. The primary effect
of the bill is to increase the monthly disregard from $30 to $60, but
eliminate deductions for taxes, social security, work transportation
and other work expenses. These latter deductions are substantially
larger than the additional dollar disregard, and will reduce costs
of these cases.

4. Earnings disregard - Eligibility determination: The bill provides
that the earnings disregard shall be applied in determining eligi-
bility.

Oregon does not apply an earnings disregard until after eligibility
has been determined. The prop sed law raises the income eligibility
level from $3,360 per year to $5,468 for a family of four. It in-
creases the universe at risk from 57,309 to 113,855. The state's
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estimate decreases the percentage of participants from 54 percent
of the universe at risk under the present program to a minimum of
33 percent under the Family Assistance Plan.

5. Children only cases---The-bill defines a family as two or more
related individuals who are living together. One of them must
be a child in the care of or dependent upon another of such in-
dividuals. The proposed law further states that any adult whose
income is not available to other members of the family "shall not
be considered a member of the family for any purpose."
Oregon now provides assistance under the AFDC program to needy

children who are living -wT-fhselft-supporting relatives. Since
in these cases the income of the self-supporting relative is not
"available" to the needy child, the self-supporting relative
cannot be considered a member of the family. In these cases
there would be no PAP payment and no federal participation in
the supplementary benefits paid by the state. We expect to have
1 416 such cases.

Monthly payments: The bill and committee report clearly indicate
payments will not be made more frequently than monthly. In Oregon
payments under the AFDC and AD programs are made twice monthly.
Fifty percent of the grant is paid on the first of the month and
50 percent on the fifteenth. The savings due to terminations of
need which result in cancellation of the middle-of-the-month check
are substantial. We have identified the savings under the present
program as an added cost in our fiscal analysis.

AFDC-INC. Shift to AD: The minimum grants required in the adult
programs will result in the shift of about 600 disabled individuals
from family assistance to disabled due to the higher payment in
the latter program. We have shown this as a reduction in the
family assistance program and an increase cost in the adult program.

//
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FISCAL IMPACT OF HR 16311 - POWERR AND TRAINING COSTS
JULY 1, 1971 TO JUNE 30, 1973.

COSTS

A. WIN Program (Exisrtig Program)

(1) Referral/Regist ration

(2) Training (all types, !ncludlng admin. costs)

Total Estimated Budget C,8;, 8: i,

Federal ( , 49

Non-Federal ( ,74,0 . ))

B. HR 16311

(1) Referral/Registration

(2) Training (z1! .',,eq, ' ic~ude . ad--r.., c -v )

Total HR 16311. (4".,I4,7;3

Federal (37,033,,';7)

Non-Federal ( 4,114,3/!)

Partic-

ipants

3fl,3

Cost Per
Participant Operating

3. )')

9 l

Contracted
Services Al lowances

$ I, 1 1R. 10-

... S , 0 -') $ 15 8 ',, 3 3",j)o

414 2 -'6 30r) F4,4,)g ':. "

16, s 01 2.)o i .. o Y) -, 13

43,418 $ 3 7,5,24 

45.418 qp3 0,355,706 $22,9?1,30 $ 8.175,241

8! i.40

90.01

) qq) ,960

8,cq92,7'-4

999,19i

20,,;3, 351

2,29F,151

$ . , 175,2h'C

7,357,71(

817, 52

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Estimated Fiscal Impact of HR 16311
on Manpower Services to Welfare

Recipients as Compared to Existing
Work Incentive Program

Oregon Is presently operating a Work Incentive Program which, during
fiscAl year 1970, is funded for 1,350 slots. The most recent estimates
of the Employment Division indicate that during the first year of
operation the present WIN program will enroll ahout 2,300 individuals
in these 1,350 slots.

The limited experience so far gained in the Work Incentive Program has
been used as a basis for estimating costs of manpower services under
HR 16311. It is not possible at this time to prepare accurate cost
estimates hecaase of the uncertainty of impl-ementing regulations, etc.
These estimates anticipate nroviqion of all needed manpower services
for all those eligible under fIR 16311. However, two factors would
probably decrease these estimates if and when the program becomes
operational: (I) not all eligible Individuals will need the full range
of services, and (2) it is probable that budget limitation will result
in a program smaller by far than that 'necessary to serve all of those
eligible.

Because of limited funding, the orsent WIN pro ram provides services
for only a small portion oif those elliible for referral to the program.
It is very prcobahle that tie s,'m, ,Ituntioin wou ld exist under an
liIt 1611 1 program; lowiv,,wr, under 1i1 1631 I more IndIvi duals; would he
oli lhl( ind. ti, relfr,. the cosI of ;vrvinj, all oif lioie ci 11.ihlI,

wrilld be gri,+ti.r than iinflr WIN.

Training p ro, r.-n, can Ie; I v f fv'i i le Iv w lIhI tie roli I ems o f emplovmtent
of th i se c eligible frir ';uch ir p rims n iv to the. dtpre tiat tile I;ihor
market t ian ahsorh those( traInril. If tlic ntimbe r if individuals to he
servxl ex.eed-; l the nitmhtrr whilc r-an :14- lrvided emil yment Iin the
current Intbor mi;irk t, I., may irisi'mv n.rus .;;irv ti depu nd more and more
(in '-pecial work-prvjlel,;" aind ritlir mun-. if i-ri ir employment
si t ll;t ins ,id r-iistsmav vary +iitordiloiv.

1r;i ning -g t . ;r; t own tin ltv ;lt.it l4,t l ,tllit' i l tlitl'e cit'; 4,1 .;lic'rial
work pro lu-. t and, inl fact, i II -l,; 4,xi-tlil in t,%( i;i;atiI $'I peir
part icinanl , which would hti liv. :itit i l;cil i',t oi re.'is rat ijn with
tlii, E:mplo'imi'nt S1r -c

,  
It i I lhi.itl I 1 11 tiill relinire . ll

rvi iiiiin'.; a;pIrt,lri:,6e foir ri.tirrii I, ri. i.Itpr , il th,, i elllvmiit
Se-rvic-., r-ifrllit'. , i lit ,v.ii lahilftv ,il fiiiii,. iii priviih it .er
n+.iiil,,i m:initw .r .- irvl ,

. "iii, ,l- I r.i ,l rAltl i,,4 wit li,,if Hit, lu l i,
,#I rs.'.ir r .

,  
ti r,,vi lh, irlhiir ,.o.rviev, I. to vw rv t liI It- vlit,.

lii,ws.v.r, lIo ri'11-;Itr;i l ll, , elf w ill Irv,, w . , ' ,,'tt. Ii'i ; (.I t;I[ hitas
hivei*,. t imu id I'hi; r;llt I



FISCAL IMPACT OF HR 16311 - VOCATIONAL RF2IABILITXfION
JULY 1, 1971 TO JUNE 30, 1973

COSTS

Administration
Monthly Monthly Services No. of

Program Changes Caseload Case Cost to Clients Positions Cost

Tem. Disabilities 53.i,,)6 6', 9O 2/ $ 1,358,400
(1) Initial Incapacity Evaluations Permanent Disab. I8O t7,?7) 22;,,T) 901,200

Denials 76 !1,-)0 '1 1. 200 4 182,40f)

(2) Continued Quarterly Re-evaluations of Incapacity 1,i07 75. 75 S02,100 24 1,205,600

New Referrals i8q)

(3) Rehabilitation Services New Plans 126) 3,62,,.403 3,34 60,000Rehab ilitat ions 94)

(4) Other Accounting & Administration 15 440,000
Additton.] Pr.pra- Costq 4 107,000

Total Costs $12,983,400 5,228,800 202 $ 7,754,600

?ederal (90%) S11,685,060

State (10%) $ 1,298,340
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Estimated Fiscal Impact of HR 16311 on
Vocational Rehabilitation Services to Welfare ClAnts

J

1. Initial lmcapacity Evaluation: 19,933 clients have been identi-
fied as needing this evaluation for an average of 831 per month,
of which 566 will have temporary disabilities, 189 will have
permanent disabilities, and 76 will be rejected.

2. 1,507 is one-third of the total estimated number of 4,521 identi-
fied as requirinR ADC-Incapacitv services on 7/I/71. The federal
regulations require a quarterly evaluation of each of these indi-
viduals and it is estimated that each evaluation will require two
hours per month.

3. New referrals are the 189 adults with long-term disabilities shown
in item 1 that will be referred f.,r Vocational Rehabilitation
services. New plans represent two-thirds of the referrals made
to DVR will result in plans at a cost rate of $1,200 a plan average
for the biennium. The rehabilitations will be 75% of the new
plans written, although there will be a delay in the number of
rehabilitations because of the extensive rehabilitation program
that a number of these clients will need.

4. Other: This represents the additional administrative costs for
accounting and administration of this program to implement items
1, 2, and 3.

Additional Program Costs: These costs Include the program review
and evaluation program which Is imperative to ensure that this
program will he adequately evaluated to enable the agency to
adequately evaluate the effectiveness of these services and develop
ways to improve the delivery of these services on a systematic
and statistical base. It would also furnish information for
reporting of these services and characteristics of clients served
in these programs.
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- Background Material -

Mr. Keith Putnam, Director, Research Section, for the State Public
Welfare Division, said that they anticipate on July 1, 1971 there
will be 96,880 persons receiving ADC benefits. Of that total, one-
third are adults. Mr. Putnam indicates that 14 percent of the adults
receive ADC-Incapacity benefits; 4,525 adults on Public Welfare have
qualified for ADC-Incapacity benefits as of July 1, 1971.

In addition, he indicates that there will be an average of 565 new
ADC-Incapacity adults entering the roles of the Public Welfare Divi-
sion for each of the 24 months, beginning July, 1971.

Mr. Wally Rosborough of the Public Welfare Review Team indicates that
752 of the ADC-Incapacity cases will be of a temporary nature, such
as fractured legs, arms, backs, temporary disabilities, and other
accidents, who will have little or no residual disability after they
recover from that condition and have the necessary work skills to
return to work immediately upon recovery. He also indicates that
10 percent of the persons who applied for ADC-Incapacity benefits
were denied.

In sumary, there will be 19,933 individuals (adults) who qualify
for ADC-Incapacity benefits during the period July 1, 1971 through
June 30, 1973. Of the 19,933, 10 percent will be denied benefits
and of the remaining balance, 75 percent will have temporary dis-
abilities and 25 percent will have permanent long-term disabilities.

All of these cases will need a medical assessment, as well as compre-
hensive review of their employment, education and other history to
determine the nature and extent of their disabilities and other
problems. It is estimated that the 75 percent who have temporary
disabilities, as well as the 10 percent who are denied ADC benefits,
will need a comprehensive medical development and work and social
history to verify the problems presented, but also to identify
his ability to return to work upon recovery from his alleged dis-
ability. The remaining persons will need a comprehensive work
evaluation assessment in addition to the initial screening to assure
that all of the problems initially presented and all of the residual
abilities of these individuals are clearly identified.

This comprehensive work evaluation assessment will be similar to
the work assessment evaluation now being performed in a demonstration
project in Oregon.

Each month a total of 831 new cases need an initial evaluation and
1,507 cases will need a re-evaluation to meet the requirements of
this portion of FAP.
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For rehabilitation services there will be 189 new ADC-Incapacity
cases each month through FAP, Two-thirds of them, or 126 cases each
month, will result in extensive vocational rehabilitation programs.
Seventy-five percent of these entering rehabilitation programs will
go to work either in competitive employment or sheltered employment,
either full or part time.

The cost of the program for the initial evaluation is estimated
that for those people who are not eligible for incapacity benefits
and those who have a temporary disability will cost approximately
$150 to provide the screening interview for the initial collection
information, purchases of additional medical services, and a deci-
sion determining his eligibility for benefits.

The remaining 189 cases will require a comprehensive work evaluation
assessment. The Oregon demonstration project on Work Evaluation
Centers indicates that this will cost approximately $250 each, includ-
ing all of the necessary medical evaluation and the comprehensive
work assessment to identify all of the disabilities and the residual
abilities of the client.

The estimated cost for each plan to be written for this population
will be $1,200, which is 120 percent more than other rehabilitation
costs of new plans for other agency clients. This is estimated on
the basis that these people will have substantial and extensive
psychological, social, and other problems which will require extensive
work adjustment and/or skill training, as well as extensive medical
restorative services far in excess of services presently provided
for other vocational rehabilitation clients.

- 28-
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PERSONNEL ESTIMATES

For those cases who have temporary disabilities and the denials, it
is estimated that an experienced evaluator can process approximately
four cases per day, providing that the reporting and information
requirements are somewhat less than the Social Security Disability -

standards that are presently used. In addition, for clerical and
management supervision, the equivalent of one person was added to
the estimated evaluators needed for a total of 17. If the regula-
tions are written to require approximately the same documentation
now required as part of the Social Security Disability process, these
staffing requirements would increase by approximately 20 percent.

For those cases who are found to have a disability of a permanent
nature, resulting in potential employment problems, the staffing
pattern was determined based on the experience in Oregon with the
Work Evaluation Centers where an employee can process approximately
40 such clients in a year.

For the quarterly re-evaluations, it is estimated that an experienced
evaluator could process six applications a day. This assumes that
most of these re-evaluations would be a process of securing a minimum
of individual interviewing and/or arranging and securing other docu-
mentation of the continuance of cessation of the benefits. This will
be mostly a paper work process. Added to the 15 such evaluators,
nine additional persons (secretaries and supervisors) make an over-
all total of 24.

For the rehabilitation services, it is estimated that a counselor will
be able to write approximately three plans a month and continue super-
vising the existing ones. This resulted in an estimate of 42 people
and experience indicates that there will be an additional 42 people,
which includes aides, secretaries and supervisors, who will be
performing other functions related to clients and to enable a sub-
stantial attack on rehabilitating this class of clients.

Program Costs: Staffing is estimated to require two research analysts,
one research clerk, and one secretary to evaluate continuously the
FAP program.

The accounting and administration is made up of two parts. The
administration program will require a program manager for the total
process and two assistants for the re-evaluation process, initial
evaluation process, and the follow-up referral process. In addition,
it will require two secretaries for a total staff of five for that
function.

The accounting and data processing will require 10 additional personnel.
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Existing Law
1971-73 Estimated Budget

Assistance 'ledfcal Admin.

Total *$79,673,802 $13,328,716 $4,826,316

Federal 44,896,189 7,510,731 2,413,158

Non-Federal 34,777,613 5,817,985 2,413,158

COST COMPARISON

ADULT PROGIIS

HR 16311

1971-73 Estimated Budget
I

Assistance Redical Admin.

$88,515,616 $14,533,144 $5,203,602

49,858,762 8,189,427 2,601,801

38,656,854 6,343,717 2,601,801

Increase
1971-73 Biennium

Assistance Medical Admin.

$8,841,814 $1,204,428 $377,286

4,962,573 678,696 188,643

3,879,241 525,732 188,643

*$603,074 Collections Excluded



FISCAL IMPACT OF HR 16311 t lARE COSTS - AILT PR U*S
JULY 1, 1971 TO JUNE 30, 1973

COSTS

A. Estimated Budget (Existing Law)

Aid to the Aged
Aid to the Blind
Aid to the Disabled
Intermediate Care

Total Estimated Budget

B. Program Changes - HR 16311

(1) Disability Redefined, Section
1602, page 67

(2) Blindness Redefined, Section
1602, page 67

(3) Change in Resource Limits,
Section 1603, page 68

(4) Children Excluded From Financial
Responsibility, Section 1603
page 69

(5) Earnings Disregard - AD, Section-a

1603, page 69 b

(6) $110 Minimum Grant for Adult -a

Cases, Section 1603, page 70 b
c

(7) Optional Earnings Disregard -
Aged, Section 1603, page 70

(8) Other

Total Program Changes

Total Estimated Budget and Program Changes

Monthly Monthly Case Cost
rtneln Assistance Medical Assistance Medical

9,268 $ 63.68 $15.02 $14,163,787 $ 3,340,929
537 121.80 19.41 1,569,752 250,156

6,247 90.79 34.61 13,612,704 5,189,008
9.245 229.54 ...50.930.633 4.548.62j1

25.297 -132.22 $80,276,876 $13,328,716 290 $4,826,316

700 $ 93.15 $ 34.61 $ 1,564,920 $ 581,448 7 $ 115,194

No Substantial Change

No Subs antial Change

(603,074)

350 50.00 34.61 420,000 290,724 4 64,441

( 103 ) 73.36 181,345

400 20.00 34.61 192,000 332,25t 4 65,825

600 63.00 907,200 8 131,826

(5,751) 36.03 4,973,275
No Subs antial Chang

2,050 $ 8,238,740 $ 1,204,428 23 $ 377,286

27 347 $134.86 $88,515,616 $14,533,144 313 $5,203,602

Positions Cost
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Estimated Fiscal Impact of HB 16311
on Aid to Adults as Conpared

to Existing Programs

I. Disability redefined: Eligibility will exist for individuals who
are under a "severe disability, as determined in accordance with
criteria prescribed by the Secretary" of HEW. The House of
Representatives report by the Committee on Wayu and Means indi-
cates the intent is that severe disability "be determined to
mean persons whose physical or mental conditions substantially
preclude them from engaging in gainful employment of self-
emploinaent. It is also expected that the disability is one that
has or can be expected to last for a period of 12 months or re-
sult in death." (This is comparable to social security require--
ments.)

Under Oregon law "disabled" means "having a bodily impairment that
is both permanent and total." "A permanent disability is one likely
to continue without substantial improvement throughout life or for
an indeterminate period. A total disability is one which prevents
performance of substantially all the ordinary duties of occupations
in which a disabled individual is capable of engaging, having due
regard to his training, experience and circumstances." The defin-
ition under HR 16311 will make many eligible who do not qualify
under Oregon's present law. We expect the Oregon disabled caseload
to increase by about 11 percent.

2. Blindness defined: The bill provides for assistance to individuals
who are blind "as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed
by the Secretary." The House Ways and Means Committee report in-
dicates most states use essentially the same definition insofar as
central visual acuity is concerned (i.e. less than 20/200 in the
better eye with maximum correction). The committee indicated a
uniform national definition was warranted.

Oregon law defines a blind person as one "whose visual acuity with
correcting lenses does not exceed 20/200 in the better eye, or whose
vision in the better eye is restricted to a field of vision which
subtends an angle of not greater than 20 degrees, or who has an
equivalent visual impairment. In view of the committee's intent, a
defJ ition by the Secretary is not likely to have a significant im-
pact on Oregon's caseload.

3. Resources: Eligibility ex-jsts for persons whose resources do not
exceed $1,500 fixed and liquid assets, plus a home, household goods
and personal effects and other property which (subject to limitations
of the Secretary of HEW) is so essential to the family's means of
self-support as te warrant its retention.

Oregon permits $1,000 fixed and liquid assets, plus a home, house-
hold goods and personal effects, income producing property assets
or equipment and burial plots, one operating motor vheicles, property
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contiguous to a home and life insurance with $1,000 cash value
for each person in the grant. The change in resource limits should
have little effect on our caseload.

4. Children excluded from financial responsibility: In the aged blind
and disabled program "the state agency may not consider the finan-
cial responsibility of any individual for any applicant or recipient
unless the applicant or recipient is the individual's spouse, or
the individual's child who is under the age of twenty-one of is
blind or severely disabled."

Oregon law provides that husbands, wives, fathers, mothers and
children age twenty-one and over are legally responsible relatives
and must contribute towary support of recipients according to an
income scale set by law. The proposed law's exclusion of child-
ren from financial responsibility for support of parents would
eliminate the source of about 98 percent of our collections under
the Relative Responslfility Law.

5. Earnings disregard for disabled: The bill provides that $7.50 of
any income may be disregarded and that the first $85 per month of
earned income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85 shall
be disregarded.

Oregon disregards $7.50 of any income and provides an employment
allowance up to $30 per month, depending on earnings. The new law
will increase case costs for those with earnings and continue assist-
ance in many cases which would normally close.

6. $110 minimum grant for adult cases: The bill requires a minimum
grant (less disregarded income) of $110 for each individual except
those in institutions.

Oregon provides a grant which decreases as the number of persons
in the household increases. All aged and disabled persons in house-
holds of two or more receive grants less than $110 per month. In-
dividuals in one-person households also receive less than the $110
minimum if they own their own homes. The proposed change will re-
sult in the shift of about 600 disabled individuals from family
assistance to disabled due to the higher payment in the latter pro-
gram. An additional 400 individuals will be eligible due to the
minimum payment and costs will increase in more than 5,700 cases.

7. Optional earnings disregard for aged: The bill permits a disregard
of not more than the first $60 per month of earned income plus one-
half of the remainder. It also permits disregard of $7.50 of any
income.

Oregon disregards $7.50 of any income and provides for disregard
of the first $10 of earned income plus one-half of the next $40.
(Federal law now permits disregard of $20 plus one-half of the
next $60.) If the optional becomes mandatory, case costs will in-
crease.
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PART! I

I. SMMMRIZATIaOF OC4G'S POSITION.

The Nation is omitted to a battle to eradicate poverty--a battle which
must be wo. The debate nw is not on goals but on how best to achieve
them ..... and at What cmet.

The goals are clear: For each human being, enough to eat, a place to
live, a chan for growth, a share of the good life.

To reach these goals society must help those who can't make it by them-
selves. It must care for the infirm and the helpless; it must offer all
others the education and the opportunity to be productive citizens carry-
ing their share of the load.

Most of all, it must see that services are available to avert disaster, so
as to break the cycle of poverty and public dependency. It is not enough
to merely pick up the pieces of broken lives when it's too late to do any-
thing else.

These are the goals of the Welfare Reform Bill. They are goals which must
be reached, for human reasons as well as for eocnaic ones.

Oregon shares the goals. It presents here soe proposals it believes are
iq'ortant in helping us get there.

There are treiwxkxn needs for ommity workrprojects, especially
in the fight against pollution. There are public lands and roadways
to clean, parks and recreation facilities to develop, streams to
clear. Meaningful programs can be developed to meet the needs-
now unfilled--of picking up, painting and planting. Oregon has
been in the past a recognized leade in successful use of work
projects which proved rewarding to the participants and popular
with the taxpayers. We MST restore the public works approach if
welfare. reform is to succeed at all.

Oregon urges strongly that Federal matching in State supplementation
for unrloyed fathers be restored and that unlimited earnings dis-
regards be replaced by incentive systaw that will get people on
their a once they're above the poverty level.

Sae people are on welfare because there are no jobs. Oregon is at
this mcnet reeling from the shock of an uneoployment rate that has
cLuted as high as 15% in some parts of the State. The provisions
of the present bill, even as modified, do not adequately solve the
prdblem of unmploy mnt. No amount of training or schooling will
get people to work in an eocmy where there are no jobs to be had.
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am peep are on welfare because they have limitations, physical
a uotiJnal, that stand between them and full employment. Train-

inq and rdubilitative services can help but they are not the whole

Sa ole are on welfare because they are functionally unemployable.
Thnolgocal i i 'its and automation ontinue to eliminate jobs
involving basic uml skills. Retraining to develop additional
skills while imortat is a slow process. Often the age of the in-
dividual um such training of questionable value.

Som people are mplable but find ways to defeat the system: A
pow attituLb, slnpy dress, carelessness, absenteeism...Thoee who
I* tivation con wp to loe any job provided for then.

Oregon beliees the.' all those who CAN work SHOULD work. FUR TKESE
P , THE SHOULD BE NO ALT IVE TO WOW. The only doice

xild be betw wrk in the labor force and work in a comunity
s wor project. Given thebs alternatives, moet people find

motion to : towrd private nastry and higher pay as soon asJob open up.

Otgo strongly su rts many of the coucepts erdxdied in Title XX.
This title is the real key to bringing social services together
acrs agw y lis so as to zero in on social problem before they
get out of hand. eer, Oegon questions whether there is pro-
vision for aduate funding to support the scope of the services
that are 0dd and Orgo has grave oncern with the possible lack
of State czntzol over poram that commit State funds.

states ratly rad Feral help in funding. Soaring caseloads
and limited re ues have created intolerable burdens. Decisions
wat at the Fet al level have added to the pressure on State funds.
States hav a limited ability to prou additional revenue. Program
expwusicm imposing aditionl costs upon the States can result only in;

(a) total elimination of sm existing rncessary p rW , or
(b) e thinly spreading available revenues over existing program

thsrvby further reducing their effectiveness.

Oregon stxagly urges that the first step toward easing the States
fiscal plight wId4 be to modify the "hold harmless" provision so as
to ovr all State welfare expenditures in fiscal 1971. Also inpor-
tant, in the long range State funding doM be gradually phased out
until total oests a. assumed by the Federal Government.

Uless States cza ke afforded more protection through such a modified
hod harmless provision, Oregon finds itself unable to support the

Family Amistance Plan.



2019

" Oregon agres gymm elmA rtilly with the general conoepts of the Family
Iaalth Inmkwrx Program but is of the opinion that all families
wose Anual incene is less than $4,500 (the first contribution
level aboe the poerty level in the administration's proposal) should
be covered without inividual tribution and that the States be
given firmn ci protection through a "hold harmless" provision.

. OreIon aees that irovwunts in the benefits and administration
of the Food Stap Program are needed and that the total cost of this
progum shuJl be borne by the Fmeral Gkwernt.

CoFC ,JEVZS ' M JqM 9FM4 IS M C AN. 16ONCE HR 16311
REPRSENT A CCHIW.8M STRIZ 7UN THAT GOL. SCHE FWMW AME2DM'IT
OF SMIQW DWOVNEW'S. THE vOLIMrn. PAGS RERSEW CMn Fdt-

TI AS 70 WAYS IN WIICH WE BEIEVE TEREFfW PRPOSALS CAN BEFRTE
2~IMP W SD AS 7o WXE us am To Dofl AMtY WM~ P(7VERM
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.L. Su'CIwIC CEMxzS AND 14NE CHANGS.

A. Family Assistance Plan

1. Gusral Comnnts

kegown sorts the Family Assistance Plan but has reservation ut sa e
features:

The *lusin of the unaloyed is inapropriate and unwise. we believe
a better solution would be to coiplwent the Manpower Program with com-
amity sponsored public work projects offering meaningful employment and
to etrengtwi the incentive to start working by disregarding more earnings
until total i gets up to the poverty level.

flxwe wo can rk-should. The oammity should offer public work pro-
jects for those who can't get and hold regular employment.

Ultimately tJe responsibility for funding must be placed with those who
have the authority for *ending. The State will participate little, if
at all, in decisions on the extent and cost of the Family Assistance
Program. Costs en under current programs are more than the State can
sustain. flWXCE, 1'EFARE RMOMR4 MUSr PROVIDE FOR SINGLE ADMINISTRATION
AND SINGLE FADING.

2. Elimination of Federal Paquirement for Supplementation of Uneployed
Fathers

Section 451 and 453 (a) (1) are proposed to be amended: "In order to pro-
vid for greater equity between treatment of unemployed and employed male
family heals, and provide for an unbroken set of work incentives under
which such man are always better off if they work more, these changes repeal
the requiremnt for State supplAmentation of the unemployed fathers cate-
gory am eliminate Fedearal matching for any such State payments."

h ePressed objective of including unemployed fathers and their
fudlies in ADC was to enoorage these fathers to stay hare. Before
this program was created, fathers had to leave so their wives and
children cculd qualify for AFDC. Eliminating State supplementation
for families of unemployed fathers brings back the era wen families
had to separate to survive.

Eliminating State supplenentation for unemployed fathers seems to be
based on an assumption that these fathers are readily employable and
that incntive to work is the only variable. Oregon's experience
is that a substantial number of these fathers are functionally um-
ployable: They are the last hired and first fired. During times of
high employment, Oregon has sustained many families throughout the
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year because the fathers, although technically able to work, were
in fact unskilled, udmew tedh and wanted by aiployers. Others
in the uneployed caseload we migrant workers facing seasonal
joblessness and those who were without work in times of high une.-
ployment when there weren't enough jdbs to go around. Eliminating
State suppl3emntation does nothing to solve the problem of the
functionally unemployable, or of the unavailability of jobs.

Me are convinced that public work programs to assure that work is
available are absolutely essential elements in the Family Assistance
package. Without the, the entire package may well reslt in the
saw disap intents as our present welfare programs-all aIceived
by hwnrrable mn, but doomd frcm the start by built-in flaws. W
CNOM SUPPORr THE FAMILY ASSISVU9= PLA LNLESS PUBLIC WaMKS PROGM
AM naLmm.

'I1e Federal Family Assistance Benefit for a family with no earned
incaft is only about 45% of the poverty level defined by the Bill.
This is 3imply not enough for a family to live in decency and health.
Without State supplementation, families where the fathers can't get
jobs will be forced to separate. This problem will be coupounded if
the steps taken by the Federal Government to control inflation result
in continud high uneoployment.

State supplementation at the January 1970 payment level does not remuv
financial incentive to obtain employment. In Oregon the January 1970
p peit level w only 75% of the poverty level. State supplementation
retains work incentive. State suplementation makes it financially
possible for a family to remain intact and try to get whatever work

-is available, to get useful experience and know-how through public
work projects if these included in the plan or to take advantage
of other manpor servioss or training. Elimination of State supple-
mentation provides mr incentive to separate than to work.

e proposed amedets to the saving provision in Section 502 include
in the c-ztation of State expenditures for FY 1971, the State share
of payments x to families of uneiployed fathers. The effect of
this provision is to reuire those States who provided AFDC to families
Of un~loyed fathers to apply thoserttate funds to the State supple-
mentation of families other than unemployed fathers. The result is
that if a State is to continm assistance to families of uneployed
fathers, it nuot develop revn totally beyond the mount it pro-
viouly had eqsnid fr this purpose. States presently providing
assistance to uneployed fathers will be forced to disoontinue the
program.
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The Family Asita Benefit is about as mudc as Federal financial
participation in the existing AFl program. A state such as Oregon
could therefore continue to aid families of unemployed man if there
is no requirement to divert them funds into other programs. However,
retaining 30% Federal participation in costs of State supplementation
for unaWloyed fathers is the only way States can keep payment levels
in line with rising living costs.

'Fto~wan a nqes

Oregon recmmands that:

1. Thb propsed mrdments to exclude Federal matching in
State suplementation for families of unemployed fathers
be rejected, leaving these provisions as originally
enacted by the House of Beprosentatives.

2. Public works program be made part of the program for
un&,,loyed fathers to insure availability of work.

3. If the proposed a~mmdments are adopted, the saving pro-
vision in Section 502 be modified to exclude the non-
Federal share of expenditures for families of unemployed
fathers in siftsecticns (a) (2) and (b) (2).

3. Modification of Computation of E Disregard for Puzps of State

It is now proposed that Section 452 (b) be amended. to increase the disregard
of earnings from one-fifth to one-third of the amount beyond the level FAP
oovers. This is basically similar to existing earnings disregard formulas.

This proposed amendment, together with the exclusion of amounts paid
for Federal Incme Tax, reduces the amount to be applied against the
State supplement and in the latter case against the FAP payment. Its
effect will be to qualify additional families for State supplementation
ad to raise the amunt a family has to earn before leaving welfare
rolls. It means more families will stay on welfare with inocne above
the poverty level. This diverts State and Federal revenue which is
needed far more 'to improve benefits for thcee with no earned income.

The conce= previously indicated in Oregon's analysis of HR 16311 was
asfofllos:

"It should be noted, however, that the earnings disregard and
work incentive provisions in the bill substantially increase the
number of persons who will qualify for State supplementation by
the application of the disregard at the time the person applies
for assistance.
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OeWu' s expeience under the present earnings disregard for-
nIa does not completely sport the assurzption that the formula
enA(Aw%.T-s individuals to secure elymnt or increase their
earnings be the incentive that would exist without the dis-
regard. The primary effect has been to discourage individuals
from terminating assistance, since few are able to attain an
earnings level that renders them ineligible. The major result
of this mny be to encourage the working poor to retain welfare
isista rather than strive for self-sufficient status. The
disregard of earnings in determining initial eligibility will
qualify thoussis of the working poor in Ore for State supple-
meitation and medical assistance. It is doubtful that many will
ever achieve a high enough income level to exowed welfare de-

Urker the proposed amounts, a family of four in Oregon with i
(after Federal Inoome Tax is dmducted) up to $5,652 would be eligible
for State suplnanttion. If the value of medical assistance is
added, t-.e Bill has the effect of continuing assistance until a family's
izom reaches the equivalent of $6,022 exclusive of Federal Inoim
Tax. This is 38% above the poverty level set forth in the Bill and
91% above Oregon's pamynt level for a family with no income.

O e gn has repeatedly urged sawe limit to earnings disregards; fami-
lies with earnings stay on assistcewhen income far exeeds the
povrty level, while thee families with no earnings are forced to
situist on grossly inadequate grants.

To 6=11 families of unweployad fathers from State suppleietation
and then increase the earnings disregard for families who do receive
State supplemntation is seriously inequitable: There is a very fine
line ber n the incaitatod father and ae wo is functionally
M1oyable, Yet the famly where the father is defined as i loyed
wld have to live on the FAP pa.ent at only 45% of the poverty level
while the f*ilies with an incqmitated father or no father at all in
the w w1ld'treceive State supplewntation and a substantial earn-

g disregard besides.

11e increase in the muxter of families wbo will qualify for State
i and continue to be eligible with increased incomes

will be relatively insignificant if the propsed increase in earnings
disregard is coupled with the proposed elimination of State suple-
Mntation for unmployed fathers: Only 13% of the families in-Oregon
who fall within the inomm range involved are female-headed. Hever,
if State suplementation is rontinued for families of unemployed
father ds Oregon is urgin". the proed increase in earnings disre-
grd will substantially increase the number of families eligible.

d costs will le much higher.

44-M2 0-70- Pt.3 
°
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Oregon estates an increase of eligible families under the proposed
=*Awnt of 2,569 at a cost of $1.7 million, excluding unemployed
fathers. Uindr the original Rill, HR 16311, approximately 20,000
additional families were estimated at a ost of $28.5 million.

Oregon r a n1' that:

1. The eanungs disregard, for purposes of State supple-
Intation, be applied only up to the poverty level.

Bevrmm which would otherwise be expexired for payments
to families above the poverty level could be used for
rre equate grants to thoe who can't work or can't
get jobs. One possible approach to this would be to
permit States to disregard all earned inoe until
total inome (ombined earnings, FAP payment and State
supplementary benefits) reaches the poverty level;
abi-- that; earnings would be deducted dollar for dollar
until there is no need for State supplementation. In
effect, this means a family is encouraged to start
earning maney and to earn enough to bring the family's
inome up to the poverty level. Fron that point, inome
remains constant for a tine. However, many families
will have realistic hopes of raising their in to a
point where they can be off assistance and frcm there
on each dollar earned means an actual raise in living
standards. (Note that our proposal does nean less in-
.ce for families already receiving earungs disregards
under present program.)

It could be argued that this proposal doesn't offer
enough incentive to continue increasing incum after
the poverty level is read-ad. (Between about $1,000 of
earnings and $3,500 for a family of four, total inome
stays the ma.)

We believe personal pride is as strong an incentive as
the extra money ono the habit of working is established.
Beides, once we have public w mrk programs in w ich able-
bodied parents already work full tine, the difference
between $1,000 earned and $3,500 isn't in hours worked--
it's only in the proportion of those hours spent in
private industry.

However, nudh as we favor getting people up to the poverty
level as fast as their own efforts can boost then up
there, we'd be willing to go along with an alternative:
If we disregard only half of all earnings until total
inome readies the poverty level, they-ll get there more
gradually and reduce the span of earnings on which they
face, in effect, a 100% tax.
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Oregon's proposed provisions would:

(a) able families to supplement the State payment
level with earned inouue up to the poverty level.

) Reduce the number of families eligible for State
supplementation, including-the families of wtun-
ployed fathers.

(c) Further standardize the income level of families
receiving State supplementation among all the
States.

(d) Make it possible to consider raising assistance
benefit levels for all families.

This aproach is onsistent with the philosophy of
terminating Federal inoum rreintenanme at the poverty
levPw. State supplementation would stop at about the
share level where FAP payments for the working poor
already stop. This would greatly narrw the gap be-
twen the working poor and these eligible for State
supplementation.

4. Title V, Section 502 - Saving Provision

The reccime ded dianges would extend the "hold harmless" provision by
amiig the guarantee against increases in State assistance payments perme-
wt, and by providing a new method of calculating the extent of State
liability for future assistance cost increases.

Interpretation

Under the original House Bill, the States were assured that, for each
of the two yars after the effective date of the program, they woIld
not be required to spend more on welfare than the amount the Secretary
estimated their projected costs would have been under current law.
Qixting from Secretary Richardson' s letter to Governor McCall, the
Fearal Administration no proposes:

' .... to hold States harmless as to any expenditures required by
the Bill in excess of their FY 1971 public assistance expendi-
tures (not counting administrative costs), plus a cost-of-living
factor. In other words, you would know that your State would
not be eire to spend more under its federally aided public
assistance program in, say FY 1974, than it actually spent in
1971 plus a percentage factor equivalent to the growth in the
Cswumer Price Index between 1971 and 1974. This 'hold harmless'
provision would not, of course, apply to any benefit increases
which the State enacted at its own initiative. But it does assure
that every State would have a fixed dollar ceiling for its
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required public assistance costs above which the Federal
Goverruent will pay 1001 of the bill. We feel this revision
should be a very substantial help to the States in their
financial planing...."

Fiscal Dqvact

The estimate of State expenditures in Oregon under existing lw for
the AFDC and adult categories during FY 1971 totals $38.5 million.

Maximum expenditures by the State for AFVC and adult categories for
FY 1972 under the "hold harmless" provision would be $38.5 million
plus a cost-of-living increase as determined by the Secretary.

After adjust ts in caseloads and came costs for the new provisions
for HR 16311 and applying the Bill's Federal participation formulas,
it is estimated that the State's share of suplementation to family
assistance and payments under the adult categories for the FY 1971
universe would be $23.4 million.

Utilizing the Dspaxtuu!t of Health, kucation and Welfare's method,
the maximum savings to the State for FY 1972 would be the difference
between $38.5 million (existing 1w) and $23.4 million (HR 16311) or
$15.1 million. Cost-of-living increases, normal growth of assistance
rolls, additional persons eligible for assistance benefits under the
new provisions, supplementation of the unemployed father segment, and
other factors affect the potential fiwal relief to the States.

Further analysis (as detailed in Part II - Schedule B and C) shows
that the projected expenditures under existing law for FY 1972 will
total nearly $41 million in State funds. Mandatory State sUplinz-
tation of Federal program, as authorized in the amUed version of
HR 16311 for the sam period, are estimated to cost Oregon aproxi-
mately $27.4 million. Adding a State controlled AFDC program for
families of uweplcqFed fathers increases the costs to $35.4 million
in State funds for FY 1972. Hmmver, if the provision for State suiVle-
maetation in the uip led father program is restored to the Family
Asistance Act, the saxber of eligible families is expected to sub-
stantially increase =a the estimated cost to Oregon in State supple-
1uruation would rise to $52.4 million. However, this amount of State

mua l 1 nation aice the FY 1971 expenditures (including a cost-
cliving increase). Therefore, the hold harmless" provision would
limit State expenditures to aprinc tely $40.4 million. This means
the State of Oregon camot expect any fiscal relief and is only pro-
t frm further escalation of costs by the "hold harmless" pro-
vision. S N HO P THN TIS.

Spiraling wlfmt celoaI and costs in Oregon for FY 1970 and Fl
1971 exceeded aprriations by $19 million in State funds. Only
after extreme nmamues, all of them highly undesirable, ware taken by
the Governor's Office and the State's Eergency Board (nine meters
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1. Srenthe~u~Social Services. Extw~ing social services to 10.1-
=OWe fouilies before the family disintegrates to the point
hore it needs public assistance is ocnxnically sound as well

as humanitarian. Prevention is a far sounder approach to social
prcblus than trying to patch up families and restore them to
self-sufficiency once they have becmw decent.

Presently Ore provides social services to tely 24,000
persons each mnth from the total of 120,000 who receive public
assistance. Services are also provided to another 10,000 children
frm non-essiatance families. The population of Oregon that falls
below the poverty level is estimated at 300,000. This more than
doubles the universe that would be potentially eligible for social
services. If services are requested by a substantial number of
this increased universe, without sufficient increases in the appro-
priation to serve this clientele, the effect of exwtending these
se%-.cos to the low-ince families can only result in reduction
in the quality ad effectiveness of the servi es offered. Consv-
quently, the apropriations for them services must be sufficiw.tly
increased if services ae not to be adversely affected.

The provisions of the now service andments also eliminate the
mandatory requirement for services to AFDC recipients and make

'the, o-tioal. How ever, Section 437 of the Family Assistance Bill
requ.ires that the State provide social services to support man-
power and training pro~as for all persons referred to the aver-
gency services under Section 447. Since supportive services will
be re-ired and a substantial number of persons including the
working poor may request service, a significant i:crease can be
anticipated in the demnd for services. If the proposed limitation
i, ".he allocation of funds based on the FY 1971 funding level is
retained, and a sufficient balance is not available for apportion-
ment on the basis of the State's poverty population, the effect
can only be thinnng out already inakquate services for an in-
creased clientele.

The provisions of Title XX that establish and finance a government
assistance program to strengthen the capacity of State and local
chief executives to plan, manage, evaluate and coordinate social
services across agency lines, for all citizens who need them, are
vital to a stronger program. Social service program can be far
mrre effective with the provision of additional funds for training
and technical assistance to the agencies administering such pro-
gram, together with the infusion of system analysis, program
bedgetUn and managutnt infomAtin sistes.

The provisions of this bill that inpoee responsibility on the
Governor of each State to assure that social service plans achieve
the provision of minimum lev ls of service, that these plans omply
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with statutcy requrments, that there is a balanced program
of services, and that there is coordination of all services to
maximise the benefits of them program, in highly desirable.
The authority for the Goverooe of each State to sumit a single
onslidated plan for NO# program further reinforces this ob-
*c.ive. This sould siUplify the adginistraticn of them program
througha single Ftderal matching forala and avoid the distortion
that ooou du to diffierecas in wtir formulas that do not
necessarily relate to the priority of md.

2. • f Pomf a QlM , a.t Ad ministratim.
Th a vKinc of M(ji has auwaiy sst*iuhed ORINistrtive
districts ad met up district coordinating ozcils to encourage
'on] pluning, coclinatin nd participation in the State bud-
geting l usm. Therefore, the pr-isios in Title XX which make
we of a similar structure to stimulate local internal planning
and owdinatin hame trins potu*ItI for Oregon.

T bill, hover, provides that any major metropolitan area with
a =palaticm of 250,000 or acce may arcise a self-designation
cptici to stablish that city as a district service area and

saignate a local prim wn -o to abinistr the proin.

Philosophically, Oregon conc=s in extending local der tion.
lbmver, we have gram cocern about the fiscal resposibility of
this pwviaico: Local ierwmt is given authority to determine
a mcp of service. to be prvidd; the Govenor is left with no

to d unless the local government hasn't complied
with statute; if the G I"nit a e, an apal may be
made directly to the Secretary of HM. in Oregon no local funds
are involved in aministering social services. Yet State funding
cmiitnnts ould be determined by the mwA-, H: Secretary and
Clgressl 2he State mat retain its authority to determine the
mops of the social services pr'g if it has to pay the bill.

if a "hold harmlems" provisicm wre addd to Title XX in effect
freezig the State's financial mitmnt to a base fiscal year
prior to the effective date of this act, and if there ware pro-
visims for graally phasing out the State's resqxmibility for
financing thn servi, cOegon's objection to these provisions
iC3ld be eliminated.

he provisions in Title XX whidi autkime projects to plan for the
stabUiamt of service program to xxzdinate services frm all
sces in the State ad to provide technical inistmios, resard

-outraion, training and mluation, offer further inpitus to
sr~igtan.ing scdal AMervics.

3. §SE!atcn of Social Sevices fr Assistance nistatin.
Mw provislons of Title XX Etatmlethly diamo1iate social
sevices from Maisa administration are highly desirale.
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Social services program would be oouletely separate from eligi-
bility criteria in deciding who should be served. A closer
association and coordination wma-9 social service prograva of
private agencies, State asies, an local govermnt agencies
will bwe possible. Any question abort the Stat.'s providing
prvoctive services to peole not receiving public welfare in
ra d. Each program m focus its administration exclusively
on services objectives and can isolate services so that results
can be identified an evaluated clearly.

Oeg's concern is that separating services from assistance ad-
-initration mut not result in any reduction in the services now

provided to assistance ripent. Wle uge a provision that would
require an udxmre1a gncy to assure that services to assistance
recipints not be d md to avoid u licate administrative
costs that might result from ooapletely s administration.
As a minim, State plow sold ets that
social servi be continued to all persons receiving public assis-
tar&a ;* existing jzogr-nwho have a potential for reabilita-
tion m =lf-s4Mxt. Tto bill aild ibe modified so that States
without an uduella apncy could mftit an interim plan for social

ervimo prior to a mandatory date for ouplete separation from

aiscal c Rnitraion

7he basic aropriation for the individual and family services program
an the sport for private grants and contracts authorized under Part
A is a closed- nation which Oregon favors. Currently (egon
bas to operate on a cled-end appropriation of State funding while
the Fdral Go ent operates on an open-em basis. Setting a limit
on federal funds allotted to each State on a formula basis enables the
State to better plan its apropriation in relation to the sope of
funding provided by the Federal orrit.

AFr intions of specified amts will also require the Secretary
and the Daparbint of Health, Eucation and Wblfare to restrain their
polIci and objectives within the s 0e that can be financed by these

VoraiW . fteviauly F*ral proun decisions have too often
bee we without rogaxd to the financial impact on States that must-rvd matdiin funds.

Sfwav the proposal to allocate the appropriati under Part A on a
formula basis, in part based on the States expenditure in fiscal 1971
and in part on the pmmety population in the State, provided that the
basic a-Apration is adqate to stain the scpe of the services
required. Up to now the allocation of Federal funds amog the States
has be higiy inequitable an erxient upon the ability of the State
to raise S at hing funds anIto allocate costs to the service
categi-es IN re ther wre prsminm watching forulas. proved
Moral mtching for service in sport of mmpamr activities and for



floster care will meult in the Pbdwal Goverment prqperly assmuing
an irzwad pootian of the costs of these ervices. The scarcity
of funds available to the States and the limits o the cepacity of
the states to incree their revues will ultimately make it neos-
sexy that the federal Gvezrnet sustain the entire cost of the sr
vices pigro.

States mat give priority in dtr their funds to thos program
that have the clearest direct benefit to the population served. Thus,
an adquate standard of assi c gets priority in Oregon and services
suffer.

-it is highly dotful that Crekgo wuld have heavily invested State
Ards in service Frogzm we it not for the premium Federal mating

s with t1. Titl* la places the State in a position of a
fimsal interdiary em on asdnistratial of the papam at the State
level un fundiM of the ;cnpm at tim 1Moral level. If the intent
is to m ftzaliss the adinistraton of the services pogrum from the
State tn local service areas mand the role of the State i. largely to
moitor progams to assure peformance of a mninmz level of mrvice,
then the Stat. dxul4 be properly moved from the financing of the
l:Zgzmm.

gm, r I re 1 thaet:

1. Title XXbe mmld to include a "hold harmless"
pcovisin, limiting State funding of these pro m
to the level of aenuriture in FY 1971, with gradual
phasing out of State participation within a reason-
ible time period.

2. If the State's financial participation in the cost
of social services Ir Title XK in net limited,
that the hill be 4, 1d to perit the Govero to
disapprove an area plan at least to the extent that
the sce of the plan e the State's capacity
to finm the na-Fleral iuame.

3. The bill be 11dmd to permit States whose social
services are not anistued in a separate agency
fran the agency assistance, or States
that do not have an umbella agency in which the
swparatiu 'o ailA be undo without adlinistrative-
action, to operate with an interim plan until the
next session following enactmnt of this
bill.
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C. bi HahIsrneP ra

In January 1971, the Faeral Aduinistration will offer legislation to
establish a new Family Health Insuranoe Program which will over all poor
families with dildre. This program will require a ontribution from
participating families that is scaled to inramme with their inoome. The
plan will provide a federal floor of national medical servioos whidh the
States could tupplemnt, similar to their role under family assistance.

Oregon enthiiastically supports the concept of a health insurance
program for pub ic assistance recipients and other poor people.
UMever, creful analysi should be m of the benefits such a pro-
graMprcvides. Special attention mt be given to limits of coverage,
o hensivenss, d cti ble and co-insurarwe levels and ceiling
limits for certa parts of the €ereg .

712 av- zr- prpaynuNt insurance plan offered by private enterprise
today places specific Limits m certain types of owerage. For
eiw*e: deductibles of first and m subequent physician office
visits, dollar-per-day aamts for hospital care, limits of X-ray and
lab. ftw insurance plans cover total hospital costs, drugs or nursing
home care of any duration. Unless the proposed Family Health Insurance
Program covers all of the ooxpehsasive items that are taken care of
by the average public welfare agency, States will be foW to provide
a supplemntal health prgram. This will result in da administration
and additional costs. Oregon would guenrally endorse deductibles and
co-insurance for families above the poverty level, and re cmmnd that
the Federal participation of permns above the poverty level be based
on a graduated schedule.

Although detail is lacking, the inlication is that the ropoed health
insurance program would only ou r families. 7his would leave persons in
current adult public welfare program and childless ouple without the
advantages of such a prepaymnt program. Oregon therefore reouiends that:

1. Persons other than those that met the definition
of a family under HR 16311 should be included in
this program. If not, a supplemtal program of
same type will be administratively necessary to
m-t the health service needs of those excluded
from the family definition.

2. A waiver of p~vyient be granted to all participating
families whose annual inomm is less than $4,500.
Tb raise the cut-off to this level would avoid a
disincentive to work to supleent income.



235

3. The* hold harmls" provision should be extended
to this Act and the Federal Gornmt should
accpt the State's FY 1971 annual e3qxendtures as
the mWdma level of participating. further, State

prtclptio ~MaJd be phasned out within a so~i ed
timp .

D. I~ad Stam Provisions4

Swtion 465 is prcpoed to be umnded to provide "that persons receiving

family csistcae or State ms imntazy befits my rqpmt the Secretary
or the State to withhold tr mnt of beirfits umessary to purchase part
or all of the food stmp allotment to which the recipient is entitled.
This unified edtinistraton is designed to facilitate coordination of
savices ad to re&m adinistrative aosts at national and local lwils.
rt rqgents a stop tmkrd sAnadization for food and cash Program,
adl fLVes th n t of the #One wirI approach to cash and in-kind

ftrn o unnmt to Section 465 will able berficiarles of
WM paflonts -and State Ms-3 tal Pments to mike a Voluntary

dm tion fro ths paymint for all or a portion of tre food stamps
to wh$i they axe entitWe. This ;zqqd umndnt includes the

7he transfer of the Food Stap Proz' from the 'eparI mIt of Ari-
cultunwto the Deprtmt of Health, R&IoAtion and Welfare, coupled

with the priced amnmnt hich would permit families to invest
only so muich as it is possible for them to pay for food, will greatly
increase the number of families who take advantage of this benefit.
7rn revisions of the Food StaW Program with the Family Assistnum
Act are desirable changes and ted to solve a number of the problem
within the existing food program.

Transfer to the Dqprtmnt of Health, EMxation and Wlf are clearly
identifies food sto an an assistanom prowrm. The proWod wmnd-
rant permitting voluntary deductions so intermingles the aministraticm

of tl Family hasistance Plan and food stamp that food stams should
be considered as a part of the Famuly Assistance Plan, with States
insulated from the increased cost under the "hold harmless" provision.

Fiscal

A substantial increase in boost can be anticipated because mnre favii-
lies will participate and this in itself will increase administrative
oqense. Besides, the mount dlued and the food stamps to be pro-
vided will not be standardized. They must be detemnid for each

family and individually stuffed in mailing envelopes. This MOen
considerable manual effort and increased administrative cost.
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Oregon recczmends that:

1. The cost of the Food Starp Prgram including both
the bonus allawwxw and the cost of administering
the stavp program be assumed entirely by the Federal
Goierrumnt.

2. 7he sope of the 'hold himdless" provision in Section
502 should be broadened ' include the cost of admin-
istOring the Food StM ProWam in subections (a) (1)
and ) (1).

E. Public Housing

Thm parent U. S. Musing Act states *...lncmm limits for oocwu-cy shall
be fixed by the Public Housing Agncy and proved by the Secretary...

Housing subsidis anm not structured to decline as personal income
goes up. This take M incentiv to work. A person loses eligi-
bility for housing subsidy when his earnings reach a certain point.
In many cases the los of benefits e than offsets the gain in
earnings.

A.mdioets to the Family Assistance Act correct this problem by pro-
pi that a family with income under $3,500 pay 20% of their incam
on rt, and that families above the $3,500 inomm level allocate
25% of the- aount toward rent. This mans that as income goes up,
the housing subsidy goes dimn. Benefits don't stop suddenly wen a
person earns an extra dollar.

goiM~ 22anms

Oregan reucamwds that:

1. This proposal, or any modification whidh will provide
better work incentives than the present housing subsidy
program, be adopted. The proposed anenm t pears to
eliminate the rent/nooe inequities so that all public
housing residents, including those on assistance, pay
the same rFortionate rent based upon their income.
(This should be more clearly defined.)



2037

PAW' u

I. SWOOM OF FISCAL IWPM Fiscal Year 1972

Fiscal impact to (egon has been est ted in aordance with the Depart-
It of Huath, Bnoatim and Vbifare directive - Schedule A. The estimated

savings of $15.1 million (omparing estimated csts under current FY 1971
vith what mst o uid' have bwa if the Family Noistance Plan, as amended,
ha been efftive in NY 1971) is an irrelevant and misleading figure.

A valid method of dP1ermining fiscal imact to the States would be to o=a-
pamthe estimated expmditure for 1972 under current law with those
e "t required by the States in 1Y 1972 as State suplwiwtatin
Iert t m d Family - t Plan - Sdedule B.

Orego has dntained an ADC pogam for families of uamployed fathers
for over eight years, and the nuede of these families cannot be ignored.
'urn alternative costs of providing assistance to these families murder a
State or Fledsral program are estimated in Schedule C.



20

SaIl t A
Part I

invact of the Family Assistance Act an State
Public Assistanc Program iin 1971

1. Program Data Under Current Law, Fiscal Year 19711

Program

AFW (excludes ADC-FC)ORR
AB
AM

'1flAt

M~g. MD.Caseload"

24.8
9.1

6.3

I1. gkM in Caeloads and Paymts Kbder HR 163U

PMO-ram e

A. PAFC
Replaoiwwt of AFDC Pamimts
with P and Stte supple-mental payments
Terminate AFVC-UF Program

B. Ailt Categories
1. Payments to existing cases

-2. Paynwts to rw cases:
a. Due to $110 standard
b. Due to national standard

for AP D eligibility
c. Due to eamnis disregard

Changes in
Av. MD.
Caseload

2.6
-4.7

X)OC

Annual Payv1h tjis
(i 11 i ons)

Tota ' State

$50.4 $23.1
18.9 8.3
1.0 .4

15.4 6.7$ 38.5

Changes in
Annual Payments
Tt(Iialions)Total State

$ 2.5
-12.2 -6.4

.5 f0.05

.8 40.08

.2 +0.02

C. Federal "hold hawless" Payent
to State xxx

kJuly 1970 estimate of caseloads and osts for Fiscal Year 1971.
2 AFW, PAP, and State supplamtal cases are families; adult program cases

are recipients.
3AsmJAes the State tenunates its AFDC-UF program on the FAP effective date.



2039

111. Program Data Mikder HRl 16311, Fisoal Year 1971

Family Assistanoe
State m4up16Iuntaticz of FAP
MiLlt Categories
"Hold harulesw" paynunt

Avg. MD.2
Caseload

(1hnwds)

22 7 45
(22:7)
18.1

Annual Payments
(Millionis)

Total State

$25.5
15.2
38.5

$)oooc
10.6
12.8

$79.2 -$23.4

4 Fuuilieg receivin FAP wndor State wip18wmeta1 payments; does nwt iflldie
%=*in pac- famines.

5 FuMiLie rMfiVing State mUP~lfrinhtal payments; incindad in Family Assistance
cmI10ad ha Abv.

- 23

44M0 - TO - M. 3 - 40



SOMMEIU1E A
Part II

I. State Maintenance Paymts with Enactment of
MR 16311 (as amended June 1970)

A. u]pkxtntation of Family Assistance:

1. Ibr existing AFDC caseload eligible for FAP:

a. FAP payments
b. State supplenental Dayments

2. Ibr rnn-AFDC families with inozmes between
the State need standard and the new incme
eligibility line:
a. FAP payments

b. State supplemental payments

3. Total reivntursable supplementation of FAP

(sum of lines lb and 2b)

4. State shar (70%) of line 3

5. Non-,vinursable supplementation

6. Total State share of supplementation

(sum of lines 4 and 5)

B. Payments Under Akilt Categries:

1. For existing caseloads at current payment
levels

-OAA
-AB
-APTD

2. For existing caseloads - payment increases
di, to miniunm inaime standard -oAA

3. For new cases resulting fro mnnimm income
standard and standard for definition of
disability - OAA

-- AB
AMI

Cases Paymen ts
(Thousands) (illions)

20.1

$24.7
13.5

.8
1.7

$15.2

XXX

10.6

0.0

xx= $10.6

9.1 $18.9
.6 1.0

6.3 15.4

1.7 .8
xx XXX
2.4 .9

.4 .4

1.7 1.4
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B. Payments Under Adult Categories: (cont.)

4. Tctal payments, adult categories

5. State share of line 4

C. Payments under General Assistance:

1. Payments to FAP eligibles-
2. Payments to State supplementation eligibles
3. Paynmts to adult category eligibles
4. Paymients to all other GA recipients
5. Total payments, GA

II. State Maintenance Paynnts Under Existing Law

A. Total Payments:

1. AkDc (including AFDC-UF)
2. OAA
3. AB
4. AP'D
5. Total payments, existing law

B. State Share:

1. AFDC
2. OAA
3. AB
4. APTD
5. State share, Federal categories
6. GA
7. State share, all categories (sum of lines

5 & 6)

III. Federal "hold harmless" PayMent to State

A. State Paymnts Mandated by Act:

1. Siplementaticn of FAP (enter line I-A-4)
2. Adult category payments (enter line I-B-5)
3. Total payments mandated, State share

B. State Payments in Base Year:

1. Total maintenance payments in fiscal year
1971, State share

C. "Hold Hanrless" Payment:

1. Subtract III-B-1 frwm III-A-3, and enter
difference her

2. "Hold Harmless" payment (enter 0 if line 1
is negative; otherwise, enter amount on line

25

Cases Payments
(Thousands) (millions)

X)Oc $38.5

xxx $12.8

0.0 $ 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
3.0 2.7
xxO $2.7

24.8 $50.4
9.1 18.9
.6 1.0

6.3 15.4
XXX $85.7

24.8 $23.1
9.1 8.3

.6 .4
6.3 6.7
xxx $38.5
3.0 2.3

xxx $40.8

xxx $10.6
XXoc 12.8
'xx $23.4

XXx $38.5

xxx -15.1

1) xxx 0.0
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Cases Payments
(1 usands) (illios)

IV. IRpact of Family Assistance Act an Medicaid

A. Oast of n Medicaid eligibles d& to:

1. &Uat catego y caseload increases
2. Extension of State supplemtation to

families not now eligible for AFDC becaise
incm is greater than need standard

3. Tbtal aditional Medicaid cost
4. State share of line 3

1.5 $ .6

2.6 .8
xxx 1.4
Mo" .6

V. 2!ct of Family Assistance Act on Aministrative Oosts

If the *hold harmless" provision is effective in limiting the nco-Federal
cost, the Stat of Orego anticipates contracting with the Secetary to
administer State supplnientation at total Federal cost.
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Estimte of RM&tuzes Ir Fiscal Year 1972

Ourent Law a HR 16311 A m ed

OwIrwet Law

Cme1oad came cbst

Apl,/aic
-UF

OAA

AB

APTD

IC7A HZe for Aged
Semi-Skilled

7TAL

20,988
4,973

9,146

652

6,748

1,480
5,563

49,550

$174.23
242.00

63.25

117.70

90.20

118.00
232.75

$ 43,880,871
14,441,592

6,941,814

920,885

7,304,035

2,095,680
15,537,459

Federal

$24,726,871
6,917,523

3,911,712

518,919

4,115,824

1,180,916
8,755,358

$50,127,123

$19,154,000
7,524,069

3,030,102

401,966

3,188,211

914,764
6,782,10

$40,995,213
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Estimate of EMqncuditures for Fiscal Year 1972

OQrent Law and HR 16311 Amed

HR 16311' Anw d

AFDC/Basic-Existing-FAP
Sulement

-Nw Eamings Disregard-FAPSuplarent
AFDCv/Bic Subtotal

AFDQ-Existing-FAP
-New-FAP

AFD)CAJF Subtotal

OAA-Existing

-NerJ,$U0 rin.std.

A-Existing

APMt>-Existing
-New Eamings Disregard
-Disability Redefined

-$110 min.std.
Adults Subtotal

ICF-Home for Aged
-Semi-Skilled

ICF-Subtotal

7TAL

Caseload

20,988

2,569

4,973
17,190
22,163

9,146
400

652

6,748
350
700
600

1,480
5,563
7,043

71,L359

Case oset

$102.50
74.08

102.50
74.08

$107.33
107.33

$ 77.42

20.00

117.70

101.60
50.00

101.60
63.00

$118.00
232.75

Total

$ 25,815,240
18,657,493
3,159,870
2,283,738$49,916,341

$ 6,405,025
22,140,032

$ 28,545,057

$ 8,497,000
96,000

920,885

8,227,162
210,000
853,440
453,600

$ 1925,07'

$ 2,095,6e0
15,537,459

$ 17,633,139

$115,352,624

Federal

$25,815,240
5,597,248
3,159,870

685,121

$ 6,405,025
22 140 032S28,545,057

$14,241,355

$ 9,936,274

$87,980,165

State

$
13,060,245

1,598t617
$14 ,658,962

$ 7,696,865

$27,372,459
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SCHEL= C

Restoration of AFDC-UF PEvqram

Alternative 1 - State Progran

Caseload case Qost Total Federal

HR 16311 Mandatory
Ibtal (Schedle B) 71,359

ontinuation of
Existing Program (4,973

TOTAL

$134.67

71,359

$115,352,624

8,036,567

$123,389,191

$ 87,980,165 $27,372,459

8,036,j67

$ 87,980,165 $35,409,026

Alternative 2 - Fedral Program

HR' 16311 Mandatory
Tbtal (Schedule B)

Existing AFDC-UFM
P=gram

New Cases

71,359

(4,973) $134.67

$115,352,624 $ 87,980,165 $27,372,459

8,036,567 2,410,970 5,625,597

(11,190) 134.67 27,779,728 9,333,918 19,445,810

$151,168,919

"Hold Hamless" Provision (1970-71 Estimated)
Expenditures x 105% = $40,400,000)

$ 98,725,053 $52,443,866

+12,043,866 -12,043,866
$110,768,919 $40,400,000

State

71j 359



2048

Governor MCCALL. A note of prolog: The State -of Oregon be-
lieves, as do most of the States, that those who can work should work.

Our first objection is related directly to the major premise, the one
I just stated. The bill, as now written, it seems to us, assumes that
people will be employed and, if not, we would encourage people to
work by having them simply register at an employment office or have
them undertake vocational training, and we feel this is totally inade-
quate because this dilemma of employment cannot be solved simply
by registry for work.

Sending an applicant to an employment office or to a vocation re-
habilitation training center simply is not enough.

Those who are in this category must be given no alternative but to
work, and the family assistance plan will not succeed without the
availability of jobs.

The only choice given those who can work should be the choice of
working in the regular labor force or work in community-sponsored
projects funded by the Federal Government.

We think there are tremendous needs for these community work
projects especially, for example in the fight against pollution.

But we feel very strongly that the "There is no alternative but
work" premise is basic. We believe the welfare reform bill, and the
whole welfare p ,is doomed if we do not activate this par-
ticular premise, andless we can innovate means and measures such
as these, we feel the welfare reform bill offers no real reform, it is
just a restatement of ancient problems from what you might call a
newer perspective.

Our second suggestion is, and one that we made to the National
Governors' Conference which endorsed it last month in Missouri, that
the Federal Government now begin to assume gradually the full
responsibilities for funding welfare pr a

We insist on more Federal funding help, not just from the desire
to hold on to State funds, but more and more decisions, decisions that
cost State governments, are made at the Federal level, and we have no
choice and no voice in these decisions.

We recommend in this area first, that the act be further amended
to make the fiscal year 1971 State expenditures for all welfare pro-
grams the maximum amount of participation required by the States;
and, second, that commencing with fiscal year 1971 the maintenance-
of-effort payment should be reduced over a specified period of years
until the State's share has been completely phased out.

The whole spectrum of change, ranging from this bill to the com-
eta Federal takeover of welfare costs, poses potential problems of

3ob security for those employees in the welfare program, and we urge
that the bill guarantee employees protection against a worsening of
their position with respect to their employment.

Also we feel strongly that the earnings disregard formula must be
modified. The formula now contained in the bill would permit those
welfare recipients who work to retain too much money. This formula
allows persons to get on welfare rolls at too high an income level, and
once on the rolls there is too little incentive to get them off.

The bill goes far beyond the poverty level in requiring State supple-
mentation. For example, a family of four in Oregon, with income up
to $6,600, would still be eligible for State supplementation, and if you
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added in the value of medical assistance, the bill has the effect of con-
tinuing the assistance until the family's income reaches $6,022, and
that is 62 percent above the poverty level and 91 percert-above our
average payment level in Oregon.

On the other hand, the family assistance benefit for a family with no
earned income is only about, as you know, 4:5 percent of the poverty
level.

In view of the joblessness in our State, we also would like to take
issue with the point of fathers who are in the home. We have been one
of those States which has continued to support these fathers, and we
think it is vital that this philosophy be maintained. o

We also recommend that the State of Oregon go with the other
States in the point that the earnings disregard for purpose. of State
supplementation be applied only up to the poverty level.

We are convinced that the unemployed father program in Oregon
has saved many, many people from want in this year of high employ-
ment. We are the third highest in unemployment rate of all the States
in the Union, and in view of the joblessness in our State there are many
able-bodied fathers on welfare, who are not shirkers, who are not
afraid to work if we have the work for them and, of course, it has
been a policy of the Federal Government for 10 years to encourage the
States to provide this kind of benefit, and eliminating the State sup-
plementation for families of unemployed fathers goes back to the era
when families had to separate to survive.

Well, those are the points, gentlemen, we wish to raise from the
State of Oregon.

On the amended version of the President's welfare reform bill, and
as far as Oregon is concerned, they have to be taken care of before our
State can support the legislation.

Then, in closing, I would like to make this one proposal. We are an
amazingly exact microcosm the State of Oregon, of the entire United
States, and we feel we coulA be, and prove to be, an illuminating test-
ing ground for the matter of experimentation that was mentioned by
Governor Hearnes on welfare reform.

Oregon has been recognized as having the administrative capability,
the creative flexibility, to accept such an assignment, to plan it, to man
it, to direct it, and complete it, and report it for the benefit of the 50
States.

In closing, what a microcosm we are is proved briefly by these sta-
tistics. We are 1 percent of the national population. Our population,
studied in percentage detail, matches the national population in birth
rate, death rate, age distribution, employment profiles, urban versus
rural distribution, ethnic breakdowns, years of completed schooling,
and the industrial wage scale.
By whatever test you apply, Oregon establishes itself clearly as an

i l pilot State for this study.
We think the whole package should be given a test. We would hope

that the package would include our recommended changes and the test
would use our State as ailot mode.

Thank you very muc?. Mr., Chairman, and gentlemen, and we 0oin
you in good faith in the search for true, lasting, and suitablee welfare
reform.
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(The prepared statement of Governor McCall follows:)

STATEMENT Or TOM MCCAUL, GovETNOR oF OEZooN

Oregon believes strongly that welfare reform is long past due. The Fiamily As-
sistance Plan has considerable merit and, if suitable amendments are included,
will get Oregon's support.

We must find a way to break the deadly cycle of poverty and public depend-
ency. The time is now and the need is essential.

It is our opinion, however, that the proposed changes are--in several instances
the wrong solutions for agreed-upon needs.

The American people have always been willing to help the helpless, the young,
the aged, and the infirm. But people object to providing benefits to those who
should and can help themselves.

Before I sumbit to you four basic areas which I think need changing--and a
fifth suggestion which could help achieve and evaluate these changes-I would
like for these proceedings to note the following two reminders:

We did, in May, submit to this committee a complete analysis of the bill as
originally written.

- In August, we submitted an analysis of the bill with its ~proposed amendments.
Many technical points are contained therein which I will not take the time to
comment on at this time.

I now ask that these two documents be made a part of the record.'
And one other note of prologue: Oregon believes--as do most of the states--

that those who can work should work. That premise is cei trail to our thinking
,)n this entire issue.

Our first objection Is related directly to that major premise. The bill, as now
written, seems to assume that people will be employed; that if not, we will en-
courage people to work by (1) having them register at an employment office,
or. (2) having them undertake vocational training.

This is totally inadequate.
Welfare's world contains many employable people who have failed and will

continue to fail. It also contains the voluntary poor, the under-achievers, the un-
motivated. It contains employable persons who find way'o to beat the system via
a poor attitude, sloppy dress, carelessness, and absenteeism.

There also are always employable people involved who--because of age, ability,
physical or mental condition--cannot handle normal competitive work situations.
They are at the bottom of the employment ladder and are projected to remain
there.

This dilemma of employment cannot be solved by registry for work. Sending
applicants to employment office or vocal rehabilitation training centers is an
inadequate solution.

Those who are in this category must be given no alternative but to work.
The Family Assistance Plan will not succeed without availability of jobs. The

only choice given those who can work should be the choice between work in the
labor force or work in community sponsored projects funded by the Federal
Government. Given these alternatives, most people find motivation to move to-
ward private industry and higher pay as soon as Jobs open up.

And there are tremendous neet"s for community work projects, especially in
the fight agahL't pollution. There are public lands and roadways to clean, parks
and recreation facilities to develop, streams to clear. Meaningful programs can be
fashioned to meet these needs. We must restore the public works approach if
welfare is to succeed.

The public is entitled to some kind of a return from its big investment to main-
tain humane standards. If the public could see a substantial return-through
community-enriching projects--their support for the welfare structure would
be encouraged and revived.

This no-alternative-but-work premise is bas ic. We believe the Welfare Reform
Bill-and the whole welfare program-is doomed if we don't -Instigate this prem-
ise and activate it.

And, unless we can innovate means and measures such as these, we feel the
Welfare Reform Bill offers no real reform-just a restatement of ancient prob-
lems from newer perspectives.

Our second objection is embraced by a suggestion we made to the National
Governors' Conference which endorsed it last month in Missouri: that the fed-

See pp. 1977 and 2014.
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eral government now begin to assume gradually the full responsibility for fund-
Ing welfare programs.

In the last three to five years, overwhelming changes in federal policy, in leg-
islation, In HE)W directives and procedures, and in federal court decisions have
resulted in spiraling welfare'caseloads and costard-in Oregon as in all the states.

Oregon's insistence on more federal funding help is more than just a desli to
hold onto state funds: more and more decisions-decisions that cost state dal-
lars-are made at the federal level.

In the last few years we have seen federal decisions do away with durational
residence requirements, terminate work programs, require us to disregard earn.
wings far beyond the poverty level, and forbid us to terminate payments while fair
hearings are pending.

The state has no voice or choice in these decisions. The other partner makes
aii ot the decisions, while our side of the operation must still pick up its partner's
she e of the tab.

We recommend two changes in this area:
First, that the Act be further amended to make the fiscal year 1971 state ex-

penditures for all welfare programs the maximum amount of participation re-
quJred of the states, and:

Second, that commencing with fiscal year 1971, the "maintenance of effort" pay-
ment should be reduced over a specified period of years until the state's share
has been completely phased out and the program costs are completely assumed by
the federal government: funding resposlbitity should rest where dccisions that
coat moat ore made.

States desperately need federal help In funding. The States are straining now.
The whole spectrum of change--ranging from this bill to a complete federal

takeover of welfare costs--poses potential problems of job security for employees
in the Welfare program. We urge that the bill guarantee employees protection
against a worsening of their position with respect to their employment.

As for our third objection we feel strongly that the earnings disregard formula
must be modified. The formula now contained in the bill, will allow those welfare
recipients who work, to retain too much money. This bill allows persons to get
on the welfare rolls at too high an income level. And, once on the rolls, there is
too little Incentive to get off.

The bill goes far beyond the poverty level in requiring state supplementation.
A family of four In Oregon, with income up to $5,652, will be eligible for state
supplementation. If the value of medical assistance is added, the bill has the effect
of continuing assistance until a family's income reaches the equivalent of $6,022.

This Is 62% above the poverty level and 91% above Oregon's average payment
level.

On the other hand, the Family Assistance benefit for a family with no earned
income Is only about 45% of the poverty level defined by the bill. This is simply
not enough for a family to live in decency and health. This problem will be com-
pounded If steps taken by the federal government to control inflation result in
continued high unemployment.

The State of Oregon recommends that the earnings disregard for purposes of
state supplementation be applied only up to the poverty level.

Termination of assistance to families with incomes above the poverty level
would: (1) enable families to supplement the state payment level with earned
income up to the poverty level; (2) reduce the number of families eligible for
state supplementation, including the families of unemployed fathers: (3) further
standardize the income level of families receiving state supplementation among
all the states; and (4) make it possible to consider raising assistance benefit
levels for all families.

This recommendation is consistent with the philosophy of terminating federal
income maintenance at the poverty level.

Our fourth objection Is directed at the proposed elimination of federal require-
ment for supplementation of unemployed fathers.

The State of Oregon is convinced that the unemployed father program during
the last year in Oregon has saved people from want.

We can trace case histories to fathers who had-prior to this pinch--been
steadily employed.

We know that in many cases, all of their unemployment benefits had run out,
and that-without this program-they would have been hard put to keep body
and soul together.

In view of this present situation in our state, you cannot say that the only
able-bodied fathers on welfare are shirkers who refuse to work.
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F~or 10 years It has been federal policy to encourage the states to provide this
kind o benefit The wording of the present bill in question is a complete reversal
of this policy.

Eliminating state supplementation for families of unemployed fathers brings
back the era when families bad to separate to survive.

We are convinced that public works programs to assure that work is avail-
able are absolutely essential elements in the Family Assistance Package. With-
out them, the entire package may well result in the same disappointments as
our present welfare programs--all conceived by honorable men, but doomed from
the start by built-in flaws. We camwt support the Fam4Ji Aesistaomo Plme maes
publo works programs are 4iwided.

Those are the four objections we wish to raise regarding the amended version
of the President's proposed welfare reform bill.

I would like to close this report with a proposal which I am convinced could-
if put into action--benefit the entire nation and strengthen the future and the
Justice of the welfare program.

Oregon is an amazingly exact microcosm of the entire United States. It would
prove to be an Illuminating testing ground for the cause of welfare reform.

Subject to legislative approval and other functional details, I offer you the
State of Oregon as a field-test area for this program.

The special conditions and qualities of Oregon make it an excellent site for a
pilot study.

The project could be undertaken at low cost and with a high promise for
national application.

I say this because Oregon has been recognized as having the administrative
capability and creative flexibility to accept such an assignment, plan it, man it,
direct It, complete it, and report it for the benefit of all 50 states.

When I say Oregon is a microcosm of the entire nation, it is not a metaphorical
statement. It is factual, borne out by statistical data. '

Oregon represents 1% of the national population. Oregon's population--studied
in percentage detail-matches the national population in birth-rate, death-rate,
age distribution, employment profiles, urban versus rural distribution, ethnic
breakdowns, years of completed schooling, and industrial wage scales.

By whatever test you apply, Oregon establishes itself clearly as an ideal pilot
state for this study.

We think the whole package should be given a test. We would hope that the
package would include ocr recommended changes-and that the test would
utbe our stale as a pilot model.

We submit these objections and recommendations in good faith-joinng with
you in the search for true, lasting, and equitable welfare reform.

Governor HEARNES. Mr. Chairman, Governor Ray of Iowa.

STATEMENT OF RON. ROBERT D. RAY, GOVERNOR OF IOWA;
ACCOMPANIED BY lAKES N. GILLMAN, COMMISSIONER, DEPART-
KENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Governor RAY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, there
has been a lot of conversation and conjecture, and certainly an abun-
dance of theories about public welfare, its causes and its effects, but
the truth of the matter is that there is little valid information about
the factors which lead families into dependency. the spending exceeds

It seems incredible that in a program in which
$10 billion a year, less than one-tenth of 1 percent has been spent for
research to enable professional social workers and political leaders
alike to have hard factual information upon which to base their pres-
ent and proposed programs. This particular program that we are all
interested hi today, that we are talking about, is one that we do not
really know how many people will be eligible if it is ado pted.

As a matter of fact, HEW has found that we would have 283,000
recipients in the State of Iowa, and yet our department of social
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services have computed these on what they describe as conservative
estimates to be in excess of 316,000.

I think all of us as Governors will agree, and certainly the two who
have already spoken have mentioned this, that it is apparent that the
present welfare system is archaic and unsatisfactory. It was designed
for a bygone era, not to meet the complex problems of today. We are
presently tied to a program that perpetuates the welfare cycle from
generation to generation. The program is attacked by taxpayers and
recipients alike because it satisfies neither of them in their expects-
tions and tends to create a vicious polarization of Americans.

President Nixon's family assistance plan provides payments for
income maintenance to all families with children with incomes below
stipulated amounts. The family assistance plan has as one of its pri-
mary advantages the strengthening of family life, particularly in
those States which do not have the unemployed parent program. It
has been demonstrated repeatedly throughout our Nation that the
problems of children in two-parent families tend to be resolved more
easily and more lastingly than those children who have only one parent
to assist them in the very difficult task of becoming an adult.

The work-fare approach in the family assistance program is highly
commendable and we most certainly favor this, buthe emphasis on
this element of the program leads us to believe that there will be ex-
pectations of the training and employment sections of the act which
will not be fulfilled because they tend to be somewhat unrealistic.

While we believe that FAP will be of considerable benefit to those
eligible families in upgrading skills and in job placement, we would
hope that this committee, and all Americans, would realize that this
is a long-range program, and that it is unrealistic to expect that many
thousands of people will be immediately removed from the welfare
rolls.

We realize that poverty is a condition related to a lack of money,
and that tae way to have money is to be employed; but employment
statistic* do not pai-allel welfare statistics. It is estimated that, nation-
ally, o-aly about 5 percent of all public assistance recipients are em-
ployale in the labor market.

In Iowa, a department of social services survey shows that 19 per-
cent of the AI) mothers in Iowa are presently earning some income
working full or part time.

We further believe that the family assistance plan will be of benefit
to our Nation because it provides a social service program which in-
cludes rehabilitative, supportive, and protective services to individuals
and families These services are important in strengthening the family.

Title XX of the Family Assistance Act creates a consolidated pro-
gram of individual and family services. They are specifically designed
to prevent dependency from family breakdown, to promote child de-
velopment and child care while especially protecting vulnerable groups
of children and adults, and enabling aged and infirm persons to live
in their own homes instead of institutioas. The use of the manpwer
programs, family planning, homemaker service, child care, fami y and
marriage couneling, and temporary emergency assistance in times of
crims are all tools to enable us to achieve these goals.

A key element of this proposal is a complete separation of the
services program from cash assistance eligibility and administration.
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Our present combination of cash assistance and social services supports
the client's suspicion that the reason he needs the money is solely at-
tributable to his own inherent deficiencies, rather than social and
economic factors over which he has no control, no matter how willing
he is to work and making him incapable of earning enough to support
a family.

Combining service with the assistance grant often results in a super-
ficial cooperation which masks the fear of losing the money. Real
change is rarely produced with false motivation. Services would now
be offered as a matter of choice--except for certain protective services-
to all citizens, with fees charged to those able to pay. This is seen as a
progressive step in eliminating the present division of the Nation into
two classes--welfare recipients and taxpayers.

While we have strong convictions in support of the Family Assist-
ance Act, there are areas of considerable concern. While they deal es-
sentially with money, it should be apparent to the committee that the .
real effect of any increased cost to the State for the total program could
force the reduction of the State supplemental aid or the reduction or
even elimination of desirable services.

It is imperative that the "hold harmless" provision be broadened to
protect against any unpredictable costs that might result. This would
assure the States that they could responsibly, within their financial
ability, participate in programs related to the income maintenance
aspects of the family assistance program.

The narrow use of the "hold harmless" provision, by relating it only
to the, income maintenance aspect, leads many States to genuinely
believe that they could be expected to expend considerably more money
on the total program than they would save on the improved income
maintenance portion.

-While the question of the "prime local spongors"--cities of over
250,000-is not applicable to Iowa, we feel it is important philosophi-
cally;- we think HEW has in the past believed, and we agree, in the
concept of integration and coordination of HEW programs. We be-
lieve it is important that there be continuity; therefore, it, is more
important to have one program even though there might be variations
in the program.

An area of concern that does have impact in Iowa relates to those
families who have earned income. I -have already indicated that Iowa
has a roximay 19 percent of the mothers in thie ADC program with
earned income. The income that is not disregarded and is used to re-
duce the .gra is initially subtracted from the basic FAP grant, which
is the 'ortion totally federally funded. This is indeed discouraging
to the tte, and provides them absolutely no advantage or little ad-
vantage to get people to work and get them to train if the nondisregard
came off the federally supported part of the grant.

This would, in effect, be a disincentive for the State to develop work-
incentive programs when the direct benefit would inure totally to the
federally funded portion. That part of the income not disregarded, we
believe, should be divided on a pro rata basis of the total grant with the
Federal Government and the State sharing on the pro rata percentage.

For example, while Iowa must pay 70 percent of the supplemental
aid to bring the grant to $2,916 per year-the present ADC grant for
a family of four in Iowa-our share of the total grant would be ap-
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proximately 32 percent. It would sem fair to receive 32 percent of the
nondisregarded income that is deducted from the grant.

The prime elements for success in the family asistance plan are de-
pendent umon each other and all must, in most cases, be performed suc-
cessfully in order for the others to be achieved. Adequate day care is
an absolute necessity in order to encourage the mother" of a one-parentfamily to leave her children to go into training. Tie training is an

absoliteB necessity in order to improve her skills sufficiently to insure
her independence. And lastly, appropriate job opportunities and job
placeinent are an absolute necessity to assure adequate income and f ul-
fillment of the training goals.

Perhaps one of lie reasons we feel so strongly favorable to the
family assistance plan is because Iowa has had an exceptionally good
experience with the WIN program. While the program is still in the
early stages, we feel that tile opportunities provided for recipients to
become skilled employed workers and the recipients' participation in
the program have demonstrated that the training and job placement
portion of the family assistance plan is workable.

Although a small program-l,000 allocated slots as of July 1969-
we have already been able to place 263 people in productive employ-
ment through the WIN program. More than half of these have now
been employed for longer than 6 months.

Training and placement of able welfare recipients is a wise invest-
ment in human resources, and I certainly agree with the Governor,
Governor McCall, when lie says those who are able to work should work,
and it is up to us to provide whatever program we have with ways in
which we can get those people to work.

In addition to helping the taxpayers and society in general, the ac-
complishrnent of caring for find supporting one's family gives now
hope for the future and self-reliance and confidence to "the worker,
which I consider an excellent investment.

Thank you very much.
Governor HFIARNES. Mr. Chairman, Governor Licht of Rhode Island.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK LICHT, GOVERNOR OF RHODE
ISLAND; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN AFFLECK, DIRECTOR, DE-
PARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES; JAMES
REILLY, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR; AND JOHN MURRAY, BUDGET
OFFLR

Governor LIC]IT. Mr. Chairman and members of your committee, I
am Frank Licht, Governor of the State of Rhode Island, and I am
grateful for this opportunity to present my views on H.R. 16311, the
family assistance plan of 1970.

I am accompanied today by Mr. John Affieck, director of the Rhode
Island Department of Social and Rehabilitative Services; Mr. James
Reilly, assistant director; and Mr. John Murray, budget officer for the
State of Rhode Island.

As you already know, the whole subject of welfare reform is a
major priority of the National Governors' Conference, which for 2 con-
secutive years has called for "substitution, on a phased basis, of a
federally financed system of welfare payments for the current Federal-
State programs for the aged, blind, disabled and dependent children,
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and including also the general assistance programs now financed by
the States themselves."

I wholeheartedly concur with this call for massive reform, and I
would like to address myself to the seriousness of the issue and the
importance of meaning action.

First, there can be little doubt that the present welfare system estab-
lished over 35 years ago has not achieved its goal. It has not succeeded
in breaking the cycle of poverty in any part of our Nation. It is, inshort, a failure.

Second, there can be little doubt that a new system is required, one
that is national in both scope and approach. This means recognizing
that welfare is a Federal responsibility, a fact acknowledged by the
national administration in its introduction of this proposal.

Third, from a very practical point of view, the States cannot remain
viable and still meet the expanding welfare costs. And of this, too,
there can be little doubt. Today, we find it more and more difficult to
meet our welfare responsibilities, and still live up to the commitments
we have made in other equally important areas-areas such as educa-
tion, health, transportation, natural resources, and urban affairs.

Let me give you my own State's experience. Rhode Island has a
comprehensive, State-administered public assistance program. If a
person in need does not qualify under a Federal program, he may re-
ceive assistance from our general public assistance program, which is
100,percent State financed. I might also point out thut Rhode Island,
in 1942, became the first State to abolish a residence requirement, and
in July 1961 the first to adopt the AFDC program for unemployed
parents.

Rhode Island has consistently tried to meet its human resource
obligations, and I believe that our national rank demonstrates our
sense of responsibility. For the fiscal year ending June 30,1969, Rhode
Island has an expenditure per inhabitant for public assistance pay-
ments of $66.30--fifth in the Nation. This includes an expenditure of
$19.50 per inhabitant for AFDC-third in the Nation, and an expendi-
ture in general public assistance per inhabitant of $4.30-second in the
Nation.

Moreover, in the past 5 years Rhode Island has almost tripled its
disbursement for direct aid, which has risen from $1314 million in 1965
to almost $38 million this year. Generally, including medical assistance,
welfare costs today account for one-quarter of our total State budget.

While these figures indicate the measure of our efforts for the citi-
zen in need they also indicate the measure of the drain on our State's
resources And this is a drain that we cannot long afford to sustain.
For us, therefore, the need for meaningful reform is not imminent;
it is immediate.

It is in this light that I would like to examine several of the pro-
posals contained in the family assistance plan.

First, the proposed financial commitment and what it would mean
to Rhode Island: Today, a Rhode Island family of four is eligible to
receive approximately $2,800 to $3,000 a year. Thus, the $1,600 floor,
even with the amendment providing 30-percent Federal participation
in State supplementation, will do little, if anything at all, to help
Rhode 1land.
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The Federal Government has projected that Rhode Island would
save $4.4 million in State funds if the family assistance plan were en-
acted. Our most optimistic estimate, however, is a possible savings of
only $800,000. And, there is the very real chance that there may be no
savip at all.

Thissdue, amng another thing, to the medical costs that were not
by the Federal government. And if pending amend-

ments to the medicaid legislation, as embodied in H. 17440, were en-acted, they could easily more than cancel out any potential savings.
Second, the question of incentives for an improved State program:

As written, there are in the family assistance plan no incentives whatso-
ever for a State to increase its public assistance standards above those
of January 1, 1970. This means that the cost of any improvement in
standards would be borne entirely by the States. And this also means
that, in a time of spiraling inflation, there is no provision for a cost-
of-living factor.

Third, the question of a Federal role: There is no indication that the
present proposal is the initial phase of a federally financed system of
welfare payments. Unfortunately, with the bill before us, there is no
plan for raising the basic payment standards so that they meet even the
minimum poverty level by the middle of this decade.

When the dentt addressed the Nation on August 8, 1969, and
presented his welfare reform proposals, he said and I quote:

1%e present system creates an incentve for desertion. In most States, a family
Is denled welfare payments if a father Is present--even though he is unable to
support his family. * * * To make the children eligible for welfare, he leaves
home, and tMe children are denied the authority, the discipline and the love that
come with having a father in the house. This isg

In homes where the unemployed father is present, current provisions
make the floor of $1,600 also a ceiling. For the. Federal Government to
participate in State supplementation, the father must leave home,
Thus, instead of encouraging family unity, the revised plan actually
fosen family separation.

In this regard, I should like to mention our own experience with
unemployed fathers. Rhode Island is one of the few States which sup-
plements fully employed parents through our general public assistance
program. We also extend the Federal work-incentive disregard to this
group.

Despite the national economic decline, this program has decreased
in Rhode Island, and shows alhost a 100-percent caseload turnover
each year. When the father is present in the home, our staff have the
opportunity to work with him and with a total family, and help im-
prove their living situation. However, when the father is absent, the
common characteristic in AFDC, our experience shows that chances of
reuniting the family dwindle and dependency soar.

I believe, therefore, that a national plan should not be based on cate-
gories but should be available to all persons who are now recipents of
our State general public assistance program, and that payments should
include both childless couples and single persons.

The written testimony which I have submitted for your considera-
tirn is a more detailed comment on the peifie of this bill, but I do
not feel I should take much more of your time for oral testimony.

I would, however, like to make one final point.

- 0-.o--pL &-64
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As a Governor, I am not and could not be unmindful of the concern
in government at any level with the expenditure of public money. Still,
I must suggest that to recognize a national responsibility without
meaningful standards and without sufficient funding is simply to
espouse another ideal without giving it substance and without assum-
ing an obligation to carry it through.

Thank you very much.
Governor HrARNqrS. Mr. Chairman, to conclude the testimony, Gov-

ernor Holton of Virginia.

STATEMENT OF HON. LINWOOD HOLTON, GOVERNOR oF VIRGINIA

Governor HOLTON. Mr. Chairman and gentleman, I would like to
handle my testimony just a wee bit differently. I do not have any
comments on any specific suggestions about amendments, but in the
limited experience I have had with the welfare program, I find com-
plete accord in Virginia with the statements by the Governors, and
by everybody, I am sure, who has been here to the effect that the rate
of increase in the costs of the present welfare system is something
that cannot be tolerated by the States.

We cannot continue to pay these bills. Our cities particularly, even
in the smaller cities such as we have in Virginia, are almost against
the financial wall. The city of Richmond is an outstanding example.

The rate of increase in Virginia has been 30 percent a year for the
last 4 years. Therefore, the alternative is not, as I see it, among sev-
eral proposed pieces of legislation, but rather something new that
has built into it some hope for cutting down the rate of increase over
a period of years as opposed to one we know that is out of hand.

Now I also believe, and this has been supported by experience in
Virginia with the work-incentive program and with an older pro-
gram that was operated under title V of some act, that people, lots
of these people, the ones who are physically able, would like to go
to work and would like to get off of welfare. I think that is a basic
part of the approach that must be taken to this thing.

You have legislation now in existence which encourages fathers to
leave so that their children can be supported on welfare payments,
and this is bad.

You also have a piece of legislation now on the books that encour-
ages people who are working to quit working and go on welfare
because they can get more money from welfare than they can get
from working.

I do not say that the legislation proposed by the administration,
or the legislation passed by the House of Representatives, or the
legislation as it now exists in your committee, is perfect, and I do
not think you are going to ever get perfect legislation, but the legis-
lation that can be passed now, I think, if it gets to the floor, is an
improvement because it does remove the incentive to quit work and
go on welfare.

It substitutes incentives to work and train and get better jobs and
make more moey.

It also encourages people to keep the family unit together. By far,
the major portion of the expense that we are faced with in welfare is
the support of dependent children, and certainly keeping the family
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together is one of the ways that will be helpful in breaking the poverty
cycle by getting the children off welfare.

Now, these elements are in the proposed legislation, the legislation
that can be passed. None of these elements is in the existing legislation.

We have an intolerable situation, becoming increasingly intolerable.
I am perfectly willing to suggest or to accept the suggestion of Senator
Ribicoff about trying it for a year. But, frankly, I would like for my
State to be one of the places where it will be tried if it is tried. We
will do everything we can, and we think we have the kind of a State
where there basically are employment opportunities available. We
think we have experience with the work-incentive program that will
enable us to show that this thing can be successful in getting people
back to work, and we would like to try it, and we woula like to try it
with you and for you.

But I think the critical thing that is facing this committee is to
report out a bill and get something passed, because Governors are
faced with a situation where we have no means to handle it, and that
is the financial bankruptcy of our cities and some of the rural areas.

So my testimony, my emphasis here, would b £ OK, nitpick it all
you want to. It certainly has been debated, it has been considered, it
has been studied. The suggestion is to test it some more; OK, but please
do something. The situation with our States, the financial condition
of the States and cities, is of crisis proportions, and it requires im-
mediate attention.

Thank you? Mr. Chairman.
Governor HFARNES. Mr. Chairman, that concludes our testimony.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
As one member of this committee, I want to express my appreciation

for the fact that your statements indicate that you do have some idea
of what this bill is all about, which I cannot say for all those who
comment on this bill, especially some of the reports I have read
about it.

Now, in the first place, everybody likes to talk about reform. Well,
of course, most people think of reform as something where you cor-
ret or improve on what you have.

Some of us challenge whether this bill improves on what we find
wrong with the program, or whether it is simply a case of doubling
up the rolls without correcting what is already wrong with the

Here i a chart that, I assume, some of you are aware of generally.

If you have not seen the chart, here is what has been happening to
our welfare rolls. Here is a chart, and if you look at about 1958 you
see what tb trend has been. The program of aid to the aged has
gone down, and I think that program is well under control.

(The chart referred to follows:)
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The CnmxA. We have improved the payments, and we are talk-tibette r care of the aged. We can do more and that is one we gradu-
ay can take off of the States. The rolls have declined from about

,400,000 to 2,100,000, and the social security bills we have been pass-
ing have helped to do that.

There has been an increase in the new program that we provide
for aid to totally disabled persons. That has gone up from about SOC,-
000 to 800,000, by no means out of control, although we might improve
on that. Aid to the blind has declined very slightly.

But look what has happened to aid to families with dependent chil-
dren; that has gone up from 2,700,000 to about 7,300,000, and now we
have before us a welfare bill which projects an immediate jump to
more than double those rolls.

Now, that gives us some cause for concern, especially if we do not
see where the improvements occur that we think need to be done.

Now, one of you, at least two of you, spoke of the fact that there
is no assurance in this program that these people would be put to
work. I would like to ask you, Governor Hearnes, or those associated
with you, are you aware that, despite our efforts to make the work-
incentive program work, we have examples--for example, in Cali-
fornia, where of the 8,000 people who were supposed to have been
taken off the welfare rolls because they either declined to work or
take the training, only 200 people actually were taken off the rolls?

Governor HReiuf. I can understand that, Mr. Chairman.
I know that Senators always agree and never disagree, but Gover-

nors are different: they sometimes disagree. I take the position, I
differ from Governor Holton. I do not want just a bill out of this
committee because I think it could-he is speaking, addressing him-
self, to a financial crisis, with which I agree 100 percent. But I think
the wrong kind of bill could increase rather than decrease our particu-
lar problem in the financial situation.

When you get to addressing myself to your particular point there,
if you have a situation where a recipient of ADC can say to the proper
authorities, "Well, I can't come to work at 8 o'clock, but I will be
glad to come to work, I can only come to work at 10 o'clock in the
morning," or any other qualifications like that, and the employer says,
"I can't use somebody who comes to work at 10 o'clock in the morn-
ins," if you give them that type of latitude, and this is kind of in line
with what Governor McCall was-saying, you are not going to get them
off of the welfare rolls and into the work force

The CnAmxAN. Well, of course, New York does not have that same
showing. They just fix it up so that none of these people have to go
to work anyhow. IAf that way, they do not have to turn them down.
They just wrote State regulations so that nobody is required or ex-
pected to go to work. They probably have 100 percent going on relief
decining to work.

You can see predictions about things to come by seeing what things
-are happening in the District of Columbia.

Are you aware here that first this week our District welfare agency
came up with a new decision that a mother who comes to Uncle Sam
with her illegitimate child does not have to name the papal Here is
Uncle Sam sitting in the position of being a reluctant grandfather, you
might say, of this child so instead of presenting the child to the father,
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as the old-fashioned precedent would dictate, this mama presents this
child for Uncle Sam to support, and Uncle Sam, who would just like
to know who is the parent of this child, who is the father, saying,
"If I am going to be the grandpa and support the child, tell me who
is the papa of this child," and now we see the District saying that that
mother no longer has to identify that father in order to qualify for
welfare.

For all we know that father might be well able to support that child.
Can you explain to me what logic there is in that?
Governor HFIzRwF. Well, if this were a regulation from HEW, as

I understand from the chairman, this again would conflict with Mis-
souri law, wherein Missouri law requires disclosure, although if they
say they do not know, there is nothing you can do about it, and it is
possible to not know.

The CHARMkAN. It lust occurs to me you could ask them for their
best guess. [Laughter.]

Governor HARNFA. Mr. Chairman, you know the old saying that
when you have run through the brush, you don't know-I won't go
into that. [Laughter.] But the point I am trying to make is that even
if they disclose, Mr. Chairman, and we require disclosure to the
prosecuting attorney as part of our law, it still is just a routine. I am
not arguing that they should not do it, please do not misunderstand
me. But even if they are required, we do not get what we would like
to get out of it, which would be, what is it, the Uniform Dependents
So-and-So Act, where we can extradite from another State and bring
him back in and make him pay; we do not get that because there is
so much of it that the prosecuting attorney's office does not follow
through.

The CHAnRMAN. Governor, if the majority of us on this committee
had our way about it, we would use the long arm of this Federal Gov-
ernment to reach out and grab these runaway fathers wherever they go,
no matter whose State they go to, even in foreign contries, we would
undertake to get them; and, if need be, we would cut off the importa-
tion of products to this country from adjoining countries, if this Sen-
ator had his way, until they return some of these runaway fathers to
us, to help make them take care of their children.

Now, your State, I think wisely, would like to know just whose child
we are supporting, and if you can find out you ought to.

Now, based on the trend of recent court decisions, when this wel-
fare department here in the District of Columbia undertakes to put
into effect a regulation which is contrary to what Congress intended,
next in line you can expect a State like Missouri to-be told, that has a
condition of receiving Federal aid, the Federal court is going to make
you put people on welfare and support those families even though
you have the right to know who is there who is refusing to support his
own child before you go to work supporting him and asking your tax-
payers to support that child.

Governor HzFAvEs. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I might add this is
just added evidence and proof of the fact that we think it ought to be
a federally financed program because we have taken, there has been
taken away from us so much of the resnonsibility-I forget the exact
legislation where that was required-but we we: required from HEW
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on some regulation, and it is almost every session, that we are required
to enact new laws to conform with their regulations.

In this particular case, there was a special session of the general
assembly, so we thought we were being very intelligent about submit-
ting to them ahead of time to be sure that the legislation was correct,in form and was exactly what they wanted, and they OK'd it.

We brought it back, introduced it and passed it, and it cost us a
couple or three or five million dollars to pass it. After we passed it,
they said it still had not conformed after they had approved it before
we started.

These things are very exasperating for the Governors and the leg-
islatures to try to stay not only within the intent of Congress but with
what Congress has evidently done and given to HEW-so much power
to promulgate regulations.

In the last session I established a legislative body, five Senators
and five Representatives, just to stay on top of regulations promul-
gated by HEW to see how we can conform to our legislature.

The CHAIRMAN. I am familiar with some of that, and I certainly
can appreciate your plight, both you and the other Governors who
reco nize this.

v personal thought, as one member of this committee, is that be-
fore we double the size of this program we ought to see if we cannot
correct some of the things that are wrong with it, and if we can, I
will try to do something about it.

Governor HARNms. Mr. Chairman, I think the medicaid was the
greatest lesson Congress could learn about too fast and too quick-not
medicare but medicaid-and the costs that came from that, and that
should be the red light for this particular piece of legislation.

The CHAR AN. Senator Anderson.
Senator Talmadge.
Senator TALMADGE. Governor Hearnes and distinguished members

of the Governors' Conference, I would like to welcome you here. I
think your testimony has made a very valuable contribution to the
deliberations of this committee.

I may say that five members of this committee are former Gover-
nors, so we are aware of some of the problems that confront you.

As I saw it from the tenor of your testimony, practically all, if not
all, of you thought this bill needed considerable amendment.

I particularly concur with the views of the chairmen of your con-
ference, Governor Hearnes, that before we increase our welfare rolls
from some 10 million to 25 million we ought to know what we are
d mg before we leap too fast through some sort of trial program
which would be advisable in this area.

All of you spoke about the necessity of work incentives. I share that
view. But this bill actually reduces the work incentives that the Con-
gress wrote some 3 years ago.

The only incentive in this bill now is that they must register, and
if they fail to register, the only penalty is the loss of $300 for the entire
family. It illustrates how deficient the bill is in work incentives.

It has been demonstrated by the experts and the charts here that a
family of four in New York City, if they lived in public housing and
had medicare, which they would have if they were on the welfare
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rolls there, and they drew the State supplements, plus the benefits
that this bill would entitle them to, they would have an income in
money or an equivalent kind of $6,210 per year.

Now, if a member of that family-and I think it would be far
beyond the imagination to assume a welfare family or some members
of it-would get a job immediately earning $7,000 a year, do you know
what the equivalent income would be? One dollar less than their wel-
fare benefits, $6,209 per year.

I think it would be catastrophic if the Congress immediately leaped
into passing legislation of that kind. It would be such a disincentive to
work rather than an incentive.

This bill has been carried to the American public as a work-
incentive program. It is really just the opposite, because it repeals leg-
islation that is actually stronger in the work-incentive area.

As the chairman pointed out to you, the real problem that we are
confronted with here is the tremendous and enormous increase in aid
to dependent children. Yet this bill does not even provide for family
planning services. It repeals some of the present laws on familyplanning.

Don't you gentlemen concur that we ought to have some provision,
if we pass anything, that would accentuate family planning so that
we would not be faced with a continous skyrocketing increase in aid
to dependent children? You share that view, Governor Hearnes?

Governor HPARNs. Yes, sir. And, Senator, I am not sure about the
exact wording of the bill, but the President's terminology, if I re-
member the speech, he talked about suitable employment. Well, I take
the viewpoint that, if you are out of work, I do not know what work
would not be suitable if you need work.

Senator TALAmmm.. That is the old-fashioned theory in Georgia. If
you do not have any work you get any work that you can, where you
can exist. But the new theory seems to be that you have got to, to have a
certain status before you take that work.

Governor HzARIIs. If the word "suitable" is still in the legislation,
if they even talk about that, I just think it would leave us a lot of
problems to define.

Governor IiowoN They deleted that.
Senator TALMADGI I would like to say one word further. I know of

the enormous problems that States and local governments have in
financing their burdens with Government now. But everyone has the
idea that Uncle Sam is fat. Our projected national deficit next year
on an administrative basis is somewhere between $20 and $25 billion.
So iny additional burdens we would assume we would have to either
pay the amount of the deficit or else we would have to raise taxes
in order to do so.

I think your contributions have been of great value to this com-
mittee and I personally appreciate your appearing before us to share
your views and your expertise with us. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Ca .Thank you.
For your information, gentlemen, Senator Williams, who was here

during your presentation in chief, the ranking Republican member on
4hie oomittee, found it necessary to attend a Republican conference
which is going on right now to discuss the scheduling of this bill, as
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well as the social security bill and other bills that we hope to act on
before Congress adjourns.

I think the same conference explains the absence of certain other
Republican members. Usually our Republican members have been very
diligent in their presence. That is one reason why some of them are not
here at this moment, they are attending that conference.

I will call on Senator Miller.
Senator MuxxR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor Licht, referring to page 4 of your testimony, you state

that the family of four in Rhode Island is eligible to receive approx-
imately $2,800 to $3,000 a year. How is that broken down? What are
the elements of that ?

Governor LICHT. I would like Mr. Reilly to be able to answer that,
He is in charge of that. Mr. Reilly.

Mr. Rzuuy. Sir, approximately one-third of the payment is shelter,
and about two-thirds of it go in the direction of basic living essentials;
that is, food, clothing, and personal incidentals.

Senator MIuR. Is that State supplementation? What are the ele-
ments? I do not mean how do you determine what the money goes
for, but how do we get $2,800 to $3,000 a year? Where did that come
from?

Mr. REiLLY. Under the law, sir, the State established its standard
of need, and we have been making adjustments in the so-called stand-
ard of need over the years. We measure a person's eligibility by that
standard of need. The Federal Government participates 51.7 percent.

Senator Mhaim. How much?
Mr. RzxLuY. 51.7 percent is the expenditure in AFDC.
Senator Mium. This is just roughly half State money and half

Federal.
Mr. REwlLY. Yes, sir. We are advised that the rate of Federal par-

ticipation will diminsh next year. A new formula will be applied to
US.

Senator MNU.m Your point is that the $1,600 family assistance plan,
plus 30-percent Federal matching, would leave the State about where
it is, possi bly worse off?

Mr. RzILY. Sir, we expect that because of increased caseloads and
a probable increase in medical care costs that there is real danger that
we might end up with more expenditures rather than less.

Senator Mmuxzn Does that $2,800 to $3,000 a year include the State's
share of medicaid costs?

Mr. RwmL-r. No, it does not, sir.
Senator Mnm. Well, if we are looking at a family of four, what

would be the total benefits that family would receive? As I understand
it, you are talking about cash from ihe Federal Government of about
hal, cash from the State government of about half. We would have
medicaid benefits on top of that.

Mr. RWA* Y. Yes. That runs approximately $600 per family per
year, and it is inceasing

Senator Mn Tim Yes.
Mr. Rrnzy. We find that our expenditures for medical care with

poor families are higher, higher than we would find with the average
number of the community.
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Senator MILLER. How much of that $600 of medicaid would be the
State's?

Mr. REILLY. Again it is 51.7 percent Federal.
Senator MILLER. All right. Then we have food stamps on top of

that, do we not ?
Mr. REILLY. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLER. That would be $840 or thereabouts?
Mr. REILLY. I think it would be less than that in our instance. I

think it would probably be in the vicinity of $600 to $700.
Senator MILLER. Well, let us say $600.
So by the time you take this cash, let us say, of $3,000 a year plus

$600 in medicaid 'benefits, plus $600 in food stamps, you are up to
14,2M in benefits.

Mr. REILLY. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLER. And that is far above the poverty level.
Mr. REILLY. It is above the poverty level of $3,700. It is below the

level recommended by the Department of Labor for the New England
region, based upon workingmen's budgets which run in the vicinity
of $5,500 and upward, depending upon the nature of the family.

Senator MILLER. But, of course, if you bring it up to the working-
men's level, then there is no incentive.

Mr. RMLLY. I would agree, sir-
Senator MILLER. I just wanted to get into this so that we get a

picture of that family, because I think one thing that has caused a
great amount of concern, in the committee and in the general public, is
that we have been talking about a family assistance plan of $1,600 plus
State supplements, and everybody knows that that is not enough, but
that is not the picture in th is ball game. The ball game is the total
package of benefits. That means family assistance, State supplement,
medicaid benefits, and in many cases public housing benefits.

Governor LIcirr. Could I, Senator, attempt to break this down a lit-
tle bit further, and that is that we estimate that with the enlargement
of those who come into the program under the present bill, as amended,
we would have, perhaps, a saving of $1,600,000, and the increased
medical costs look to us like they would cost about $2 million, so we
end up with a loss of about $400,000.

Then we have a loss in the family care collections because, at the
present time, we share 50-50 with the Federal Government, and they
want to take that off. Considering this, we end up with a minus of
$800,000. We do get a break on the aid to aged, blind, and disabled,
about $1,700,000 plus increased medical costs of $100,000 for a total of
$1.6 million. So we end up with a net of about $800,000.

The difficulty, of course, is these are estimates and we are not sure
just whether they are absolutely correct. But we have a feeling that
the problem is not one that can be solved by $800,000.

The increases in costs are such that, if we ure not to be drained of
our resources, what we are looking for is some kind of recognition by
the Federal Government of its Federal responsibility in the area of
social welfare to the point where on a phased basis the Federal Gov-
ernment is going to take over the responsibility.

Now, the point is the program suggests that it is an income main-
tenance plan, and recognizes it. as a national plan, and if that is so, I
believe it to be a national responsibility, and somewhere along the
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line we ought to be able to see when there is going to be a Federal take-
over of this.

You can have a national standard, you can have built into this thing
those incentives that you think are necessary to help break this vicious
cycle. But my main concern with the bill, and my purpose really in
coming here is, that, recognizing the problems of Federal financing as
well that we Governors recognize in this social welfare program, as I
think Senator Long indicated, this spiraling gets to the point where
the States are not able to continue to support this kind of an effort,
and yet to do the other things that we have to do in the areas of
the human resources.

So my main thrust here today is to indicate to you the great dif-
ficulty we have, as we view this rising spiral of costs.

Senator MumER. I think your point is well made. But one response to
that could be that if, under your program, you've got this family of
four receiving, in fact, actual benefits of around $4,200 with a poverty
level of $3,800, and if, indeed, we are going to try to provide incen-
tives for people to work, perhaps your eligibility standards are higher
than they should be compared to some other State.

Let us take another State that has a different system, and take the
people on the welfare rolls. By the time you take into account food
stamps and medicaid, they are up to $3,800. Now, it would seem dis-
criminatory as between that State and your State for the Federal
Government to help finance that excess over the poverty level if that
is going to be our approach.

So, perhaps, in exchange for this $1,600 or, perhaps, it should be
increased to $2,000, we might say, "We will make it $2,000 instead of
$1,600 but don't count on the Federal Government for any matching
on State supplements."

Governor LicHT. Well; now, Senator, if you went to $2,000, and you
permitted us to operate our own welfare program, again you would
have one system in Rhode Island, you would have another system in
Massachusetts. I do not want to be held to this, but I would think that
the total figure in Massachusetts and Connecticut would be higher
than the amounts that we pay for social welfare. You would have an-
other system somewhere else. It looks to me that where we ought to go
is to have a Federal plan which recognizes your Federal responsibility,
as I think this purports to recognize.

You are going to get variations. The way it developed in Rhode
Island, of course, it did not occur overnight. It has been the area of
increasing standards over a long period of time.

For example, the Federal Government now does not participate
with us except once on special needs, and that is an emergency need,
and those ark very serious financial drains upon us. But the fact of
the matter is -hat while it may be easy to say, "We are going to cut off,"
when the fuel is not there or when the lights are turned off, and they
come in again and again and again, and the Federal Government only
participates once, we do provide the additional supplemental or emer-
gency funds for special needs; that may, of course, be different in other
States.

But the point remains, we do not have % Federal or national plan
with respect to these matters.
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Senator Mxuu. Well, believe me, I can only speak for myself but
I think the sentiment here is all for Federal standards on something
likethis.

But in achieving those Federal standards, I think we have to be
careful in the case of a State legislature which goes beyond that. If
the wish, they can take State money and appropriate it so there is a
higher standard of living for people on welfare than sonte other States,
but I question that the Federal Government ought to help participate
in that if it goes beyond our Federal standards.

Govziaxo LTCHr. I do not want to persist in the dialog because
there are other Governors, and I do not want to abuse my privilege
here, but to respond quickly to that by saying if, in fact, the family
assistance plan here was at a level higher than the $1,600 and did not,
for example, participate with us on the supplementation of 30 percent
but on a higher basis, and if, in fact, the Federal Government did not
require that the father be out of the house to participate in the supple-
mentation at all, and if there was a meaningful participation with a
look to the future for Federal takeover then, of course, we could see
some meaningful results out of this bill.

But I cannot come down to this Finance Committee and say to you
that I will support a bill-not that you need that from me-but what
I am suggesting is that I cannot say that knowing what our welfare
costs are and knowing that when you put this bill into effect it is not
goingtobemeaningful for Rhode Island at all.

Senator Mu.iT. I appreciate that response very much. You put your
finger on one of the problems that several of us have here with the bill
as it now stands.

Governor Hearnes, did I understand you in your statement to sug-
gest that, looking down the road, payments on old age assistance might
come from the Social Security System ?

Governor Hz& &xs. This was the policy position of the National
Governors' Conference from their committee which is a counterpart of
HEW, with the proviso that it not nme from the social security ac-
tuarially, but supplemented by Federal general revenues, what we call
general revenues. - _

Senator Mnzzn. In other words, what you are talking about are ap-
propriations out of the general funds of the Treasury to social security
to administer the funds.

Governor HYARxm. Yes, sir.
Senator MUmm. I think you made a statement which waS to the ef-

fect that the present coverage of our welfare recipients, the law with
respect to that, ought to work before adding to the coverage.

Governor HuARkws. Yes, sir.
'Senator MIum. But I understand the point made by HEW is that

it is not going to work unless you expand the coverage to include the
working poor.

Now, that in what troubles me about your statement. I think that
offhand I would be inclined to agree with you that where we have so
many people covered now let us see if we cannot make the law right
with respect to them before we start adding on. Then I run into people
from HEW saying that-is4lot going to work becauseyou have got to
cover the working poor, and that this is the heart afthe family assist-
aiice plan.
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Governor HzUARws Senator, I guess that is why they call Missouri
the "show me" State. That is the only answer I can give you. I just
cannot see why-I think theirs is an ideal which all of us would love
to achieve, but it just seems to me that the commonsense, sort of
pragmatic viewpoint would be that all of these doubts that have been
raised could be erased if they started slowly and it was shown to every-
one that it will work, that the work incentives, whatever we call them,
and so on and so forth, are going to get these people off of welfare,
and so on and so forth, that all of the things that have been promised
will work, and also the money, we have got to always remember that
they could be wrong.

Every once in a while HEW is wrong. They could be wrong in the
amount of money that they say that/is necessary to finance this. I think
that this type of experiment would show us, it would show Congress,
as to the cost of the money, which is still a very important factor to
the Senate and to the House.

Senator Mnm.u. Well, looking at the figures we have been presented
with, I must say I am persuaded that, if we are going to create an
incentive to break out from the nonworking employable population,
some assistance to the working poor is indicated.

But, speaking of "show me," I think this is the essence of the Ribi-
coff proposal, that they have a year of testing, and the Governors are
all in favor of that.

Governor McCall, I believe you said to the committee that the fiscal
1971 State costs should be a high-water mark, and after that let the
Federal Government take care of the problem. That sounds reason-
able offhand, until I think that there ma y be some States which might
be called low-water mark States, and they are not doing anywhere
nar what they can compared to other States.

So I wonder about making those States' present fiscal 1971 costs
the high level for that.. Governor MCCALL. Senator, I was speaking simply as Governor of
Oregon and saying what my position was insofar as the State was
concerned and what the impact would be insofar as our State was
con ered.

I was simply trying to give you an indigenous point of view that
you would not have unless you had the Governor from Oregon here.
i mean, Iam going to leave that problem with you and leave it to the
Smiate to figur out.

Senator Mnium All right.
Then you made a point which has troubled me, and that is over the

earning disregards. I suppose you are thinking of the $720 earnings
dismsgird

Now, it seems to me that to say to somebody who is not working,
"Go on out and earn $1,000 and $720 of that is disregarded," that
that is proferential over somebody who may be earning $4,000 with
the -sun $72&disregard.

I seems to me that another inequity could arise where in Portland,
for _mpe, *'person who is regularly employed making say, $8,000 a
year, has prtation costs, bus costs, and things like lat, and $720
isAm but in a small town he will walk to his job and $720 is
still disregrded. There is some inequity there.
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Are you getting at that in your comments?
Governor MCCAL. Well, we simj)ly oil one point when we talked

about $3,720 in the supplementation there, it was our point that we
ou -it to get as many people as pos ible ul) to the lo'erty level rather
tlian having to lave the supplementation go on beyond that and cover-
ing too broad a inarket. have the step.l contribution to get them up to
this level, not adequate, but it is a living kind of condition.

On the earnings disregard, we were simply saying that in our State
the people in a family of four would lave $6,022, including medicaid,
before they pinched out on the taxpayers' silpIlenientation, and this
was the point that seemed to me, since it was 91 percent of where our
payments would go, this ought to be looked at so far as the State of
Oregon is concerned. They are allowed to stay on starting at too high
a level, allowed to stay with too mu(1h money to still be receiving a
public subsidy.

Senator M.LIE. I think your point is very well taken.
The last question I would like to direct to my own Governor.
You gave us some figures on the total ADC recipients now, and how

many were forecast by HEW and how many your own department of
social welfare forecast. Could you give those to us again?

Governor RAY. Well, Senator Miller, we have approximately--I will
give it to you rather accurately: 92,300 recipients presently.

Senator MILLER. These are ADC recipients ?
Governor RAY. ADC; on ADC.
Senator MILaR. On AI)C.
Does that include other welfare recipients?
Governor RAY I am sorry, that is the total number, not just ADC.
Senator MILLER. Well, we have used those. The total number of

welfare recipients in Iowa is 9"2,300.
Governor RAY. Presently.
Senator MILLER. How many did HEW indicate?
Governor RAY. They estimated 283,000.
Senator MILLER. And your own Department's estimate?
Governor RAY. 316,000.
Senator MILLER. 316,000.
The 92,300 are actual recipients?
Governor RAY. Right.
I might add that that has increased, or our AI)C rolls have in-

creased, by about 100 percent or double, they have doubled, in the past
5 years, so our experience is the same as, I think, the other Governors
have experienced.

Senator Mnaamu. Now, we have 92,300 actual recipients in Iowa;
HEW estimated 283,000 as being eligible. Do you have any idea of
about how many of these 283,000 eligible would become actual recipi-
ents? I ask this question because this is one thing that has caused the
committee a great amount of concern.

We have been given figures on how many are actual welfare recipi-
ents, and then we get figures on how many would be eligible under
this bill, and then we get estimates of how many of those eligible will,
in fact, become recipients, and it is pretty fuzzy.

Do you have any idea of, for example, how many are eligible in
Iowa now, of whom only 92,30 are recipients?
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Governor RAY. This is part of what I mentioned earlier that, I think
little or almost no research has been done in this area. We do not know.
Commissioner James Gillman of our social service delmrtment is sit-
ting by me, and I would certainly like to refer the question to him.

I do 'not know how many would actually become recipients if this
program were adopted, and. we do not know how many are out in the
field right now who could qualify today but who do not.

Mr. Gillman.
Mr. GILLJMAN. Senator, it is my understanding that from a very

small survey that, we made in Iowa that about half of the people who
are eligible'for the ADC rolls today have not made application for
them, for whatever reason. We do not know whether it is because they
feel some punitive problem with AI)C as a program or they object to
being on welfare or they are able to survive on a very small amount
of money at the l)resent time or what the reasons are, but it would ap-
pear there are about half the people who are eligible for ADC are
presently on our rolls.

Senator MILLER. Then, would you estimate on that basis that since
we now have roughly 184,04x) eligible, of whom only 92,000 are re-
cipients. of that HEW estimate of 283,000 eligible, we would have
half of that, 140,000, participating.

Mr. GILLMAN. Senator-
Senator Mixxlm. Yes; about 140,000 would be recipients?
Mr. GILLMAN. I think a lot of it will have to do with how the pro-

gram is handled. If it is considered as, if the people accept it as, a wel-
fare program, something they should not be on, something that is
shameful to be on, not as social security, for instance, they won't go on.
There will be numbers of people who won't, go on.

In our State we had a situation which existed a year ago last Febru-
ary where we had to reduce our effort in the title XIX program. We
had approximately 18,000 people, these are total people of all ages,
who were eligible for the medical only under the title XIX program.

We had to cut the medical only off because of the expenditures we
were running.

When we cut these 18,000 people off, 4,000 of those people immedi-
ately applied for old age assistance. They were not on old age assist-
ance but were eligible for medicaid, and when they were no longer
available for medical assistance they just could not exist, and they
applied for it.

They did not apply for it because they did not want to be known as
.someone having old age assistance. They looked on welfare as not being
a way of life that they wanted to be involved in.

The point is that 4,000 of the 18,000, and that included all people
of all ages, immediately went on old age assistance rolls within the
next few months, which resulted in-which they had to do in order
to got the medical assistance.

Now, they were forced in this case to do so, so we know there are
lots of other people who were eligible for old age assistance at that
point Who simply were not choosing to take it, and we think the same
thing is true here, and we think the same thing would be true of the
working poor. There are a areat many of the working poor who would
not take it even if it were offered.
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Senator Mnum. My time is up. I would like to ask one more ques-
tion, just for a figure, Mr. Chairman.

Can you, Mr. Oilman, tell us how many in Iowa are presently eligi-
ble to receive food stamps and how many are actually receiving them

Mr. GT.xAzN. No, sir; I do not have that information with me. I
did not come prepared to supply it. We have about 50 percent of our
public aid people who are receiving food stamps presently. The exact
number I do not know.

The CHAntMAX. I would suggest, Senator, after we have made the
rounds of the other Senators, if you have not the information you
would like, you might ask the Governor of your State to meet with
you, and I will try to provide you with a reporter to get you the addi-
tional information you want for the record.

Senator Harris.
Senator HAaus. Thank you.
I won't take up more time with questions. I will simply say to you,

Governor Hearnes and the other Governors, that we are pleased to
have you here .

You have made a meaningful contribution to our consideration of
this bill. I am particularly impressed with your statement concerning
what I agree is the necessity for "the total federalization of the welfare
program.

fAonot believe the States can bear up under the twin and increas-
ing burdens of education and welfare. I think we need a uniform
system, and if we are going-to make the decisions here, and if there
are not going to be residence requitrl% -and agree with that deci-
sion-why, it seems to me, it ougt to be a Federal system.

Second, I am particularly impressed, also, with the suggestion made
.by Govemor Call, in particular, about the necessity of coupling
in here expanded work opportunities. It won't do any good just to
talk about putting people to work when, as a matter of fact, we have
unemployment going up in this country and there are reduced num-
bers of available to people

SSo,Ithink we .realy o0ugt to-be serious about the suggestions that
have been made in this committee and elsewhere for expanding em-
ployment; that needs to be done.
I appreciate very much what you all have had to say.
Governor fHwaks. Thank you.
Senator HAms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAMAN. Senator Jordan.
Senator JoxD,. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor Hearnes, and Governors, I want to express my apprecia-

tion to ou for the contribution you have made to our testimony here
I think it has been substantial and constructive.

First of all, reports came out from your Governors' conference to
the effect that the Governors' conference endorsed the family assist-
ance plan, that they endorsed the present legislation, but by your own
testimony it seems to me that you have as many misgivings about the
pam @et bill as do we as members of the committee.

As I list Med, %nd I listened very intently to all of your testimony,
it seems to me I detected a commonAenominator running, through
all the testimony. No. 1, I think, we are all agreed-you are al
agreed-that the present welfare system is very bad. We do need
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reform. I think that was the No. I claracterist ic of all of the testimony
we heard.

The present rate of increase is intolerable, some of you said, and
statistics do bear that out. Under the lreent system the wel fare load
is going 1) at in intolerable rate.

Most of you said that we should move toward federalization of the
welfare program because of the need for uniformity and tie fat that
the Federal Government stays in the driver's seat and calls tile sigrnals
and gLves the ditietions. I call your attention to tie fact that there
is no provision in the present legislation that. calls for a complete
Federal takeover.

You have all agreed, I think, that the employables, however they
are to be identified, should have no alternative but to work. I think
several of you stressed that, that we must not comph tely discard the
work ethic which has stood for the growth of this country for so mealNy
yea rs.

I think you agreete, as I detect from N'or testimoiony, that we should
have some trial rns oil certai aspects of this legislation before its
complete implementation. governorr Ilearimes was especially vocal in
this reslpet.

Now, some of you have said that, perhaps, we should go very slow
and we should not implement the inclusion of the working poor at
this time. but that we should concentrate on the existing caseload of
people on relief to see what we could do there.

Several of you mentioned that we are going too fast too quickly.
Since the time I was Governor, and you are here today as Governors,
1 s(e that tite general l)roblems have not changed.

You said that Governors have many problems with IHEW in the
promulgation of the rules that they seind out to you, that you tfind it,
very difficult to live within those rules, and that sometimes v'ou cannot
find whether the rules are bottomed on the legislation-I do not think
you said that, but I draw on my own experience for that.

I am not going to put any questions to you directly but I would
pose one question, because I got the impression, as I said, that you
do not altogether agree with the press accounts of your endorse-
ment of the present legislat ion.

Governor Hearnes, could you tell me how many of your Governors
would vote, if they sat up on this side of the tAble,'for the House-
passed legislation 'with full implementation now?

Governor HEARNES. IWell, Senator, I think those who would read
the bill would not. be for it in its entirety.

It is a little unfair question to me to speak for all of them because
immediately someone says "Why are you speaking for me? I would."
and so on and so forth, Lut I cannot believe that a Governor who
has been Governor very long, who has wrestled and grappled and
fought and clawed and everything else with the financial problems
that we have in our State, and read the bill in its entirety, I do not
believe would vote for the bill, as we see it, at this parti'mular time.

Governor MCCALL. Senator, may I speak on that?
Governor IIEARnS. You see, he already said I was wrong, but you

asked for my opinion.
Senator JORDAN. Yes. Governor McCall.

44-527-70--pt. 3- 51
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Governor MCCALL Mr. Chairman, we had a very concrete example
which proved what you said is right, Governor, because we made an
exhaustive analysis of it and talked to some other Governors in the
West, and we are going to have a meeting in Sacramento on the weak-
nesses and deficiencies and miscalculations that were present in that
bill, and we had every Governor, after lie saw our release, say, "I
wanted to send my team over there," and the president. of the National
Governors' Conference said, "Go ahead and make it 50 States," Co I
think on the bill that passed the House, very likely, as you say,
Warren, a Governor who had a good look at it, probably eveiv
Governor, would not have accepted it for immediate implementation,
and there were people who raised the first. point, it was a great charge,
that we were a stalking horse for Governor Reagan getting rid of Mr.
Finch, which was not true at. all.

'We just did our homework and found out it had these deficiencies
that were too great.

Senator JORDAN. I think you did your homework, it is evident here
today, and it is a compliment to you for doing it.

Governor HEARNES. Senator, to sum it, up, if .you would have read
the newspapers you would probably have been for it.. If you read the
bill, you probably would have been against it.

Senator.JORPDAN,-. That is a very succinct analysis.
Tell me then, most of you have agreed that we need some trial runs.

Two of you have volunteered your States -s guinea pigs for trial runs,
and I suspect others would have suggested it if it occurred to them,
and they would have made the same offer.

Tell me, how many of you, if given a choice, would vote for it now
and test it later, and how many of you would test it first and vote
for it later?

Governor HEA RNES. Well, you know my position. I would test it
first.

Senator JORDAN. And would go for it later?
Governor HARNES. I do not know. That is according to how the

testing goes, whether I would vote for it.
Senator JORDAN. Well, you would consider it. later.
Governor HEPARNFS. Yes sir.
Senator JORDANT. Who else wants to speak to that question?
Governor HOLTON. Senator, I would liketo say-
Senator JORDN. Governor Holton.
Governor Hot*7N. I am Linwood Holton. I would vote for it if I

were up there, and I have the only alternative you describe; that is, the
House-passed version or nothing else because it does have some of
the incentives built in.
It does, I think, have the overall trend. It would help the overall

trend of increasing costs to come down. In this area of aid to depend-
ent children our experience between 1966 and 1970 was an increase of
176 percent under the present law. That. is what I am worried about,
that increase, that rate of increase has got to be reduced, and I think
that the House-passed version has those work incentives.

I am sorry Senator Talmadge has gone because I do not quite under-
stand what he means by saying that the bill does not have work incen-
tivea
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It picks up new people, which I happen to think is proper. It picks
up the working poor; it has a 50-percent tax as opposed to the present
100-perent tax o any private earnings. That woild apply to any 6f
the people who are ot now employed, who are simply on welfare,*and
if they got into the work-fare part, and started making some earnings
that incentive would apply to them.

For every dollar they earned from private sources, they would get
50 cents of it. Today they do not get any of it because it is taken right
out of welfare.

Also I would not vote for putting it into effect pursuant to what
I understand is Senator Ribicoff's amendment, and considering it later.
I do not see that you are precluded, by passing it now, from consider-
in it later.

You look at the test, and if you want to make the amendments, yon
can do it at that time.

I think, Senator, that it is critical that we. get a bill. I am not will-
ing to take any bill.

Senator JORDAN. I am glad you corrected that because you left that
impression that you would take any bill.

Governor HOLTO.N. Well, Governor Hearnes said that; I want to
correct that. I am not willing to take any bill. I do think the presentbill, as passed by the House, and if you gentlemen could amend it fur-
ther to provide more work incentives for those who are not presently
employed, that. is where your lack of incentive is. the only incentve
there is is to register, and'if you can figure out some way to create some
incentive there for those who are able to work, then,, fine.

But you are looking at a relatively small category because those who
are able, according to the statistics, are small. Many of them are moth-
ers. I think they would like to work. Their problem is day-care centers
and there you may want to beef that up some.

Governor LICHT. Senator-
Senator JORDAN. Yes.
Governor LIC1IT (continuing). I do not want to interrupt, of course.

Implicit in your question is that we either have this bill or no bill at
all.

I would like to believe that that is not the case. Moreover, I would
like to take the position that the Governors have never supported, as
I understand it, the President's proposal at the Governors' conference.

The position of the Governors-which they have taken, the position
that I urge upon the Senate and the House, is that built into this bill
should be a more realistic floor or ceiling, 'however you put it, plus an
eventual recognition of a phased takeover by the Federal Govern-
ment, and if you were to say to me, is this bill the bill you want, 1, by
all the best figures I can determine, feel that it would not be very
meaningful or helpful to the State of Rhode Island, but I would not
like to leave here suggesting there is no other alternative.

I would like to believe that the arguments that the Governors have
made out of years of painful experience would make some kind of
favorable impression upon you so that you would look toward a bet-
ter floor,-if there has to be one, and an eventual takeover.

Senator JoRDAN. That is why we are getting the benefit of your
valued experience here. But if ihe merits of this bill, as it came from
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the House, are so fragile that it won't stand another trip around the
trek, and if we have got to grab it and grab somieth-ing now, nmybe
we had better take another look, and we had Ibetter test it before we
injl)lelent it.

Governor II.RNES. Senator, mediaid-I kleep coming back to the
same thing-is the best experience that. a Governor could have had
where Iedicniid was rushed into, and then Congress wanted to take

another look, and it, is not as some would like to 1)rolpose, that you can
back u 1) after a bill is in effect, and 1)eople have had a taste of a certain
part of welfare, to come back and say that you cannot have it. any more.

I talked to Governor Rockefelleri man" times on the corrections he
lhad to make in New York on this me(ti(iid lproVision, and it is just. not
that easy. I would rather for them not. to have it, than to have it and
then take it away from them, is what I am trying to say.

(o\vernor M(,\LL. In answer, Senator, and Mr. Chairman, to yonr
question, so far as Oregon is colicerned with the suggest ions we ma(le
for amendment, if those were met, and those l)roblem, we re niet, maybe
not, in the precise. way we suggested, why, their, we would take a posi-
tion we would vote for the bill.

But we "t/e still saying we have enough doubts t hat were ra ised that,
perhaps, the pilot experimentation plan might be a vay of getting
in so that wre go in with our eyes open and move along instead of buy-
ing a pig in a poke. I am not sure.

Senator JORDAN. Of course you understand our problem: if we went
into conference incorporating every sugge-stion you made haere. we
still confront an a(tamant Htuse \.edicated to ti)'bill they limseed, so
it is consequently going to end up with a compromise sonlleplace in
between.

I have a-sigma that my time is up. I would like to hear from the
Governor of Iowa, please.

Governor RAY. Senator, since I think your question was directed to
all of us, I would like to comment by saying that I think all of us have
had some catastrophic experiences wl'th the medicaid program, as
Governor Ilearnes says, but it was a new program.

Welfare is not a new program. We now a I agree that the rate we
are going at right now we are going to bankrupt the States, we are
going down the wrong direction and it has to be turned around.

If we wait until we find a bill that is satisfactory in all respects in
this complicated area to all of us, satisfactory to everyoiie, we will
never have a bill, and it would seem to me that'our purpose in appear-
ing here and our purpose in taking your time to listen to us is to
find ways in which the bill which is before you might be altered or
changed or modified so that it would be a workable bill.

I think all of us would agree, as the President, I think, has said,
if it can be done on a trial basis this made some sense. But in any
event, I think it is terribly important that we start the change that
comes about, whether it be through this bill or some other bill. This
seems to be the one right now that has the momentum.

The CHAIRMAN. I would just like to document what Governor
Hearnes said, he may not have the figures at hand. That medicaid
amendment was sold to us in 1965 on the theory that it would cost
another $238 million a year; that is, Federal money, that would be the
Federal ooea.
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This year, and mind you, every amendment we have put on there
has been not to increase tihe costs but for the purpose of holding them
down ever since that time, and this is the year 1970, and in this year
the costs are $2,650,000,000, and tl~e States are having to matcll tlat
money. I see the Governor nodding.
Governor IIF.ARNES. We do.
The CIHxIR-AAx. That is the kind of thing, if I were. you as a Gov-

erOr, I would sort of Ibe careful alit---oming in here .nd asking
for a program where it looks as though you are going to get. some help,
and by the time you get through having to match all of this, with the
courts telling you you must put people on the rolls you (o not want
to put on, Where it's costing 10 times what. it is estimated to cost.
Senator Bvrd?
Senator lli -. Thank you,Mr. Chairman.
I want to join with the committee in weloming the governorss this

morning.
I think it has been a most. helpful session. I was most. interested in

Governor Hearnes' testimony and in the questions put by Senator
Jordan. Many of the questions that Senator Jordan directed to the
witnesses are question's which came to ny mind, so I will not rel)eat
them, but. I would like to say to Governor Ilearnes that his testimony
is a breath of fresh air to the Senator from Virginia.

I have been listening to testimony on this bill before this committee
for 4 or 5 months, and I think Governor Ilearnes is the only )erson
who has ever mentioned time importance of the cost factor, and I think
that is a vitally important factor.

Until this morning, most witnesses considering this bill had lie-
glected that aspect of the bill entirely. So, Governor Hearnes, I want
to commend you for focusing attention on what I think is a vitally
important factor.

I think it is well at this point that the record show that the Federal
costs for welfare for fiscal 1970 were $4.4 billion. It is estimated by
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare that if this bill is
enacted in its present form the costs for welfare, Federal costs for
welfare, for fiscal 1972, will be $11.8 billion.

Now, the Senator from Virginia has not made a decision on this
bill, and I am keeping uncommitted on it.

I think our present system must be changed; it is outdated, it needs
to be modernized. But in any changes that wye make I think it is VemV
important that they be for the better and not for the worse, because this
country mu~t live for a long time with whatever legislation this ('i-
gress adopts in regard to welfare.

I was interested also to learn this morning that the Governors'
conference, as I understand it, did not specifically endorse H.R. 16311.
I am correct in that, am I not, Governor Hearnes?

Governor HEARNEs. Yes. Let the record show I am saying, "No. they
did not. I am shaking my head and it is hard to show on the record.

Senator Bym. I thank the distinguished Governor.
I notice that Governor Ilearnes says on page 4 of his statement that

workability of the entire new welfare program is still to be proved,
and most certainly that is an accurate statement.

Then I think there is a great deal of merit, Governor, in your feel-
ing that a testing period would be helpful, and after the testing
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period the legislation could be placed into effect if positive results are
obtained.

As I understand it, you feel that before embarking on a program
which the SLecretary of Health, E,,ducation, and Welfare, Mr. Rich-
ardson, stated before this committee would be, is both imaginative and
costly; before that it would be well to have it pilot project and
to do some testing to be certain that we are on sound ground; is that
basical ly your position ?

Governor ttFARI S . Yes, sir; and I do not know how the test would
be undertaken, but. I would hope that it would be ove-seen by people
who, either the staff of the Senate or the lou-e-in other words, they
have had tests from HEW which they said worked in othwr Stat(s,
with which I di-qgreed andoi they wolld not work in my State, and
vet they said it worked, so I am not up here a-s an ant-H1V: please
dom't g et me wrong on that, Mr. Chairman. I just believe there is a.
viewpoint in one place that is not always shared in another is what
I amin trying to sa in as nice a way as I can.

Senator BYRD. I want to say again that I have not made a decision
on this bill. I want to work with the committee.

We hope that some reasonable program could be developed to mod-
ernize our present welfare system. I think the testimony of the Gov-
ernors this morning has been most helpful, and I thank you for being
here.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMA.. Thank you.
Gentlemen, I appreciate your statements here today. If this thing

is to be tried, if we are to try this, or some alternatives to it, I believe
it well to keep in mind that there are certain people who, in all prob-
ability, will do all they can to keep a good man from working.

We had the National Welfare Rights Organization in here a year
or so a pulling a sitdown strike in this committee room protesting
against the proposal that people be asked to accept work or training,
and I assume any plan whereby we try to put people to work will have
their active effort to see that it does not work, to try to make it
unhpular.

hat group in some cities, such as mine, I am told, passed the word
that people were not to be counted for census purposes and not to
cooperate with the census takers.

They would go all out for this program, I would assume. They will
do whatever they can to defeat any effort to put welfare recipients to
work.

But some of us are concerned about the proposed costs, in addition
to this Senator, even though I must say it is not the $4 billion that
shakes this Senator up as much as some of the alternatives. For ex-
ample, we will be offered a proposal to raise that $1,600 to $3,600. That
would put 76 million Americans on the welfare rolls, and we will be
offered the welfare rights proposal before this is over with to raise that
$1,600 to $5,500. I am told that would put approximately 50 percent
of the people in the United States on the welfare rolls.

I would like to ask you, Governors, if you are in support of those two
proposals.
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Governor HFARNES. Well, I might in 1973. Senator; I will be out of
office then: but right now, no, sir. I do not think any-seriously, I do
not believe any-Governor would be thinking in teriis of those fgures.

Governor RAY. I was just going to say, Mr. Chairman, which might
be digressing for a moment, that in our tate we do have a requirement
.hat mothers identify the fathers, but I just wanted you to know, being
one who believes that daddies ought to support kiddies, if you have
any proposed legislation that will help in this regard, I want to sup-
port it.

The CHAIrMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Well, now, if any of you, as you may very well want to, would like

to provide something to add to questions or answers t hat have occurred
while you were here, we will be glad to have that for the record.

I would like to point out, that the last appearance of a panel from
the Governors' conference was on the tax reform bill which was on
the proposal of taxing State and municipal bonds. The first vote in
the committee on thatbill was, I believe, a unanimous vote to go along
with you, or almost unanimous, to accept the recommendations of the
Governors' conference in that regard. So that. where the conference
was unanimous, I think you received an almost unanimous vote of
approval of the committee.

I do not think that you are completely unanimous in what you are
recommending today, 'but I think you have given us some ve ry fine
ideas and some very fine suggestions, and we very much appreciate
your appearance here today.

Governor HEARN.s. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor MCCALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor LicwT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor HOLTON. Thank you very much.
Governor RAY. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. In view of the fact that our Republican members

are obliged to attend a party caucus to discuss the scheduling of this
legislation as well as other legislation for the remainder of this session
of Congress, and in view of the fact that they should be available to
us this afternoon, hopefully, I am going to conclude this morning's
session and stand in recess until 2 o'clock this afternoon.

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at
2 p.m. this same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.
Is the Honorable Sam Gibbons here?
Mr. GrsoNs. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Representative Gibbons, we are proud to hear you.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM GIBBONS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. GIBBONS. Well thank you, Senator Long. It is a pleasure to be
here and I shall be short in deference to your time. I know that you
have a lot to do and I would like to leave with you for the record a
formal copy of my statement. I have a brief summary, Senator Long.
I wanted to go over.
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I am not here, as the pre'iouis wvitnesses, to either condemn or con-
done a I louse-passed bill. 1 voted for it. I had some reservations about
it. I am going to talk ahout one facet of it, and only one facet, one
that I think that. the House could have done a )etter jo!) on, an(l I hop~e
that weln the bill goes over in thle Senate you will take the opp)ortunity
to make the change that needs to be made.

I urge you to change the food stami) program from what I call a
b"funny-money" l)rogram, Senator Long, to a cash money program.

The food stamp program is a welfare program. It is now running to
the tune of about $1 billion a year. It is growing very ral)idly, it %as
increased about three or four times in the last year."Ihe Senate has
already lpasl a bill authorizing it to go to $2 billion at the end of this
fiscal year. The tIouse Agriculture ('ommittee has reported an author-
ization bill that is wide open, allowing it to l)e such amount as the A p-
propriations Committee may enact. It is really a "no-holds l)arred"
food stamp program.

The food stami) pogianm has many l)rollems in it. The main prob-

lem is it has a high administrative cost. The food stamp program, when
striplped of all of its trimmings-anmd let me say I voted for the food
stamp program every tile-is better than not having a program, and
I would continue to vote for it, but I think Congress can do a better
job with it. We can save money, p-articularly administrative money.
We can save administrative harassment.

The food stamp program is very broad. It gives to the Secretary of
Agriculture the power and discretion to change the amount of bene-
fits that all of the States would receive.

As I say, without further congressional enactment, other than lifting
the ceiling on the program, the program has jumped from just a few
hundred thousand dollars to over $1 billion now.

It is growing very rapidly. There are over 6 million people who
participate in it. In fact, the perimeters of who can participate in
the food stamp program are very broad. They are much broader than
the family assistance program.' For instance, under present guide-
lines a hippie commune could participate in the food stamp program.
I do not know that they participate but they probably do.

I read of a college fraternity that tried to qualify and could not
quite meet the needs test, but the, met the other tests of the bill.

I think that you ought to take the food stamp program and make
whatever criteria you put in the family assistance program the same
as the food stamp program and distribute the money to the people
that way.

The CHATRMAN. I do not know whether you are aware of it, and
I am not here to comment on it one way or the other to say it is a good
or bad idea, but I know in my hometown where there was a recent
widespread strike, the food stamp people set up a special. window for
the strikers to collect their food stamps while out on strike. To some
extent it was a substantial item in helping the strikers who were al-
ready receiving relatively high wages to prevail on their demands
for even higher wages.

Of course, everyone likes to iee the working people obtain that,
providing management can afford to pay it, but I am not sure we
intended the food stamps to be in effect a strike fund.
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Mr. GiMoNS. Th food stan) program is a very good progrjn I, I)ult
it is a very broad program as 1 ar as feeding, the Iiiigrv is concernelid.
It will feed them. but it will feed a lot of other peopfe, too. I llillk
whatever criteria you put in the family assistance programs ought to
be the same criteria for\the food stain ) prograil. The money" they
get is really "funny money." I do not know whether you have seen
any of it or not.

You know when I went into the service and perhaps alwmt the s:amne
time I was in Alexandria, La., we used to lpay the troopS off about s21
a month and they used to get a lot of this kind of junk when we paid
them off except this was to go to the canteen and buy what they needed
or to go to the picture show, and I asked one of tfie Army mvIN tiey
still were paying that. way and they said, if you give theiji cash tli "
will) ust throw it away.

I eli, I remember 'back there in Alexandria when they paid them
off, and you got. the canteen books and pietuire show books, you would
see a whole line headed for the latrine and about an hour later tie
crowd would have broken up and the crap game was over and they
would gamble off the laundry books and canteen books and picture
show books, and some fellow would have won them all and then put
them in the black market and if you stayed there long enough you
would have gotten all the books, btt I do not. know whether the same.
thing happens to the food stamp books, but the same thing could
happen.

Of course the average family of four will end up with more food
stamp money than they will end up with cash, and they have to pay
the lights, the rent, an( the other bills that they have, and I think it is
ridiculous that. we run two parallel welfare programs, one run by
HEW and one by the Department of Agriculture, with very high ad-
ministrative costs with this funny money.

They have to keep these food stamps in banks. The welfare recipient
has to go to the bank and huy these stamps after lie has gone through
a qualification procedure which is an experience of harassment, lie
must first. wait in long lines to get his food stamp qualification papers.
Then he has to go to the bank to buy the stamps.

Local governments have to pay "the administrative costs of issuing
these stamps, which run about 5 percent of the program just to do
that. It costs the Federal Government about 10 percent of that billion
dollars to administer the program. These "funny money" stamps have
to be picked up, run through the banks, back through the Federal
Reserve System and destroyed as if they were cash. There are already
counterfeitings and pilferage is rampant in the food stamp program.
I think it should be converted to a cash program as a part of the
family assistance program.

I presented my amendment to the Ways and Means Committee.
It lost by two votes. We did not consider it very lor g, Senator Long,
but we were worried about the jurisdictionalproblems with the Agri-
cultural Committee. I think with your broad jurisdiction over here,
and the fact you really want to reform some of these programs. You
could make a tremendous reform by taking the food stamp program
and merging it into the family assistance program, and then doing
away with all other vestiges of these welfare programs that are run
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hy the Agriculture Department that deal with these commodities and
so forth.

The CHATIMAN. I have had some discuesions about ways that we
could achieve part of your objective and I would hope, insofar as
this food stamp program is given to welfare client., that we can do
just this.

I was impressed by the fact, that when Senator McGovern sat right
where you are sitting, right there testifying for food stamps, I asked
him why do we not just give them the cash,-these people on welfare,
and he said that was all right with him. If that is generally expressive
of the way the food stamp advocates would-feel about it, that they
would be just as satisfied to have the people have the dollars, and I
think that's better.

I think you know that there are a lot of parts of this country where
they are trading, where the people are selling their food stamps for
money.

Mr. GmBors. Surely.
The CHAI RMAN. And then using the money to buy whatever they

want-wine, whisky, marihuana, anything else.
Mr. GImw.Os. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. I ,ut they would be better off if you would give them

the money directly because they obviously, whei they sell their food
stamps, do not getv alue received.

Mr. GmBo s. That is right.
The CHAIRMINAN. If the food stamp apl)roach is worth $2, they just

discount it. What is your impression of the going rate of discount for
someone buying the food stamps?

Mr. GIBBONS. I do not know. It depends 611how tough you are.
[Laughter.] It is kind of like that crap game. I know they are going
pretty cheap. Toward the end of the month they are getting a little
higher.

I was going to say, I did not hear Senator McGovern's statement,
but I understood it just as you repeated it there from what I had
read.

Let me say that, as I understand the statements of the President
of the United States, he agrees with this. He just says that is some-
thing we are going to do eventually but Secretary Hardin, and former
Secretary Finch, have both advocated that the program be turned into
a cab program as rapidly as possible.

The CHARMaAN. My understanding is that the administration favors
your objective, but they doubt that it is politically feasible. They
question whether it is something that can be done as a practical matter,
and my impression offhand is, how would you know if you had not
tried it.

So far as I am concerned, I expect to vote for something along that
line.

I think the main problem for them is money. In the recent food
stamp program, the sky is the limit. The Secretary of Agriculture
has enriched the food stamp program substantially since last year
and, as I say, he can walk down the street without taking any testi-
mony and change the whole food stamp issuing program, and the
only thing he has to worry about is getting enough money out of the
Appropriations Committee.
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The CiAIRMAN.. Well, tile people over at IIEV complained that
under these liberal matching laws they are not the master of their own
destiny because all a State legislature has to do is meet and vote a
new program or to put more money into a State program and the
Federal Government has to match it, in some cases $4 to $1 of State
money.

Mr. GIBBONs. That is not the case here though.
The CHIRI\AN. It is not. the case herl,.
Mr. GIBBONs. This is all Federal except local administrative money.
The CIt.miIm.N. But. l)ased upon the votes that have been going in

the United States Senate on this program, there is no way to control
it, it. can get. completely out of hand, as you know.

Mr. (imo.s. Xes. Well, thank you very much.
The (ii.\ in Thank you, congressm tn U ibbons.
(Prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM M. GIrioINS, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE IN ('ONGREss FROM
TIlE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Finance Committee, I app)reciate the
opportunity to be here today. I intend to talk about only one aspect of I[.11.
16311--I want to talk about the food stamp program. I intend to be brief and
to the point.

Mr. Chairman, I submitted additional views on this subject when this bill
was reported by the Committee on Ways and Mean& I urg(d that the food
stamp program be merged with the family assistance program with all the
benetlt. being plid in cash. My amendment was narrowly defeatedd in C,n-
mittee. The changes which the Admiristration has suggested to you in-th, food
stamp program, while in the right direction in sone resl"eets, has not changed
my lNmsitiol. I voted for the food stamp program and I knimw many of you did.
But. I now urge, that it be merged with family as:4-stan(e. I urge your Com-
mittee to take this step for the following reasons:

(1) The food stamp program has unconscionably high administrative costs.
The administrative costs under the pr-sent food stamp program are running
at a rate of almost 15 percent. For every dollar spent under that program, only
K) cents is spVent on food stamps and some of that doesn't benefit the people
for whom it was intended. For example, to dispersw $228.8 million in fo!od
stamp bonuses in fiscal 1969, the Federal Government had to expend $22.2
million. In addition to those millions, there were administrative costs at the
local level of many more millions of dollars. The local costss are incurred by
the welfare departments and the banks that sell the stamps. The costs are
high. For example, some banks which are used to hold the stamps and sell them
to eligible people have been known to charge up to 90 cents for every coulm
book they sell to participants. These administrative costs would not be incurred
tinder my proposal and there would not be any increase in administrative (.o.ts

under the Family Asistance program.
(2) The food stamp concept has inherent disadvantages that cannot e over-

come by tinkering with the present system. Food stamps, or "funny money" as
some people call them, are just the same as cash money and they have to be
guarded and kept in vaults just like cash. Therefore, it should come as no
surprise that some people who get food stamps turn around and sell then for
cash, or in some cases, will obtain the food and then sell the food.

And, despite the high administrative costs, the food stamp program has had
low participation rates--many otherwise eligible people don't sign up Ibcause of
the way the program works. Some recipients have had to line up at the outdoor
windows of banks even in cold weather to wait for their, stamps. In the grocery
store the Items which can be bought with stamps have to be separated from the
non-food items. The individual Is labelled as poor for everybody around to see.
It is no wonder then that as of Just two months ago the Agriculture Department
reported that only 6.3 million people were using the food stanip program out of
the 24.3 million vaho were in poverty. To put it simply, the food stamp program
has not carried out its purpose--it does not reach the people who need it.
So far I have been generalizing, so, let me Illustrate some of these problems

as they might affect an actual family. Take the example of a widow with three
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young children living in Alabania. Under II.R. 16311, she is eligible for $134 a
mc t i I] fa ilily assislance payinents. Under tilt food stamp prguaiii. slit' wotilh
l:v., to s wid $3I'6 of that Illonley to get food stamps %North Illk Le's slinpis
that everything is just ideal. Sli can go into the FAI' office aid get 1her ciIL
llmid tlieul go next door to tire hanlk and get her stamr ips. She walks cut of the loank
with $ 1s in li cai and food Stamps worth $1M).

N,,\w, from'tile standpoint of Ihis widow, wit tihe governmentt las tild her
was Ihal Sle had to spend more on food than all of le other Itents in her budget.
The rent. clothes, the gas till, the electric bill-all these must cotme out o)f tire $98
iii cash. If tiris wiillra followed her (ioverni, 's dictates. she i night wid illp
eating '.tvi:r by candlelight in a cold roonm. But we all know that people are
More su n4lble than the (overninent.

She has essent lally three t(choices, nil had. Sirt, cai forfeit tire sta nips, in which
(ase sit, would have to live on $134 to ireet all of her exIwnses. Sie ('olh l ait
in liiie for the stIamps a ld len sell ltievi, iilhegaily and iiaby for sotiithirig
less Il riei r fact, valice. Tliird. sire 'ould my ilie food witi tire sanips and
tievi sell tim, food. probably for less llhan slie paid for it. (4rtlelren, I iust dmo't
believe the li, ogress of the united States should hdo tirs to Iwolde in tile rracni
of welfare refonri.

I should like to point onut, Mr. Chairman, that when I urge that the food stamp
prograir be phased out and combined with the cash assistafice, I arn in good
colrpalury. Icr his Message to congresss in August of 1969. President Nixon said:
"For dependent families there will he an orderly substitution of food stamips by
tie vew. direct niroeta)rcy Iaynerts." Iln September of I 19!9. Secretary of Agricul-
ture Hardiin sald before tile Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and HIuman
Neets: "'When the President delivered his message of 'May 6, he made it clear
that it was time to go aheai and reshape the food stamp program and make it
workable, available acd attractive." Former hIEW Secretary Finch said on
the same (lay: "For several reasons our ultimate goal over the years should be
to move toward a wholly (ash income support system and away from in-kind
multiple programs. Tins Administration believes that over the years (ash assist-
arice would eventuallis i.e suiostitiuted for food stamp programs in a way which
leaves the in(ividual at least as well off in total benefits.- The President's Com-
mission n llcirme MailIteN-ance IProgracrs nmrade o similar recoclnlendaiion.

Mr. ('iairmijn, I have fool,\veid with interest your Committee's concern with
the relatinshil) between the jI',posed family assistanurce plan atidr other programs
designed to helli the Im)r. such as public housing. Medicaid, and food stamps. My
suggestion simply is-to merge the food stamp program with the family assistance
program so that families will have their income in cash and spend it in ways
that best suit each individual family. This will avoid completely any notch
problem raised by the food stamp program.

1 an 1not suggesting that ile fmirily assistanrice prograni Ile enlarged or that we
spend army more nioney than would otherwise ie spent. -My suggestion can be
fiianceed with the ciney which would be spent on family assistance plus the
money which would be spent on food stamps if everybody eligible for them
collected them, In fact, it could he (lone for less money since it is clear that
millions of dollars in administrative money would be saved.

Mr. Chairman. tire Ameri(an people may have cone to believe, with good
reason, I am afraid, that once we euract a program it van never be taken off
the )ooks. The Congress has a great chance to show this is not so. Real welfare
reform needs to be enacted, not halfway measures. Personally, I ain pleased
that your Committee is looking at all these proirauni for the poor regar(lless of
committee jurisdiction or executive branch jurrisdiction. That is legislative
statesiarlill of thre highest form. I iam confident that when your study of the
Issues is completed you will conclude that the proper thing to do alcont thre food
stamp program is to get rid of it and add it to the Family Assistalnce )rograri.

T1 e CIIAIRMAN. Now, our next witness, if he is here, Will be the
Honorable Phillip Burton, Representative from California.

Mr. Gi~mOnos. Ile is voting rigiht now.
The Cr.\xin,\x. Pardon me
Mr. GrMM9os. He is voting right now.
The CHrAIRMAN. WOe Will try, to hear him when lie gets baCk then.
Next will 1e the Honorable Jorge L. C6rdova, Resident Conumis-

sioner of the Commonwealth of Puert Rico.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JORGE L. C6RDOVA, RESIDENT COMMIS-
SIONER, COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

Mr'. CS6ix)v. GooKl afternoon, members of the committee. I, -
fortunately, do not have to he oni the floor of the Jlonse votingat this
time as micolleague is.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. (1 iu)ov,1. I have a prepared statement. which irs been sub-

mitted to the committee. I will not read it. I will summarize hrieflly
my reasons for appearing.

Puerto Rico receives a limited amount of welfare help at l)re-eIlt.
When the President announced the family assistance plan, nautrnally
we were interested. We learned, however, that llierto Rico was not
included in the plan. We immediately took up with the administra-
tion the matter of including Puerto Rico because we un(lestood t hat
the thrust or one of the main thrusts at this tinie was to avoid t0le up-
rooting of coiamunities, of people from tIe less advantaged (w-
munities and have them flow to the more advantaged communities
which were providing higher welfare payments. and we could see that
might well happen on a big scale in Puerto Rico and we were con-
cerned about it.

We were able to obtain the inclusion of Puerto Rico in the Presi-
dent's plan as it was introduced in the Houses, both houses of Con-
gress, and as passed by the House, but of course on a limited basis.

Puerto Rico participates on the basis of a formula which bears the
ratio of Puerto Rico's per capita income to the per capita income
of the State with the lowest per capita income. The idea obviously was
to avoid payments and ceilings which would be out of line with the
average incomes in Puerto Rico. I believe that was the reason.

I am here to ur-ge the committee, of course, to maintain Puerto
Rican participation as approved by the House and as approved by
the administration.

I would love to be able to come in here and ask this committee to
ive us 10C-nercent )articipation. I believe that this formula which
as been passed by the House, that has been proposed by the admin-

istration, is a step in the right direction, is a vast improvement over
the present situation, will be helpful.

There is another feature of the family assistance plan which is of
extreme interest to Puerto Rico and that is the emphasis on training.
Puerto Rico is already participating in the WIN program. We are
making progress to the extent that in spite. of the fact that welfare
payments have been increasing in Puerto Rico over the vears, as they
have here, for the first time in the current year total dollar payments
have begun to dwindle very, very lightly, but they have begun to
dwindle, which shows that we are'beginning to traiin our people and
prepare them for jobs because Puerto Rico's problem is the problem
of unemployment caused by lack of skills.

There is no dearth of jobs in Puerto Rico for the skilled, but there
are too many unskilled and, therefore, the tremendous amount of un-
employment, which is officially at around 11 or 12 percent, but vhich
we fear is actually around 30 percent when you look at the facts.

The only change that I am asking this committee to consider in the
bill under consideration is to permit Puerto Rico to continue to par-
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ticipate, as it is now participating, in tie WNINM program, and the in-
cent ive training program.

Under the draft that the connittee is considering now, Puerto Rico
would be reduced by this formula nwtlod to about 55 l)ercent of what
it is now getting, and to us training is more important than welfare,
because it is the only thing that is going to get us out of the doldrums
permanently. Welfare is purely a palliative for the intervening years
until we can be all meaning our own way, which is what we are working
for in Puerto Rico.

That is, in brief, a summary of our position, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, sir.
Senator Anderson?
Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. C6rdova.
(Mr. Colrdova's prepared statement follows:)

8TATI UMT By JoRGE L. C6PanovA, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER FROM PUERTO Rico

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am pleased to be here today to
bring to your attention certain aspects of the proposed Family Assistance Act of
1970 which are of particular concern to my 2.7 million consituents, your fellow
American citizens in Puerto Rico.

Great strides have been made In Puerto Rico toward developing the economy
of the Island and toward attaining a substantial measure of distributive justice.
Total jobs and wages have increased considerably. A real middle class has devel-
oped, and is growing Iapidly. But although we are addressing ourselves to the
problem of balancing our population, and have already achieved a substantial
decline in the birth rate, we have been even more successful in lowering our
death -rate. hence our population Is still growing. Our birth rate has declined
from 42.3 per thousand in 1945 to 24.3 in 1969. Our death rate has declined even-
more sharply during the same period from 14.1 per thousand to 6.3 As a con-
sequence, our economic growth has not been directly beneficial to a substantial
part of our population.

This his placed a tremendous burden on the resources of Puerto Rico to
help these people. The 1967 amendments to the Social Security laws approved
by this Committee have resulted in greater benefits for our poor citizens, though
these benefit are far from adequate. Welfare benefits to adults have increased
from an average of $8.00 per month per adult to over $14.00. Aid to families has
increased from an average of $13.00 per family to more than $45.00. The per-
centage of increase Is large, but considering that the cost of living in Puerto
Rico is at least as high as on the mainland, the amounts provided are obviously
not sufficient to provide the help that these families need. In fact, these pay-
ments amount to only 40% of the olielaly determined needs, and that in itself
is low. Even at this low rate, payments were being received in January 1970
by -65,000 people representing 9.6% of the population. Only one of the States
has such a high percentage of the population receiving welfare payments. All
this is being done with a ceiling Federal participation which was $18 million
In FY 770, and with a State matching rate of 50%

Even with the Federal contribution, and the increased effort being made each
year by the Commonwealth government, many more people need help and
should be receiving assistance. The June 1970 Committee Print points out that
800,000 people will be eligible to participate under FAP. Even with such a large
increase in beneficiaries, the same Committee Print indicates that Puerto Rico
would save $8 million per year in public assistance payments. We certainly
wish that this were true, but we must point out that the eligible recipients in
the adult programs will be considerably more than the 50,000 estimated by the
Administration. While not all the eligible recipients in the adult categories will
actually apply for public assistance, we feel certain that enough will be added
so that there will be no over-all savings to Puerto Rico. Indeed, it is highly
likely that additional resources will have to be found by the Commonwealth to
help these people. Let me add that the Government of Puerto Rico Is committed
to make whatever fiscal effort is necessary to supply the needed help.

The proposed Family Assistance limits the payment and lowers the Income
levels beyond which families will not be eligible to receive benefits, in the same
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proportion that the per capita income in Puerto Rico bears to the lowest per
capita income among the States. This formula is a distinct improvement over
the present system of a fixed ceiling.

An important factor to consider under this new formula Is the effect of any
drastic difference in welfare payments on the migration of Puerto Ricans from
the Island to the mainland, a migration which no one In Puerto Rico wishes to
encourage. We feel that the proposed formula does not produce a difference in
welfare payments on the mainland sufficient to Induce any increase in the migra-
tion of our disadvantaged, but since it is a new approach, its effect on migration
should be carefully observed.

I strongly agree with the desire of this Committee to make the work incentives
as strong as possible. The training program which Is embodied in this principle
is very significant for Puerto Rico.

We have been successful in promoting the industrial development of Puerto
Rico, but unemployment remains a serious problem, specially among the un-
skilled. The unemployment, and underemployment, of these unskilled in our
Island places us in the unenviable position of having a per capita income far
below that of any State of the Union. For these reasons we have enthusiastic-
ally embraced and entered into the various training programs of the Federal
Government.

We feel that the Work Incentive Program which this legislation endeavors
to improve is having significant results in Puerto Rico. It is too soon to report
that thousands have been trained and have become contributing members of
society as a result of this program. However, we feel that significant things
have been done. For instance, we had 3,450 trainees enrolled as of June 30,
1970, with only 3500 slots authorized for the program. It is expected that this
near-total enrollment will continue. Moreover, cooperation between the various
agencies of the government and other institutions has been Improving, increas-
ing the effectiveness of the program.

Our Department of Education has given excellent cooperation, providing
special training and orientation to the teachers to help them in the change-over
from teaching children to teaching adults. New opportunities have been opened
up for paraprofessionals such as teachers' aids and policemen, with jobs prac-
tically guaranteed from the start.

Local colleges and universities, public and private, are working closely with
the program. The Puerto Rico Junior College has a one-year program for high
school graduates, some of whom are trained as rural teachers. The University
of Puerto Rico Is cooperating in several areas. One of the Interesting programs,
offered by the School of Dentistry, is one that provides training for dental as-
sistants. The big breakthrough is that the professionals have dropped their
resistance and agreed to give jobs to these people after they are trained. The
Work Incentive Program is Just beginning In Puerto Rico, but it is commencing
to make its effects felt. Savings in public assistance payments are already evi-
dent, and the rate of savings Is increasing each month.

We feel strongly about the benefits of the Work Incentive Program and wish
to continue to participate fully. Under the present Work Incentive Law Puerto
Rico participates as a State, with trainees receiving full benefits. However, under
H.R. 16311 as it now stands, the benefits would be reduced for Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands and Guam. In the version passed by the House of Representatives,
Sec. 432(a) (3) provides "for such smaller allowances" as the Secretary of Labor
"deems appropriate for Individuals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guam." The draft now being considered by this Committee %vould reduce the
training benefits for Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands and Guam in the proportion
their per capita incomes bear to that of the lowest State.

The one change that I would ask this Committee to make is to delete from
Sec. 503 the reference to training incentives, thus allowing Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and Guam to participate in the manpower training program under
F A on the same basis as the fifty States. This amendment would simply main-
tain our participation at the present level. I am sure that all the members of
this Committee will agree that the success or failure of the Family Assi.t:nce
Plan depends on getting people to work.

In order to understand fully the Implications of the PAP and to assure that
the implementation goes as smoothly as possible should the bill be enacted, the
Governor of Puerto Rico has appointed an Inter-departmental committee to study
and report to him on the bill. This committee is made up of members from the
Governor's office, the Puerto Rico Planning Board, the Department of Labor, and
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the Department of Social Services. This committee has been meeting regularly
for several months to study the effect of the bill on the vcoinmy, and tie inost
effective way to administer the various provisions.

Limited as is the particilpation of the Puerto Rican poor in the Family Assist-
ance Act, I support H.R. 1(311 because I believe tlraily in the principles of uni-
fornity of treatment throughout the Nation to the rec-ipients under Federal-State
public assistant programs, and of Incentives for employment and training as part
of a family assistance program. Also, I believe that the provisions of this bill
which con ern Puerto Rico are a step in the right direction, and that it will be
of great help in our efforts to achieve for all of our people a better standard of
living.

The CHTAIWAN. Now, the next witness, I ai going to call back Mr.
Phillip Burton, who wavs- neceatrily absent at the thme we called him
before and invite you to express your views, Congressman Burton.

We have found some very worthwhile suggestions in your testimony
and we welcome you back before our committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP BURTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. BuRTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
May I ask the committee's permission to have inserted in the record

at this point the prepared statement'?
The CH.IRMAN. Yes, that will be done.
(Prepared statement follows. Hearing continues on p. 2091.)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PHILLIP BURTON

1. Restore original administration proposals:
(1) Treating unearned Income in the same mailer as earned income;
(2), Mandating AFDC-IUP.

- 2. Restore House version of section 452(a) (but update January 1970, page
29, line 17, to January 1971], and delete all after periods, on page 30, line 10, and
all of line 11.

3. The bill before you provides a cost-of-living factor for purposes of addi-
tional Federal matching to the states--this cost-of-liring concept should a/so be
extended to increase the minimum payment to recipient using 8/12/69 as the
benchmark date [the date the Administration announced FAP].

4. Permit matching to States that have supplemental "working-poor" programs.
5. Restore "suitability" of employment as provided in the bill as reported by

the Ways and Means Committee.
6. Add a provision to permit deduction of state and local income taxes in the

same manner that Federal Income taxes are deducted for purposes of computing
earnings. The Secretary should be authorized to set an "imputed" amount-to
simplify administering this section.

7. Delete proposed title III [the so-called "Services Amendments"] and re.
store existing law.

8. Clarify procedures for applicants or recipients who are denied aid [techni-
cal amendments being drafted].

9. Provide that a person who is referred to a Job must be covered by the fol-
lowing protections: (1) that the wages payable for such job are at a rate not
less than whichever of the following is the higher: (a) the rate prevailing for
similar work in the locality, or (b) the minimum hourly rate established by
Section 6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act; (2) that the hours or work-
Ing conditions on such job are not less favorable than those prevailing for com-
parable work in the locality.

10. Authorize the Secretary of HEW to assure that social workers affected
by the changeover to Federal Administration will be protected.

11. Place an absolute ceiling for each state on their non-federal costs--using
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actual cost expenditures for cash payments to AFI)C caseload for 12 months
Immediately preceding effective date of FAt'.

12. If the administration would allocate 10% of its revenue sharing [e.g., 10%
of $1 billion for the first year, $2 billion for the second year, $3 billion for the
third year, $4 billion for the fourth year. $5 billion for the fifth year and there-
after] and I stronygly rccommcnd that the Seno te Fiumice Committce iirge thi.
eo#rse of actiom on the Adininistrution, then I would recommend an increase
in the Federal contribution each year until the State costs are phased out.

13. The bill should contain staged increases In the base, until an acceptable
"poverty level" is reached.

14. Sen. Long's child care concept should be included
15. A meaningful "jobs" program is imperative. To tratin people for a non-

existent Job makes no sense.

MODIFICATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

FAP containing the following elements would also be within the Adminis-
tration budget:

1. Increase base from $1600 to $2200 for family of four.
2. Maintain $720 disregard. Increase MTR to 60% with State MNTR fixed

10% over the range of income (above $720) and at 70% above the IAP break-
even point.

3. Eliminate food stamps.
4. Eliminate 30% Federal matching for State supplemental.
5. Provide a ceiling on State costs--using actual non-federal costs for the 12

months immediately preceding the effective date of the FAP program.*

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS-AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

(A) PROGRAM-(AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED)

1. Increased Aged, Blind, and Disabled minimum payment to $130/month
(as of ,Jat. 1. 1971 ) !

2. Include a Cost of Living factor-to be applied to the minimum payment
(as of Jan. 1, 1972). (This amount---a Federal expense-must be disregarded
by States, for their payments over the minimum-thus assuring adult recipients
receiving more than the minimum will also benefit from this cost of living
provision.)

3. Reduce the present 65 year in Aged programs to 60.
4. Require that states "disregard" $7.50/month. (This provision of current

law Is now permissive.)
5. Provide statutory assurance that no applicant for, or recipient of adult

public assistance on the effective date of the applicable provisions of the bill
shall have their benefits reduced, nor be rendered ineligible as a result of the
enactment of the legislation.

6. Require states to meet their budgeted needs for adult recipients.
NoTr.-If the food stamps-for aged, blind, and di.;abled-are converted into

cash--ccomplish this by raising the above $130/month minimum to $140. (Note,
if Senate increases Social Security over House version, a $150 minimum is a
realistic goal.)

7. (B) Sourceof funds--and cost analysis (see attached).
8. (C) Administrative suggestions (see attached).
9. (D) Technicalchanges (see attached).
10. (E) Blind and disabled-special provisions.

Extend the 3-year training and rehabilitation period to enable their
training and/or rehabilitation to be completed (Section 1603(a) (3) and (4).

Extend Aged treatment of "relatives" to Blind and disabled .
Permit Blind to earn up to poverty level (Section 453c) before imposition

of 50% income deduction.
Add $30 per month to minimum-for Blind.
Provide $1 million for "Prevention of Blindness" program.

*Except for the supplementation proposal on p. 1, the recommendations on Said 1''gv
are to be incorporated in this proposal.

44- 527-70-pt. 3-52
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Adult oategories-Aged, blind, and disabled source of funds and cost analysis
to increase minimum income millions

Reduced cost of substituting "freeze" and 10 percent saving - $66. 2
Use exact, rather than rounded costs of adults -------------------- -3& 9
Impact of pending social security 5 percent bill -------------------- +128. 8

Subtotal ------------------------------------------------ 233.9
Added social security income to "concurrents" -------------------- ' +300. 0

Subtotal ------------------------------------------------ 533.9
Less cost to increase minimum from $110 per month to $130 per month-- '420. 0

Subtotal ------------------------------------------------ 113,9

Residual impact in 1971 of 15 percent social security bill ------------- +46. 7

Subtotal ------------------------------------------------ 160. 6

Added costs to lower age from 65 to 60 years ------------------------- 154. 1

Total ----------------------------------------------------- 6.5

Add Annual Cost of Living Adjustment to the Minimum. (The costs can be
borne within added social security income impact.)

Food stamps converted to cash
If 100 percent utilization is $360 million (3 million adults per month times -

12 per month times $10 food stamp bonus per month) equals $360 million. $36
million ($1 per month per transaction (paid to banks) times 3 million adults
times 12 months equals a total of $396 million (round to $400 million).)

If 00 percent utilization is $240 million plus $57 million (1h of $400 estimate-
added food stamp costs) (table 1, p. 23) for adult portion of same) plus
$50 million (administration food stamp savings, if adults food stamps converted
to cash) equals a subtotal of $347 million.**

Millions
**Subtotal ------------------------------------------------------ $347
Lees added costs to increase minimum from $130 to $140 per month -------------- 240

Subtotal ---------------------------------------------------- 107
Less added costs to mandate current "permitted" $7.50 per month -------------- 65

Subtotal ------------------------- 42
Less added costs to raise those between 60 and 64 to $140 per month from $130 .... 12.20

Total (this figure does not Include some $29 million of reduced food stamp
costs that result from raising the adult payments from existing law
to proposed $110 per month) -------------------------------------- 30

KaY (B) SoUce or FUNDS AND COST ANALYSIS

Senate fnance.-This term used to Identify the June 1970 Family Assistance Act of
1970, revised and resubmitted to the Committee on Finance by the Administration.

1 See Senate Finance, p. 26, table VI. The adult savings are $166.2 million. The adult
saving using the "freeze" year, less 10 percent is $100 million; hence a difference
of $66.2 million.

I See Senate finance, p. 23, table I. The stated cost of adults is $600 million. This Is a
rounded figure. The actual figure is $561.1 million (see June 25, 1970 SRS--Planning and
Evaluation estimates).

_AThe House passed social security bill will reduce adult costs by (see May 26, 1970,
Estimates (X))

Millions
Aged ----------------------------------------------------------- $61.0
Blind -------------------------------------------------------------. 7
Disabled ---------------------------------------------------. 80

Cost of living increase factor ---------------------------------------- 23. 1
Widows increase (82% percent to 100 percent PIA) -------------------- 36.0

Total -(pending social security bill) ---------------------------- 128. 8
'Bee NCSS Report 0-2 (February 1969)-"Concurrent Receipt of Public Assistance

Money Payments and OASDI Cash Benefits by persons Aged 65 or Over."
Pootnote continued on following page.
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(A) Each year from 3 percent (last 10 year average-from 1960 to 1969, inclusive)
to 3.5 percent (last 5 year average-from 1964 to 1969, Inclusive) more aged welfarerecipient, also received social security payments.

Example, in February 1969--8,2 percent of aged welfare also received social security.
In February 1964-40.7 percent of aged welfare also received socia security.In 5 years,
17,5 percent increase in welfare also received social security. Five-yer average, 3.5 percentper year increase also received social security. In February 1969-58.2 percent of aged wel-
fare also received social security. In February 1969-8.5 percent of ud welfare also re-ceived social security. In 10 years, 29.7 percent increase in welfare, lso received social
s ccurity. Ten-year average (rounded), 3 percent per year increase lso received social

security.
(B) Also, each year, aged "concurrents" receive a higher amount of socia security cash

benefits.
Example, in February 1969-$63.10 per month-average OAHDI cash benefit. In

February 1964-48.80 per month-average OA8DI cash benefit. In 5 years, $14.30 per
month-increase in cash benefit. Five-year average, $2.86 per month-increase in cash
benefit. In February 1969-$63.10 per month-verage OASDI cash benefit. In February
1960-$43.80 per month-average OASDI cash benefit. In 10 years, $19.80 per month-
increase in OASDI cash benefit. Ten-year average, $1.98 per month-increase in OASDI
cash benefit.

For obvious reasons, the last 5 years data and averages are the most recent and relevant.
In this most recent 5 year period we see a 3.5 percent average increase every year In the
number of concurrents---and a $2.86 per month average increase every year in the OASDI
cash benefits paid.

Since all the adult cost estimates were based on February 1969 social security data (the
latest available at the time in 1969 that the legislation was lntroduced)-after the House
passed H.R. 16311, upon my request, HEW calculated the projected cost reductions due
to this interplay ok social security benefits and adult welfare payments to 1971 and 1972
(see estimate (E) April 17 1970).

6 See House Committee Report, H.R. 16311, p. 51, table VII.
$ The 15 percent social security bill would result-for first full year-in savings In adult

public asistance of $164 million-aged plus $23.5 million (blind and disabled) total adult
assistance cost reduction--187.5* million first full year. One quarter (first quarter of
calendar 1970) not in "freeze" year of calendar 1970; therefore one-fourth* of savings
recaptured equals $46.7 million.

SCost of lo ar age from 65 to 60 years. If $90 minimum per month-$104 million. If
$150 minimum per month-$177.6 million (cost increment-$12.26 million for each $10
increase over $90-so at $130 per minimum (4 steps) $104 million plus (4 times $12.26)
equals $154.1 million to lower age to 60 years-at $130 per month minimum.

9 Added costs (in addition to 7)-if minimum is increased from $130 to $140 per month
(for 60-64-year-olds) another $12.26 million.

TABLE I.-OAA MONEY PAYMENT RECIPIENTS ALSO RECEIVING OASDHI CASH BENEFITS, TOTAL OAA MONEY
PAYMENT RECIPIENTS, AND TOTAL OASDHI CASH BENEFICIARIES AGED 65 OR OVER IN THE UNITED STATES,
SPECIFIED MONTHS IN 1948-69

OAA moneypayment recipients also receivingOASDHI cash benefits

As percent of-

Total OAA Total OASDHI Total OAA Total OASDHI
money cash bane- money cash bene-

payment ficiaries aged payment ficiarles aged
Month and year Number recipients 65 or over recipients 65 or over I

June 1948 ............................ 146,000 6.1 10.0 2,365,000 1,457,000
September ....................... 276,000 9.8 12.6 2,810.000 2,192,000

ugust 1951 ........................ 377,000 13.8 11.9 2,728,000 3, 174,000
February 192 ........................ 406,000 15.1 12.0 2,654,000 3,404,000
February 1953 ........................ 426,000 16.3 10.7 2,572,000 4,010,000
February 1954 ........................ 462,000 18.0 9.6 2,567.000 4,801,000
February 1955 ........................ 487, 000 19.2 8.6 2,537,000 5.640,000
February 1956 ........................ 514.000 20.4 7.9 2.520,000 6,490,000
February 1957 ........................ 553,000 22.2 7.8 2,489,000 7,127,000
February 1958 .......... 596.000 24.2 7.1 2,464,000 8,420.OCO
PArh ......................... 644,000 26.7 6.9 2,410,000 9,379,000
Fsbm 1960 ........................ 669,000 28.5 6.6 2,349,000 10.135,000
February 1961 ........................ 709,000 31.0 6.5 2,288,000 10,870,000
february 192 ........................ 744,000 33.7 6.4 2,208,000 11.668,000
Febnmra 1963 ..................... 807,000 37.2 6. 5 2,169,000 12,488,000
Febrmy I964 ....................... 871,000 40.7 6.6 2,139,000 13,123,000
Febmary 1966 ........................ '944,000 44.7 37.0 2,113,000 13,580,000
Feuary 19....................... 1,007,000 48.7 7.1 2,067.000 14,246,000
Februay 196"7 ........................ 1,096.000 53.1 7.0 2,062,000 15,558,000
MayL ............................ 1,154,000 57.2 7.1 2,019,000 16.144,000
February 1960 ....................... 1,181.000 58. 2 7.1 2,028,000 16, 539, 000

IEsimated by the Social Security Administration.
SData on Concuffret recept of OAA and OASOH! etimated on national basis; State reporting waived for February

196
a Does not Include Guam and the Virgin Islands; data not reported.
Not: Period 1960-6, 29.7.iprcent Incresse (297-prcenit Increase I year); period 1964.69, 17.5-percent Increase

(3.5-perment increase 1 year).
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TABLE 2.-AVERAGE PAYMENTS TO CONCURRENT RECIPIENTS OF OASDHI CASH BENEFITS AND OAA MONEY
PAYMENTS AND TO NONBENEFICIARY-RECIPIENTS OF OAA MONEY PAYMENTS IN THE UNITED STATES.
SPECIFIED MONTHS IN 1951-69

Average payments to concurrent recipients of
OASDHI cash benefits and OAA money payments

Average
Combined OAA money

average payment to
Average Average OASD HI nonbeneiary-
OASDHI OAA money and OAA recipients

Month and year cash beneflt payment payments of OAA

August 1951 ------------------------------- $29.85 $36.00 $65.85 $44.85
February 1952 .............................. 29.60 36.85 66.45 46.60
February 19S3 _------------------------ - 33.90 38. 75 72.65 51.55
February 1954 ------------------------- 33.90 40.35 74.30 50.35
February 1955 .............................. 38.75 37.40 76.15 50.61.
February 1956 ----------------------------- 38.70 40.35 79.05 52. OK
February 1957 .............................. 40.10 42.70 82.75 55.45
February 1958 .............................. 40.70 43.60 84.30 59.25.
March 59 ................................ 43.85 43.80 87.70 60.60
February 1960 ----------------------------- 43.30 45.80 89.10 61. 71;
February 1961 ----------------------------- 45.80 44.90 90.65 63.35
Februay1962 ----------------------------- 47.30 41.95 89.20 65.30
February 1963 .............................. 47. 75 44.19 91.80 78. 51
February 1964 ---------_------------------ 48.80 47.80 96.65 70.15
February 1965 ............................. .() 1 (I) (7)

February 1966 ---------------------------- 52.7? 47.0 100.45 77.
February 1967 ............................. 52.95 56.75 109.70 80.30
May 19682 -------------------------------- 61.85 56.50 118. 35 82.05
February 1969 3 ............................. 63.10 59. 30 122.40 85. 80

I Reporting requirement waived for 1965.
s Does not include Guam and Nevada; data not reported.
I Does not include Guam and the Virgin Islands; data not reported.

Note: Period 1960-69, $19.80 increase ($1.98 increase 1 year); period 1964-69. $14.30 increase ($2.86 increase I year).

(C) ADMINISTRATIVE SUGGESTIONS-ADULT (AGED, BLIND AND DISABLED) PROGRAMS

1. "Freeze" all states at their "current" (Calenda-r 1970) level of non-federal
expenditureN-for Adult cash payments.

2. As of Jan. 1, 1971, each state should receive a 10%* reduction in amount
of their non-federal share during Calendar 1970.

3. The "freeze" amount 10% saving should be required to be shared with local
political subdivisions to the same extent that these political subdivisions shared
the cost of the non-federal share of the Adult cash payments in Calendar 1970.

4. "Freeze" all states, as of July 1, 1970, so as to prohibit i;anipullation of
eligibility or standards In order to falsely depress their non-federal costs during
the currentt" year.

Note.-The current year (Calendar 1970) "freeze" should obviously permit
the states to comply (without added cf.vt to the states) with the provisions of
the bill and to implement their already approved state plan.

I would coneurrentiv urge the following changC8 to sim.plify the pro-posed
federal administration of the adult programs:

1. HEW should be required to administer the Adult Programs by Jan. 1, 1973,
unless, by January 1, 1972, a State "OPTS OUT." (The pending proposal re-
quires them to "opt for").

2. HEW should be authorized to increase or reduce other funds due the states
under the Social Security Act to effectuate the "freeze" and 10% state cost
reduction policies without necessitating a state to "send money to Washington."

3. Conform adult program to family provisions-to standardize and simplify
administration as follows:

Treat "casual and Inconsequential" income that is disregarded and elimi-
nate liens (as recommended by the administration). See comparable pro-
visions in FAP-Sec. 443(b) (2), 15), (6), & (9) and Sec. 452(b) (8). Also.

*The non-Federal share is approximately $1 billion per year. A 10 percent reduction
equals $100 million per year. (This reduction would be equitably shared by all the States
(unlike the Hou' version). (If the administration would allocate 10 percent of Its first
year revenue sharing-already budgeted amouitt of $1 billion-and I stronglyt recommend
that the Scrnate Finance Committee urge this course of action--theu I would further
recommend that the 10 percent reduction in the "current year" expenditures In each State
be continued until the State's (adult) costs are phased out.
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authorize quarterly benefit determinations (see Sec. 446(a) (1) ). .4Ro, Adult
program should prohibit "imputing Income" to recipients living in their own
home.

4. Provide for Federal administration of Adults if a state falls to comply
with the provisions of this legislation.

(D) TECHNICAL CHANGES

1. Amend Section 1007 to Include Railroad Retirement annuitants and others
with outside income. For greatest administrative simplicity and equity, add
after "Soctial Security recipient" the following language (and make section
permanent lat) :

", and the equivalent treatment of other income for the aged, blind, and
disabled public assistance recipients who do not receive OASI)I."

2. Restore the House-pa-ased version of 1603(a) (current law) dealing with
computation of work expense in Adult programs.

3 The Cost of Living adjustment (in the Adult minimum) should contain a
prohibition against the deduction of this Cost of Living amount from thle pay-
ment to which the recipient is otherwise entitled. [By this wording, the entire
Adult caseload would receive the benefit of the C/,].

The same procedures and standards utilized in the Federal Employees Re-
tirement Act should be applied to the Adult Public Assistance Programs.

4. In the event, the Adult minimums are not raised to $130/month for each
Aged, Blind, and Disabled recipient-the Social Security Increases contained
In the pending bill should be required to be disregarded.

However, in any et'ent for those who do not receive an Increase in total in-
come (inel. OASDI and the minimums) as a result of the passage of the bill,
the Social Security Increases should be required to be passed on.

5. Add a provision assuring that payments for medicare be disregarded as
income or resources.

6. The Seorctary, in a1 programs, should be authorized to make payments from
the 1st of the month of application for benefits.

7. Add language providing specific statutory as.rurance that no family eligible
for assistance under current law shall after the effective date of the applicable
portions of the bill be rendered ineligible by the passage of the legislation, nor
shall its benefits be less than those to which thy are entitled under existing law.

8. Add language mandating no dimunition of eligibility standards or payments
in states that have programs for the working poor. In addition. requirc- states
that now have such programs to maintain eligibility standards and lynwents
in AFDC-UP programs as of the date of enactment.

9. Restore the preamble as originally recommended by the Administration and
add language expressing the intent of Congress that the Federal government
assume responsibility for administration and payments in al public assistance
programs in the long term.

Mr. BuRTON. Mr. Chairman, I have divided my brief statement into
two parts. First I will deal with the family side and then move on
to the adult side which I think contains a number of suggestions the
Chair may find of some interest and value.

I am in basic support of the Nixon welfare proposal. There have
been a few unfortunate deletions from that proposal that I would
sug-gest be restored.

More particularly, I refer to treating unearned income, as was ini-
tially recommended by the administration, in the same manner as
earned income is treated. Earnings incentives may help those able to
work, but, if a man or woman is receiving workmen's compensation or
disability payments, by definition they cannot work. If they could
work, they would not get those payments. Payments of this kind, in
my judgment, should be disregarded 50 percent as the administration
initially recommended.

Secondarily, there has been a very unfortunate drafting mistake in
section 451 (a) which I will not belabor, but I think the Senate staff
is well aware of the problems created in the change from the House
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version. The House version should be restored, with a slight change
(see my recommendation).

Fundamentally, at whatever level the family assistance payment is
geared, in any and all events it, in my judgment, should carry a cost-
of-living factor. There is a cost-of-living factor for matching to the
States, but there is no cost of living in the benefit payment structure
to recipients. One way to skirt around this $1,600 issue would be to
relate the cost of living back to the time the administration announced
their support. of this program, which is an indirect way to, when pro-
jecting ahead to the possible time of the beginning of this program,
have approximately an $1,800 base.

I flly concur with the job protection statement presented to you
by the labor movement. There are also some procedural impro%'eme; nts
tfat should be placed in the bill

The services amendments, I think, are a little too complicated to he
adopted at this time.

The State and local income taxes should he treated as Federal ineonie
taxes.

Now, as to the adult programs: this offers a most fruitful field for
program improvement. I would take into account the inevitable in-
crease in the number of people getting old age and blind and disabled
from social security for fiscal purposes, not necessarily for adminii--
trative purposes; but, for fiscal purposes, then, I would look at this
matter as a whole and come up with (1) a minimum payment in the
aged, blind, a'nd disabled that we can live with budgetvise, (2) one
that will simplify the administration of these programs and, at the
same ti:mne, change the "hold harmless" formula to one that will assure
all tlle states in the country some savings as a result of the action of
the Congress this year.

Most particularly, I suggest the following: That every State, based
on their actual non-Federal expenditures for the calendar year 19 70
for cash pavync',ts for the adults, be a frozen figure, a lifetime, if you
will, ceiling minLs 10 percent. The effect of that change, as contrasted
to the proposal in the bill before you, is that the State of California.
which under the current proposal reeives some 40 percent of the adult
savings (while many of the smaller States of the country have added
costs)-this 90 percent formula would assure all States would receive
a 10 percent saving on what their actual 1970 costs have been. It will
reward the States that have been making the greater effort, but it
will insure that all States receive a 10 percent reduction in their
actual 1970 adult cost experience.

We would not have to rely on State cost estimates and the States
would not have to rely on IEW estimates. We would deal with actual
cost experience. This will also enable every Governor to know pre-
cisely what to budget for in future years. It will give us a known dol-
lar figure that we have to come to grips with when we talk about
raising the minimum.

In addition to lowering the age to 60, I would raise the minimum
level, if you leave the food stamps alone, to $130 a nioth. There is
enough social security income either ongoing or contained in the pend-
ing social security proposal, when added to other increases in out-
side income, such as railroad retirement, to pay for this increased
minimum payment.
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In addition, if you abolish food stamps, and I most strongly urge
you do so for the adults, I would raise the minimum to $140/month.
If the Senate increases the House version on the social security side,
a $150 per month minimum is not unreasonable. You can also require
the States to disregard the $7.50 that most states have implemented,
but some of them, unfortunately, have not-and still be within the
overall framework of the administration cost estimates for the adult
programs.

Finally, I would urge the committee to tell the administration that,
"You have a revenue-sharing proposal that is fairly intricate and it
is unlikely that it is going to be dealt with in this Congress. How-
ever, you have amounts that you have stated the Federal Govern-
ment will commit itself to, to ringg about State and local relief."'

I suggest to the committee-that if you take just 10 percent of the
annual amounts the administration has allocated for revenue-sharing
there is $1 billion the first year (10 percent of that would be $100
million); it is $2 billion the second $3 billion the third, on up to
the fifth year when it is a stable $5 billion. Ten percent of the fifth
year would be $500 million. You should go to the administration and
say, "We are not going to bust your budet on what you have allo-
cated for welfare, but we are not. gong tolav a program advertised
asbeingohept poor people n hv t in reality, only provide

tax relief to the States. If it is going to be called tax relief to the
States, let's call it that. Let's take that revenue-sharing you have
been talking about for. tax relief for the States, just give us 10 cents
out of every dollar you are. committed to spend in this regard and we
will give tie States meaningful tax relief, but we are going to direct
it to see that the burden of welfare is reduced rather than constructing
some new formula that may or may not prove to have merit."

At wherever points in time the committee wants to consider revenue-
sharing in the future, you can just take 90 percent of what the admin-
istration has allocated, because you just spent 10 percentt of that
amount in this bill.

If you use this device, before the conclusion of the fourth year
every State can have its commitment in the adult public assistance
program completely eliminated. As a matter of fact, just about the
third and a half year.

If you take that 10 percent and continue, you can reduce the child
part of the States" commitment, so by 1976 they are out of the child
payment business. But you are not going to give the States tax relief,
hope, by using money and taking it out of the hides of what most

people think is going to poor people. If the State treasuries are to get
this relief, the State treasuries ought to get the relief using the sources
of revenue the administration has set up for that purpose, that is, the
revenue-sharing money.

If you want to equalize this program, you can say the, first year there
will only be $100 million of we5 are relief equitably distributed be-
tween the family and the adult side.

The second year, it will be the $200 million, and by the fifth or
sixth year, the States will be out of all their costs in the adult and
child programs.

Finally, if we are going to spend our money, I would prefer that we
can control the administration of these programs so that if a program
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is not administered according to the dictates of the Congress, we can
put the bullwhip on the people who are on our payroll.
The dilenima we have now is% that we adopt tile policy, we put up

most of the money, but some city in the country will have its own
social workers administering this and they can thumb their nose at
whatever our policy is and we cannot have any, really effective means
of redres&

If these peopfreweile on the Federal payroll, I think we would have
a little better handle on seeing they followed the legislative mandate.
I favor full Federal administration of these programs.

In that connection, if your committee does not feel that you want. to
mandate Federal administration, at a minimum you ought to change
the formula in the bill and require that the States opt out of Federal
administration rather than as it is now, they have to opt for it. It re-
arranges the politics at the State level and eases the likelihood that we
will have Federal administration.

Of course, the adult category should contain a cost-of-living factor.
Finally the adult minimum should be put, into effect the same date the
first increased social security payment goes into effect so we eliminate
all of this double changing of grants which is an inordinary expensive
procedure.

As one parenthetical and related footnote, it. has to do with social
security; you should increase the Prouty minimum to the social se-
curity mmnum, whatever you decide that to be, lower the age from
72 to 65-these people cannot get public assistance, and a number of
people will go that route for a lesser amount even than taking the old
age benefit, and I think you will find with that kind of a concerted
approach. you are going to simplify the administration of the pro-
gram, you are going to have eliminated the duplication of this food
stamp nonsense, as it certainly is in the adults. And you are going to
ultimately give the States, if ihe administration is willing to come up
with 10 percent of that revenue-sharing money, and if they are not, we
ought to force them to admit it, and if they a're going to talk about it,
then they ought to come up with some of'it for tax-sharing relief in
this area. But only in this way would I then suggest moving to give the
States significant tax relief.

Those, in sum, Mr. Chairman, are the highlights of my proposal. I do
have four or five or so technical amendments which merely bring about
a more consistent treatment of the adult programs in order to elimi-
nate what I think are, one, administrative hang-ups and, two, really
indefensible problems, most particularly in the retarded children area
in the treatment of responsible relatives for thst class of person rather
than for those who are aged. I think they all ought to be treated alike.

That about says it, Mr. Chairman.
The CIIIi m.rN.. Thank you very much, Representative Burton.
I told our staff to take very close note of what you have suggested

her.- because I think your idea of phasing the States out of the adult
categories is a very good one. I have considerable hope that we can sell
it and we will be happy to consider these other amendments.

Senator Anderson?
Senator ANsDE ON. I enjoyed the presentation very much.
Mr. BtmRTo.;. Thank you very much.
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'rie CIIAIRM.tx. We are very much aware of y'our interest ini this
matter. You have both a passionate and disl)assionate interest. in it.
You are both a scholar and a st rong advocate and we comnmierid you for
your great interest, in this matter, Representative Burton. and we will
certainly undertake to see to it that these suggestions you have are con-
sidered. I think they are meritorious and they will be considered.

Mr. Btmuxw.. Thank you very much, Senator.
I would juqt. like to nake the following statement:
This proposal is within the existing ability of the Nixon administra-

tion to pay for it in terms of what they said they were going to b1 conw-
mitted to p)av for these adult programs. And' some revenue slmring
money should be available to give the States relief.

If the Federal Government means business and the Governors really
want relief, we can take a little piece of re-enue sharing and really (to
a job in that area as well.

And finally, I think the record shonld be clear as to my opinion on
this question: It is my own view, as I have expressed to you privately,
Senator Long, that there is no man in the house or the'Senate of thle
United States who has (lone more to help more poor people of this
country than the distinguished chairman of this committee.

Your record on that count has been clear throughout your entire
public life, and I, for one, am fully confident when the history of this
legislation is written, that this record is going to be even fighter. if
possible, than it is as of Ihis minute.

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate that and I hope it is right.
I just feel that we should recognize the fact that you are and alw:vs

have been-strongly in favor of anything that can be done to imp~ive
the conditions of the poor, the aged, the disable(], the lind: that ns a
practical liberal you have tailored your requests and demands to what
vou think has some possibility of becoming law. I)uringr 22 years in the
Senate, I have shared your experience of wanting to do so much that
you wound up doing nothing on occasions.

So that we will try to work with you achieving that which is practi-
cal now.

Thank you very much.
Mr. B-RlO,. Thank you very much, Senator.
The CHAIMMAN. Now we will be pleased to hear from our next

witness, who is Mr. Clarence Mitchell, director of the Washington
bureau of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
Peopler Mitchell is a very able advocate and very well-known to this

committee.
We are pleased to have you here, Mr. Mitchell.

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE MITCHELL, DIRECTOR OF THE WASH-
INGTON BUREAU OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE

Mr. MiTrima. Thank you very much, Senator Long and Senator
Anderson. I appreciate this opportunity.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to ask that my
statement be included at this point in the record and I will sum-
marize that.
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Tlic (I IAI.\NR.. We will (10 that.
( Prepa red statement follows: )

PREPARIF1 STATEMENT OF CLARENCE MITCIiEI.T.. I)IRECTOIi, VASIIINGTON BUREAU
OF TIIlE NATIONAt, ASSOCIATION FOR TilE AD\VAN('EENT OF COLOREDD PEOPLE

Mr. ('hairman and Members of the ( onmmttee, I am ('larenee Mitchell,
Director of the Washington Bureau (of the Natiomal Assoclatim for the Ad-
vaneeient. of Colored People. Today I appear in support of the broad objectives
of the Fainntly Ass.istllnce Plan. We also presented testimony to the Hou e on
the subject In 11.W9.

The NAACP is a part of the Leadership conference e on Civil RIghts. This
Is -Ii combination of over 125 organizations dedi,.ated to sulplsrtitig civil rights
and related legislation. I am the legislative chairman Elf the Ieadership Con-
ference.

After wosiderable discussion, the Leader.ship ('urference adopted the follow-
ing lIs.1tion on the Family Assistance Plan :

"The Family Assstance Act of 1970. passed by the Iouse of Representatives,
and now before the Senate, contains somIn basic innovative features: a national
mininiun benefit level financed by the Federal government, uniform national
standards of eligibility for the federal ctieflts, and widespread coverage of the
working px)or. The Leadership Conference on civill lights supports these con-
strnctive principles.

"Many of the 12.N national organizations In the TInadrship Conference will
seek strengthening and enlarging amiendlment. of varying types. However,
there are two changes in the bill that the Conference insists uIK)l:

(1) that the law provide for federal administration of the federal Family
As stance Program (affording, at the same time, full protection for the rights'
of employees to their jobs during any transition from state to federal adminis-
tration) and

(2) that it provide clear and adequate job standards for beneficiaries of the
program, when such beneficiaries are required to accept training and/or employ-
ment as a condition for receiving aid."

Sf, eifically for the NAACP, I would like to reaffirm the position that we out-
lined in our testimony before the House Ways and Means Committee last year. At
that time we urged that any plan of assistance should provide for direct federal
operation if a state Is unwilling or unable to put such a plan into effect.

We have had a number of important experiences In seeking assistance for po-
pie eligible for help under various federal programs, provided the state or
locality would cooperate in making such aid available to those who needed it. For
example, shortly after the passage of the 1957 Civil Rights Act, a large number
of Negrook who invoked that Act's protection of their right to vote were forced to
leave their homes located on large plantations In Fayette and Haywood Counties
In western Tennessee. A great many religious and civic groups In the country were
deeply stirred by the plight of these displaced persons and attempted to send
them food and clothing. There was also established a so-called tent city to pro-
vide homes for those displaced. It was soon apparent that private re.ources were
not adequate to meet the needs of those who were displaced. The NAACP and
other organizations urged the federal government to make surplus commodities
available to these people. The country officials refused to cooperate with the
Federal government. Finally. after much buck passing and delay a way was
found to ,end in the surplus commodities.

A similar problem arose in 1W6S with rsTpect to the distribution of food stams
In South Carolina. It was only after the South Carolina NAACP volunteered to
serve as an agency for distribution of surplus foods that a food stamp program
was initiated in that state. These experiences and others which I am not now
Inelndine could he avoided under the Family Assistance Plan If there is an
automatic trigger under which the federal government van act to provide assist-
ance if a state does not fulfill its obligation to the citizen who is the intended
beneficiary of the program,

The NAACP is alo. concerned about provisons of the hill that deal with train-
ing, employment, and child care. First. it should be. noted that the Rihicoff-Harris
amendment. No. 850, adds a much needed feature In that It would provide for
public service jobs at the beginning of the program. It would also authorize the
Secretary of Labor to contract with public or non-profit organizations In estab-
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lishing programs of employment for welfare reclplents eligible under work-
training provisions.

At pres.ent, large unemployment Is one of the l)rinlcipal reasons why training
of welfare recipients, without at the s.ame time creating new job oplortiunitles,
would be meaningleom. On the other hand, even during periods of full emplovinent
there are som persons who would have great difficulty in obtaining or holding
jo sk in private industry. A careful program of matching individuals to jobs in
the public seetor-or in non-profit organizations would have untold value in our
country. In this respect, we could receive very valuable guidance from our
experience in the anti-poverty program and other types of job creating efforts that
we have made In recent years.

The NAACII stresses the need for strengthening regulations that woulh
prolibit the forcing of welfare recipients to accept employment that does not
pay fair wages or to work under conditions that would be hazardous to health
and safety. We are also oplpled to any requirement that mothers be required
to, work i., a eo,litio of receiving aid. We urge that the training and work
programs for mothers must be entirely voluntary. The NAACP tbelieves that
mothers themselves are the best Judges of whether or not they can be out of
the home and the decision to work ought to be left entirely to them.

It is absolutely essential that adequate day care facilities be provided In
thipse instances where mothers choose to accept employment but need places to
leave their children while they are on the Job. if we are to be realistic about
day (-are centers we must make provisions for adequate trained personnel to
handle such centers, whether they are under public or private auspices. We
must establish minimum standards of health and safety in such centers. As a
practical matter, this means we must be prepared to spend money for elec-
trical wiring that will not be a fire hazard, for plumbing facilities that will
be suitable for children, for kitchen facilities, sleeping arrangements and all
of the incidentals that make it )ossIble for children to have a healthy con-
structive environment when they are in such centers. These suggestions are
based on the practical observations that we have made in many parts of the
country. There are many good intentions in private institutions when they are
failed upon to provide (lay care, but local politic-s and Inny pinching attitudes
on the part of those who control the purse strings very often frustrate those
who desire to help.

Although the Family Assistance Plan will undoubtedly have the effect of
raising standards In some parts of the country, we must make certain that it
does not lower the standards in those areas where systems of aid are designed
to meet -the actual needs of those who receive public assistance. In this respect,
Senator Riblcoff's amendment, No. 841, which provides for prete.-ts and evalua-
tions of major reform provisions should be of value. It is a fact that many of
the important programs designed to help the poor are not reaching those in
need. The latest example of this is the revelation that our vast outlay of funds
for education Is not as helpful as it should be in meeting the needs of those
lowest down in our economic structure. As one who has personally sought to
agsist at the local level In implementing some of the fine laws passed by Con-
gresst, I offer these suggestions for cutting out some of the red tape and obstruc-
tions that plague many very valuable programs. They are as follows:

1. The Federal government must be prepared to operate the program if states
and localities are reluctant to accept responsibility.

2. Where states and localities are willing to accept their responsibility in
the handling of the program there should be the closest cooperation, esqecially
on such matters as handling of accounts, hiring of personnel, and elimination
of p olitical considerations when administering the programs.

3. The assistance of private groups should be welcomed and encouraged. At the
same time, It must be understood that these groups frequently need the advice
and assistance of experts in getting their programs started. It is alSo possible
that their lack of knowledge in certain fiscal areas may cause them to make
mistakes that are wholly honest and unintentionaL In such instances, we must
provide adequate machinery which will guarantee that there will be no unfair
penalties against those who are in error because of a lack of experience or skill.

In closing, I would like to point out that the NAACP believes that we must
give assistance to the single man and childless couples that are not covered
under the Family Assistance Plan. If we are to do a complete Job of offering aid
to our fellow humans who are In need, we cannot neglect these important members
of society.
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Mr. MITlr:cntia. Before I undertake to summarize, I would like to
comment, on a matter that, arose this morning in your exchange with
the Governors about the problem of having iiotlers of illegitimate
children give the names of the suspected fathers.

It reminded nme that that is a kind of a dangerous suggestion, be-
cause as you know, during-the campaign when Orover Cleveland was
running for President,-some lady charged that ho was the father of her
illegitimate child and that set loose a whole snowstorm of campaign
hunmor. One of the things I saw il a collection of those cartoons wIsa line which read, "Maw, Maw, where is my Paw? Gone to the White
House, ha, ha, ha."

So I think that unless you open the door for letting people suggest
who might be the father of an illegitimate child you never know
where they will stop. Some might even run down the r-oils of Mfembers
of Congress and pick out a name at random. [Laughter.]The CAIRMAN. I am not at all suggesting that tis mi lht not be true
of Members of Congress. Mv impression was that President Cleveland
adm itted the parentage of that child.

Mr. MrrCTELL. WVell, he said it was possible, anyway. [Laughter.]
Like you said, you know you might take a guess. Well, apl)arently

he was taking a guess as to whether he was or was not.
The CHAIRMAN. Of course, my thought about that whole thing is

that there are a lot of good, able, fine people not making much money,
)aying taxes to support their own families. We have a right to call
ulon that father to do what he is able and capable of doing to help
support his family so taxpayers won't have to.

Mr. MrrcjIELL. Oh, yes.
The CHAIRHMA N. And I do think that as hard as a lot of taxpayers

work for what little they make, that we are obligated to do what
we can to make a father accept his responsibility toward his children
before we call upon the general taxpayers to pay their taxes to take
care of him.

Incidentally, Mr. Mitchell, I know that you have a lot of concern
for the people on both sides of the fence, those who are paying the
taxes and also those who are receiving benefits, and I do not know
of anybody who complains more bitterly about some people cheating
on the welfare program than the people who live right next door to
them, and people who are making $5,000, $6,000, $7,000, $10,000, who
are not drawing-any welfare money because they work, and some of
those people complain very bitterly when they see some fellow who li ves
right next door, right down the street, or some family that is every
bit as well able to help carry their load as this working person, drawing
benefits without being wilhi'ng to work for some of it.

Mr. MITCHELL. I agree. I remember those lines in Dickens, you
know, in the "Christmas Carol," where he said, "Oh, the insect on'the
leaf complaining because there are too many of his brethren in the
dust," and I think this is one of the things we have to keep in mind in
these times.

I am a taxpayer, and last night I was at a dinner where about 1,-00
people were present, many of whom had paid a minimum of $10 and
some as much as $100, so I guess they were all taxpayers. Mayor Carl
Stokes was there, and he made a very moving speech in favor of this
bill. There was a tremendous ovation.
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'T hose are taxpayers, and they covld see the need for having some-
thing to help tile pool- because, as le. pointed out, voU can destroy a
civilization by ignoring the needs of those who mght to have some
kind of asistance. lie also said this which, I thought, wits coi-
mendable. He is a Democrat, as you know. lIe said this bill was
proposed by a Republican President, but "I am for atiivhing that is
good in it regardless of the party of the President, a nd I am ap-
proaching this question in a nonl)artisan way."

I am hapl)V to say that I am sure you are, too, Mr. Chairman, and
Senator Anderson, you always al)proti'h things that way.

In excerpting from the summary of my statement, I would like to
say that in addition to representing the NAACP, I am identified
with the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, which is a com-
bination of organizations. As people n the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights, we have set forth a consensus position. The main part of
that position is that there are two changes in the bill that the Leader-
ship Conference would insist upon.

One is that "the law provide for Federal administration of the
Federal family assistance program (affording, at the same time, full
protection for the rights of employees to their jobs during any
transition from State to Federal administration) and, two, that it
provide clear and adequate job standards for beneficiaries of the
progmam, when such beneficiaries are required to accept training and/
or employment as a condition of receiving aid."

That, is' the end of the Leadershi) Conference position.
Specifically, for the NAACP, I would like to reaffirm the position

that we outline in our testimony before the House 'Wavs and Means
Committee last, year. At that time we urged that any plan of assistance
shoud provide for direct Federal operation if a'State is unwilling
or unable to put mch a plan into effect.

I think if you check back on some of the problems we had in the
State of Tennessee after the 1957 Voting Rights Act was passed. and
also some of the problems we had in getting the State of South Caro-
lina in 1968 to accept the food stamp program, you could see why
that kind of provision ought to be in there because, in our experience,
if it is not stated specifically in the law that the Federal Government
must move in if the States default, you have an awful lot of red
tape to go through in order to feed people who are hungry or without
homes or whatever the bill is supposed to provide.

The NAACP is also concerned about provisions of the bill that deal
with traini ng, employment, and child care.

First, it shoud be noted that the Ribicoff-Harris amendment, No.
850, adds a much needed feature in that it would provide for public
service jobs at the beginning of the program. It would also authorize
the Secretary of Labor to contract wit public or nonprofit organ-

izations in establishing programs of employment for welfare recipients
eligible under work-training provisions.

At present, large unemployment is one of the principal reasons why
training of welfare recipients, without at the same time creating new
job opportunities, would be meaningless. On the other hand, even dur-

gperiods of full employment, there are some persons who would

have great difficulty in obtaining or holding jobs in private industry.
A careful program of matching individuals to jobs in the public sector
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or in nonprofit organizations woul(I have untold value in our country.
In this respect, we could receive very valuable guidance from our ex-
perience in the antipoverty program and other ty)es of job-creating
efforts that we have made in recent years.

The NAACP stresses the need for strengthening regulations that
would prohibit, the forcing of welfare recipients to accept employ-
ment that does not pay fair wages or to work under conditions that
would be hazardOus to health and safety.

We are also opposed to any requirement that mothers be required to
work as a condition of receiving aid. We urge that the training and
work programs for mothers must be entirely voluntary. The NAACP
believes that mothers themselves are the besi judges of whether or not
they can be out of the home and the decision to work ought to be left
entirely to them.

We also support the provisions of the legislation which would es-
tablish day care centers, and I have had some practical experience in
observing that around the country.

I think we must be sure that we giv adequate opportunity to
churches or civic groups or whatever the may e, to have electrical
arrangements in there that will not be firehazards, plumbing facilities
that will not be health hazards, food arrangements, sleeping arrange-
ments, recreation arrangement, so that the children, when they are in
those day care centers, can get a chance to enjoy some of the things
that ought to be part of the normal life of the child.

I would just like to give you a practical experience that I observed
on this. I know a minister who offered his church as a day care center.
As soon as he did that, the city moved in and said, "You have to elimi-
nate the electrical hazards," which he did. Then the health depart-
ment came in and said, "For children you must have a small lavatory,
you cannot use lavatories that you have for adults." Ile did that. Then
he had to get some equipment for the kitchen. He got that. Altogether,
he spent about $6,000 on this, but when the city officials got around to
auditing the program, they then wanted to charge him with doing
something illegal and actually went to the State prosecutor to try to
get him prosecuted for an illegal expenditure of money.

I am happy to say that the prosecutor had good sense and told them
to forget about it. But if we are going to protect people who want to do
the right thing against that kind of mistreatment, it seems to me we
have to spell it out very clearly in the law what they can do.

I would like to say, too, that I am aware of the problems that we
have with these fine programs that we pass in Congress like the anti-
poverty program and that sort of thing, which means that Senator
Ribicoff's suggestion that maybe we ought to do this on an experi-
mental basis to start with can be a good thing.

However, I would hope we would do it this way: I would hope we
would enact the legislation to be fully eff&otive, let's say, in 1972, but
during the interim period between the date of passage and 1972 when
it becomes fully effective, we could have these various experiments
around the country to find out where the bugs are.

I make that suggestion because if we just say we are going to pass
a law that will be effective in Rhode Island, I think the Governor of
Rhode Island said he would be glad to have his State one of the States,
we might never get beyond that point. We might find there is so much
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of a headache involved that, we will just throw up our hands and not
do anything else.

On the other hand, if we have passed the law with tha, requirement
that it become fully effective a year or 2 years from the day of enact-
ment, then we really have a different compulsion to try to make sure
that all these points work.

The final thing I would like to say, Mr. Chairman and Senator
Anderson, is that I have here three points which I have put in because
of my observations about why some of these Federal programs do not
work at the local level.

I might say I am personally involved with them. I give my services
voluntarily -to try to help. The first thing is that the Federal Gov-
ernment, must be prepared to operate the program -

The CHAMMAN. Might I just interrupt you at this point, Mr. Mitch-
ell, I regret I have to do this but I would like to ask if you would be
willing to suspend because the Senate is going into a closed session
to discuss the procedure for the remainder of this Congress, which in-
cludes this bill.

Mr. MrrCHLL. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. So if it is all the same then, I would ask that we

stand in recess at the cdl of the Chair. I hope we can be back within
a half-hour.

Thank you so much and as soon as we can come back, we will.
(Short recess.)
The CHAMfRAN. I will call Mr. Mitchell back so he can conclude his

statement.
Mr. MrrcHr.. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your usual

courtesy.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Mitchell, I believe you understand our pro-

graming problem with the Senate in session.
Mr. Mrrcnmiz. Yes.
The CHA=mMAN. And as much as I would like to have a fuller at-

tendance here for you, I think you understand your views will be given
every consideration by the committee when the committee does go into
executive session. If we are to do what you would like to see us do, we
must vote. So we must bring these hearings to a conclusion by hearing
the witnesses when we can get a Senator here.

Mr. Mrrctipur. The only points I would like to make, Mr. Chair-
man, in the closing part of my testimony, briefly there are three:

What I think is that the Federal Government must be prepared to
operate this program if the States and localities are reluctant to
accept their responsibility.

The CHAImmAN. Yes.
Mr. Xr =i. The second thing is where States and localities are

willing to accept their responsibility in the handling of the program,
there should be the closest cooperation, especially on such matters as
handling of accounts, hiring of personnel, and elimination of political
considerations when administering the programs.

The third thing is that the assistance -of private groups should be
welcomed and encouraged. At the same time, it must be understood
that these groups will frequently need the advice and assistance of
experts in getting their programs started.
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It. is also l)ossible that their lack of knowledge in certain fiscal areas
may cause them to make mistakes that are wholly honest and unin-
tentional. In such instances, we must, provide a'deqw te machinery
which will guarantee that there will le no unfair peinalties against
those who are in error because of a lack of experience or skill.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The ChAIRM.AN-. Thank you very much for a very fine statement,

Mr. Mitchell.
The next, witness that we will have will he Mr. Willi.ni 'F. Blair,

director of social legislation of the Ohio Chamber of Commerce, on
behalf of the Council of State Chambers of Commerce, andl he will
be. accompanied by Mr. William R. Brown, associate research director.

Mr. Blair, I believe you are a cousin of Smith Blair, who is with the
General Accounting Office. Mr. Smith Blair has been of invaluable
assistance to us in trying to ferret out the shortcomings of the current
welfare program, al( in trying to help us to find answers to these
perplexing problems. We are pleased to have you.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. BLAIR, DIRECTOR OF SOCIAL LEGIS-
LATION, OHIO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ON BEHALF OF COUNCIL
OF STATE CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE; ACCOMPANIED BY WIL-
LIAM R. BROWN, ASSOCIATE RESEARCH DIRECTOR OF COUNCIL

Mr. BLAIR. Thank you very much, Chairman Long.
Mv name is William T. Blair and I am. director of social legislation

for the Ohio Chamber of Commerce. I appear before you today on
behalf of the Council of State Chambers of Commerce, and with me is
William R. Brown, associate research director of the council.

In my oral testimony, Mr. Chairman, I will summarize a few of
the major points that the council makes in its more complete written
testimony, and I ask your permission, sir; that our written statement
be included at this point in the committee record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.
(Prepared statement follows. Hearing continues on p. 2114.)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. BLAIR, ON BEHALF OF MEMBER STATE
CHAMBERS OF THE COUNCIL OF STATE CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE

My name Is William T. Blair and I am Director of Social Legislation for the
Ohio Chamber of Commerce. I am a member of the Social Security Committee
of the Council of State Chambers of Commerce and appear before you on behalf
of the member State Chambers in the Council listed on the last page of this
statement. As a point of Information, the Council of State Chambers of Com-
merce is an organization of 31 State and regional chambers of commerce which,
among other various activities* concern themselves with policy on national issues
as it affects their members. Acompanying me today is William R. Brown, Asso-
ciate Research Director of the Council.

COUNCIL SUPPORTS WELFARE REFORM BUT NOT GUARANTEED INCOME

The State Chambers of Commerce and. we believe, the general public support
constructive welfare reform. Constructive reform is long overdue. Most Ameri-
cans agree on this point. We contend, however, that support for reform does not
include support for a type of guaranteed income. We believe that the Family
Assistance Act of 1970 is Just that a form of guaranteed income. No amount of
camouflage can conceal that fact. Furthermore, we feel that PAP starts down
a one-way road which would lead inevitably to a government guarantee of a
minimum Income for all Americans.
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It is our conviction that if the concept for a guaranteed income ever receives
Congressional approval, it will become an integral part of our way of life. Once
established, there would be no turning back. Intense pressures would be con-
stant-for increases in the basic guarantee and for further extensions of coverage.

As you well know, the pressures are already there. The Americans for Demo-
cratic Action and professional welfare groups are already suggesting a basic
guarantee of $5,500. Others propose the guarantee at $1,800, $2,000 or $2,400.
Congressional action now, no matter how circumscribed, would merely strengthen
their requests for other increases.

Public Does Not Understand Legislation
We believe there is genuine confusion in the minds of many citizens regarding

the way in which the proposed Family Assistance Plan would operate. Columnist
James Reston raised an interesting point when he wrote -that the Administra-
tion has cloaked a 'remarkably progressive' welfare policy in conservative
language."

We suggest that the advocates of 11I.R. 16311, to get support for "revolutionary
structural reform," as the legislation has been termed by Administration spokes-
men, have effectively used appealing, self-serving phrases such as "workfare,"
"strong incentives," "remove inequities," "reverse the present trend of spiraling
cost and increasing dependence on welfare," etc., to describe the bill.

On the other hand, they neglect to mention the distinctly possible adverse
effects. In our opinion, too many citizens have been "taken In" by this repeated
rhetoric. Objectivity and realism are needed In assessing the far-reaching effects
of this monumental legislation.

Significant welfare reform, If it is to be effective, should embrace the public's
understanding and acceptance. We just don't believe this to be true with the
Family Assistance Plan. We think your committee has provided a truly sig-
nificant service by extending the period during which public debate can help
reach sound conclusions to these complex problems.

Unfortunately, though, the highly complicated Administration revisions sub-
mitted to this committee, together with the promise of changes in the food stamp
program, pending legislation in public housing and recommendations for replace-
ment of Medicaid in 1071, each of which plays a major role in the overall imple-
mentation and effectiveness of FAP, has only served to further confuse rather
than clarify.

We do not question the Administration's good intentions when it promises
future changes in the food stamp, public housing, and Medicaid programs. We
do, however, raise a question about its ability to back up some of these promises
which also require legislative consent. Suppose Congress doesn't agree?

Which leads to a fundamental question-Why can't this entire program be
considered in one package at one time? Isn't that what this Committee expected
when they asked Administration officials to return "to the drawing boards" to
coordinate all income maintenance programs into a single proposal?

It seems to us that meaningful reform, to gain public understanding and sup-
port, must consider the welfare program in its entirety, not by the "bits and
pieces" method now before your committee. Acceptance of this program, on the
basis of presently known factors, would be tantamount to buying a "pig in a
poke."

It is doubtful In our opinion if the public will ever understand any program
which attempts to "reform welfare" by adding 14 million more persons to the
welfare rolls.

CounciPr Policy Recommendation on Welfare
The Council of State Chambers of Commerce has adopted the following seven

general policy recommendations relative to welfare. Our poEitions on H.R. 16311
are essentially based on these recommendations:

1. Mere unplanned expenditures of additional money will not reduce poverty.
2. Reduced poverty requires the long-term efforts of all segments of society.

Financing of programs should be shared by all levels of government-federal,
state, and local.

& Upgrading efforts should be concentrated primarily on the poor. However,
education, Job training, and employment programs should be made available to
both the poor and the near-poor.

4. There should be a rehabilitation program for able-bodled adults without pre-
school children and with work potential. There should be an incentive allow-
ance for adults who take needed training. Training in these cases should be

44-527-70-pt. 3-53
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mandatory. There should be an economic incentive to work and a requirement
to accept work.

5. The link between income and work should not be broken. Income assurance
without work would result in a serious loss of Incentive for work and would
promote an antipathy toward welfare recipients among all taxpayers.

6. National programs of income maintenance (such as guaranteed income, uni-
versal family or children allowances, or negative income tax) financed by the
Federal Government are incompatible with a welfare program based on need
and rehabilitation.

7. To allow for regional and state differentials and for special conditions
within any state, no Federal minimum standards for such assistance should
be imposed.

COUNCIL'S SUPPORT FOR SOME PROVISIONS OF H.R. 16311

'he Council of State Chambers of Commerce subscribes In principle to tile
objectives of several features of H.R, 16311. Our support for the objectives,
however, does not mean that we endorse the specific methods proposed in the
bill.

1. Required Registration for Work and Training Programs.&-We believe that
work and training programs can play a truly significant role in getting people
off welfare and onto payrolls. We are encouraged by the House Ways and Means
Committee Report which contends that work and training requirements would
be strengthened in this bill. We sincerely hope they ar. correct. At the same
time, we must raise a "specter of doubt" and propound a number of questions
in attempts to ascertain a realistic appraisal.

For example, many say that individuals should not be required to accept
"dead-end" jobs. This may be the only type of Job that some individuals are
capable of performing. What if it is the only kind of Job that is available?
Must seemingly "dead-end" jobs, such as picking up litter for example, be clas-
sified as so demeaning or unimportant that no one should be required to do
them? How will these things get done if everyone is "above it?" Even in times
of increasing unemployment, these kinds of jobs go begging. The Want Ads are
full of these kinds of needed services. Unfortunately, our society seems to have
downgraded many of these jobs so that few people want to do them anymore.

I would venture a guess that many members of this Committee have worked
at some period in their lives at jobs which could be classified as "dead-end"
today. The difference was that you saw it as an opportunity to achieve a desir-
able objective at that moment. It was a step in the direction you wanted to go-
which was up. A favorable attitude toward respectable work of any kind dare
not be lost in this country.. One employment provision deserving particular mention is one which states
that a family cannot be denied benefits "if the wages, hours, or other terms or
conditions of the work offered are contrary to or less than those prescribed by
federal, state or local law or are Substantially less favorable to the individual
than those prevailing for similar work in the locality." A somewhat similar
"prevailing wage" clause in the Davis-Bacon Act has been previously inter-
preted by the Labor Department to mean that the prevailing wage is usually that
which Is paid In a nearby metropoltian area. The result is that high metro-
politan wage scales are extended into smaller and often lower-wage, rural areas.
We believe this can be extremly damaging to local labor conditions as well as
being highly Inflationary.

We believe that sound work and training provisions are at the heart of the
sucess for this, or any, welfare reform program. If PAP, or a substitute plan, Is
t accomplish its intended purpose, I.e., removing individuals from welfare
rola. and onto payrolls, the work-training provision must be meaingful. If not,
the program will be a tragic failure.

Believing most agree on the importance of work-training provisions to the
overall effectiveness of welfare reform, we offer this suggestion: Why not apply
the work-training provisions in H.R. 16 11 to individuals already on welfare to
see if the provisions are as effective ai some believe they will be?

In this connection, the chart appended to Secretary of Labor Hodgson'% state-
ment to this Committee August 4 to most revealing. It list six important prob-
lem areas In the present WIN program and summarizes ho% the work-training
provisions in the proposed Family Asslisance Plan would improve present
condition& We suggest that every one of the improvements offered by Secretary
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Hodgson could be enacted without also adopting federally guaranteed income
payments which would cause an additional 14 million individuals to become
eligible for welfare.

9. TOvining Allowances and Child Care Provisions.-We support the training
ailowanme and child care provisions In H.R. 16311. We believe these supple-
ments are necessary if other work and training provisions In the legislation ure
to operate effectively. We do wish to point out, however, that it will be a con-
siderable length of time before sufficient child care facilites can be built, thereby
delaying the effectiveness of work and training incentives for mothers of pre-
school children.

S. Federg Payments to State Program8 for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled.-
Present aid programs to the aged, blind, and disabled involve federal, state and
local revenue sharing. H.R. 16111 establishes a new formula which would re-
quire federal contributions equal to 90 percent of the first $65 of average lay-
ments and 25 percent of the balance up to a limit set by the Secretary of HEW.
We do not object to this proposed upgrading of benefit levels for these cate-
gorical programs. Perhaps the formula might be liberalized even more (utilizing
savings from rejection of federal supplements to the working poor) as an In-
ducement for states to raise these benefits to an improved standard of need.

4. Retention of Earning# by Benflcarie.-Retention of a greater proportion
of earnings by beneficiaries is a deslable objective. It obviously provides greater
incentives to the Individual for self-support. This Idea was approved in 1967
amendments relative to the earnings exemption in the AFDC program. Inci-
dentally, we supported that change and would be willing to go further at this
time. Passage of the radical Family Assistance Plan Is not necessary to accom-
plish this objective.

Along these general lines, we question the Administration's June revisions
which abolish federal matching assistance In the Unemployed Fathers program.
If approved, according to Administration estimates, approximately 90,000 par-
tieipating male-headed families would suffer a reduction in benefits. Is this
socially acceptable in these days of rising living costs? How can the 23 states
who adopted this program in good faith be expected to understand this feature
of the proposed program? Isn't it Inevitable that pressures would be applied in
the state legislatures to maintain these benefit levels, thereby merely shifting
the cost burden to the state level of government?

HEW Secretary Richardson, in his testimony to this Committee acknowledged
that this is one of the most controversial changes. In efforts to avoid this action,
Secretary Richardson referred to the Administration's consideration of a num-
ber of possible alternatives, Including the requirement that states supplement
federal payments to the working poor. This alternative, according to the Secre-
tary, would cost an additional $1 billion per year. It was rejected on the basis
that "neither the states nor the Federal government now has the resources to take
this step."

We agree with Secretary Richardson's conclusion but, In the same breath, ask
a corollary question: If this Is true, how can the states and the federal govern-
ment find the resources for the more than $4 billion additional per year that the
Family Assistance Plan will cost?

couycmV's OPPOSITION TO PROVISIONS IN H.& 16311

There are a number of provisions in H.R. 16311 which we believe are not in
the best interests of the federal-state welfare system and could easily contribute
toward endangering the "Insurance" aspects of our present Social Security
program. We refer specifically to:

1. Coverage of the Working Poor in the Family Assistanee Plan-Former Sec-
retary ]Finch testified before your Committee April 29 that the "intent in provid-
ing coverage under Family Assistance for these additional millions of working
poor families is to keep these families off welfare." It appears to us that the effect
is precisely the opposite-that it puts these families an welfare. Previously ex-
pressed attitudes on the work-training provisions indicate reason why we think
many would stay on welfare.

Little is known about the psychological impact on a family that has struggled
to stay off welfare by sheer hard work, when the government tells them: "You
have failed-your income Is not up to the necessary level !" Many of these fam-
ilies may not really consider themselves poor or poverty stricken: They may own
their home and household goods, grow their own home produce, so that their
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attitude toward their individual situation may not lie as desperate am the govern-
meat tells them it should be.

('overage of the working 1swr, in our opinion, would Inevitably create situa-
tions wherein both refjiplents of welfare payments and taxpayers would exleri-
ence a lessening of their incentive to work. For many. supplementation of low
earnings by federal payments could tend to satisfy the desire for additional
money, actually diminishing incentives for better earnings.

A disincentive effect will almost certainly le felt by taxpayers who furnish
money to make these payments, particularly when the taxpayers' income is not
much greater than that of some welfare recipients. At what point do we reach
a "taxpayers' revolt" under these conditions? A number of government officials,
particularly those at the "grass-roots" levels, contend that some areas are already
experiencing a "taxpayers' revolt." This type of federally created situation would
certainly not help.

,ProVlsiona in H.R. 16311 will not succeed in removing inequities that exist
between the nonworking recipient who receives as much as, or sometimes more
than, his working neighbor is able to earn. In this connection, we refer to page
18 of the Senate Finance Committee Staff Report which shows "that monetary
incentives at the minimum wage level for female-headed families of four are
lower under the revised Administration proposals than under H.R. 16311, which
in turn is lower than under present law."

,Under the Administration revisions, the net value of each dollar earned for a
female-headed family of four moving from unemployment with no income to
full-time work at the minimum wage would amount to only 284 in Phoenix,
Arizona; 234 in Wilmington, Delaware; 274 in Chicago, Illinois, and 304 in
New York City. Under H.R. 16311, the net value would be 60 in Phoenix, 674 in
Wilmington, 38 in Chicago, and 444 in New York whereas, under present law,
the net value is 62 in Phoenix. 714 in Wilmington, 544 in Chicago, and 600 in
New York.

A critical review of HEW's own tables at page 51 in the Administration's
June revisions points up similarly astonishing disincentive examples. In Wil-
mington, Delaware, total potential benefits available to a female-headed family
of four with no earnings would be $3,781. Total potential benefits to this same
family, assuming $4,000 earnings, would be only $4,427. In other words, this
family would be only $64 better off with $4.000 in earnings than it would be
with no earnings. What kind of incentive is this for finding a Job? Given these
circumstances, how many could be expected to seek employment? Not many,
we believe.

Acceptance of this plan could lead to the demoralization of the self-reliant
nature of citizens generally. We believe the President said it well during the
campaign in 1968 when he expressed opposition to the "guaranteed annual in-
come." He said that it "first would not end poverty, and second, while It might
be a substitute for welfare, it would have a very detrimental effect on the
productive capacity of the American people . . ."

2. Administration of F.A.P.-H.R. 16311 delegates major responsibility and
authority for Implementing this proposed new program to the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare. The House Ways and Means Committee Report
states:

"It is the intent of your committee that a new agency would be established in
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to administer the Family
Assistance Plan. The new agency would be responsible for establishing and man-
aging local family assistance plan offices and would carry out other necessary
functions ... ."

Former Secretary Finch in his statement to this Committee April 29 said:
"While final decisions have not been made on administrative structure the

program will most certairdy make use of the management expertise and resources
of the Social Security Administration. Separate facilities will be established in at
least some cases at the intake point, and special accounting procedures will be
used to prevent diversion of Social Security Trust funds."

it would be unfortunate If Social Security Administration involvement with
welfare programs would lead to a weakening of public confidence in the "in-
surance-type" programs now administered by this agency. It is our contention
that e sharp distinction should be maintained between welfare programs based
on the concept of need and employer-employee financed "insurance" programs
where benefits are available as a matter of earned right. We believe that if both
programs are administered to any degree by this one agency, it would be difficult
to maintain a sound and proper separation.
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Procedures and requiremients for determulilvg th eligibility for, and the

amount of Family Assistance lpyments are so complex and subJect to such fre-

quent change that they could pose insurmountable administrative problems. The

result is likely to be that the program would evolve into a largely cash payment

program without any requirements. Who could thon deny that it is guaranteed
income?

We also question the advisability of the broad discretionary powers being given

to the Secretary of HEW. At-cording to page 38 of the Senate Staff Report. dis-

cretionary administrative authority would be given to the IIEW Secretary in

approximately 50 major areas. Apparently, no decisions have been spelled out by

HEW concerning policies in these new areas of authority. Most agree that one

of the major concerns with our present welfare system is the vast bureaucracy

that has grown up to administer It. This proposed program, with new delega-

tions of authority, would seem to further aggravate present administrative
problems.

It has been purported that the Family Assistance Plan (an be administered
largely by computers with spot-checking on the self-reporting accuracy of recipi-
ents. We believe that many determinations rVquired by I.R. 1631a could not be
accomplished by computers. The computer's effectiveness is only as good ao its

source of information. To assume that many of the families involved have suffici-
ent bookkeeping ability to accurately report incomes, even if given the benefit of

the doubt regarding their desire to do so, could i-esult in a misstatement of the
true facts.

Internal Revenuei Department experience should be helpful in evaluating this
aspect of the problem. We have understood that the "track record" on income
tax returns filed in 1970 was unexpectedly poor because of changes in the 1040
reporting form. This experience is probably an indication of what to expect with
"self-reporting" provisions in this bill.

To carry the argument another step, among determinations to be made by
HEW under provisions In this bill are the number of children, family relation-
ship, school attendance and age, amount of income and the particular income
that Is excluded or Included, excluded or included resources, amount of payments,
underpayments, and overpayments by federal and state governments, registra-
tion for training, availability of jobs and demonstrated capacity for particular
jobs and/or training and training allowances. As stated before, we believe initial
determination on these diverse conditions would be difficult. Most, too, would
be subject to frequent change.

We urge members of this committee to consider the dissenting views of House
Ways and Means Committee members, Representatives Al Ullman (D-Oregon),
Phil M. Landrum (D-Georgia) and Omar Burleson (D-Texas). We believe their
views are still appropriate.

"Virtually no improvement is offered for the administrative tangle that makes

the existing welfare program so ineffective. The bill merely places a new Federal
layT on top of a system that is already a bureaucratic quagmire.

"For all the rhetoric about work incentives the bill clearly puts cash payments
first. It ultimately establishes the basis for a guaranteed annual income through
a negative tax formula . . ."

It appears to us that if this bill should be enacted, the administrative difficul-
ties would be so great that a totally federal administered program would soon be
required.

4. Loas of State Control.-Even though provisions in H.R. 16311 would still
require large expenditures of state funds, the bill allows room for little state
or local control over welfare programs. The major policy decisions that states
would still be permitted to make could go in one direction only. A state could
choose to be more generous with its own funds by supplementing the federal
assistance payments or by exceeding the required $110 monthly payment to the
aged, blind, and disabled. As a result, it seems inevitable that Congress would
soon be subjected to great pressure from the states for a complete federal take-
over of welfare responsibilities.

A basic difficulty in attempting to make decisions pertaining to eligibility and
benefit levels on a national rather than a state basis Is illustrated in the June
190 Fortunate article on "The Looming Money Revolution Down South." The
author, Mr. Richard Armstrong. points out that not only would a very large por-
tion of the families in that section of the country receive assistance. e.g.. 35
percent in Mississippi, 25 percent in Louisiana, 24 percent in Kentucky, but that
some families could have their total income raised to levels now enjoyed only
by the "merchant and landowner class." The far-reaching implications of these
drastic dislocations of the economy could be serious for the entire country.
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COSTS UNDER THIS PROPOSAL COULD LEAD TO NEED FOR TAX INCREASES

We submit that the Administrator's cost estimates relative to H.R. 16311 may
well be unestimated. In fact, we understand that the estimates have already been
revised upward by HEW sinte the Senate hearings resumed in July.

The House Ways and Means Committee Report compares estimated costs of
H.R. 16311 with existing programs during the period from 1971 to 1975. The
data assumed that the cost of existing programs will continue to rise rapidly
while benefit levels in the Family Assistance Plan would remain unchanged.
This latter assumption is questionable because Congress would continue to re-
ceive demands for improvements in the basic level of benefits or, at a minimum,
for cost-of-living adjustments. Experience with Social Security benefit increases
almost every two years leads us to believe that this program would follow a
similar course.

Along these lines, the Ways and Means Committee Report reveals that total
federal costs would increase from $4.4 billion at the $1.600 basic benefit guaran-
tee to $20.7 billion if the guarantee were raised to $3,600. These amounts of
welfare costs could well be viewed as a preview for the future should this pro-
gram receive Congressional approval.

Many of the factors that have contributed toward increasing welfare costs in
the past will also apply to the Family Assistance Plan. For example, the AFDC
program has been criticized for encouraging women to have more children in
order to increase their benefits. We point out that the Family Assistance Plan
also allows $300 for each additional child. While $300 does not seem like much,
it should be remembered that this program would be dealing with many people
who look only at the Immediate consequences.

The use of declarations by claimants, rather than the investigative jiroce-
dures of AFDC, could contribute further to increased benefit costs. The use of
declarations for aid to the aged, the blind, and the disabled may be appropriate.
but their use in Family Assistance as is proposed, could lead to widespread and
costly abuses.

In a recent radio program sponsored by the U.S. Clhamber of Commerce, Rep-
resentative Ullman said:

"The trouble with this kind of program is that $5 billion is only a start. Once
you start down this road of income supplements, there is only one way the costs
can go, and that's up. We're starting down a road of mushrooming welfare costs,
and we're obviously going to have to raise taxes to do it."Representative Ullman's conclusion, confirmed by many others, is only too
likely to be proven correct if the Family Assistance Plan should be enacted.

The Administration has not provided a satisfactory answer to the problem
of financing this program. Where is the money to pay for FAP? Are other pro-
grams to be curtailed? If not, as Representative Ullman predicts, will tax In-
creases be advanced? If so, what kind of tax programs are being considered?

Shouldn't Congress have straightforward responses to these questions before
embarking on this program? At a point in time when highly inflationary deficits
are much greater than originally projected, how can a program of this magnitude
be Justified?

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we would like to submit for the record a Coun-
(-l of State Chambers of Commerce bulletin, written by the Council's Research
Director, Eugene F. Rinta, which explains the growth of federal welfare ex-
pendittres during the past 35 years. It has direct, and we believe significant,
application to this overall problem your Committee Is considering. With your
permission, I will include It as a supplement to my testimony.

Thank you for this opportunity to present the Council's views.
(Attached is a list of State Chambers of Commerce that have endorsed this

statement.)

Alabama State Chamber of Commerce. New Jersey State Chamber of Com-
Colorado Association of Commerce & merce.

Industry. Empire State Chamber of Commerce.
Georgia Chamber of Commerc Ohio Chamber of Commerce.
Idaho State Chamber of Commerce. Pennsylvania Chamber of Commerce.
Indiana State Chamber of Commerce. South Carolina State Chamber of Coin-
Kansas State Chamber of Commerce. merce.
Kentucky Chamber of Commerce. Greater South Dakota Association.
Maine State Chamber of Commerce. East Texas Chamber of Commerce.
Montana Chamber ot Commerce. South Texas Chamber of Commerce.
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west Texas Chamber of Commerce. Virginia wat, ('hitunr of commercee.
Lower Rio Grande Valley Chamber of West Virginia Chamlwr of Comimerce.

Commerce. \isconsin State Chambher of Commerve.

(Federal Spending Facts, Bulletin No. 256, May 18, 19701

COUNCIL OF STATE CHAMBERS OF COMMEPW'E

THE GROWTH OF FNDEKAL WELFARE EXPENDITURES

Two major legislative measures now being considered in Congre s would sub-
stantially Increase Federal social welfare expenditures. One is the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970 (H.R. 16311) which has passed the House and Is the subject of
hearings by the Senate Finance Committee. The other is the Social Security
revision bill (IMR 17560) which the House Ways and Means Committee reported
favorably to the House last week.

In the view of some Congressional sponsors of large scale welfare spending
expansion, both of these measures are too modest despite their high cost. Some
even argue that the Government is downright niggardly in its welfare spending.
Accordingly, it might be well to look at the record.

The economic depression of the 1930's saw the Federal Government for the first
time asuming a major role in social welfare activities. In fact, the Government
in those years not only assumed primary responsibility for promoting and pro-
viding funds for welfare programs, but it actually made such programs the major
activity of the Government itself. This is evident from the fact that the Roosevelt
Administration in its first two terms spent more money, and probably more official.
time, on social welfare than on any other matter including defense. But even
then. expenditures under Federal welfare programs during the Roosevelt years
were modest, indeed, when compared to amounts In recent years.

Expenditures which are classified in this analysis as social welfare totaled
$4 billion in fiscal year 1935 and $2.5 billion in 1940. In Roosevelt's last year,
fiscal 1945, they were only $1.1 billion, with the reduction resulting from termi-
nation of work relief spending which bulked large in the 1935 and 1940 totals.
E,': n in 1950 these expenditures, at $2.9 billion, were not much greater than 15
years earlier.

But since 1960 growth in Federal welfare spending has been accelerating rap-
idly. By 1955 the total had risen to $7.4 billion, an increase of $4.5 billion in five
years. The next five years saw an increase of $8.1 'billion for a total of $15.5
billie a in 1960. An almost identical increase in the following five years brought
the total to $23.7 billion in 1965. Since that year welfare spending growth has
been much more rapid. In 1967 these expenditures totaled $33.7 billion for an
increase of $10.0 billion in just two years. The next two years saw a still greater
increase of $12.6 billion for a total of $46.3 billion in 1969.

Estimates in the 1971 Federal budget for 1970 and 1971 reflect a continuation
of the recent accelerated growth. An increase of $6.3 billion in 1970 brings the
spending amount to $52.6 billion, and a further budgeted increase of $8.1 billion
in 1971 would bring the total to $60.7 billion.

The dollar amounts given above for the years through 1969 were computed
from analyses of social welfare expenditures prepared by the U.S. Social Security
Administration." The 1970 and 1971 amounts were computed from the 1971 Fed-
eral Budget and the Budget Appendix. All of the programs which are included
In this analysis as social welfare are also included in the Social Security Ad-
-ministration's analyses. But three categories of programs that are Included in
the latter are excluded from this study. They are education, veterans' programs,
and health and medical programs other -than health insurance for the aged.
Additionally, this analysis excludes from the social insurance category Federal
civilian and military retirement expc .ditures. The purpose of these exclusions Is
to bring the area encompassed by this study closer to popular conceptions of what
constitutes social welfare activities.

Following are the Federal outlays for social welfare for selected fiscal years
from 1935 to 1971:

1 Research Rept. No. 25, March 1968; and Social Security Bulletin, December 1969.
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FEDERAL SOCIAL WELFARE OUTLAYS

lin millions of dollars

Social Low-income Other social
Fiscal year insurance Public aid housing welfare Total

1935 ............. . .......... 16 2.374 ......... . 2 2,392
1940 .............. ----- ...... . .. 258 2,243 4 Ii 2,516
1945 ........................ .... 576 420 11 66 1,073
1950 --------------------------------- 1.595 1,103 15 174 2,887
1955 ...... ...................... . . 5,577 1, 504 75 252 7,407
1960 .------ 2.............. . ....... t2,787 2,117 144 417 15,464
1965 .. .............. .......... 19.026 3,594 238 812 23,670
1967 .................... ...... 26,819 5,244 283 1,356 33, 702
1969 ....................- _ 36.(65 7,851 446 1.903 46,285
1970 (estimate) ......................- 40,443 9,475 526 2,159 52,603
1971 (estimate) ....................... 45,730 11,816 809 2,320 60,675

ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL INSURANCE SPENDING C.1IOWTII

The tremendous growth of social insurance outlays has resulted from thret-
principal factors-( 1) the growing numbers of eligible beneficiaries; (2) re-
peated liberalizations of benefits, in part to offset cost of living increasess; and
(3) the enactment of new benefits. All three factors were important causes of
the rapid acceleration of expenditure growth since 196. Enactment of health
Insurance for the aged has had a particularly heavy impact on outlays during
the last few year-. Growth of Federal social insurance expenditures by program
is shown in the table that follows:

FEDERAL SOCIAL INSURANCE OUTLAYS

lIn millions of dollars

Health Employment
insurance Railroad security

Fiscal year OASDI for aged retirement and other Total

1940 --------------------------------- 40 -------------- 117 100 257
1950 ................................. 784 -------------- 306 504 1,595
1960 ................................. 11,032 .............. 935 820 12 787
1965 -------......................... 16,997 ------------- - 1,128 901 19,026
1967 -------------------------------- 21,186 3,395 1,278 960 26,819
1969 -------------------------------- 26,791 6,598 1.548 1,148 36,085
1970 (estimate) ....................... 29,807 7,538 1,644 1,454 40,443
1971 (estimate) ---------------------- 33,588 8.774 1,715 1,653 45,730

Outlays for old-age, survivors, and disability insurance (OASDI) have greatly
exceeded official actuarial projections. This is not a reflection on the actuarial
estimates, but is due to frequent liberalization of benefits and to rising levels
of wages and salaries. The latter has produced higher payroll tax revenues and
higher benefits under existing payroll tax schedules, and has been used by
Congress as the ground for increasing the taxable wage base. Increases in the
wage base do, of course, increase revenues and average benefit levels.

Cost estimates prepared by the Social Security Administration in 1960 proj-
ected the cost of benefits and administrative expenses for the OASDI program
at $18.1 billion in 1970. Similar estimates prepared in 1964 " projected the 1970
benefit and administrative costs at $23.2 billion. But as the above table shows,
the latest budget estimate for 1970 is $29.8 billion.

Out lays for health Insurance for the aged have also greatly exceeded actuarial
cost estimates. When the program was enacted in 196,5, benefit and administra-
tive costs in 1970 were estimated at $3.2 billion for the hospital insurance part
of the program.' Now the latest budget estimates place the 1970 cost at $5.4
billion. Projections for the supplementary medical insurance part of the program
beyond 1967 were not available in 1965. The belief was then expressed, however,
that the $3 monthly premium rate for the supplementary program, matched
by an equal Federal contribution, "will be fully adequate to meet the costs 'Of

*Sen. Rep. No. 1856, Aug. 19, 1060.
H. Rep. No. 1548. July 7, 1964.
H. Rep. No. 213, Mar. 29, 1965.
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administration and the benefit layinents incurred, as well as to build up a
relatively small contingency reserve. ' The fact Is that the combined monthly
premium rate and Federal contribution has risen from $6.00 to $8.00 currently
and Is scheduled to rise to $10.60 on July 1, 1970.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND OTIEI PUBLIC All)

During the depression 1930's work relief accounted for a major lmrt of Federal
public aid. This was still true In fiscal 1940 when work relief program costs
totaled $1.9 billion as compared to total public aid of $2.2 billion. Work relief
was phased out during World War II and grants for Federal-State public assist-
ance program represented virtually all of public aid until the mid-1950's. At
that time donation of surplus farm commodities to the poor began to represent
significant amounts.

By 1960 the dollar amount of public aid-$2.1 bIllion-had risen about to the
level of the deprewion years, with growth having been steady and uninterrupted
since fiscal 14.5. Since 1960 public aid outlays have greatly accelerated their
earlier rate of increase. The total rose to $3.6 billion in 1965, $5.2 billion in 1967,
and $7.8 billion in 1969. Further large increases to $9.5 billion in 1970 and $11.8
billion in 1971 are budgeted. The following table gives a breakdown of public
aid for selected years from 1935 to 1971:

FEDERAL PUBLIC AID OUTLAYS

[In millions of dollars

Public assistance

Vendor Other
Cash medical public

Fiscal year benefits payments aid Total

1935 ------------------------------------------------ .------------------------- 2,374 2,374
1940 . . ............................................ 280 .............. 1,963 2,243
19 4 5 . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . 4 18 ----------- -- - 2 4 2 0
1950 ---------------------------------------------- 1,097 --- _ -------- 6 1,103
1955 1,419--------------------------------------- - 1, 09 23 bZ 1, 504
19 -0.. . . . . . . . . ..-------------------------------- 1,858 200 59 2,117
1965 ---------------------------------------------- 2,630 555 409 3,594
1967 ---------------------------------------------- 3,109 1,157 978 5,244
1969 -------9 -------------------------------------- 4,203 2,186 1,462 7,851
1970 (estimate) ------------------------------------ 5,092 2,612 1,771 9, 475
1971 (estimate) .---------------------------------- 6,318 2,856 2,642 11,816

The rapid rise in cash payments for pubhlc assistance since 1960 has resulted
from growing numbers on the welfare rolls for aid to families with dependent
children plus liberalization of benefit amounts for all public assistance recipients.
The 1971 estimated total includes $600 million for initiation of the proposed new
family assistance program.

Vendor medical payments were relatively modest from 1951 to 1960 when they
were made only on behalf of cash benefit recipients. These payments increased
noticeably with expansion of the program in 1960 to cover persons aged 65 and
over who were not eligible for public assistance cash benefits but who could not
pay their medical expenses. The vendor medical payments provisions were
amended ii 1965 to extend the program to other groups who have sufficient main-
tenance income to disqualify them for the Federal-State programs of aid to the
blind, to the disabled, and to families with dependent children, but who are con-
sidered medically indigent. After enactment of the 1965 amendments, growth of
outlays for vendor medical payments accelerated sharply.

Largely accounting for the big increase in "other public aid" in recent years
are the costs of work experience and training activities under the poverty pro-
gram and a sharp expansion of the food stamp program.

LOW-INCOME HOUSING

Expenditures for low-income 'housing have risen steadily since enactment of
the Housing Act of 1950 and subsequent amendments which greatly expanded
the public low-rent housing authorizations originally provided by the Housing

5 Ibid., p. 62.
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Act of 1937. This type of welfare assistance rose from $15 million In 1950 to $144
million in 1960 and will reach an estimated $809 million in 1971. Of this latter
amount $655 million will be for public housing mbsidles and the remaining $1r4
million will be or rent supplements in non-public housing and other low-income
housing subsidies.

OTHER SOCIAL WELFARE

The fourth category of welfare programs defined and included In this analysis
as Federal social welfare activities is a miscellaneous group which Includes
vocational rehabilitation, school meals, poverty program activities other than
work experience and training and the head start program, and a catchall group
of minor social welfare activities not elsewhere classified.

Spending for programs in this "other social welfare" category rose from $174
million in 1950 to $417 million In 1960 and $812 million In 196M Expenditures
are expected to reach $2.3 billion In 1971. The vocational rehabilitation program
has had ita growth largely since 1965 when outlays were $143 million. They were
$431 million in 1969 and are budgeted for $572 million in 1971. Expenditures to
fiance various school meals programs have risen steadily and substantially from
$121 million In 1950 to $3 million in 1900, $504 million in 1965, and an estimated
$68) million in 1971.

First expenditures under the Economic Opportunity Act (poverty program)
occurred In 1965. The poverty program activities included in this category
involved outlays of only $52 million in 1965 but they rose to $452 million in 1967
and $648 million in 1969. The estimate for 1971 is $833 million.

EXTENT OF INFLATION IMPACT ON WELFARE SPENDING GROWTH

As indicated earlier in this analysis, inflation has been an important factor
responsible for the tremendous growth in Federal spending for social welfare
purposes. But, as the following table shows, even with adjustment for inflation,
growth o these expenditures is still tremendous.

FEDERAL SOCIAL WELFARE EXPENDITURES

[In milons of dollars]

Constant dollars(bcal year
Fical yar Actual dollars 1969=100):

Im5 ................------------------------------------------------ 2,392 6,590
1940 -------------------------------------------------............... 2,516 6,709
1945 ------------------------------------------------------------------- 1,073 1,669
I ------------------------------------------------- 2,887 4 290
1W ----------------------------------------------------- ---------- 7,407 9:682

6 ------------------------------------------------ 15,464 18,301
1965 ------------------------------------------------- ------------ 23,670 26,477
1967.......--------------------------- 33 702 36,045
11---------------------------------------------------------- 4628M 46,285
1970(soetit) --------------------------- *------ ------- 52,603 49,860
11 (so ) --------------------------------------------- 60,675 55,310

1 Bas on implicit price deflators for personal consumption expenditures prepared by Department of Commerce. As-
amas 5.5-peren inflation In Ical year 1970 and 4-p9rcent In scal year 1971.

Growth of the retirement age population has, of course, had a great impact on
the growth of outlays for the OASDI, health insurance for the aged, and rail-
road retirement programs by increasing the numbers of eligible beneficiaries.
But the growth of spending for public aid, low-income housing, and other social
welfare cannot be ascribed to population growth. These programs are intended
primarily to help the poor, and the fact is that the number of poor has been in
a declining trend for some years. According to the January 1969 Annual Report
of the Council of Economic Advisers, the number of persons In poverty has
declined about 20 million in 20 years--from 42 million in 1948 to 22 million
in 1968.

FINANCING SOCIAL WELFARE SPENDING GROWTH

The principal sources of financing Federal welfare expenditures are taxes on
employment, of which the main revenue producer is the Social Security tax
which finances the OASDI and health insurance programs. Despite rapidly
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rising total national payrolls subject to tax, frequent Increases in the Social
Security tax on employers and employees have been necessary to finance the
growth in expenditures under these programs. This tax has been increased in
two ways-by increasing the taxable wage base (niaximum annual earnings that
are taxed) and by increasing the combined tax rate which the employer and
employee share equally.

From 1937 to 1950 the taxable wage base remained at $3,000. It was $3.600
-from 1951 to 1954; $420 from 1955 to 1958; $4,800 from 1959 to 1965; $6,600
during 1966 and 1967; and It was raised to $7,800 in 1968 where it is seheduhld
to remain under present law.

The combined employer-employee Social Security tax rate was 2.0% from 1937
to 1949. Then It was 3.0% from 1950 to 1953, 4.0% from 1954 to 1956, 4.5% ill
1957 and 1958, 5.0% in 1959. 0.0% in 190 and 1961, 6.25% in 1962, 7.25% from
1963 to 1965, 3.4% in 1966, &8% in 1967 and 1968, and 9.6% currently. Under
present law the rate is scheduled to rise to 10.4% In 1971, 11.3% In 1973, 11.4%
in 1976, 11.6% in 1980, and 11.8% in 1987.

In 1949 the maximum combined tax on an employee's wages was $60.00. In
1959 it was $240.00 and In 1969 it was $748.80. Further increases will result from
rate changes scheduled under present law.

The social welfare expenditures financed by general Treasury revenues totaled
$1.3 billion in 1950, which was 33% of general revenue expenditures that year.
In 1960 these welfare expenditures amounted to $2.7 billion, or 3.5% of general
revenue expenditures. By 1969 their total had reached $10.2 billion, or 6.8% of
general revenue expenditures; and budget estimates for 1971 indicate these
welfare expenditures will total $14.9 billion, which is 9.6% of the $154.9 billion
general revenue expenditures budgeted for 1971.

PENDING IILL WOULD FURTHER EXPAND WELFARE SPENDING

If the two major social welfare bills pending in this Congress should be en-
acted, they will expand outlays for welfare purposes substantially beyond the
levels such outlays would reach under existing legislation.

As passed by the House, the Family Assistance bill (H.R. 16311) would add
a minimum of $5.0 billion a year In the first full year to Federal welfare expendi-
tures from general revenues. But this would likely be just a beginning. Already
pending in the Senate are proposals which would increase the cost of this legis-
lation to at least $20 billion.

The Social Security revision bill (H.R. 17550), which will be acted on shortly
by the House, would expand social insurance outlays and would also increase
payroll taxes to finance greater spending. This bill provides for a 5% general
increase in OASDI benefits and several other liberalizations which would add
$3.8 billion to benefit costs in the first full year. In order to finance these addi-
tional costs and to meet an actuarial deficit in the hospital insurance program,
Social Security taxes would again be increased with revisions in both the tax-
able wage base and the tax rate.

As of January 1, 1971 the wage base would become $9,000 instead of $7,800.
The combined employer-employee tax rate would be 10.4% for 1971-74 as is now
scheduled for 1971-1972. In the 1975-79 period the rate would be 12.0% as com-
pared to 11.3% and 11.4% under the present schedule, and from 1980 to 1966 the
rate would be 13.0% as compared to the scheduled 11.6%. With the proposed tax
increases in H.R. 17550 the maximum payroll tax on an employee's wages in 1971
would be $98600 as compared to $811.20 under present law. The maximum tax
in 1975 would be $1,080.00 instead of $881.40 under present law.

It is to be hoped that in taking final action on H.R. 16311 and H.R. 17550, the
Congress and the President will look not only to their desirability from the
view-point of proponent groups and practical politics, but also to their actual
need, their cost, and the effect on the nation of financing their cost.

To what extent may the potential costs of the proposed Family Assistance pro-
gram require new taxes as well as absoib future revenue increases which would
be needed for urgent national needs such as, for example, pollution control?
What will be the future of private pension programs as the Social Security pro-
gram, with its rapidly rising taxable wage base, tax rate, and employer-employee
costs, increasingly shifts from Its original purpose as a basic floor of protection
to a besic retirement system? Finally, with private pension programs now being
a major source of capital for economic growth In this country, what new source
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of savings can be found if these programs are nupt-rseded by an expanding Social
Security program? These questions are too important to remain unanswered.

MT OE.INE V, RINTA, Rearch Director.Mr. BrLri. Thank you.
The State chambers of commerce arid, we believe, the general public,

support constructive welfare reform. IWe contend, however, that sup-
port for reform does not include support for a guaranteed income. 'We
bieve that the family assistance plan starts down a one-way road
which would lead inevitably to a Government guarantee of a minimum
income for all-Americans.

It is our belief that if the concept of a guaranteed income ever re-
ceives congressional approval, there would be no turning back. Pres-
sures for increases in tle basic guarantee and for further extensions of
coverage would be unrelenting.

The CHAIRMAN. Might I say, sir, in line with what you are saying,
I have repeatedly made the statement that I am willing to guarantee
a person a job or at least an opportunity to go to work. I am not willing
to guarantee him an income without working, and I would hope that.
you would tend to support that position.

Mr. BLare. We do, yes, sir.
In the statement, as we say, you know so well that the pressures are

already there to get the guaranteed base up from $1,600 to a higher
level, and also to get further coverage of people other than the work-
ing poor.

We believe that there-
The CHAMNAN. And the people who are fighting the hardest to get

it the highest are those who are also fighting the hardest against any
work requirement, too.

Mr. BL m. Yes; that is right.
The CHAIRMAN. That is the big problem on the part of some of

them.
Mr. BLAIR. Well we get into that point about supporting some of

these things in the first part of my statement, Mr. Chairman.
One of the other points we would like to make that we have not

heard too much said about is that we think that there is genuine con-
fusion in the minds of many citizens regarding the way in which
the proposed family assistance plan would operate.

Welfare reform, if it is to be effective, should embrace the public's
understanding and acceptance. We think your committee has provided
a truly significant service by extending the period during which
public debate can help reach sount" conclusions to these complex
problems.

Unfortunately, though, the highly complicated administration re-
visions submitted to your committee, together with the promise of
changes in the food stamp program, pending legislation in public
housing, and recommendations for replacement of medicaid in 1971,
have served to further confuse rather than clarify it.

Supposing Congress does not agree to some of the promisedchanaw IWlich leads to a fundamental question, we believe; why cannot

this entire program be considered in one package at one time? Is
thatnot what this committee expected when they asked administration
officials to return to the drawing boards to coordinate all income main-
tenance programs into a single proposal?
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We support the required registration for work and training pro-
grams. We support training allowances and child care provisions.
We support the upgrading of benefit levels for the aged, blind and
disabled, and a greater retention of earnings by beneficiaries.

We submit, however, that. tlve reforms could be undertaken with-
out making an additional 14 million persons -]ligible for welfare as pro-
posed in .R. 16311.

We do, however, oppose coverage of the working poor under the
family assistance plan. Former Secretary Finch testified before your
committee, and I am quoting his statelnent: "That the intent. in
providing coverage under family assistance for additional millions of
working poor families is to keep these families off welfare."

It appears to us that the effect is precisely the opposite, that it puts
these families on welfare.

Coverage of the working poor, in our opinion, would inevitably
create situations wherein both recipients of welfare payments and tax-
payers would experience a lessening of their incentive to work. For
many, supplementation of low earnings by Federal payments could
tend to satisfy the desire for additional money, actually diminishing
incentives for better earnings.

A disincentive effect will almost certainly be felt by taxpayers who
furnish money to make these payments, particularly when the tax-
payer's income is not much greater than that of some welfare recipients.

H.R. 16311 will not succeed in removing inequities that exist between
the nonworking recipient who receives as much or sometimes more
than his working neighbor is able to earn.

We refer to the Senate Finance Committee's staff report which
points out, and I am quoting from that report: "That monetary in-
centives at the minimum wage level for female-headed families of
four are lower under the revised administration proposals than under
H.R. 16311 which, in turn, is lower than under present law."

A critical review of HIEW's own tables in the administration's
June revision points up similarly astonishing disincentive examples.

One is bound to ask upon reflection, what kind of an incentive does
this provide for finding a job? Given these circumstances how many
could be expected to seek employment? Not many, we believe.

In the area of administration we believe the proposed program
imposes huge new responsibilities on an already overburdened system.
For example, it would be unfortunate if Social Security Administra-
tion involvement with welfare programs would lead to a weakening
of public confidence in the insurance type programs now administered
by this agency.

We believe that a sharp distinction should be maintained between
welfare programs based on the concept of need, and employer-
employee-financed insurance programs where benefits are available as
a matter of right.

Procedures and requirements for determining the eligibility for
and the amount of family assistance payments are so complex and
subject to-such frequent change that they could pose insurmountable
administrative problems.

We question the advisability of the broad discretionary powers being
given to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. According
to the Senate staff report, discretionary administrative authority would
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be given to the Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary in approxi-
miately 50 major areas. Apparently no decisions have been spelled out
by tills agency concerning policy in these new areas of authority.

Most agree that one of the major concerns with our present welfare
system is the vast bureaucracy that has grown up to administer it.
This proposed program, with new delegations of authority, would
seem to further aggravate present administrative problems.

In the important area of program costs, we submit that the adminis-
tration's estimates may well be underestimated. In fact, we under-
stand that the estimates have already been revised upward by HEW
since the Senate hearings resumed in July.

The House Ways and Means Committee report compares estimated
costs of H.R. 16311 with existing programs during the period from
1971 to 1975. The data assume that the cost of existing programs will
continue to rise rapidly while benefit levels in the family assistance
plan would remain unchanged.

This latter assumption is questionable because Congress would con-
tinue to receive demands for improvements in the. basic level of benefits
or at a minimum for cost-of-living adjustments. Experience with social
security benefit increases almost every 2 years leads us to believe that
this program would follow a somewhat similar course.

In a recent radio program sponsored by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, Representative Ullman of Oregon said, and I am quoting from
his statement:

The trouble with fts kind of program is that $5 million is only a start. Once
you start down this road, there is only one way the costs can go, and that is
up We are starting down a road of mushrooming welfare costs and we are
obviously going to have to raise taxes to do it.

End of that quote.
The administration has not provided a satisfactory answer to the

problem of financing this program. Where. is the money to pay for the
family assistance plan?

Are other programs to be curtailed? If not, as Representative Ull-
man predicts, will tax increases be advanced? If so, what kind of tax
program are being considered?

Should not Congress have straightforward responses to these ques-
tions before embarking on this program?

At this point in time when highly inflationary deficits are much
greater than originally projected, how can a program of this magni-
tude be justified?

Mr. Carman, that is the end of our statement.
The CHInRMAN. Thank you very much for your statement.
I would like to ask you just one or two things that occur to me. One

of them is that when we proceed to make large number of tax con-
sumers out of taxpayers, as this plan and, to a much greater extent,
some of these more ambitious proposals such as the $5,500 proposal
would do, do you not greatly reduce your ability to provide more
effectively for those you must necessarily help?

Mr. BL~i.m I would agree with you, yes.
The CHA AN. In other words, every time you take someone who is

capable of being a self-sustaining person and make a welfare client out
of-him or you add him to the rolls as an additional person drawing a
certain amount of help, you just reduce by that much your ability to
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zero in on those cases of crying need where poor people are not able
to work.

Mr. BLAm Your unproductive part of the society is going to be
greater than the productive part if you continue in that direction.

The CHAIRMAN. Much has been made of the fact that a great num-
ber of people this bill proposes to help here presently have jobs. Very
little has been said about the incentive to quit a job.

Now, one can run a test study on something and it might not show
what tends to happen when you have something over a period of time.
But when those who are on this plan are receiving Federal payments,
State supplements, food stampM if only those three, but perhaps
housing and other things in addition to that, we are told that on the
average their earnings would tend to be reduced by about 80 percent
as they worked to improve their conditions. Perhaps it is only sup-
posed to be 50 percent over and above a certain amount, but when you
Took at the food stamps that must be cut off at a certain point, it gets
to be a lot more than 50 percent, and then housing, that is one more
thing they stand to lose if their income rises.

So when we look at what would appear to average out to about an
80 percent marginal tax on their earnings, does that not provide a
very great incentive for large numbers of these people to start find-
ing ways to make their money-where they simply are not reporting
earmngs, with the result that they might make five times the effective
earnings that they would make if the Government knows about it?

Mr. SL~n We think that the tables that were presented by HEW
to your committee in the green booklet in the June revisions make
the case you are making and we make more completely, in our written
testimony, that there really is no great incentive for a person to work
under the benefit programs that are available to him for not working.

The CHAIuRA. I am told right now in many parts of this country
that it is a rather prevalent practice for people to offer to work pro-
vided they can earn the money without having it reported, particu-
larly if they do not have to give their social security number or their
right name, and if they can be paid in eash.

Now, is it not likely that that practice will increase if this bill be-
comes law the way it iS now proposed ?

Mr. BLAnL In my opinion, it would.
Mr. BRowN. Mi. Chairman, if I might just add a point there, you

do not have to go very far to find examples like that. You can go
downtown here to some of the employment agencies where they spe-
cialize in day laborers. You can go down there and pick somebody
up, and you will find that they do not want any scial se ,arity report
niade, and that kind of work is not going to show up in the computer
cross-check in the social security records.

The CHAIRAN. Now, as a practical matter, once the practice be-
comes prevalent, once such an organization as the National Welfare
Rights Organization, which is presently engaged in showing people
how to avoid work "until hell freezes over," proceeds to show tem how
to cheat on this program, how can you keep it from being a very preva-
lent practice throughout the whole country?

Mr. BLhI. That is the thrust of our position. We do not think you
can, and we think this program would simply make it easier and would
encourage that kind of thing.
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The CuRaAMAN. Furthermore, is it practical for the Government, is it
practical for any administration to send its people out across the
country prosecuting a million people who are cheating on the welfare
program?

Mr. BLAIR. No; I do not think it is.
The CHAIRMAN. It seems to me as though they would be marked as

enemies of the poor. Did we not have a parallel experience when we
dropped the income tax brackets to make it apply to the ordinary
laboring person and was it found that that was a very ineffectual way
to collect taxes up until we started withholding it from the employer
and suing him in the event that he failed to take it out of the employee's
check?

Mr. B[AIR. My memory does not go back to those times, but. let. me
make one comment: In regard to those features that the administra-
tion talked about, workfare instead of welfare, and some of the rhetoric
that was used in promoting this legislation. We feel if some of those
provisions are effective, why do we not add them to the present pro-
gram and see if they are going to be effective, rather than taking a large
program of this magnitude and passing it on the basis that we hope
it is better than the old program ?

We do not believe that it is better. We hope it would be better if it is
passed, but we feel some real test cases ought to be made without the
legislation in effect to see, first, whether it is going to work properly
and then, if so, why, pass legislation for the country at large at that
time. But not to do it, as I think Senator Williams made the comment,
that it is getting the cart before the horse.

The CHArMAN. Well, thank you very much.
Mr. BLAIR. Thank you.
The CHARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Blair and Mr. Brown, for a very

fine statement.
I will call as the concluding witness today the Honorable Rafael

Hernandez Colon, who is the president of the senate for the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAPAEL HERANDEZ COLON, PR DENT OF
THE SENATE, COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

Mr. Co N. Hernandez Colon.
Honorable Chairman Long, it is a pleasure for me to have an oppor-

tunity to appear before you today to testify with respect to the Family
Assistance Act of 1970.

One of the most significant provisions of the Family Assistance Act
is that which establishes uniform eligibility and aid standards for all
citizens of the United States who are residents of any of the 50 States.
The inclusion of this provision in the bill under consideration repre-
sents the first attempt in U.S. legislative history to adopt a national
policy of equal aid for equal need for all persons eligible to receive
welfare benefits in the States of the Union. The adoption of this pro-
vision is to be hailed, both for what it means in terms of social justice
and for its practical effect of eliminating welfare-induced interstate

Irttbly, however, this highly commendable national policy is
not extended by the present bill to alI citizens of the United States but
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only to those who reside in the 50 States of the Union. Benefit levels
for American citizens in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam
are set at a fraction of those provided for their fellow citizens living
in the 50 States.

In other words, while the Family. Assistance Act, is intended to
eliminate the discrimination in the aid given to residents of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, I suggest that this constitutes til
oversight and an inj ustice to these American citizens.

The magnitude of this difference in aid is considerable. Under the
provision of the Family Assistance Act as it now stands, a family of
four with no other income living in a U.S. jurisdictim which is not a
State is entitled to aid equivalent to about 25 percent of its poverty
level income. A family in the same circumstances living in any of the
50 States would get aid equivalent to 40 percent of its poverty level
income.

The disparity is increased even further if certain other Federal
programs for aid to the needy are taken into consideration. Two of
these programs, those related to medical care and food stamps, also
give considerably less assistance to U.S. citizens in Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and Guam.

This discrimination is likely to have serious social results. It is rea-
sonable to expect that the increased difference in the amount of aid
given to families with comparable needs in these jurisdictions and
those in the 50 States as a result of the present bill will constitute an
added incentive for the former -to uproot themselves massively from
their native lands and move to less congenial areas in the continent
where they may face difficult adjustment problems as well as create
stresses in the communities in which they settle.

The basic consideration for not giving the U.S. citizen of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and-Guam the same treatment in welfare as
that given to the residents of the 50 States is, presumably, the fact
that the former pay no taxes to the Government of the United States.
This, I submit, is not only unjust but shortsighted.

Exemption of the residents of these jurisdictions from the payment
of Federal taxes has proven to be essential for developing their econ-
omies. Yet their incomes are too low to permit payment of both local
and Federal taxes without extreme sacrifice or even economic collapse.
Exempting U.S. citizens in these areas from the payment of Federal
taxes is a wise national policy. It should not stand in the way of ex-
tension to these citizens of another wise and eminently just national
policy that of equal aid for equal need.

Higher welfare payments will stimulate the local economies and
bring the day closer when they will be able to provide adequately for
their residents. A very high percentage of the additional payments
will be spent to purchase goods and services produced in the 50 States
of the Union and will, therefore, flow back to stimulate the mainland
economy.

On the other hand, this fonrh of discrimination, as a cost-cutting
device, is partially self-defeating. Failure to extend equal treatment
to the residents of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam will en-
courage them to migrate to the United States mainland, as already
indicated, where they will be entitled to get the higher aid at the ex-
pense of the Federal Government anyway.

44-427-70-pt. &---54



2120

Higher welfare and social aid -payments to Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam should be viewed as an investment in human re-
sources Which benefits the entire United States, an investment that will
eventually yield manyfold returns in terms of the welfare and strength
of the entire Union.

I submit that the bill under your consideration be amended to pro-
vide equal benefits to -American citizens in Puerto Rico the Virgin
Islands, and Guam as provided for the citizens in the 50 t of the
Union.

The CHIRMAN. Thank you very much, sir.
Mr. CowON. Thank you.
The CHIRMAN. That will conclude today's hearing.
The committee will meet again on Monday to hear witnesses on the

social security bill.
(Whereupon, at 4:50 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene

Monday, September 14,1970.)



APPENDIX A

Communications Received by the Committee Expressing an
Interest in the Family Assistance Plan

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMnrrT ON CoMMRmcn.

Washington, D.C., September 29, 1970.
Hon. RUSSELL B. LOWG,
Chairma*, Fisasoe Committee,
U.S. Seate, Washgton, D.C.

DzA CIaMAIMN LOG: I believe that the proposed Family Assistance Act jpow
before the Finance Committee may well prove to be one of the most important
proposals to come before the Congress in many years.

As the President suggested in his letter of transmittal, this legislation repre-
sents "the most comprehensive and far-reaching effort to reform social welfare
in nearly tour decades." Because this bill does contemplate so many major
changes in our nation's approach to social welfare services, I have noted with full
approval your very thorough deliberations over it. I am confident that when the
bill emerges from the Finance Committee, it will have been substantially
strengthened by your improvements.

Because you are giving such close attention to the Family Assistance bill, I
would like to offer for your consideration a few comments on the kind of plan-
ning which I feel must be carried out before a national program is implemented.

If we design a national program on the basis of insufficient evidence gathered
in only a very few parts of the nation, we will soon be confronted with the hope-
less task of shoring-up a crumbling structure. A sound structure can only be
built upon a solid foundation of hard facts gathered from throughout the nation.
Consequently, I am concerned lest pre-testing of FAP be carried on in only three
areas as has been suggested by Benator Ribicoff. So few tests simply would not
provide enough data about the problems which a national program must expect
to confront. Instead of specifying that there shall be "three tests" why not sub-
stitute a phrase calling for tests in the "several states". This leaves the Secre-
tary of HEW with discretion to develop the best possible model. Such language
will also ease the burden on my appropriations subcommittee which will be
responsible for funding this important program.

To get this kind of meaningful Information, several pre-tests must be made in
a number of geographical regions. Also, I feel that we must conduct at least one
of these tests in an area of abnormally high unemployment. A social welfare
program that is not designed to cope with the very difficult and different prob-
lems created by high levels of Joblessness will, in fact, be no program at all. Fur-
thermore, the pro-tests must provide for an evaluation of the entire program in-
eluding all contemplated components. Therefore, I strongly recommend that the
Finance Committee include the community service employment c-ompo'uent in
the pre-tests. Obviously, a genuinely thorough pre-testing program will require
substantial funds. I am hopeful that your committee will consider an autbor-
iation of at least $40 million.

- Before closing, I wish to add a few-additional comments on the community
services employment concept While I certainly feel that there Is an urgent need
for this particular sort of a program, I believe steps should be taken to assure
that it does not become permanently embedded in any particular area. I would
suggest that the committee consider writing the bill so that a state would re-
ceive grants to carry out such employment projects only after its unemployment
rate had reached, and held at, a particular level for several months. Perhaps R
per cent for 8 months Similarly, I would recommend that these grants be phased
out over a period of one year after the unemployment rate bad fallen to. and
held at, 6 per cent or less for at least 8 months. Finally, I would suggest that
consideration be given to allowing states to provide any required "matching"
assistance in "in kind" services, facilities, etc.

In closing let me emphasise again my full confidence In the Finance Com-
mittee and In your very able leadership as Chairman. I feel certain that the
Family Assistance bill which your committee reports out will be a singularLy
fine Iece of legalation.

Sincerely,
WAm=r G. MAGuSON,

U.8. Hesatov.
(2121)
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

W1'ashington, D.C., October 6, 1970.
The PRESIDENT,
The White Hovae,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD,
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. RUSSELL B. LONo,
Chairman,
Senate Committee on Finance,
/.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing on behalf of the many thousands of state,

county and local social service employees across the country whose Job security
is seriously threatened by the proposed Federal administration of certain wel-
fare assistance programs under the Family Assistance Act of 1970 (H.R. 16311).

The Administration has failed to provide for adequate protection of various
employee benefits such as credits for retirement, annual leave and sick leave;
health and retirement programs; seniority rights and previous employment
credits.

As presently written, the Family Assistance Act would authorize the transfer
of administrative functions from state, county and municipal agencies to a Fed-
eral agency In those states selecting Federal administration of the program.
Social service employees subject to such a transfer thus would become Federal
employees. Yet the bill is silent on the important issue of guaranteeing the em-
ployee benefits already earned by this new generation of Federal workers.

Confession of this oversight was admitted in a letter from Robert E. Hampton,
chairman of the Civil Service Commission, to the American Federation of State.
County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO. Answering a union letter which had
raised questions about employee security provisions of the bill, Mr. Hampton ack-
raised questions about employee security provisions of the bill, Mr. Hampton
acknowledged, "We ... were unaware of its personnel implications with regard
to state and local employees." Moreover, union efforts to develop provisions with
the Administration for adequate employee protection have proved futile.

This lack of awareness and disregard of employees' hard-won rights is in-
tolerable. It simply must be rectified. Many of these welfare employees have
devoted years of their lives to this service and are looking forward to retirement.
To have their retirement plans Jeopardized because of an Administration failure
approaches the limits of credibility.

I most respectfully request that the Senate act on proposed amendments to
add appropriate amendments guaranteeing employee protection.

In its wisdom, Congress has enacted laws to provide this protection for other
workers. The notable examples were the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
(78 Stat. 302) and the National Guard Technicians Act of 1908 (82 Stat. 755).
It Is only fitting that similar protection be extended to welfare employees affected
by the Family Assistance Act.

Sincerely,
RICHARD L. OTTINGER.

Member of Congrcs.
STATE OF ALABAMA,

DEPARTMENT OF PENSIONS AND SECURITY,

Montgomery, July 29, 1970.
Hon. RUSSzLL LoGo,
Chairman. Senate Finance Committee, Senate Office Building,
Washinton, D.C.

DrA SENATOR LONo: Enclosed Is a copy of a self-explanatory letter which
Governor Brewer and I have written to Secretary Richardson in response to his
request for comments on the Administration's welfare reform proposals. I
respectfully request that this letter be Incorporated in the records of the hearings
on the welfare reform bill.

Sincerely yours, FRANK Hous3, Commissioner.
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8TAT OF ALAIIAIMA.
I)EPARTMENT OF PENSIONS AND .AE(I'RIY.

Mon-tgcon cry, .lit., JIl1 / 27, 19"7 ).
lIon. ELLIOT L. RICIIARDSON,
Secretary, Depart'ment of 1lcalth, Editruttion, and Welfarc,
Wfa.hingtan, D.('.

l)EAR MR. RICHARDSON : Reference is mtwde to your letter of uly 9 regarding
the Administration's welfare reform proi ,sals now pending in Congress.

Members of our staffs have reviewed the proposed legislation tha! wat s Il.-
cussed In the Ilouse Ways and Meas Committee as well as the revised version
of the Bill now being considered by the Senate Finace Committee. While the
Bill now under consideration contains soie improvements over the (frigilnal Bill,
there are several aspects of th -llo-11us-passed Bill which aji'nr hreferailth nni
simpler to administer.

It appears, but is not at all clear, that those state,; having low AFDC pay-
ments would be in a position to increase payments to families without th
necessity of Increasing state funds. We would like clariflcation and definite Ins-
surance front your office that this is correct, however. For example, Section 452
of the Bill indicates that "The payment level for each state shall be determined
by the Secretary after considering the payment which would have been inade to a
family group of such size with no income (adjusted as nmay be necessary to
reflect differences in shelter costs between different areas of the State) under the
plan of such State as in effect for January 1970 (which complies with the re-
quirements for approval under part A as In effect for such month), but this
section shall not be construed to require a State to make payments with respect
to that amount by which its payment level exceeds the poverty level (as defined
in section 453(c)) applicable to such family." Does this mean that the State of
Alabama would have to increase its state fund participation under the Family
Assistance Plan? We know there will be many more people eligible than are
presently receiving AFDC.

While the Governor of each state has the option of administering the cash
benefit aspect of the Family Assistance Plan, there is little Incentive for the
option to be selected when only fifty percent Federal participation is available.
Had the Bill provided the option of Federal administration of assistance pay-
nienta or for stare administration with total Federal financial participation, no
doubt many states would be favorably inclined to administer their own
program.

Should Alabama opt to have the Federal Government administer assistance
payments in this state, it is assumed that a substantial number of employees
of the Department of Pensions and Security would be recruited by the Federal
agency. This raises a variety of questions that have not been answered. These
questions are centered around retirement benefits, coverage under Social Secur-
ity. annual and sick leave policies, compensation, etc. An undue drain on the
Department of Pensions and Security by the family assistance payments agency
would have serious repercussloLs on the provision of service by this state.

We are concerned about the section of the Bill which deals with manpower
services, training, etc. It is our firm conviction that the cost of training for
employment and placement In jobs should be the complete responsibility of the
Department of Labor. It is impossible to estimate the cost of the ten percent of
this service which states would be expected to provide. We are concerned about
the fact that the only mothers exempt from referral are those with children
under six. Authority is given to the Secretary of. HEW to make grants to any
public or non-profit agency for part or all of the cost of provision of child care.
There are not criteria or standards set for the- non-profit private agency or
organization. Such criteria should be established and related to those of the
designated standard setting agency in the community. Since child care is directly
related to services, there should be some provision that the designated prime
sponsors of services, likewise, have provision for child care or contracting
therefor.

There is no uniformity in the required earnings exemptions among the various
groups who would participate in payments for family assistance, and for the
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aged, blind, and disabled. In aid to the blind and aid to the disabled, the re-
quired earnings exemption is $85 and one-half of all over $85 earned income per
month. For these groups there can be further earnings exewltio n for those who
have a plan for self-support or rehabilitation, ul) to 34; nimit hs. For the ag(d
the required earnings exemption is $(W and one-half of all o(er $60 earned iin-
come per month. For the Family Assistance Plan the disregiird is $720 per year
(or proportionately smaller amounts for shorter I-ri'ods) plus ne-lalf of the
remainder. We see no reason why there should not be uniform earnings exemption
requirements per person.

It appears to us that the agencies administering the Family Assistance Planz
would have complete responsibility for obtaining support for children born out
of wedlock. Likewise, it appears to us that in sonie respects the proposed legis-
lation goes back to the old poor law concept where the agency would provide
assistance for the support of children of deserted families, and would sue for
the support so furnished. In this connection, It has been the experience of this
agency that courts frequently will not accept petitions for support if the address
of the deserting parent is not known.

The provision for quarterly determination of eligibility would be extremely
difficult to administer as written. It is not clear how earned Income would be
prorated. What constitutes income and what constitutes resources is not at all
clear in the Bill. The income of the "spouse of the parent" (stepparent) is not
to be excluded under this legislation. There is no clear cut statement as to who
holds hearings on cases where the individual has refused to accept training or
vocational rehabilitation services.

With respect to Section 465 the provisions on deduction from assistance pay-
ments for purchase of food stamps is quite vague. While we like the idea of
such a plan, It should be implemented in a practical and workable manner.

We have been particularly interested in the fact that the proposed social serv-
tee legislation is now included as Title XX of the Bill. You are no doubt aware
that for many months the administration felt that It would be preferable for
separate social service legislation to be introduced in the Congress. We would
strongly recommend that Title XX of HR 16311 be totally deleted from the Bill
and in lieu thereof Title IV, A and B, and Title XVI of the Social Security Act
be amended to incorporate the positive elements of Title XX. In our opinion, this
would provide the states with a broader base for providing social services than
does Title XX. We would strongly urge that a single state agency administer
all social services in all geographic sections of each respective state. In other
words, we oppose the provision in Title XX that permits municipalities of 250.-
000 or more to designate the service agency in its area without some state super-
vision and accountability.

While some consideration is given to the need for equalization of funds for
Individual and family services among the states, we do not believe that it goes
far enough. This state long has been on record in support of a single variable
grant formula related to the fiscal capacity of the state to finance the adminis-
tration of assistance and services.

We are pleased the social service legislation authorizes $150 million to states
for foster care and adoption services and provides for medical care for handi-
capped children adopted by low income families. Likewise, the apparent open-
end authorization for temporary emergency assistance Is good, but the fact that
it has to be matched on a dollar by dollar basis with state funds makes it less
effective as does the limit of sixty days in a year. It has been our experience,
however, that authorization does not necessarily mean appropriation, and an
open-end variable grant formula would be highly preferable. This means that
we really see no reason to differentiate between Federal participation in the cost
of determining eligibility for payments and-for providing services.

Sincerely yours,
FRANK HOUSE, Comm isioncir.

Approved.
ALBERT P. BREWER,
Governor of Alabama,

ind Chairman of the Board of Peniionts and Sccuritly.
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STATE OF CALIFOUNIA,

GovERNoR's OFFICE,
Sacramento, August 20, 1970.

Hon. RUSSELL LONo,

Chairman,
Senate Finance Committee,
Old Senate Ofce Building,
Washington, D.C.

MY DMA MEL CHAIRMAN: I am submitting for your consideration and that of
the other members of the Senate Finance Committee, the attached statement
which sets forth my views on the amended version of Hit 1M3l1, now before
your committee, and makes a number of recommendations for change.

As you may recall from our communications last May, I took a position in
opposition to the House version of the bill and was appreciative of your actions
In requiring the Administration to rework various aspects of the bill.

While I believe the measure now before you represents an improvement over
the House version, it still falls short of meeting the objectives defined in the
President's message to Congress a year ago, and endorsed by California. There-
fore, I cannot support this bill even as changed.

I believe a satisfactory bill can and should be developed, one which will give
the country the basic welfare reforms it so sorely needs. It is my personal
feeling that any reform in our welfare system must contain a ceiling on the
amount of money any size family may receive from all sources. It is in this spirit
and with this hope that I am suggesting that serious consideration be given to
the recommendations In the attached statement.

Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN, Governor.

STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR REAGAN

1. NatioaI standards of aid vs. a guaranteed inwom.-A sound welfare pro-
gram should extend aid to people who cannot help themselves and have no other
resources. This bill offers instead a government-guaranteed Income for every
family, an "Income floor". Once established this floor lends itself to being raised
to ever higher levels.
2. State autonomy vs. federal oonro.-States should have as much latitude as

possible in solving their own problems, and should be encouraged in this process
through the financial support of the Federal Government. The President indi-
cated that this was the aim of the "New Federalism". The bill defies this principle
by greatly extending discretionary powers of the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and of the Secretary of Labor. In addition, the present bill is even
stronger than the earlier version in discouraging state administration of the
assistance programs.

S. Support of family unity vs. incentives for family breakup.-The present wel-
fare system has been long criticized for containing incentives for fathers to desert
their families. The present bill not only fails to correct this, it Increases such
Incentives.

4. Payrolls vs. welfare rolls.-A welfare system without strong encouragement
for personal independence and realistic programs for helping people achieve inde-
pendence is a system predestined to place a greater and greater drain on the eco-
nomic and spiritual resources of the country. This bill has weak work incentives
and inadequate sanctions. In addition, it opens the welfare rolls for the first time
to fully employed men with families--the working poor.

5. Control of welfare expense vs. inoreatsed welfare burdens an tax payrs.-
Welfare caseloads and costs have sky-rocketed in recent years. All of us have
been alarmed by this, and have seen it as evidence of the failure of the present
system. Yet this bill, under HEW revision, will bring millions upon millions of
additional persons into welfare caseloads and will immediately add an estimated
$4.1 billion in costs across the nation.

The bill has now been analyzed in many quarters. In each of the major areas
above, many problems have been identified. I will speak only to those of greatest
immediate concern to California.
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The so-called national income floor, which we in California call a government-
guaranteed income, establishes a radically new welfare principle that has not
been demonstrated as an effective mechanism for solving the problems of the
poor. Some claim that this floor is too low. Yet I note that with the earnings-
disregard provisions of this bill, a man with a wife and five children in California
earning $5,000 per year would still be a federal welfare recipient. Ile would not
go off aid until his earnings reached $5,120. We are recommending that intact
families with employed fathers not be provided these welfare benefits. (See at-
tachment B-4.)

When supplemental payments cog o tbn.jpicture, as they do with mother-
headed families, a family of the same size with a mother and six children would
continue to receive aid payments until the mother's earnings went beyond $7,500.
We are recommending that a realistic ceiling be placed on the amount of income
a family may have and still be eligible for welfare. (See attachment B-1.)

Inequity in financial treatment of welfare recipients across the land has long
concerned us. The bill does not remove inequities. The House-passed bill created
inequities between working fathers and non-working fathers, favoring non-
workers. The HEW revision corrects this by creating inequities between male
and fewale-headed families. A father-headed family of four in California, with-
out income, would be expected to survive on the federal payment of $133 per
wonth. A mother-headed family of four in this state, without income, could
receive $265 per month.

Financial favoring of a family headed only by a mother provides a clear
inducement for parents to separate when they find themselves deprived of
income. Incentives to desertion would be strengthened rather than resolved by
this part of the bill. We are recommending that this disparity be remedied by
restoring the original provision for federal reimbursement of state supplemental
payments to unemployed fathers. (See attachment B-3.)

State objections to the increase in -federal control and discretion in welfare
programs contained in the House-passed bill are not met by the HEW revision.
Major areas of the Secretary's discretion in state matters remain unchanged,
while new discretionary powers have been introduced, such as the authority to
set minimum levels of state supplementation.

The financial incentive for federal administration of state programs epitomizes
the efforts of federal encroachment upon state autonomy. The carrot contained
in the House-passed bill-full federal financing in exchange for federal adminis-
tration of the states' supplemental payment program-has now been enlarged
by an offer to reimburse 100% for a two-year period while the state is working
out the details. If the state does not turn over administration of its program
within the time limit, the state must repay half of the money thus advanced.

We are recommending revisions to make this bill more in line with the "New
Federalism" endorsed by President Nixon, involving greater autonomy for states,
with federal support. (See attachment B-2.)

Slogans have accompanied the development of this Welfare Reform Bill-
"payrolls instead of welfare rolls"-"workfare not welfare". The bill as it
stands is a poor embodiment of these slogans. The work requirements are weak
and the sanctions lack teeth. Financial incentives to work are not strong.

To be eligible for aid a father must simply register for work or training.
Then, he may refuse to accept such work or training with relative impunity.
If he refuses without good cause, he is cut out of the family budget, while
aid is continued to his family, and he is free to share in what remains. Within
provisions of this bill, establishing lack of "good cause" is no simple matter.

The HEW revision tightened the work-training sanctions slightly, by defining
the first two adults in the family who refuse to cooperate with work-training
requirements as the first and second members of the budget unit. This insures
a penalty to the family of $400 for each uncooperative parent. It does not pro-
tect children from this form of parental neglect, nor does it motivate the ir-
responsible parent to be responsible.

We recommend complete discontinuance of aid to the family with employable
parents who irresponsibly refuse to cooperate with work-training requirements,
provided protective measures are made available to the children. (See attach-
ment B-4. )

In addition to the five major issues resulting from our analysis of this bill,
a sixth issue results from the last-minute insertion in the HEW revision, setting
forth a proposed new social services title for the Social Security Act. These
proposed social service provisions are extremely complicated. They were de-
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eloped without consultation with the individual states regarding their own
service needs. They were presented to the Senate Finance Committee at a late
stage in the bill's process. I am recommending a postponement of this part of
the bill until there has been time for state participation in looking at the prob-
lems and needs for services at various levels. (See attachment B-6.)

Perhaps the most dismaying aspect of this bill Is the tremendous outlay of
public funds for a program that appears to do little more than put a great many
more of our citizens into the welfare category. Much has been made of the
fact that states will recognize a savings In state funds from this bill. I am
not impressed by the fact that the bill as it stands will save California close
to $100 million in 1971-72 when I know that the same bill will cost the American
taxpayer over one-half billion dollars for the program in California alone. (See
attachment C for fiscal details.)

I realize that welfare reform cannot be accomplished without fiscal backing
by the taxpayer. At the same time. I believe that the taxpayer must at least
break even on his investment. This bill does not offer him that break. The
reform program that we ask him to pay for must be a creative, constructive
program, with promise not only to better conditions for the poor, but promise
also to reduce and not Increase conditions of dependency.

Under the concept of New Federalism I hope that states and local govern-
ments will be allowed to innovate and not be discouraged from experimenting
and demonstrating new approaches to welfare reform. Our country deserves a
reformed system of welfare. It is my hope that one is forthcoming from the
deliberations and further work on this bill.

ATTACHMENT A

Weare aim supported by Results of H.R. 16311 Results of H.R. 16311 as amended by Department
Cdlorwa as passed by the House of Health, Education, and Welfare, June 1970

I. National minimum standards I. Government-guaranted 1. Government-guaranted income.
of aid. income.

Equity for States ........... Continued Inequity for Continued inequity for States. (State supple-
States. mental payment now tied to unequal payment

levels among States instead of unequal
standards of need as before.)

Equity for recipients ......... Continued inequity for Continued inequity for recipients. (More equity
recipients. for working and nonworking men with

families, but less equity for male- and
femaleeheaded families.)

I1. "New Federism"--more II. Increased Federal II. Increased Federal intervention.
State autonomy with intervention.
Federal support.

Pilot programs in California.. Disincentives for State- Stronger disincentives for State-operated wel-
operated welfare fare programs. (Federal offer to pay full costs
programs. while alowing a 2-year period for transition

to Federal administration is added disin-
centive.)

Expanded Federal powers in Expanded Federal powers in HEW and Labor.
HEW and Labor. (Some HEW discretion eliminated, some

modified, some increased.)Ill. Support of family unity-. Ill. Continued incentives for II1. Continued and increased incentives for family
family breakup. breakup. (No Federal sharing for State supple-

mentation to unemployed-father families in-
creases incentive for parents to separate.)

IV. Payrolls Instead of welfare IV. Lack of genuine work IV. Lack of genuine work incentives.
i incentives.

Strong work requirements... Weak work requirements Work requirements and sanctions still weak.
and inadequate (Change insures that 2 adults in family
sanctions. refuse work or training, allowance will be

reduced by $50(0 plus $500.)Lack of financial incentives. Lack of financial incentives.
Expanded Job opportunities Expansion of WIN-type Expansions of WIN-type training programs.

and new careers. - training programs.
V. Control welfare growth and V. Increased welfare burdens V. Increased welfare burdens on taxpayers.

expense, on taxpayers.
VI. Rational and accountable ............................. VI. Insufficient time for in-depth analysis of plan.

system of social services.

Welfare Aims Supported by Californa.-I. National Minimum Standards of
Aid.

Results of HR 16311 (as revised by the Administration).-I. Government-
guaranteed Income for every family.
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Recommesdaionsm
1. Revise the Family Assistance Program to provide a national minimum stand-

ard to support those unable to take care of themselves, rather than provide a
government-guaranteed income to all families.

Comrnent.-The bill as It stands assures that every family without Income or
whose income is below a certain amount is entitled to a government payment
sufficient to bring their Income up to that amount. In the words of Daniel P.
Moynihan, it provides a minimum income to every family "united or not, working
or not, deserving or not". California cannot support a proposal for a government-
guaranteed income.

2 Specify by law, the method for determining a state's "payment level" used
in computing supplemental payments.

Comment.-In arriving at "payment levels", the Secretary would be required
only to "consider" certain specified factors and the final determination of this
very vital matter would rest with him. The law should be more specific In defin-
Ing the method for arriving at this very vital figure.

3. Place ceilings on the amounts of money any given size family may receive
from a. sources and still be eligible for federal or state walfare payments, with
the ceilings not to exceed the incomes of a specified percentile of all families in
the state. Provide for these maximums to accommodate regional differences in
the cost of living.

Comment#.-The establishment of a regional maximum income from all sources
for recipients would deal directly with one of the more serious problems now
facing public welfare. A sizable number of families with total income well above
the income of many people not on welfare, are receiving welfare funds. This
situation would continue under the present bill without this recommended change.

Welfare Aims Supported by Californa.-II. "New Federalism"-more state
autonomy with federal support.

Results of HR 16311 (as revised by the Administration).-II. Increased fed-
eral intervention in state affairs.

Recommematioas
1. Provide financial incentives for state administration of all state welfare

programs. Also provide for the establishment of national norms of efficiency for
aid program administration, and for financial rewards to states demonstrating
the capacity to administer programs at a level of efficiency above such norms.

CGommets.--Under the amended bill the disincentives for state operated wel-
fare programs are increased. The House-passed version contained the financial
disincentive of providing only 50 percent federal reimbursement for state ad-
ministration of supplemental payments, while offering 100 percent reimburse-
ment If federally administered. The revised bill now increases this bid for federal
control by allowing a two-year transition period, during which states can admin-
ister program at full federal expense, with the proviso that administration would
become federal at the end of that period or the state would have to repay 50
percent of the costs for that period.

2. Eliminate the provision requiring the state to Use criteria for disability and
blindness as prescribed by the Secretary.

Commea t.-Ever since the enactment of the Social Security Act the states
have had the authority to establish these criteria. We know of no evidence that
the states have abused this authority to the disadvantage of their blind and
disabled citizens.

Welfare Aims Supported bV California.-I. Welfare Support of family unity.
Results of HR 16311 (as revised by the Administration).-III. Continued in-

centives for family breakup.
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Reoommendatio,

1. Restore federal reimbursement for state supplemental payments to families
of unemployed fathers as provided for in the House version of the bill.

Comment.R.-The bill as revised discriminates against intact male-headed
families in favor of mother-headed families by withholding federal matching for
state supplemental payments to intact families. This results in a greater financial
advantage to the family for the father to depart from the family scene. Thus the
bill forces the state either to ignore the social consequence resulting from the
financial deprivation of these families or to spend large additional sums of state
money.

Welfare Aim* Supported by Oalforia.-IV. Encouragement of personal in-
dependence; payrolls instead of welfare rolls; expanded Job markets and op-
portunities.

Results of HR 16311 (as revised by the Administration).-IV. Lack of genuine
work incentives ; rewards for not working; lack of Job creations.

Recommendations
1. Eliminate the provision under which the Federal Government would provide

welfare benefits to the working poor.
Comment.-This provision represents a radical and unsound departure from

the principle that eligibility for public aid should be restricted to those who are
unable to care for themselves. It would immediately add seven million persons
to the welfare roles across the country (with more than 416,000 in California),
increasing federal welfare costs by almost $900 million.

2. Require that Family Assistance benefits and state supplemental payments
be discontinued completely when the employable family head refuses work or
training without good cause. Require the states to have legal and administrative
provisions to protect the welfare of the children of such families.

Comment .- The bill speaks of the uncooperative employable recipient as losing
hi& portion of the family benefit. This is misleading. In a family setting there is
no such thing as eliminating the payment for an individual person. This simply
reduces the income of the family on the assumption that this will make the parent
.uncomfortable enough or guilty enough to assume his responsibility. There are
no easy answers to this dilemma. Yet, the time has come to face the problem
squarely. Most states have a body of law under which children can be protected
from the acts of their parents which are inimical to their welfare. Where such
laws are not in existence or ineffective they can be established or strengthened.

3. Place more emphasis on providing realistic Job opportunities, especially
through the private sector.

Commenc.-This proposed change, should result in a more balanced approach
toward the goal of putting family breadwinners into self-aupporting, Independent
and useful roles in their communities.

Welfare Aims Supported by California.-V. Control welfare growth and ex-
pense.

Results of HR 16811 (as revised by the Administration).-V. Increased wel-
fare burdens on taxpayers.

Pecomme4t"oa"
1. Eliminate the provision prohibiting states from requiring adult persons to

help support parent.
Comment.-The flat prohibition In the bill against requiring adult children to.

contribute toward the support of their parents when financially able Is socially
unsound. One of the more serious problems facing this country is the continuing
erosion of family solidarity and feeling of mutual responsibility. Federal public
policy should not be used to endorse this erosion of filial responsibility. Addi-
tionally, it is wrong to ask the public to bear an expense which can be borne by
responsible relatives.
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2. Eliminate the provision prohibiting states from imposing liens against the
property of any individual or his estate on account of aid being paid t him.

Commet-Such a provision is an unnecessary constraint on the states. A lien
provision does not penalize the recipient nor does it deprive him of use of his
property while he or his spouse require it. Moreover, the imposition of a lien
Is equitable to all taxpayers, and reduces the overall welfare costs.

3 Reduce the $1,500 property exemption in the family and adult aid programs
to a more reasonable figure.

Comment.-We do not believe that cash reserves of this magnitude are justified
today for welfare recipients in light of the extensive programs of medical assist-
ance and other services available to needy people. Reduction of this exemption
would reduce the number of persons eligible for welfare, thus reducing costs.

Welfare Aims Supported by California.-VI. Rational and accountable system
of social services.

Resuta of HR 16311 (as revised by the Administration).-VI. (Insufficient
time for in-depth analysis of plan).

Reoommendatows
1. Eliminate the social service provisions (Title III), with the aim of present-

ing at the next session of Congress a new bill, to be submitted only after active
involvement, counsel and advice of the states in its development.

Cornmea.-Action at this time on this very complex and in many ways radical
piece of legislation, would be both precipitate and unwise. The other parts of the
bill have been under active consideration and debate since the bill was intro-
duced a year ago. In contrast, the sopal service provisions have been before us
only since they appeared in the Committee Print in June 1970. This offers
insufficient time for the in-depth analysis, careful consideration, and debate that
the proposed legislation merits.



ATTACHMENT C-COMPARISON OF EFFECT, PRESENT LAW WITH H.R. 16311, UNDER HOUSE VERSION AND UNDER ADMINISTRATION REVISION

EXPENDITURES BY SOURCE OF FUNDS. FISCAL YEAR 19"1-72

Ieloe inest In milios

State County Federal Told

Percent Peret Perceat

Item Amount Mnese' Amount increase a Amount hfrea I Ameut increase I

1. Present law:
Aid Payments:

Aged, Mind. end disabled ----------------.---------------CA au r Ame ---------------

32.0 ------------
372.7 ------------

24.7 ---------- 214.3--------- --
$384.4 ------------528.8 ------------ 5.1------------------------..

O 2.----- -------- 54-..............0...........2.........dministration-2 . - - -- - - - 47 - - - - - -- 121. 0 -- - -- - --. 9 -- - - - - - -
Of aid payments -----------------------------------..-------------------------------------------- 9. .------------ 64.7----------
0f social services ------------------------------------------- 1 9 --5 103.1 -------------- 325.1 -------------- 654.7 ------.......

- --b- court action --------..---------------------------------------------------------------

Totl ----------------------------------------------------- 973.3 (0) 617.9 (0) ,71.5 (0) 3379.7 (0)

2. H.R. 16311, House version:
Aid payments:

Aged, blind, and disabled:--------------------------------------
r - 9m ai mno s ------------------------...

A'

II

322.1 ---------- _
289.8.........

55.3 -----------139.5 ----------- 5 79 .8 - - - - - - - ------793.0 ------------- 957.2 .-----------1,222.3 ----. -.-.....

dministaton- 34226.7 .............. 62.5 ............... 137................709..5--------
Ofai payments ------------------------------------------- 13.2 -------------- 209.2 -------------- 47.1 ---------------- 0- --.--..........-
of social services---- ---------------------------- 240.9------116.0 --------------- 245. -------------- 1 W4 0----------
Nssibl court action ------------------------------ ........ 0 62.5 -2-- M ..............

greased medi-Cal costs (attributable to H.R. 16311 reform) -------- 62.5 ---------------- 0 .. .

TOta -------------------------------------------- 955.2 (-1.9) 582.5 (-6.1) 2,305.3 (28.9) 3. 0 (13.7)
TO I!.............................957.2............--

3. H.R. 16311, administration revision:
Aid payments:

Aged, blind, and disabled ------------.-----------------------
Fam ly pro gam s ---------- - - - ocedure.. . . . . .. . . .
Adjustment for California's revised gant procedure in AFDC -.--

Administration-
Of aid payments --------------------------------------------
Of social services -------------..----------------------------

Possible court action --------------------------------------------
Increased Medi-Cal costs (attributable to H.R. 16311 reform) ------

322.1 --------------259.5 --------------
"217 ..

55.3 ............125.0 ------------
16.7 ------------

579 .8 - - - - - - - ------782.0 ............
22.1 - - -- -- - -- ----

957.2 --------------1,166.5 ------------
73.5 ------------

S------------.............. 226 .............. 6. ----------
13.2 -------------- 209.2 .............. 487.1 ...............-..........

240.9 -------------- 116.0 -------------- 245.5 ---------------... 2.4---------
41.5 -------------- 0 -------------- 41.5 -------------- 83.0 .............

1,, a __ 7 22 2 (-18. 3) 2,384.6 (33.3) 3,818.7 (13.0)

TOWa -------------------------------------------------------- v. • , . .. - - -
4. Comparisons: 516.8 463. -

(a) Difference between present law and House version -------------- -18.1 -------------- -35.4.-------------- 51-------------- 43.3----------
(b) Difference between present law and administration revlsion-._ -41.4-------------- -95.7 ---------------- 1---- ------ - -24.3 ---------

(c) Difference between House version and administration revision_ -43.3 -------------- -60.3 -------------- 79.3 ----------- -

t Represents percentage increase in expenditures over those projected under present law for fiscal 1971-72.

Ad
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STATEMENT OF AssuMPTioNs UNDERLYINo FISCAL COIPARISON OF HR 16311
WJr.rA REFoRM WrrH PRESENT LAW

INTRODUCTION

All estimates shown derive from the base estimate of expenditures and case-
loads for fiscal 1971-72 under present law. The effect of the various provisions
of the Welfare Reform proposal-both the House version and the HEW re-
vision-have been computed against the base estimate in order to maintain
internal consistency and comparability. Latest estimates, not yet completed,
of welfare costs under present law for fiscal 1971-72 indicate the base year
estimates shown in the table are substantially under-stated. The base year
estimates used here did not fully anticipate the severe downturn in California's
economy occurring during the past several months. Even though the cost data
may be understated, they do demonstrate the relative effect in California of the
two versions of the Welfare reform proposal.

PRESENT LAW

"Present Law" refers to all laws, regulations, policies and procedures which
currently govern California's Public Assistance programs. For estimating pur-
poses it was assumed that these same policies would continue through fiscal
1971-72. The effect of possible court actions has been included as a category.
Estimates relating to court actions are predicated on the department's ex-
perience of the past two years. Thse estimates are to be viewed as representa-
tive of the effects of court actions in general rather than any particular case or
cases.

HN 16311 WELFARE REFORM-HOUSE VERSION

1. 'Me full impact of all provisions of the House version affecting caseloads,
average grants, cost sharing formulas, family assistance payments, state supple-
mer tal payments are reflected in the figures shown.

2. Administration of aid payments. Under the House version states had the
option of administering aid payments themselves with 50 percent federal reim-
burse'ment of the costs Involved, or having the Federal Government administer
aid patyments at no cost to the state. The estimate assumes California would opt
to adL~inister aid payments and receive 50 percent reimbursement for the costs
involved.

HRM 16311 WELFARE REFORM-HEW REVISION

1. Ellminatkm of the AFDC-U segment.-The revised version eliminates the
requirement that states provide supplemental payments- to families of the un-
employed. Should a state elect to provide supplemental payments to these fami-
lies it must absorb the full cost since federal reimbursement would not be avail-
able. The estimate assumes California would not supplement these families
and they would be dropped from state aid. Should it elect to provide supple-
mental assistance, costs would be increased by $64.3 million ($43.4 million
state and $20.9 million county), and an additional $42.0 million should they also
be eligible for Medi-Cal.

2. Adjustments for Calfornia'* revtscd grant determination procedure.-
Under the HEW revised version, states would be required to base their supple-
mental payments on a "Payment level" determined by the Secretary. The bill
as it stands directs that this be determined on the basis of the AFDC payment
as of January 1970 for a family with no other income, and which complies with
the federal requirements in effect January 1970. This particular provision is
undergoing revision, but we are assuming that this will require California to
use a January 1970 AFDC payment level which conforms with the requirements
of Section 4W(a) (23) of the Social Security Act. For California this would
require a substantial increase in the maximum grant levels for AFDC. The
estimates, therefore, were based on a proposal similar to that now before the
State Legislature Involving a revised uniform standard of need which would be
fully met by the aid payment. Because this procedure was not built into the
base estimates under present law and, therefore, making comparisons difficult,
its cost effect is shown separately.

8. Administration of Aid payments.-The revised version of the bill retains
the option for states to administer aid payments or to have the Federal Govern-
ment do so. The administration's revision, however, would allow a state to
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administer aid payments the first two years with 100 percent federal reimburse-
ment of costs if the state agrees to federal takeover at,the end of that period.
Otherwise federal reimbursement would remain at the 50 percent level. Although
the state may well not elect this option, the estimate assumes that for the first
year of the law's operation there would be no administrative costs borne by the
state or county. Were the state to elect to continue the administration of aid
payments, state and county costs would be increased by $89.2 million ($'27.6
million state and $62.5 million county).

STATE OF GEORGIA,
ExECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,

SR BAtlanta, April 28, 1970.
Hon. Rrss=L B. LONo
Senator, State of Louisiana,
Senate Ojce Building,
Washington, D.O.

Deus SENAToR LONG: I appreciate this opportunity and this means of express-
ing to you my views and concern relative to the welfare revision proposal of the
Nixon Administration now pending before the United States Senate.

In my judgment, President Nixon's radical welfare proposal, already passed
by the U.S. House, would, if passed by the Senate and signed Into law by the
President, Increase the number of welfare recipients to over forty million at a
cost of over fifty billion dollars by the year 1976.

We should, and we must, provide for the handicapped, the helpless and those
too old, too young or too sick to provide for themselves, but the President's pro-
posal goes far beyond that and would make welfare a way of life for tens of
millions of Americans who could and should provide for themselves.

I am convinced that the Nixon welfare program would, if implemented, be the
most destructive of personal initiative, pride and accomplishment of any legis-
lation ever passed by the U.S. Congress. And I believe it would herald the
nationalization of American industry, destroy private free enterprise and replace
what we know as Americanism with socialism and communism, bringing an end
to this nation as a free republic.

I know you will give full consideration to this proposal bforc casting your
vote, and for the sake of America, I trust that the decision of you and your
colleagues will be to defeat the Nixon welfare program; otherwise, I fear that,
should my predictions about the legislation come true, the present President
and present Congress may later be identified as the ones responsible for bringing
the United States of America to her knees.

Respectfully,
LESERB MADDOX.

STATE OF ILLINOIS,

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Springfield, September 8, 1970.

Hon. RussaL B. LONG
Chairman, Senate Finance committee,
US. Senate, Washington, D.O.

MAR SzNAToR LONG: The Administration of the State of Illinois has carefully
reviewed the Family Assistance Plan now under consideration by the Senate
Finance Committee.

After extensive consultation and thorough consideration of the implications
of the proposal, I am- convinced that the program is fundamentally sound. The
Senate has before it the greatest single opportunity to reform by one legislative
act the way government treats poor people that any legislative body in this
nation has had in three decades.

The President has adjudged our welfare system a "colossal failure." On the
bais of my experience as the Governor of a major industrial state I must agree.

The present system is a waste of state and federal money.
It Is a system that no onte likes. And for good reason.
I have heard Ilinois residents complain of Intolerable injustices in the system.

Benefits are granted begrudgingly, without dignity and often arbitrarily. Deser-
tion of families by fathers is encouraged. The present system builds In incentives
not to work.
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I have also seen another side. The system places state government in an m-
possible fiscal and administrative situation. I have seen astronomic growth in
caseload insidiously eat up moneys planned for other important state programs. I
have watched these incredible increases in our caseloads undermine the ability
of my state to deliver services such as child care, job training and work referrals
which are badly needed to get people off of welfare. These sky rocketing costs
have diverted scarce dollars from housing, education and health programs which
are essential to break the dependency cycle. I have experienced the frustration
of seeing directives not carried out because the system is unwieldy and hopelessly
complex.

To my mind the present welfare system is the single greatest threat to the
continuing vitality and fiscal health tof the state.
- This archaic and haphazard system simply must be reformed. The Family
Assistance Plan Is the way to do it. Meaningful improvement can come only from
the bold and comprehensive change mandated by this landmak legislation.

The Family Assistance Plan would benefit the citizens of Illinois and other
states in the following ways:

(1) It would provide, for the first time, federal assistance for families in
which the father works full time but does not earn enough to keep his family
out of poverty. It would do this with the most effective mechanism I know-
dollars, rather than services, the effectiveness of which we have no adequate
ways of measuring. I believe this approach gives the poor a freedom of choice in
purchasing goods and services that will Inspire those qualities (i human dignity
and motivation essential for true human renewal. Moreover, the Nixon plan
giving an earnings supplement to the working poor builds in a direct dollar
incentive to work. For many worthy citizens of Illinois, Family Assistance will
provide deserved and significant new help.

(2) It will require fundamental changes in the administration of welfare
which are long overdue. Enactment of Family Assistance would clear away what
the President has described as a "federal welfare quagmire" and permit the
states to revamp their welfare delivery system. Only if eligibility determination
for financial assistance is separated from the provision of the myriad of social
services, can better management be achieved. In Illinois, in anticipation of the
enactment of legislation such as this, we have already taken steps to test out
the basic precepts of the President's plan In a designated geographical area. We
need and welcome the challenge and the opportunity this legislation provides.

(3) The plan will assist the states to meet the crushing fiscal burdens of wel-
fare. Figures now available show ADC costs for August were fully 43% over
the costs just one year ago. This is a rate of growth that totally dwarfs our
annual revenue growth of 6%. Its size means that we must either cut back
severely on exJsting state program in other important areas, or place further
strains on a state revenue structure that is highly regressive compared with the
federal. Neither of these alternatives is sound in policy or makes sense to the
people.

I have repeatedly urged the federal government to come to the aid of the
states with revenue sharing. For the same reasons, it must more fully fund wel-
fare costs. The Family Assistance Plan is revenue sharing now. This is the real
New Federalism.

Many shortcomings of the welfare system today exist because we have merely
tinkered with its details and adled band-aid solutions, thereby warping its
underlying objectives. The result is an unworkable system for moving people
out of poverty into the mainstream of American life. It is my strong hope that
well-intentioned efforts to improve the Family Assistance legislation will not be
responsible for its failure. It is time for all persons truly interested in the Im-
provement of our welfare system to come to the support of this legislation.

It is imperative that the states that bear the most direct responsibility for
welfare have a major voice in shaping welfare reform policy. We all know that
this legislation does not provide the full federal funding of welfare that the
National Governors' Conference has sought. In my own budget message last
April, I called upon the federal government to assume this cost and said "The
greatest single contribution that the federal government could make to state and
local government would be to pay all public aid grants." Nonetheless I am con-
vinced that the Family Assistance Plan is a giant step in this direction.

We must recognize and accept the administrative problems which are in-
herent in shifting from the entrenched system to this new departure. Buht we
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cannot let these considerations distract us from the benefits this change will
bring. We should not wait for the achievement of perfection while the vicious
poverty cycle in this country continues unabated.

No one piece of legislation could do everything I would like to see done in
the field of social welfare.

The Family Assistance Plan is the right beginning. There will be other op-
portunities for further reform. I am convinced they will come only if we suc-
and In this initial effort. Only if we turn the corner with this legislation will
we be able to meet the pressing demands for similar fundamental reform in
medical care and other essential programs.

As the Governor of Illinois I stand four square behind the Family Assistance
Plan. I urge your prompt and affirmative action on this legislation. Your vote
for the Family Assistance Plan can herald a new opportunity for both the
States and the Federal Government.

Sincerely,
RIcHARD B. OGILVIE,

Gov'ernor.

STATEMENT BY HON. ROBERT Dao iqNO, GovEoaRo or KANSA

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views concerning the Family
Assistance Plan.

The operation of public welfare is a matter of critical importance to the citizens
of Kansas and the United States. The concern is justified. The demand for re-
form is imperative. A balance must be struck between the concern of the tax-
payer and the needs of the poor and the needy.* State and federal statistical information points up the fact that more and
more people are becoming recipients of the program. As members of an affluent
society, we find it difficult to recognize there Is a growing number of poor people
among us. Because so many of us are tuned in to the concept of work, we have
a tendency to think that any person not working is not doing so by his own
choice.

The failure of the social welfare program is not related simply to the manner
of operation and purpose since 1937, but it is directly related to the failure
to know how to work effectively with the poor and the needy. There is a break-
down of the various social systems making up our American -society.

President Nixon has proposed a Family As"istance Program. It is significant
that as President he is willing to make this kind of proposal and willing to talk
in terms of a basic living allowance for poor families. He recognizes that we
have a mobile population and we need to be thinking in terms of national rather
than state-by-state standards. He is cognizant of the need for welfare reform.

The public i demanding reform. It is concerned about the rehabilitation of
clients. It is interested in developing Independent rather than dependent persons.
There Is a feeling that reform has to be total so that all programs are disbanded
and something new Is provided to take its place. The difficulty with this approach
is that because of the complexities of the problem we are trying to solve, any
kind of sweeping total change is doomed to failure because of the inability to
develop concensus. Also, when reform involves the millions of people who depend
on the welfare program, there is it necessity to deal realistically with the poten-
tial caseload and to phase-in any kind of reform program over several years so no
governmental unit is swamped by additional caseload and costs.

We can no longer afford to have every governmental unit involved in every
kind of social services to the citizens. We must establish priorities, governmental
unit by governmental unit. They must not overlap and duplicate each other but
provide specialized services in a total and comprehensive way. As one govern-
mental unit assumes a total service, this would free dollars and manpower so
another unit can assume responsibility in a particular field. I prefer the federal
government assume a total responsibility for the cash grants and medical serv-
ices for the poor and needy with the states removing themselves from these par-
ticular fields and assuming a total responsibility for some other social needs
such as education.

Realistically speaking, it is not possible to make this transition in a period e!
six months. This type of reform needs to be spread over a period of time so that
various governmental units can cope with the reform consequences as they be-
come apparent. I recommend that we have a phased program of greater-federal
assumption, especially on the cash grant side of the program.
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The first phase might be for the federal government to make all of the adult
categories of public assistance a part of the social security program. This means
that persons on Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind. and Aid to the I~isable'i
would be integrated into an existing social security plan. At the .same thne, these
people could be related to the medicare program, thus eliminating the necessity
of federal and state involvement in a separate medical program, presently called
medicaid. If this effort had taken place during the 1970 fiscal year which closed
June 30, 1970, it would have meant that in the State of Kansas the savings in
state and county funds would have been approximately $17.8 million.

The next phase of the program could be the federal assumption of cash grant.
and medical assistance for families related to Aid to Dependent Children. If
this had taken place in the fiscal year 1970, it would have meant a savings of
$19.6 million in state and county funds for Kansas.

In a specific way, let me make these comments concerning the advantages. and
disadvantages of the presently proposed Family Assistance Plan.

The advantages are as follows:
1. Presidential support of the principle of nationwide minimum federal pay-

ments to dependent families with children is good. It stresses the family, the
father in the family and the father struggling through work to keel) the family
together.

2. It provides additional income to the working poor with families.
3. There are no eligibility requirements that a household be without a father.
4. There are provisions for work allowances and work incentives.
5. There Is an expansion of Job training and day care facilities.
6. It provides uniform standards for adult categories.
The advantages are as follows:
1. There is an inadequate amount of payment standard both in FAT' ald

adult categories. The floor and minimum standards would provide little benefit
to individual recipients in Kansas. We are already in excess of the standard.-

2. There Is complication in administration because of federal responsibility
for basic FAP payment and state or state-federal contract the responsibility for
the supplement. This is further complicated by retention of state administration
of the adult categorical prograins.

3. There is an absence of assurance of work opportunities which accompany
work and training requirements.
4. There is an absence of provision for single individuals and childless coulples.
5. The states previously making maximum fiscal effort may benefit less pro-

portionately that the states which are not.
6. A critical area which Is of concern, I am sure, to every governor in the

United States, is that the "hold harmless" provision prevails only to the main-
tenanee side of the program. This means that the states have no protection
against the federal agency coming In and picking up or insisting upon addi-
tional state support to maintain other programs. 'or example. if the congress
the house subcommittee on agriculture passed out of committee a provision that
the states would start assuming the administrative costs of the food stnmp
program starting at 21h per cent of the over-all costs going on a t)bas.ed basis
up to 10 percent of the costs. -It is this kind of provision from which the
states must have some protection. The "hold harmless' provision must cover the
total program so that in fact the states can assume there will be savings not
simply in the maintenance side of the program, but that there would be total
savings in the welfare program.

Thank you for this opportunity to present testimony to your committee.

STATE OF NEW YORK.
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER,

Albany, September 10, 1970.Hon. RuLssELio B. LONGO,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Senate Offie Building
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR LONG: I regret that I have been unable to schedule an op-
portunity to appear before your Committee in person. However, I am most
anxious to see that my views on the President's Family Assistance Act (HR
16311) are placed on the record.
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In tny testimony before the IIouse Ways all(1 Mea1s ('41J1ndlitltvi oii Octoberr 31.
t9it10, Ivoily attached) I sup)orte(I tile basl c.,livelits otf the F'lhzni ly A .isl"ian"e

I'Iitn. I still support theite has.l (olctelts srolngly, lDuring the cturreit itriod oif

ecoiiolnoIc crisis a clearly mii l ional welfare systen Iti t i foriln .illgilliliy and

Minimum standards Is of growing inDiortanae. l.Equt 1ly In port ni1 is at inlolerniza-
thiol of the fluallcing systein which will place a greater share oif thi, -.osts (of
wveltfire on the Federal government vhiclh 1111. lite growth IIIlt ti1 sttpiprll

them.
There can 1o longer be any idbtuit that welfare is a1 nti' ,4 Itiroltit'i. 'Tht.

gri ving conlelnlra tilon (if the poor in urblami areas .1111 lo till ilil dirtilly tI
naitionall linull graltionl tHillcies, 1111ti(IIl11l t-oCllonlle (' 1hve~loint-111 I,,,ihh'. .11ll 111

a1 national failure to ineet tie l ressilig d41lie,.st lc pr.;llents whihi 1.rveid liii(,r ly
111141 11l'js' ent'iiCy. St te t i0itt1l il(tIe n11111i1t solve the .se pri s Ii 1141 a iid Stal- ll

L l.ill goVel-nlllelit s5 0hld lit, lolnger be expe (tei li heIr Il- l t'ilplig Ifi tiilltiill
lharden which welfare has played (it thIen.

A sul istiltal illria se' ill iFeileral financ-iall suppip t at this tilme i i, il if
the States and] localities aire to hltve tie r sm'rcvs' they require t' i.(4 lilllo, II
lliet't the pressing needs oif Iheir citizens. Aiditi iiluii State Illocl act i in is
clearly ineede! In arvlrls such its hi using. drig1 a i[Ue. '.rille 111iI vluciltiia liil 1a4l Ie4
Federal government must act no" to free existing resources ..ii thtm new lr -
gramls (can be initiated.

The l'resi(lent's FiaIily Assistance Act ilciles lnot.lher extremely inhlii ol
basic conlcept-the concept of ii w-ork Iicentive. Tralitionally work hajs beteti
viewed as thle answer to velfaire and though tile ('ill4',thi Is t11 ill flie. it ta illlilt
lie Ignorell. The mlalilatory work and training reqJuirenent .olbilned with tit(,
wolk incentive, the expnillsion of dly vaIre 1ll(I 1 greatly ex|palildoil trailing
program are important ilslects of tie President's bill. I sul trt I li-e provisions.
In addition, I strongly urge increased support for the (levelopnlent if new day
care facilities and the training (if needed slaii'. I il, lit believe that ;I sltt.hIila I
Fe(leral effort muilst ie inade to create and s llliort new servie-orlenleil-
employment opiportulitles so that there will he job. when trallinig i.s ( ltnipleteiI.

In New York State I intend to buil( upon the \vWik Incentives contained in this
Bill to see that their full iinlport Is realize. Public Assistalie is aI vital gmern-
ment service. but it i, equally Iinip)rtalnt that goIVeliimelit offer at workable
alternative to the IpooMr so that continuing dependeitcy (iin be eliinate(].

In adidition to the general concepts of the !"resident's Plan. there are a numilber
of specific elements some of which have an adver.-e effect onll New York State
and which, In our view should be corrected. These include :

1. The propose(] amendments would eliminate the Federal requiremilnl fui'
State supplementation of the unemployed father's category and eliminate Federal
matching for such State payments. New York State has traditionally lrlivihled
supplementary assistance to its working poor and would continue to do so under
the Family Assistance Plan. The effect of this amendment on New York Slate
would, therefore, result In a loss of 30 per cent Federal sharing of the ,8tate's
supplementary payments to the ADC-'U caseload. We are equally concerned, how-
ever. of the nationwide effect of deleting the Federal requirement that states
make supplementary payments to the working poor. Since there are but six stait.
currently providing support to the working poor, elimination of this requirement
would perpetuate existing disparities in levels of support.

2. Federal assumption of administrative costs relating to the payment of
benefits and related eligibility determinations is a step in the right direction.
However, I still feel that the ability of state and local governments to adeqluately
meet other pressing needs, such as education and public safety, can only le
achieved by relieving them of their financial responsibility for welfare. I. there-
fore suggest that a Federal Task Force be established to study the eventual
take-over of the welfare programs and that the bill contain a schedule oif dates
on which specific portions would be assumed by the Federal government.

3. The amendments provide that Individuals and families with incomes below
the poverty level receive services without charge while those with Incomes above
the poverty levoeI would be required to pay a fee for certain services, according
to their level oT income. However. since public assistance payments would be
considered as family Income, practically all New York State welfare recipients
would be required to pay for services because our public assistance grants are
slightly above the poverty level because of the higher costs of urban living. T
strongly urge that this section of the bill be rev:ritten to provide that socipi
services be furnished at no cost to all welfare recipients and that a gridn~ited
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schedule of fees should only be charged to persons not in receipt If liblic
assistance.

4. The same eligibility problem arises with day care as outlined under He mI
for social services. It is estimated that the existing income provisions would
eliminate seventy-five per cent of the day care provided in the City of New York.
Here again, I feel that this Is an unrealistic provision.
5. The bill should be amended to include a schedule which will guarantm-t fod

statup eligibility at its currentn t level. The Food Stamp Plan has pro'en so su,-
cessful in New York State that we feel that the schedule of eligibilityy should
be established and stabilized by Congress rather than administrative acthooll.

0. 1 am pirticularly concerned about the aneinent which would "lix" the
amount of Federal funds available to the states on a yearly basis. It is lItcen
estimated that millions of persos will t.''ole eligible as a result of the Faumily
Assistance Act. ,Since these additional persons will be requiring services by
State staffs. the lack of Federal funding could seriously affect the State's ability
and willingness to provide these services at state wnd local expense.

7. The assumption of certain administrative services by the Federal govern-
ment will undoubtedly require the transfer of thousands of eniplyees to the
Federal payroll. In order to protect the rights of these employees, I feel that a
transfer provision should be added which will guarantee tenure without further
examination and provide for the transfer of benefits, such as retirement credits,
which they earned prior to their transfer.

In conclusion. I support the President's Family Assistance Act as a workable
first step toward the complete Federl financing of a uniform national welfare
system. While I will continue my efforts to secure 100% Federal financing of
welfare, I urge Congress to act favorably on this Bill now so that we can begin
the needed improvement in our present welfare system without further delay.

Sincerely.
NELSON A. ROcKEFELLER.

STATEMENT OF IION. WILLIAM T. CAHILL, GOVERNOR OF NEW JERSEY, ON THE
FAMILY ASSIsTANcE AcT

The Family Assistance Act pending before the ('omnittee would provide the
framework for the most significant reforms of our public welfare __ytem since
the passage of the Social Security Act in 1935. I wish to affirm m1y strung
support for the basic concept of fatilly assistance outlined in this Act. Par-
ticularly important are those provisions of the legislation which would extend
federal benefits to the unemployed and working poor, establish nation-wide
minimum standards of support for adult recipients and families, mandate uniform
and simplified eligibility requirements, and expand manpower and day care pro-
grams for low income families. The enactment of these provisions into law will
be a fundamental step toward the goal of an efficiently administered welfare
system which provides adequate benefits for all those in need.

We anticipate that the bill now before you would have a substantial impact
on the administration and financing of public welfare in New Jersey. It would
not. however, significantly change the level of benefits or extent of coverage in
the State. For many years. New Jersey's standards of support in its categorical
rograms have been consistently among the highest in the country. Moreover,
beginning in 1169, New Jersey extended coverage to working poor families-
without federal matching funds--with the same benefits and earnings incentives
as AFDC families. Because of New Jerseys' high benefits and broad coverage,
the impact of the Family Assistance Act upon our State would be different than
most others. From this perspective, I would like to suggest for your considera-
tton a number of changes which should be made in the pending legislation.

First, the level of basic federal benefits to families should be raised.
Second. several modifications should be made in the earnings incentives

proposed in the legislation.
Third, federal matching should be provided for states Which voluntarily

supplement the benefits of unemployed and working poor families.
Fourth. the poverty level ceiling on State supplementary benefits should be

removed.
Fifth. employment income and non-employment Income of recipients should be

credited proportionately against basic federal benefits and state supplementary
benefits.
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Sixth. this legislation's new penalties against deserting parents should be
elimina ted.

Seventh, the radical changes in Federal-State relationships with respect to
the administration of social services, as embodied in the new Title XX should
not be adopted at this time.

1. THlE 1.EVEL OF HASIC FEDERAL. BENEFITS TO FAMILIES SHOULD HE RAISED

It is (lear that the level of basic federal benefits to families proposed in this
legislation is insuficieut to support needy families. The level of $1600 for a
family of four is less than half of the official poverty level of $3720. An increase
in the basic federal benefit level would greatly improve the well-being of
unemployed and working poor families in all states, as well as broken families
in those eight states which will not be required to supplement. Thl increase will
also reduce the disparity between high-benefit and low-benefit states and will
give added financial assistance to those forty-two states which will be required
to supplement. Because of the large federal expenditure required to raise the
baste floor under family benefits, I recognize that it may riot be feasible to do
-o in this legislation. However, I would hoe that Congress will at least state
its clear intent to raise the level of basic federal benefits as soon as fiscal
vircumstances permit.

1i. SEVERAL MODIFICATIONS SHOULD BE .IA')E IN THE EARNING'i INCEN'rivws

The amended version of the legislation now before you provides that families
will b1w periitted to retain $60 plus one-third of monthly eairninrs without having
grants reduced in states paying supplemnentar:y benefits. Moreo,'err earned income
is defined a. earnings net of federal personal "neonie tax paid or withheld.

I concur with the intention of the legislation to provide a moderate and
consistent work incentive for families. However, I urge you to retain the original
definition of earned income in the House bill in order to eliminate the provision
that personal income taxes will be subtracted before the earnings disregard is
applied. Failure to eliminate the deduction for federal income tax will sub-
stantially increase the cost of the program to the states and federal government
and will also substantially increase the number of persons who are eligible for
state supplementary bne fits.

Under the Tax Reform Act of 1969, families with less than poverty level
earnings do not pay any federal personal income taxes. However. family earn-
ings exceeding that leve! are taxed at rates exceeding fifteen percent. In high
benefit states such as New Jersey. deduction of federal personal income taxes,
in addition to the Income disregard of $60 plus one-third of monthly earnings,
would Increase the amount of required state supplementary benefits and would
raise the break-even points at which supplementary benefits are terminllted.
Suppose. for example, New Jersey's family payment levels are set at the poverty
lino. The following chart Indicate0s the impact of a federal income tax deduction
on the l)reak-even points for female-headed families of two. four. and six persons :

Break-even Break-even
point without point withFamily size Payment lhoel deduction deduction

2 ---------------------------.............................. $,920 $3,600 $3,972
4 ...................................... . 3. 720 6,300 6,979
6 ................... -------------------------------------- 4,820 7,950 8,729

Note: Assumes that $60 plus one-third of monthly earnings is disregarded for all families.

It is clear from this table that the increase in supplementary payments re-
quired by the federal Income tax deduction will be substantial, thus increasing
the cost to both state and federal levels of government.

The federal income tax deduction will also increase the number of families
eligible for state supplmentary payments because, unlike the provisions In pres-
ent welfare legislation, the earnings exemption wold be applied in the deter-
mination of initial eligibiliy. The legislation states that $60 plus one-third of
monthly earnings will be disregarded "for purposes of determining eligibility
for and the amount of supplementary payments to a family. (Sec. 452 (b))
'hns, retention of the federal Income tax deduction will set the initial eligibility
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levels in the examples given above at the amcounts in colunic (4) rather than
column (3). In the absence of detailed 1970 census data, it is impossible
to estimate the impact of this provision, but it will clearly be large.

In tile consolidated adult category of Aid to the Aged, Blind and Disabled,
earnings incentives should be made uniform for all groups of recipients. In a
combined category, It does not make good sense to perpetuate distinctions brsed
cm vlassifhcatlons which were formerly administered separately.

III. FIEIERA. 1IAT'HING SiOcUIl) liE PROVIDED FOR STATES WVUICt VOLUNTARILY
SUPPLEMENT BENIITS OF UNEMPLOYED AND WORKING POOR FAMIIIAE

One of the essential goals of any welfare reform measure should be fhe
hlimination of disparities between benefits paid to families with absent fathers

and intact families with unemployd or working pT,,r fathers. The pending legis-
ltion takes a long step toward that goal Iy extending basli. federal benefits to

unemployed and working poor families. This step significantly reduces the "in-
centive to desert" which Is built into the present system.

Ideally, the legislation should bIe amended~r-require state suppleimentation of
families with unemployed and working poor fathers on the same basis as families
with absent or disabled fathers. Since this step is apparently bIeyond the fiscal
capability of the federal government (and some states) at this time. I suggest
that federal matching funds lie l)rovlided for states which voluntarily chose
to supplement basic federal benefits for unemployed and working poor families.
Such a provision would give encouragement and support to states wishing to
take this step without requiring unreasonable amounts of additional federal
exiendittres.

IV. THE POVERTY LEVEL CEIIJNG ON STATE, Sk'PPLEMENTARY BENEFITS SHOULD BF

REMOVED

The national standard for poverty incorporated Into the pending legislation
does not take into account state-to-state variations in mininum standards of ade-
quate incoice for the poor. We have find that a sizeable fraction of our AFI)('
caSes In certain parts of the State require more income to meet their elemental
nee(lds than would le provided under a poverty-level standard. Removal of this
arbitrary restriction would not significantly increase federal expenditures since
only a very few states would lie affected. It would also spare New Jersey con-
siderable administrative expense in applying the ceiling to its supplementary
benefit cases.

V. EMPLOYMENT INCOME AND NONEMP.OYMfENT INCOME OF RECIPIENTS SHOUI liE
('REDITEDI PROPORTIONATELY AGAINST BAII FEDERAL BENEFITS AN) STATE st'PPIE-
MENTARY BENEFITS

The dual system of federal aid state bertelits lirolosed in the Fancily Assist-
auive Act results in certain ineqjuities for the state which should lie corrected.
U under the present welfare legi.,slation, tile (oist (of providing inc ile disregaIrds
for families is shared by the states andI federal g;ivcrt"Plt ;z'cccrdling to the
norinal matching formula (50-50 in New' .er.sey). like e, non-enljloynient
income of recipilents vhich i dnves their benefits is credltcd itgninst state at(I
federal shares according tio the watching formula.

Under the proposed legislation's dual systeic of benefits, however, the federal
government will "tax 5W0,/ of the earned inclo'me (of fainilie while states lilyilg
Suplulementary benefits will "tax" 17c, of such income. Thus. employinent-related
income of recipients will reuce tilt: federal (ontrilution to families about three
tiles as lch as it will reduce tile state (ont ribution.

Similarly. non-employent incocle of families is credited against hasi' feder.ci1
ienefit. and must reduce such benefits entirely before it can be credited :igaiclst
,-late supplementary benefits,. We estimate that less than 20% of non-employ-
litent Income of New Jersey recipients will lie credited against state suplleil Im]-
tary benefits under the Family As.sistan(e Act.

Ic order to preclude such Inequities, I urge that the legislation be modified
sn that employment nlld non-employment income of families be credited propor-
tionately against basic federal benefits and state supplementary benefits.
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vI. TIIS lYEISL.ATION*8 NEW PI:NAiTIES AIAINNT I)E5EITN(I 'ARWEN'I'TS SN110I.1

BE ELIMINATED

Tiie Familly Assistance Act provide. that parents who desert their familIes and
fail to ilace themselves under a court order for support would beoinie hallt to
the federal government for the federal portion of benefits paid to their fatifflies
in their absence. This liability would be collected either directly or by with-
holding piaynents (ilue unlder any federal I)rigram. In my oipilton. the penalties,
envisioned in this legislation would prove to be unenforceable, would be arbitrary
and capricious in application, and would serve as serious deterrents to recon-
cilitation of broken families. As instruments to discourage desertion, these pen-
atles would be inferior to existing legal remedies which consider ability to pay.
number of dependents, and circumstances, of the desertion in setting the atiount
oif legal liability of the deserting parent.

VII. THE RADCAI. C'fIANGES IN FEIIERAL-STATE RELATIONSII ]PS WITII R'ESPE{T TO TIlE

ADMINISTRATION OF SOCIAL SERVIcES. AS EAIRODIED) UN TIlE NEV TITLE XX SHOULD

NOT HE ADOPTED AT TillS TIME

Tie proposed Title XX. which was not a part of the hill wvhea considered bly
the House. would introduce extremely fundamental changes and dislocations in

t-going Federal-State relationships with respect to the administration (of social
services. These changes wouid have critical impacts not only on the fiscal con-
cerns of the Statcs. but on the relationships of state government to its sub-
ordinate political structures. There has been insufficient opportunity for carefully
developed in-put by the states into this radically new design.

I would rev(.nimend that those provisions of Title XX which would provide
Federal matching funds for foster care. for a national adoption information
exchalnge, and for "government assistance programs" be Incorporated in the
new lll but that all other provisions of Title XX be eliminated at this time
and that the maintenance of siclal services as presently authorized under Title
IV be continued until a better proposal can be devised.

I urge the mentbers of this Committee to consider carefully the chlanges in the
legislation which I am suggesting. I believe they would make the new system
more easily a3hitinistered and more equitable for recipients. Whether or not
these modifications are adopted, however, I hope that this Committee will
approve the essential elements of the Family Assistance Act. The defects in our
present system are manifest: our obsolete prograins are inefficient, inequitable,
and Inhumane. The proposals incorporated in the legislation you are considering
will remedy many of those defects. Enactment of this Act will mark substantial
progress toward the complete restructuring of our public welfare system In this
country to make it more responsive to the needs of all our citizens.

TENNESSEE EXECUTIVES CIIA'MBER.
Yas hrile. Tean, gcritcinber , 1970.

Hon. RussEmL R. LoNm.
U.R. R¢vator, Rrnate Office Bluildimq.
lVash inqtoat, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR Tor; I am1 enclosihur herevith a vi)py of a brief analysis of
the prollosed Family Assistance Act (tI.R. 10-311). prepared by my staff in the
Office of Urban and Federal Affairs,. with the assistance of the Department of
P1ublie Wektare and the Department of Public Health.

Should this proposed Act be enacted in its present form. it will have far-
reaching effects on the budget and revenues of the State of Tennessee. As studies
by many states confirul, the burden these new demands would impose upon State
financial resources is uncertain. Out" analysis. likewise, has indicated that the
probable additional cost to the State of Tennessee could range between $7 million
and $20 million in the first year. We are disturbed that the amubiguities in the
proposed programs preclude more precise analysis.

Your attention is directed to the discussion in the staff report of nossibie costs
in the areas of medical assistance benefits. manpower training and employment
services, and the adult assistance categories. It would seem that Congress might
give attention to reinforcing the securtiv clause of Section 502 to the effect that
the Federal Government assume all the the state' future pntlie assistance
expenditures In excess of their Fiscal 1KI7t spending for those purposes.-
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You are aware, I am sure, that the legislation before you increases the re-
sponsibilities of the states while actually decreasing their participation in
policy-making. If the Federal Government is to exercise more and more authority,
it should, in our view, be willing to accept a commensurate portion of respon-
Aibility. I, therefore, continue to feel that the Federal Government should totally
fund the public assistance system in the United States. The states cannot con-
tinue to be bound by criteria and standards which are established externally
without due consultation-A public welfare system which diminishes the authority
of the states while increasing our responsibilities is wholly unacceptable.

In light of the many uncertainties of the proposed legislation-which I under-
stand are also of serious concern to other states which have evaluated the bill-
it would seem to me that a two-year trial of the system in selected states would
be more desirable than immediate implementation of the programs authorized
by the proposed Act.

I trust that the attached report will be of assistance to you in your evaluation
of the proposed welfare reforms and In your deliberations in committee and on
the floor. If I can be of further assistance, please call on me.

Sincerely,
Bu!oRn ELLIN-GTON.

ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED FAMILY ASSISTANCE AcT (H.R. 16311). PREPARED FOR
Gov tNo BuroRD ELLINGTON, BY OFFIcE OF URBAN AND FEDERAL AFFAIRS,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, AND DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIc HEALTH

The Family Assistance Act of 1970 Is designed to give the nation a public
as.Astance system embodying six significant characteristics:

1. A federally funded income floor, affording national uniformity of welfare
payments;

2. National uniformity of eligibility requirements and administration:
3. Assistance to both unemployed and underemployed ("the working poor")

families;
4. An effective work incentive built into the assistance structures:
5. Comprehensive manpower services incorporating training, employment, and

childcare programs:
6. Nationally uniform programs, payments, and incentives for persons in the

"adult categories," I.e., the aged, the blind, and the disabled.
To what extent these goals would be realized by passage of the Act, and at

what cost to the public, are matters widely disputed. Formidable masses of testi-
mony on these questions have accumulated in the hands of Committees and in
the omflees of Senators and Representatives. Changes In the proposed Act have
come rapidly, and Just as in the case of the original Act, their ultimate costs and
results have not yet been reliably identified. Yet certain broad advantages and
deficiencies in the legislation have become obvious, and to these some response
is in order.

Most students of public effort in this area agree that the Federal revenue
structure, rather than that of the States, is the proper foundation for a public
assistance system. Among the salient potential advantages of a national welfare
scheme are uniform criteria for eligibility. uniform payment levels, and ease nf
administration.

The Family Assistance Act directly addresses these possibilities of national
uniformity, national funding, and national administration. In such concepts, it
Is Progressive. And its promoters seldom fail to emphasize these points.

Yet the Act Is seriously flawed. if offered as a Federal enterpri se. The publicity
given to the Federal undertaking obscures the fact that the Act not only decrees
immense new Federal responsibilities, but also requires new State exertions--so
large as to be unsupportable by State revenue bases. Because of the complex
variables written Into the legislation, it is almost impossible to estimate the size
of Tennessee's financial burden under the proposed system : the required increase
in annual State welfare-related expenditures could range from a low of less than
$7,000.000 to a high of $20,000,000 or be.rond.

That flaw permeates the entire bill. For example. the Federal income floor sup-
plied to a family of four would be $1,600-about $40 more than the present wel-
fare navment to a Tennessee family of tbi size. But the Act gives the Secretary
of HAW the power to require that the State add a supplement above this Federal
floor-raising the family's income up to the "Poverty Index" level, if the Secre-
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tary so desires. This index is $3,720 for a family of four. The State supplement
could therefore be as high as $2,172, 30 percent of which is Federally reim-
bursable, leaving the State of Tennessee a net obligation of $1,520-fully $1,13.3
more than the present State payment. This represents almost a 300 percent in-
crease lin the State obligation to this hypothetical family.

Another example of the Act's possible consequences for States is in its "Adult
Categores"-assistance to the blind, the disabled, and the aged. It guarantees
recipients in these categories $110 per month. At first glance, the Federal-State
payment structure would introduce savings of $11-$12,000.000 for these programs
in Tenne.see in FY '72.

Yet the Secretary is given authority to set up the criteria for "permanent and
total disability." In the opinion of Tennessee Welfare Administrators, ally sig-
nificant change in the new Federal disability criteria standards could reasonably
be expected to double the present Tennessee "Aid-to-the-Disabled" rolls-at
$7,500,000 cost to Tennessee. The savings initially indicated thus would be
whittled down to possibly $4,500,000.

Furthermore, the Family Assistance Act provides new "income disregards"
(income exempted from counting in determination of a recipient's needs) in the
"Disabled" and "Aged" categories. This means that the total cost to the State
of benefits to present recipients would increase, and also that more persons would
be brought within the range of eligibility.

With Tennessee's projected FY '72 caseload of 85,000 persons in the two pro-
grams (Old Age Assistance and Aid to the Disabled), an average annual pay-
ment increase of only $53 would wipe out the Act's $4,500,000 "savings" re-
mainder. Since the actual disregards would be In excess of $700, it is reasonable
to assume that the Act could involve a critical increase of both Federal and State
expense in these two categories.

Proponents of the Act argue that even if such cost Increases as those mentioned
above do occur, nevertheless by Section 502 the States will be "held harmless"-
not required to pay-for expenses in excess of their FY '71 expenditures for
these programs.

But Section 502, as an effective State "umbrella" against program cost explo-
sions, is open to serious question. First, the "cost-of-living" increase is automatic--
adjusted annually; and it is not covered by the A'hold harmless umbrella":
State legislatures have no choice but to readjust revenues annually to meet it. It
would also be quite large-prices have risen 5 percent to 6 percent a year in recent
times. Second, Section 502 might be repealed or altered if the Federal govern-
ment found itself suddenly burdened by the sort of expenses that most Non-
Federal analysts predict thai Act would generate. Third and most important,
Section 502 does not protect the States against new expense in several programs
which might experience tremendous upward cost spirals-for example, the Medi-
caid and the Comprehensive Manpower, Training and Employment Programs.

MEDICAID

Tennessee projects a 230,000 AFDC "person-population" in FY '72. The Family
Assistance Act could double tliese family assistance rolls to 460,000 persons, all
of whom would be eligible to u.e Medicaid. Statistics furnished by the Tennessee
Department of Public Health indicate that current average monthly Medicaid
utilization is 27 percent of the eligible population. So under the Act, Family
Assistance benefit users might number 124,000 per month. The average monthly
Medicaid cost Is presently about k130. Thus the Act could require State Medicaid
,!xpenses of $3,720,000 each month, or $44,640,000 per year, for Family Assistance
Plan beneficiaries alone.

Medicaid would also he available to those on the "Adult Category" rolls-
projected at just under 100.000 In Tennessee in FY '72. At 27 percent utiliza-
tion per month and an average monthly ie.tieil asiistan.e check of $31). these
100,000 persons would draw medical benefits of $9,720,0Co annually. It also should
be noted that these figures d) not reflect the increased-caseload potential that
the Family Assistance Act affords. Neither do they Include the administrative
.osts of the medicaid program, matched on a 50% Federal-50% State cost basis.

In conclusion, State expenditures for medical assistance in the family and
adult categories as heretofore enumerated (and exclusive of administrative costs
and eopsiderations of increased caseloads) could total $54,360,000 annually-
75 percent of which would be Federally reimbursable, leaving Tennessee's pos-
sible medical-service burden In the range of $13,500,000 annually, more than two
times Tennessee's present effort. Under Section 502 these expenses are ignored.
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MAN IOWE1 4 SEV i( E

First, these programs tire currently organized In Tennessee on a regional basis.
To keel) pace with the lncreaed rolls in each county and to effectively coordi-
nate training and employment registration with assistance enriiintent (ias re-
uilred by the Act). the administrative apparatus of the manpower programs
would have to switch to it county-based s1ricure. In terms of personnel ad
offlce space required, this expansion will be quite costly to Tennessee. It is ann
expense not eligible for coverage nmder Section 502.

Second. tile number of persons retired by tie Act to register for iJo Irain-
ing an-d placement will bo greatly ill excess of the present level. Tei, WIN p)rI-
graia in Tennessee mild be forced up to many times its present size. This ex-
lItnse will not loe covered by Sction 502' umbrellala"

A third proldem that %vould be intromluced is that of Federal dLt a obsoou,-,cer'e.
In the present welfare systemr- states supply (hits quarterly to the FledernI
government. It tile past. Federal of"Ices have tlken alulot w V'(Ql%"I t inn' It
assinmilate this data. In a Federally financed and a(lntlistered Iliblii assistance
systent. this sort of obwoescence of Inforniit ion wild haniptr progrIni vffec-
tiveness. States eight he forced to rely on such two-year ol (l at ill co'clflvii nz
their own medical and eiloynent program a li )ropr at 1 tis ..-i ,crii, h l' bta.

Fourth, expan-lon in Tennessee's work training programs vill create n (.ritic.il
ieed for more (aycare programs and facilities for children of tranaes. S-4111.
the Federal Children ('orlnrttion Act (a companion bill tO the -'a a ily .\ssis. :,iLce
legislation), %voulhl address this nationwide need by providing extensive Fedh ral
sulpqort of children centers. This proposal or sonic other forin (f dirtel il ci i-

tinued Federal childeare assist nce is needed.
Finally, It should be noted that retraining should be required or offered only

when there is reasonable probability of an eniploynit )lirt lunity at the
conclusion of the retraining. It is a sad but certain fact that in nmny econoin-
ieally depressed areas this will not always be available. Moreover. in times of
regional or national recession-such as the one wet are currently experiencing-
there is no guarantee that any retraining and placement programs would prove
a panacea for unemployment.

Rather than legislate a rigid rule of retraining, the puldic interest would be
better served if Congress were to inject an element of flexibility into welfare
appropriations. to allow public Investment in economic development an(1 recovery
of areas where unemployment is high. Incentives to business development, such
its tax credits and other devices, might be considered. Such regional development
efforts often will do far more for needy citizens than would a costly initial job
training program with insufficient or uncertain job demand at its end. Also, sonie
thought might be given to publicly sponsored work programs (environmental
projects, for example) as an alternative in some situations to costly retraining
progra is.

From the above reasonings. it Is clear that Tennessee should vigorously insist
tHlt Sev.tion .102 be amended to protect states from being overwhelmed by the
Family Assistance Act's possible costs of supplementation. health-care services,
comprehensive manpower training and eml)loyment programs, and administra-
tive expenses of the legislation.

A number of brief observations reinin to be made. We feel that the State
should strongly endorse the provision in Title XX for allowing Governors. on
approval of a submitted plan, to transfer a portln of HEW grant funds froni
one program to another. We feel that Tennessee should favor making available
Federal matching funds for State executive planning and management lml)rov(,-
meat programs and urge that provisions be made to fund Federal-administrator
internships within state governments. Tennessee should endorse strengthening
of the foster care and adoption programs.

Also. It Is difficult to understand how the Act could result itn national program
uniformities, providing as it does for four (4) options for program adinistra-
tlon. (Iresent programs have two basic options.) In truth these are hot "State
options." States may only negotiate for one of the four alternatives with the
Secretary of HEW. And states will probably be able to afford only the alter-
native of complete Fedf, ral administration. Yet states finding themselves over-
hordened by adminlstrttlve costs (for example, the Act's mandatory quarterly
determination of ellglidlity, which In Tennessee would result In a 300 Ioercent
per year increase In administrative effort over the present) have no guarantee
whatsoever that the Federal government will assunie the administrative fune-
tion. Even if'the Federal government did so, there would still remain the con-
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fusing question of how state legislatures would be approached eahell year for
their share of welfare appropriations. There would also be an isolation of the
Federally operated family assistance programs from the intimately related Stille
services in health and manpower training.

As for the work-incentive elements of the legislation, their net worth will have
to be considered from two standpoints. First, they should make it luore reward-
ing financially for a man to work than to remain unemployed. The attieled bill
does this more consistently than (lid the prior version. Second. "cost-bencllt"
calculations for the Incentive program (including companion legislation designed
to increase employment opportunities) should take into account not oily the
additional expenditures required but also the increased income taxes to be paid
by welfare recipients, the increased GNP to result from their emIloynlivit and
the physical and psychological benefit of having an opportunity to work 1 if thi-
is provided by either public or private enterprises).

Many analysts have questiond whether the Family Assislalce Act incentives.
combined with other opportunities Congress might provide, could cause many
beneficiaries to work themselves completely off the public assistance rolls. l31it
even if it failed to accomplish this, the Act would still be entitled to a "'net
worth" evaluation according to the sort of criteria outlined above. And it is quite
possible that this sort of analysis would require a full-scale trial run of the
entire program.

It is unfortunate that legislation of such scope and import as the iroposed
FMmily Assistance Act contains so many uncertainties and is so widely ques-
tioned. Senator Abraham Ribicoff has voiced the sentiments of many by calling
for a prior trial of the programs in several states. It has been widely reported
in the past week that the administration is willing to consider a variation of
such a trial. conducted for one year's time, and followed by nationwide imple-
mentation of the Act.

We feel that Tennessee should call for a similar experiment, but one of at
least two years' duration. One year's time is hardly sufficient to effect a change-
over to the new programs; results obtaitned from the hasty Nev Jersey trial
were obviously inconclusive. A longer test program is preferable, with monitoring
and evaluation by the U. S. General Accounting Office.

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
OFFICE OF TIlE GOVERNOR.

Olympia. WVaxh., Scptcmhcr 3. 1970.
lion. RussELL B. LONG.
Old Senate Ofce Building.
Washington, D.C.

I)E.,A SENATOR LONG: Enclosed for your information are letters from me to the
Governor of each state and to each member of our Congressional delegation, as
well as a letter to me from HIEW Secretary Richardson.

I thought that you would be interested in this correspondence as v part of your
deliberations on the President's Family Assistance Plan. I would like to empha-
size that with the changes that Secretary Richardson has agreed to present to
your committee, I van wholeheartedly support the Family Assistance Plan al-
though there are a few other areas in the plan which could be improved.

Sin-cerely,
I)ANIET, J. EVANS. (GoVr'rflor.

COPY(OF LETTER SENT TO GOVERNORSS. AUGUST 27, 1970

Late in July, I sent you the impact of the Family Assistance Plan (I1R 16311)
and indicated some of the problems in the legislation as presently drafted. Subse-
fluently. members 9f my staff met with representatives of the I)epart,.int of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and reached agreement on certain substantive
issues. In my opinion, these changes would resolve, with certain exceptions. the
major problems in the plan.

The major changes on which agreement was reached are:
1. Expenditures for Aid to Families with I)ependent Children-I'nemployed

Parents and Aid to Families with )ependent Children-Foster Care will be ex-
cluded from the expenditure base for computing the "hold safe" requirement.

2. The wide discretion granted to the Secretary of Health. Education. and
Welfare with respect to payment levels 1mnder State Supplementation aljarently
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has already been discussed with the Senate Finance Committee. If this discretion
is not modified by the Committee so as to make mandatory consultation with the
states on these payment levels explicit in the law, HEW has agreed to include
such a provision in the rules.

3. It sufficient funds are not available to the states, expenditures under Title
XX can be limited on the basis of a state's own priorities although a balanced
program of services will be necessary. Additional services could be provided by
municipalities with a population of 250,000 or more if there were sufficient local
funds. Non-federal expenditures for services must be at least as high as fiscal

.1971,
4. Under Title XVI the recognition of the economy of shared living arrange-

inents was considered by HEW to be implicit in computing the $110 standard.
HEW agrees, however, that this requirement should be made explicit in the law.

5. Under the emergency assistance provision of Title XX, the intent apparently
was that the states define the conditions and conttt, with the Secretary of HEW
setting the outer limits. HIEW agrees, however, that the law should be modified
to indicate that -emergency" is to be defined by the state.

The representatives of HEW considered that our suggestions with respect to
Title NIX would be more appropriately considered with the health insurance
legislation to be introduced next February rather than in connection with the
Family Assistance Plan legislation as such. HEW will work with the states oil
appropriate modification of Title XIX prior to the submittal of such legislation.

We still have a concern that a state might not be able to meet its fiscal obliga-
tions under the bill at some time in the future. HEW has agreed to work with
us to develop language that will permit the Secretary to waive part of a state'.
liability, should serious fiscal problems develop.

Although we still have certain questions about some aspects of the law, e.g.,
the liberalized definition of disability, and the fragmentation of services that
would be possible if cities of over 250,000 instituted their own services program,
the above changes overcome our-major financial objections to the legislation. We
have always beei in favor of the intent of the Family Assistance I'lan, and.
with these financial modifications incorporated in the legislation, we will give
it our firm support.

One further area that you may wish to examine is the provision in Title XX
of the bill which permits cities of over 250,000 to elect to operate their own social
services program. This could make the equitable provision of social services
extremely difMcult in many states, and interposes another level In an already
complex system. I urge that you carefully examine the impact of this provision
on the ability of your state to deliver services effectively.

I trust that you and your staff will review the suggested changes and the
impact on your state. Given these changes, the "hold safe" provision appears to
become a substantive rather than nominal limitation on state expenditures. We
have appreciated the positive attitude of HEW staff and consider that solid
progress has been made.

We hope that you, like ourselves, will support the legislation as modified.
Sincerely,

)AN I. .J. EVANS, Go-ernor.

Copy OF LETTER SENT TO WASTHINCTON CoNoREssIONAL DELEGATION,
AUGUST 28, 1970

Enclosed are copies of a letter from Secretary Richardson to me and a letter
that I have sent to each state governor. If these modifications are made to the
Family Assistance Plan now before the Senate Finance Committee, our state
will be able to move into the FAP without incurring more serious financial
problems than we now face. With these changes, I feel that I can endorse
the FAP.

There are two remaining areas that I believe could be improved by the Con-
gress. One is the definition of disability. While it may be desirable from a
program standpoint to liberalize the welfare definition of disability to that used
by Social Security, this change will increase both Federal and State expenditures
at a time when it will be difficult for our State to absorb this increased cost.
The other provision in the bill to which I object will permit cities of over

250,000 to elect to operate their own social services agency and program. As
you know, we are making major strides towards developing an integrated system
for the delivery of numerous health, social and correctional services in our new
Department of Social and Health Services. If the local option provision for cities
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over 250,000 remains in the bill, at the very time we are making significant
progress towards creating a comprehensive delivery system, the FAP will sub-
stantially impair our capacity to deliver those services in our major population
center. Thus, if Seattle elected to administer Title XX services, foster care,
protective services and family counseling would be separated from Probation,
Parole and Mental Health Services, which would remain a statewide service
under our Department of social and Health ServIes. As you know, these multiple
services often impact upon the same persons. To so fracture our service delivery
system, as could be required by the FAP, will Inevitably be detrimental to those
persons who need these services.

The local option provision could also lead to unfortunate variations in program
content between Seattle o[L the one hand and neighboring cities such as Everett
and Tacoma on the other While a flexibility that permits local variations to
meet local needs is desirable, this can better be achieved in our State through
a single program delivery system which can focus on all of the needs of target
groups in each locality. (I also note that in those states with county-administered
welfare programs the circumstances could be even more distressIng, since sepa-
rate programs will be able to be operated by a city even though surrounded by
a county-operated system.)

I urge that the Senate Finance -Committee either delete entirely the local
option for cities over 250.000 or, if that Is not possible, then adopt a proviso
which will allow states such as Washington which operate comprehensive social
and health programs (as defined either in the bill or by regulations of the Secre-
tary) at the state level to continue to operate these programs.

I hope that this material will be of assistance to you in your consideration
of the FAP. I appreciate very much your response to staff visits and materials
from our Division of Public Assistance. If they, or my office, can be of further
help, please let me know.

Sincerely,
DANIEL J. EvANs, Governor.

THE SECR-TARY Or HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., August 11, 1970.

Hon. DANIEL J. EVANS,
Governor of Washington,
Olympia, Wash.

DrAu GovERNoz EVANS: I appreciate the opportunity that your recent letter
afforded for fruitful discussion between your State personnel and members of the
staff of this Department. On the basis of these discussions it appears possible
to resolve most of your questons in a mutually satisfactory manner.

We agree with your point that a State' expenditures for the aid to families
with dependent children-unemployed fathers programs (AFDC-UF) and Fed-
erally-matched foster care provided under the AFDC program should be ex-
cluded-from the 1970-1971 State expenditure base to which the savings clause
applies.

With respect to the proposed minimum income standard for the adult cate-
gories, we believe that it Is implicit in H.R. 16311 that the value that derives
from shared living arrangements, e.g. the value of housing and other daily ex-
penses derived from living in a child's home, should be taken into account in
determining whether the $110 per month income floor is being met. However,
I will be glad to suggest to the Senate Committee on Finance necessary legisla-
tive language to make this policy explicit.

We can appreciate your concern about the Secretary's apparently wide dis-
cretion in establishing the "payment level" for the purposes of the state supple-
mentation of family assistance (FAP) benefits. This section of the bill has been
a subject of discussion with the staff of the Senate Committee on Finance and,
If the language is not modified to clearly establish the intended level, I will
recommend that legislative language require the Secretary to establish the
level only after consultation with the individual states.

In regard to service requirements for State plans for social services under
the proposed new Title XX, I am willing to accept your suggestion that i if
sufficient Federal, and/or State funds were not available for the program, the
State would have the prerogative of limiting the services to be provided, based
on its own priorities, but consistent with a reasonable balance of services. Such
limitation would in no way limit local governments from expending their own
funds in order to provide additional services. It would be provided that this
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provision would operate only when (except a, indicated later) the non-Federal
e: ; ntliture for the purposes of the program are at a level at least as high as
during the flstalI year ending June 30, 1971.

The intent of Title XX in defining all emergency assistance program was
to give States road authority to decline situations under which emergcny iissist-
2n tce is itevessary. and to give the Secretary a authority to, set o uter liiiiits for
purlposes of Federal plartlcipation. I will be happy to propose tlt tl Slates' ana-
thority be made explicit by Inclusion of legislative language such as "In all
emergency as defined by the State." The rhuse would. I understand, u solve your
problem with this aslkct of the lrogramn.

We understand that extraordinary fiscal and economic cireuinstances might
require some States to reduce the levels of payments below the January 1970
levels specified ill Titles IN' and XVI and to spend less on services than tlho.m
amounts exlnded In FY 1971. I would be willing to explore further with you
the inclusion iof language ill Titles IV. XVI and141 XX which could permit lhe
Secretary under such extraordinary circulsta nces to waive millintenance-of-
effort requiremients upont approval of a State's ease for such ni waiver.

We do not see any likelihood (if resolving your ('on.erns abhOut the intedicai
assistance iTitle XIX) program through amendments too 11.11. 16311. Ilowever.
I am asking the Department staff now developing tihe Family JHealth Insurarti'e
proposal to work closely with your State and others ill working otut these iorob-
leis in the context of this Important new Administration initiatie. I ain con-
fident that the health insurance legislation, to be submitted to the Congress
early next year will offer you a better instrument with which to acconlplish your
goals in this area.

I appreciate you and your staff taking the time to assist us on the Familv
Assistance bill. I know that we have profited greatly from your State's coa-
tributions, and I trust that you are pleased with the progress we are making
in the development of this historic program il.

Sincerely.
ELLIOT RICHIARISON, ,E'Crt'!/

CON;I(E.AS OF TiHE UNITED ST.A TS,
HOUSE OF RkTE~iESNTAxrIV~%.

'II 'a .hit t , D.('., S'CptelI r I16, 1970.
Hon. RUSSEi.L B. LONG,
(hairmlan, S. mat FiPiatnc Conim ittc. .'.,'. Sci nte,
Washington, D('.

D)EA.n MR. ('iAIAN : I want to bring to the attention of the Senate Finance
Committee my hole that the Senate will have an opportunity to actt on I.R.
16M11. the proposed Family Assistance Act of 1070.

I voted in favor of the bill when it was approved by the House (on April 16th,
but there are a number of areas ill the Irozram where I believe changes are
vitally needed.

I believe that one of the features of the present welfare system which Iplaces
a particularly heavy burden on the taxpayers of New York is the wide ldis-
parity of benefits existing among the several States. Responsible public' officials
In New York are constantly asserting that the State's heavy welfare burden is
aggravated by the disparity which attracts indigents into the State to take ad-
vantage of the liberal welfare payments.

It is true that the Administrationt proios~al will make a substantial coat rilm-
tion toward improving the lot of the public assistance beneficiaries who live iit
the poorer, less:industrialized States. HIowever. the disparity in benefits among
the States will remain. and I do not believe that the provisions of the bill are
going to end the migration of the poOr and jobless into New York. -

I ant also disappointed in the failure of the House-aqroved bill to require
a much larger Federal sharing of the additional State costs over and above the
basic Federal $1600 grant. The welfare budget of Onondaga County, New York
will rise front nearly $54 million to nearly $64 million next year, an increase
of 18.8.)% A full 25% of this burden is carried by the property tax payers of
that County. I am hopeful that the Senate will adjust substantially upwards the
House figure of 30% Federal sharing of the amounts necessary to make up the
difference between $100 and what welfare families are currently receiving in
the State.
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1, and the citizens of New York, will appreciate any consideration which can
be given to these matters In your deliberations.

With best wishes, I remain,
Sincerely yours,

JAMES 11M. IIANLEY,
Mcmbcr of Congrcess.

COMMUNITY SERVICES OF PENNSYLVANIA,
Harrisbarg, la., May 1, 1970.

i-on. RUSSELL B. LONG,
V.s. Senate,
Old Senate Building. Washingtoit, D.C.

IbEAR SENATO1 IA)NG: Community Services of Pennsylvania is a 1,713 member
statewide citizens organization concerned about and working toward improve-
ment of health and welfare services and programs. We therefore are vitally
interested in an adequate income maintenance system and the basic directions
It should take.

CSt's leaders have given careful consideration to an income maintenice
position. which I am including for your reference during the importanI deliber-
ations ahead of you. It Is expressed it terms of broad principles, but we have
also applied it to HtR 16311. We believe that Bill merits support as a first step
for the following reasons:

1. It establishes the concept of a national minimum income.
2. It raises levels of aid in those states where they are presently very low.
3. It eases the burden of finance in those states providing higher grants.
4. It provides some aid to the working poor.
5. It provides work incentives to-encourage the efforts of the poor toward

securing or ilaIutaining employment.
At the same time. CS13 believes that the Bill tin Its present form has niany

deflociencos which should be corrected by amendment prior to final adoption by
the Congres. In ('RP's judgment, the major changes which sh,,uld be made arc the
following : .

1. The Minimum Income utilized by the Family Assistance P'lan FAP)'shmld
be increased beyond the $1,600 for a family of four which the Bill )roloses.

2. The Bill should contain a specific commitment to the goal oif rai,4ng the
minimum to the federally defined poverty level as rapidly as possible.

3. Provision should bei made flor the Federal Government to gradually assume
a larger share of the total financing responsibility.

4. The separate categories should be eliminated in favor of a miversal in.mne
iiaintenance system based upon a single criterion of need.

5. Mothers of school age children should noL be arbitrarily required to register
for work in order to ,qualify for aid.

6. The Income maintenance system should be fully based on the provision of
direct (.ash assistance rather than placing partial rellinee on inkind assistance.
For so long -1:4 the cash payments are beneath the federally defined poverty level.
the provision of food stamps for qualified persons on a vohntary basis to increase
their subsistence is not objectionable.

If our position covers areas not included iy others you are scheduling to-
appear before the Senate Finance Committee. we would welcome participating
in this important Interchange. Otherwise, we appreciate the opportunity to
present this written statement and would hope It might be included in the
Committee's testimony. If there Is any further way we can assist you and your
colleagues In your dellberatory process, we will do so.

Thank you for your Interest In this vital subject.
Sincerely.

H. EDWARD BRUNK, Jr., Prc.idocnt.
Enclosures

POSITION STATEMENT ON INCOME MAINTENANCE, APRIL 1970. COMMUNITY

SERVICES OF PENNSYLVANIA

"From a humanitarian point of view, the costs of poverty to the-'ndividual,,
affected are reason .enough for a nation to act more decisively and effectively
to solve the problem. The consequences for the society as a whole, however, nial.e
an insistent demand for action on the basis of enlightened self Interest. Virtually

I--
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no one is Immune from the consequences and costs which will result froza a
failure to act." . . .Position Statement on Income Maintenance.

The Board of Directors of Community Services of Pennsylvania on April 22.
1970 affirmed its support of a comprehensive position on income maintenance
programs.

The statement of CSP's official position begins on page 10 of this document.
The first nine pages delineate the concerns which support the adoption of this
position by CSP.

I PRIFACE
A. The problem

Twenty-five million or 12 of every 100 Americans are living below the pIoverty
level.* Throughout the past decade, there has been a growing national preoccnlipa-
tion with the poverty problem and its consequences for those directly affected
and for society as a whole.

Among the major contributing factors to this escalating concern are:
The renewed emphasis on poverty, as a major national problem against the

backdrop of general prosperity and abundance. As the nation's conscience was
stirred by the fact that many Americans were not sharing in the new abundance.
a series of new governmental and private initiatives developed in response. The
War on Poverty, Manpower training, Food Stamps, Rent Supplements. Appala-
chia, Model Cities, the National Businessmen's Alliance, the Urban Coalition are
among the major examples.

The rising aspiraf'ons of the poor were a major dynamic of the past decade.
Disadvantaged groups began to aggressively seek a place in America's economic,
social and political main stream.

America's growing abundance held out to a Nation for the first time the poten-
tial for eliminating poverty.

Widespread dissatisfaction with the public assistance or as more popularly
termed, the welfare system. One of the nation's oldest and largest poverty pro-
grams, the welfare system is widely criticized by those who must depend upon
it, those who pay for it and those who administer it. From all of these vantage
points, a consensus Is developing which stresses that the welfare system must
either be revamped or replaced as a key part of the nation's efforts to deal with
poverty.

The interrelated impact of all of these, and other factors, makes it crystal
clear that the major question for the 70's is not whether major welfare reform
will occur but what form it will take. Early in the 60's, such proposals as
negative income tax, children's allowances, and other alternatives to the present
welfare system were regarded with a certain amount of detached theoretical
interest. These proposals or variations and adaptations of them are now being
taken more seriously by the American public. President Nixon's welfare reform
proposals have lifted the subject to the highest level of national visibility. Inter-
est and concern have been further aroused, recently, by the report of the Presi-
dent's (Johnson) Commission on Income Maintenamce-more commonly referred
to as the Heineman Commission. The Nixon, the Heineman, and other major
proposals for welfare reform are the subject of active consideration by the Con-
gress and of extensive national dialogue.

Community Services of Pennsylvania recognizes that the causes of poverty
and its solutions are multiple rather than single. Extensive and improved efforts
are needed in the fields of housing, education, Job training, health care. Social
services, legal aid, family plannlnv, and consumer protection, but the common
and central fact in the lives of all he poor is the lack of enough income to secure
a sufleieut supply of life's basic c isentials to live is health and decenoy. The size
of the investment and the system through which society makes its investment
in closing the Income gap are of central importance to the development of any
effective solution to the poverty problem. Without any intent to diminish the
Importance of other programs and services essential to the solution of the
poverty problem, CSP directs its major attention in this position statement to
welfare reform in the basic area of income maintenance.

B. What's sow- with welfare?
The present welfare system, since its Inception in the 3fs, has been one of the

nation's major programs for dealing with poverty. At present it represents an

*$S,720 for a sontatm family of tout &ad $8,162 for a farm family of four. Developed
by the Sodal Bedrity Administration In cooperation with the U.S. Census Bureau.
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r.nnual expenditure of all levels of government of $6.2 billion to 10.5 million
recipients.' (If payments to vendors for medical care are Included, the total
expenditure is $10.6 billion.) Whatever the faults of this system, it has often
provided the means of existence for millions of Americans. Though the existence
provided has been minimal and threadbare, the welfare system has rarely had
resources to do more than this.

Spawned by the depression, the system was designed to function as a kind of
"economic first-aid kit" to tide people through temporary periods (of lost or
reduced income. The system probably has not functioned too badly in this regard
for some people. Many persons, who now have achieved adequate incomes. nt
some earlier point in their lives may have been assistance recipients. It helped
to get them through. With improved educational opportunities, Ir(reitsing
employment, rising wages, many of the nation's poor have climbed up and out
of poverty in the last three decades--about 14 million in the past ten yelrs.-'

Twenty-five million Americans including approximately 11/2 million l'ennsyl-
vanians remain in poverty. Less than half are aided by the present welfare
system. Many of these persons have never known anything but poverty, often
extending back through generations. Many are too young or too old to grasp
for the limited supply of boot straps. By the time the young are old enough, it
is often too late. Chronic poverty and deprivation begets chronic apathy and
hopelessness or deep hostilities which sometimes spill over into violence.

It should be recognized that % of the nation's poor live in families whose
heads are employed throughout the year. Many others are employed some of the
time.$ In addition, there is substantial movement on and off the public assistance
rolls so that there a-pears to be a revolving door relationship between receipt of
assistance and low income or marginal employment. Though a substantial por-
tion of the nation's poor manage from time to time to get off the launching pad,
they are unable to achieve the escape velocity necessary to arrive in orbit beyond
poverty. Some evidently stop trying and slip into permanent financial
dependency.

Today's poor are in many respects the casualties of a way of life which has
operated to the substantial benefit of the majority of Americans. While it is
probably easier to move from step two to the socio-economic ladder on up than
at any point in history, it may be more difficult for those on the very bottom
rung to achieve that key first step out of poverty. As the Heineman Commission
report states:

"Indeed, the composition of the poor is changing so that the poor, more and
more are those who gain least from economic growth: the aged, the disabled,
female headed families, and those whose limited skills seem unlikely to be
demanded by an increasingly complex industrial system. Consequently, almost
inevitably, there must be a slowing down of the rate of escape from poverty."

The welfare system then, is confronted with the "fallouts" or the "pusbouts"
from the larger society. With its "first aid-kit", it Is able to ease the symptoms,
but it does not have the resources to effectively aid families who experience
long term or chronic poverty. At the recent CSP Conference on Income Mainte-
nance, Miss Elizabeth Wickenden a descriled the current welfare system this
way: "The welfare system never was intended to get people out of poverty; it
was intended to relieve the fact of poverty once it has occurred. Our present
welfare system doesn't do that very well, but It does it as well as the taxpaying
public makes it possible for it to do. The answer to poverty does not lie within
the welfare system itself, but in the prevention of the conditions that bring
people to the welfare system."

More specifically, the major deficiencies of the present welfare system may be
summarisd as follows:

It does tot proved mon enough sto that those who must depend upon it can
Hve I health ed decency. In only a handful of states are public assistance
grants high enough to bring recipients above the poverty level. Pennsylvania has
recently brought Its granted up sufficiently to attain its own 12 year old minimum
health and decency standard. The $8,480 per year now provided for a family of
four is still below the $8,720 which the Federal government says Is necessary to
bring a family of this size out of poverty. The amounts provided by many states

I Social S*.eurity Bulletin, Vol. 88. No. t (January 1970) p. 2. pp. 66"A.
I "Poverty in the U.S.". Consumer Income Series P-60, No. 68 (Dec. al. 1969) U.S.

Dept. of Commerce, Bur. of the Census. Table 8. p. 6.
"Poverty Anid Plenty' Report of the Presdent's Commission on Income Maintenance

8 Ifeebn Consultaet to the National Assembly for Social Polie and Development.
44-M-0--t 8---
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lag well lbehilld l'elnisylvanlia's grant levels mid some drastically so. Iiiadeiilate
foodnl. cl ttintig andiil shelter for those affected, arte a direct ciillsiileiice (if low
Isi iliv as.Istaice grants.

l'lfaiire r'(hI.s (e.m than omi'.lalf of th,.-c b,cloir the porcrtji lre'l. Fifteen
million oir llnimut 1l10f' (if the lnallol's poor are not aided by welfare ]il.\l inills lie-
1.lill ie ii Imiil as~l..ast ve g ratts lirovided II Illa i.y states are It')', a iiil a- lo
Iseca:use lit- lederal Law lts not allorize assislaiice to families wilti fully
('liniih yed fOt hers. Thi iti. iiilany Iooor filanillv,.N art, ill her liit qlifiit por e,,i iii.-hl1
Ito rtweive, illlit, .suiilbleltiltl t bil ir are ,xchiideld tie.al:e (of Federal .aw, dh,-
.s.leil el2iact that their Incii es fal well liulow it(, povertyy level.

l'il(forc , proific ittladqutite isectdire for .elf hell) €font-t. Tile weltl'tre rie-
cililent enieriig eiqlii yment iift(ei Is al e tiS secure i1ily thle J,. lt tile liw
Ol $if ihl- pay si alh' whith Ily iot provide loig-tu'riii eli loyinent security oir
:iaiiir'ment ollitort ilty. Alimot 10 million johs presently are io covered by the
federal lninhiin wage.' Even at flie innliuiii wage .$1.(;(| jr hour) a fully
enllljihiyei' 1 wvrker Is not alle, too provide sulliport to a family if fmoir i ll atiuritillt
equal Io thi' poverty level. Nearly aniiy type tif em'liyimelt involves uerta in work
exlw'w.es. payroll deductions. and for mothers. the added cost of child car. The
recildet wvhoi goes to work may wInd up with less spelludable Ilncolle anld less
w.eitrity thln Io had while on assistance. This clearly provides little ilitieent

for e il I iait.

Thii It I; nov a Federal re(qirement Ihat states luist disregardl I rtionl
tif earilii hlicollie In comllultlg the alnount (if Ipblih asisllali.e gralit. uitil
recently. the system fuintitlled on flite lbaIss of wIthdrawing a dollar of assist-
aItle for- cach do)llar earned. It is oteworthy that the major priliosals for wel-
fare refim cil for higher work Incentives than provided by tile current welfare

Th, itr.f ii . y. dril not only fail. to l'oride sunffleint iiiernIire for trelfare
rwiiius to iiior," toward emlndoyment, but may alo encourayc the irorking poor
to ,li.xs'oi ise their ,'niploymolt.e'.Many of the working hoar. especially 12 stlltes
with ltow loi nssistincie grant levels receive no aid despite their need. W)ftei,
IOe Income which they derive from eiiployuent is very little nire than families
of comparable size receive iider public assistance. In sch casess . thi working
imir nny lo t only feel reseitful but may lose motivation for employment.

"i'lae xy"l as tro to dc':rrade or rot) u oslc of their diiipiity. 1I'ibli" assistaii-e
has traditi,,lzly u.per;uted wit h ehiboralte investigations aid verillation,. chleeks
andti reihecvk. and whether with Intent to (1o so or not, has often appear d top
operate on tli assumption that the poor are intrinsically liars and cheaters who
v'a212t lie trni '-teul to provide a curate in f((rma ttin1 aibolt their fllaiicial ,.cit liin-
stall,. Thls, tile welfare System often has l:d , depressing effect upn the
Ilmon n oh1ill i o it very fertile ground for develop inmeit of strong initlativcs to-
w:iril I ihdt,ielnce.

The ,r)-cxnt xlve14m fo.her.x majof ,liflcrenee.a among the .tatest witlh rcs,'.et
ii, h'rl.,+ of ,liud irorided otmid Irith reRpedC' to the rla firC hfrden*l1 uponl yl'reu-

citl.p au / tl'.riiu'i'. (ill /Those states vhlch have established more generous grant
level.4 often complain bitterly that they :ire paying the price for tlit failure ,of
,t her lirt-. of the i thin too face II) Ito lhir share io resluomsillity to) ail tlie

po.lir. The belief i-; often asserted that tle higher welfare payments of nort hern
ind ilriol .t:llte- is an1 hinluceniet ti ( lie pior 1o migrate to these states thus
imra':tsiuiz their welfare rolls and taNes.

The irelf, re my.tem esonragcR thc Aparatioln of uncimploy:ed father.x from
hir/ch foin ili.x. .Many of thp states have not tahen idvantlage of the federal option
indpr AiC to include families with umeinloyed fathers ii the assistance pro-

gram. In these states. families having unemployed fathers. are not eligible to
revelv, ADC grlllts. As a result. mniy fathers, unable to find work. have sep-
a rated from their families so that their wives and children could receive bene-
flts miler tIe program. This fosters n snseuloss breakup of families.

The .v,'t(m i.x brim.d on a batterll of eo,0plieated rule.q. regulations, formulas.
etc.. which require an extensive btireauer:,w.y to operate it.

C. Who arc the poor?

Twenty-fiv, million. or 12 ouit of every iIY0. Americans are living below the
poverty lIne. Of these : I

Te i million or aliout 40 percent receive public as,stanee.

" "'Manpower Report to the Present". U.S. Dept. nu Labor (April 1,0q5) p. 27.



Over 'V, live in faniliies ili which the family head "works throughout th( year.
The at un l Incotmes osf the working )4or averages $1.11M) less Mhan th, poverty
level oof $3.720.

TwloI-lhlrds aire while, but 33 percent of all non-whites are pIoor as coinli:ared
to 10 per ventof till whites.

Nearly a -are over age 05.
Nearly . are children{ under the aige of IS. Appro illiately one ill every six

tif tith o iu'timis children ire growing tilp hi iiverty. As distrvesiig 1s IIhf Imlay
le finr the present, it does iuit liallit a promisiltg licturt' for Ilie fflslre either.
i't Ilie extent to which pIoverty begets poverty. ti( seeds fur repetit ion of tlit

,overly cycle in the next geteration nre being wanted lnow.
A recent '.S. Department of Comtnerce report presented the followhlnr prilih

,4f lhe poor living in metropolitan poverty areas
Fifteen percent are 65 years old or over.
Ft'rty-eight percent are children under 18 years of age (18 percent are children

under 6).
Eight percent are wonien under 6.5 years old heading families.
Smite portion of the remaining ior are prevented from obtaining sufficient

hicome it the labor market due to physical or mental disabilities, past work ex-
jperlence record or personal history, racial discrimination, Individual ineptlitnde,
:iUd a "buyer's market" for labor having only limited skills.

"More than 70 percent of the poor in poverty areas either have already passed
the age of their greatest productive capacity (the aged), are as yet toi- young
tit be expected to join the labor force on a full-time basis (children uder 18),
:ire o,itipled providing services for which no cash income is forthcoming (women
heading families), or for some other reason are disqualitled from successfully
cmpe, ting for a jot) paying wages above the poverty level."

When the 10 million poor receiving public assistance are considered separately.
tile findings are similar in many respects to those summarized in the lirecetlin
paragraph. The vast majority of recipients are children under 1.. women hea dinl..
families, Irsons over %.5. the blind and disabled. Less than 5% are ablh bodied
fathers who are not em ployed.

Contrary to popullar myths, the above facts indicate that the poor in -eneral
and uiblie assistance recipients in particular are not people who can work lut
wh; wiwnat. The majority, by reason of age. intirinity. or child care rcspo'si-
bililies. can't work. Most of those iwho can work are working full time or some
,of the time. but with insufficient earnings to meet their baslc material needs.
From this observation, two major concluslong may be drawn:

'lii' working poor and their families should benefit materially front prograins
which increase occupational skills, raise wages and create more full tiie c1n-
plvmnent opportunities.

For the many who cannot work, especially the millions of children in female
headed families, prospects for a better standard of living will depend heavily
vlin improved income maintenance programs.
Dl. Vlu::e conflicts

Any ittajor effort at welfare reform nust confront certain values which exert
1,'wiictillg pulls anid ti-s. On tile one hand. A inirira Ims (ltevp rots in the .Tnilv4-
Christian ethic which includes the concept that all tuen are brothers and neigh-
h1ors and that those who are well off have a responsibility to ald th,,e in need.
This ethic is evident in many tax supported and voluntary health and welfare
lprogramns. as well as in countless Individual acts of philanthrophy and good will.

Running along side this value is the so-called "work ethic" deeply rooted in
the lluritani.sm of America's founding father. While emphasizing the positive
values of work and productivity, the work ethic also tends to equate poverty and
uneltiployment with a lack of virtue, indolence and shiftlessness expressive of a
nioral defect in character. From the latter part of this value flows susplciouS nes,
of and sometimes resentment toward the poor. It also Includes the notion that
the poir tre fully responsible and accountable for their plight and must pay the
price for it.

l'he ellet between these, two sets of value,; call lx- sen (.Ietrlv in the liresent
welfare, system. On tie one liand, the system spends billions of dollars to help

5,"levisno In Poverty Rtntstleq 199 -19¢qq"; Current Population ltejiort. Series P-23.
No. 2R. Auig. 1969.0 "S elo-eeononIe Trends In Poverty Areas. 1900 to 1918," Consumer Income Series P- 110.
No. 17. fDee. 30. 1969).
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provide the basic material necessitle.s required for iife hut. oi liw t'ti.r hiaiidl.
-- delivers this aid in a demeaning antid Iundequate fashiui.

Work, icluding that wliich is not necessarily Jierformed for wages. there is
mixchyaltade and useful work performed it our society whi1h is nuut monetarily

compensated, Including child rearing) is a vital and li .iitlve force in AXineriuami
life. One of the major challenges confronting welfare reform and either mvtr rly
coiilmatting programs is how to bring the positive beneftis of the work thic to
miore of our people. The negative dimensions of the work ethhi are gradually
moderating, though they still exert a strong pull anI undoubtely will h, ciuli-
fronted in tie efforts to develop welfare reform. A growing munidr of people,
however, are beginning to view poverty more as a reflhction of certain sotietal
failures or defects rather than as individual failures or defects. This view places
a heavy degree of responsibility with the society for dealing with tihe problem
of poverty, rather than leaving the Individual to "stew- i his (Iwn Juice."

In light of these different value traditions, it doesn't seem likely that any
\ adequate alternative to welfare can be developed at an early (late with which

everyone will be satisfied. The poverty problem and its cost. and consequences
for the poor and for American society as a whole are far too urgent to allow for
the prolonged philosophical debate that would be necessary to achieve a complete
resolution of value differences.

E. Tho cost. o potterty
Poverty is costly. It undoubtedly will take more resources than are being

committed now if a substantial reduction in the problem is to be achieved. It
will also be. very co4ly not to achieve a substantial reduction in the problem.
One way or the other, the piper must be paid. Briefly summarized below are some
of the kinds of costs which will be encountered if the size and diinnion of the
problem is maintained at Its present level:

1. For the Individuals affected:
hunger and malnutrition.
Poor health.
Undeveloped potentials.
Added stress on family relationships.
Self depreciation.
A grubby drab existence devoid of much of the richness of life experience.

2. From society's viewpoint:
Development of a deepening wedge between the have's and the have not's

of society. Two distinguished presidential commissions, Kerner and Esen-
h.yerAavedocumented a significant association between violence and
crime and poverty. They paint a frightening picture of a society with deep
and permanent divisions calling for an increasing Investment In law enforce-
ment, diminished personal freedom for all, and reduced viability of the
nations' cities as the social and economic back-bone of the nation.

Continued loss of a large potential market for many of the nation's goods
and services.

Lost or reduced potential to help supply the skilled nianiliwer required
by an expanding economy.

Continued spread of urban decay and blight.
Increasing Investment in a variety of remedial programs (health. social,

education, etc.) to deal with the symptoms or consequences of poverty-
patching up after the damage has been done.

-From a humanitarian point of view. the costs of poverty to the indliviluals
affected are reason enough for a nation to act more decisively and effectively to
solve the problem. The consequences for the society as a whole, however, make
an insistent demand for action on the basis of enlightened self interest. Virtually
no one is immune from the'consequences and costs which will result from a
failure to act.

It. COMMUNITY SERVICES OF PENNSYLVANIA POSITION ON INCOME 'MAINTENANCE

CSP believes that a new Income Maintenance system must be developed Us
an essential part of the nation's total effort to combat poverty. It recognizes that
no income maintenance program can or should be ,xpected to obviate the need
for optimum human productivity and for many programs to help people over-
come obstacles to the achievement of their highest pitentlals.

The provision of enough Income to alleviate material deprivation Is esential.
however, to the achievement of human aspirations and potentials-to provide
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hter nurture and more hoeit' for tile young, streiigth for parents :lid dignity ,or
tile old. II" tile belief that achievemlent of sliei ai objective will ioe facilitated
by tie expression of citizen connllitnient (.olwerning the ned fto. till nlhqiatt,
i11t.nie nilaintenalnuce systemin aid the ba.ic directions whihh iti 1-hould take. ('SI'
has adopted the followIng liasle policy sttenient :

All Anericains should have tn income adeqlate to laintailn health and
det.ency. Income from emlioybment (-till anId should b e tile prin.lal ine..;is
Ihirough which allu.xte itilvritel weli-beiing Is sm-lire(i by till ever Inereasigig
piercentage of Amerieamns. Toward this end. Governnmlent :lid ti, private sect-1r
should ,hare responsibility to ilslure that suitable epldoymnent tit Idequlaite wage,
is available to ill persons for whon enploymnent is feasible and alproiprhi. Fo.'o
all those who are unable tO work or who cannott secure siiffitien iconie liruigh
einploylient to mIIIlntain tlueln.seh-es alind their dependents iII health l1114 dted.elwcy.
Government lmist directly aassume the res.polsiblilly to assirt tie availlailllty
of sufficient Income.

The following prineile. are advocated to give more direction and foc us too
tile lkasie lX)iicy stltemielnt. in ('11's judgment, these are key folundation stones
ullln which alternatives to tie present welfare system should be developed.

1. A federally financed Income assurance system based upon a national ininmi-
1n111n standard of income adequacy should be developed as the principal meals
through which government provides Income subsidy to those in economic need.

('ommcnt.-A national approach based on national commitments and priorithe-
should provide the best means for marshalling the nation's resources to ide-
quittely aid the poor wherever they may live. The wide disparity among the
states in the ,amounts of financial assistance provided reflect the varying finatn-
(ilal (apacities and commitment of state and local governments. A major national
problen which affects the lives of people in such a vital way should no longer
he dealt with in such a highly diverse fashion.

2. States should participate in financing a new income maintenance system
with expectation that the federal government will gradually assume an increas-
ing share of the total program cost.

('omnmcnt.-State financial participation at the outset Is viewed as a practical
necessity in order to assure that a new program will produce sufficient benefits
to effect material Improvement In the lives of the poor. It Is most unlikely that
enough Federal funding could be generated at the start-up point to achieve till.-
result. A phase-in period would enable the Federal Government to absorb the
in(.reased costs of the new program on a step by step basis. States would 1w-
assured that their financial assistance expenditures would be steadily reduced.

3. The federal definition of the poverty level should be adopted as tile national
minimum Income standard as rapidly as possible with appropriate adjustment
to reflect living cost variations in different parts of the country.

('omnnt.-The President's Welfare Reform proposals are based] on $1,000
per year for a family of four as the minimum Income standard. The Hreineman
Commission has proposed $2,400. The latest proposal Introduced by Senator.
1larris recommends that 70% of the poverty level lie provided in the first program
year with the goal of bringing minimum incomes to 100% of the poverty level
within three years. Regardless of the starting level, the goal of setting a imlni-
nium Income standard at the poverty level (currently $3,720 for a family of four
should be vigorously pursued.

While It is recognized that the poverty level concept Is subject to limitations
with respect to precisely defining who Is poor and who Isn't, It provides a reason-
ably objective basis for determining the amount of annual income required t,
maintain a minimum adequate living standard which takes into account such
variables as family size, living costs In different geographic regions or (hanges
in living costs over tIme.?

Some will argue strenuously that the poverty level Is not an adequate Income
standard. It may not be, but since 25 million Americans have incomes below It.
nttlilliag it will produce sonie Improvement for all and substantial improvement
for unny. If this is accompanied by a work incentive component (as projected
under princille number 8) a substantial proportion of the poor would be enabled
to achieve Incomes above the poverty level through a combination of benefits and
ear il ngs.

Others will argue that the minimum Lnome goal proposed Is impossibly. high.
It will be difficult to reach, but is obtainable If it sufficient segment of the

ISe No. (2) above, pp. 11-1 ° .
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Amierican iauilit. IN,,,ilte ouVitnved that if Is wit only elhical atd huatliliariaj
but thit it Is it e'anstruetliVe wa1y Io iteet t' high ve.t (of poverty which III iile

\visy or another mtluist Ile fa'ed.
It is ('Si's iKiief Ithat ln iirea;ed invest 11e(1t Ili an adlijtle silicone llaill-

teilailee pirogroll %Vill not only alleviale tte elTetls of liiverty. Nit wViIl Umterliin
ihe efforts. (if tie itior toiwaird thlileving e,,olitljhi, ilideielt(lei'e.

1. StichIl s('eurilty tiieltt,- find coverage, should Ile ili('reased stllli.iilltly to
enalll' Il liiell(inlrles to liVe lit health and det'ellcy.

'Omi(nial..-.iaiiy Ioor iidivIduils receive Soc-il Se1uritV IlteJitS, l t ill
iiistuticient imolilits to lIriitg Ihenl ilob'Oe the jioVerly level. 'till otheiers are lit
covered at all. An increase ill i.llets 211i1 iovel'Itge would luring p.isilie p$Otis
moit (I iov'erty. FE )r man1tliy- others 

, 
lie need for silicone slihliltelii liiit froim

aliotiiier slmirve would lie reduced frotm what it otherwise Vould lie.
There will he it reciproial rel:ttioiihllt et went. Social Security aiid aly new

.tcoi'ille illilhlntiiitl.e systell thatI is developed. Iow liluch( lie Syste 'Is agai ilt
thle ot her should lbe atIlizt'd to I iciea se thle i licolles (lf tilie.I111i ' pose's a 4-41111111(e\
!--et (if problems involv\ig bit mells (of llnlIe tilt(] lubli' oititudis. For tIlt'
l)rps(e Elf this statements, it is sutlitielit t) recognize (hiltt prligre., ill it h
areas wVill lie rellfiredll it irder to ahliete a majjr redIict ion ill tite plv'lly
lorol]ell.

.. The benefits of a new ill Jnune ila Ilitellllie systeili hlid le ; alaliill, Ili
all ltIersonis it lived withit referen(.e to spec.mI eciteg)rie..

('CotmenL.-ersons lacking sullicienit ilcotimes to Iniallitin heallh hlu dlctlicy.
re iln need irrespiectlve of age, fa ily status. pire.seile uf a hlaidicai. et.

Sto Iig as It is liecessary (o manke stone provisioni for all the ltiir lthri ll all
an il.itollit ,suj)lleliteltatio irogrillii. it shti ltltie l u (on huh asII ili- .-yAlin.
with leed is the sile criterion for eligibuility.

a- G. The nllea as l0f eli- illity deternmnintin for lielieis kniler I niew" syst i
should ireserVe the dignlty of a lpllcaitls.

C('onicl.-Abuse of the lireseit welfare %ysteli has leeni contihied to I very
sittoill proportionli of total recipients. I' nfortunlalely. the few except i(i.tZ htie
often served to raise lulic ,- doubts about lie whole program and lll recliients.
Tie welfare system iis seemtllto ilerate (ol the as . l]t)in Il:it hw pIor It,
essentilly liiore (lishonllest than those ill the more afluent sector of society ald.
therefore, their reiquests for ald have been subjected to meticulous szcrutlny.

Sole states have already begun to develol) reforms iii the eligilbility deteriliia-
tioli dimension of public assistance administration. 'l'his entails tie use of atl
allidavit or declaration iii which substantial reliaice is sed iion tie facts ts
presented by the applicant ill order to establish eligibility for aid. A saplilhe .itluit
serves ats an adelluate control mnechlanisi.

('SI' believes that this or a similar approach sliol lie incorporated a. a basic
feature of a new iniCOlle lililltenlince system. It is ihl approach %Vhi.h tiehis
maintain the dignity and self reslpec.t of the 11pjiliallt alld this elililillates :luo1(t her
major defect of the present welfare system.

7. A new system should be fully based oil direct cash payments.
Commnt.-The direct cash approach provides a fuller measure of self deter-

inination and dignity than do approaches based on in-kind assistance. Though
well intentioned, in-kind assistance tends to earmark the persons wv'ho receive it
as being different. The system should encourage the fullest pIossille exercise of
self-responsibility and self-determination. Direct cash payments (1o this in that
they place full decision making responsibility concerilnlg the use of money with
recipients. It is recognized that some people do not use money wisely or that
they may be victimized. Programs of consumer education al protection should
be made available to aid those who need help in achieving better money ]lanlage-
ment.

8. A strong and reasonable work incentive component is essential to support
the efforts of the working po'r to secure economic inlependence and maintain
employment initiatives and to encourage the noaworking poor to nioVe in this
direction.

Commcnt.-Under the work Incentive concept, low income employed person,;
would continue to receive some Income supplenientation on a reducing basis up
to a maximum cut off point. With employment, the cost of the prograli to the
taxpayer begins to go down, but at the same time the recipient, through a com-
bination of earnings and government Income subsidy, is able to secure a higher
Income than he would on the basis of Income subsidy alone. Herein lies the ii-
centive.
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Financial incentives and material rewards have olperated is one of the miaijor
dynanlcs in tie building of American society. Building it work incentive lirograinl
into it new lncolni itenteiae system increases tihe likelihood that t hi.s will
reach and operate more effectively for those on the bottom rung of tihe ladder.
to. Mininmumn wage law t.overage should be extended with Iprop er safeguards

so as to provide a wage loor under more of Ile Jobs ocuphd by the working
oor.
fonmicttt.--llearing il liind Ithat n large proportion of the imnnir fi" working

ages are employed full time or some of the time, increased wages would serve
to directly improve their material well-being with diminished need for goverit-
nment lIcone subsidy.

While improved minimum wage legislation is a means to this end, careful
application will be required to avold potentially harmful side effects.

As with the .oelal Insuran.es, there will be a reciprocal relationship between
miniature wage laws and a new Income supplementation program. With proper
safeguards to control possible drying up of employment oiliortumitls, imilrivcwd
M1i0inum wage legisltion should be considered as an appropriate part oif tie
total effort required to raise the Income levels of the poor.

10. The Federal Government and the private sector must take iew initiatives
in order to iasure that all emloyable persons have access to suiitable joins it
prevailing wages.

('nm ncil.-lt Is hlypocritical to advocate work Incentives (or to) "dvw'at' I1hat
eamployalite persons should have access to suitable jobs without ihisriug that
the jobs are there. Though unemployment has Ieen ait a low level. figures in
this regard have reflected the average experience and not the variations.
t'nenmloymnent rates are higher for some people in some places-generally In
those places where most of the poor are concentrated. Someinties the poor lack
dhysical access to jobs that may be available. Limitations in skills and education

may affect their ability to compete successfully in today's labor market. Dis-
erinination continues to be an Important factor in this regard. Many of the
working poor are employed In jobs of a seasonal or marginal characterr sn that
they may flut-tuate between employment and unemployment.

The private and the public sectors have already demonstrated considerable
initiative and ingenuity in providing training amid Jobs. but much remains to he
done. There isz need for additional investment of public mid private resources lii
pro.grans to produce job- at prevailing wages tb which the poo, r would have
assured aevss and for whiih they can qualify or can be helped to qualify quickly.
The nation has a long list of domestic need. for which such investment imighlt
be very beneficially and purpos.efully made.

In applying this Irinciple. due consideration shouh lie given so :i. int to
adversely affect employment opportunities for the handicap ed.

11. Mothers of preschool or school age childrenn should be aidedl in their efforts
to seek employment, but not as a mandatory condition for re,"eilpt tof benefit
under a new income malntendnee system.

('ommenf8.-Able.l)odied adults should be expected to support themselves and
their children to the extent of their ability. This expectation needs to lbe applied
Judiciously to mothers. Though numbers of women are combining employment
and child rearing functions successfully, others are not table to combine hoth
roles without harm to their children. There Is far too much ait stake to) treat the
subject of mothers employment as an arliltrary matter.

Further, many low income mothers have limited education and skills and.
therefore, may not qualify for adequate paylna Jobs. If forced into employment.
they could constitute a supply of "cheap labor" subject to exploiltation.

Given assurance of suitable employment, combined with work Incentive'; and
provisions for adequate child care, it is probable that increasing numbers of low
income mothers will choose to enter the labor force without coercion.

12. Government should assume greater responsibility for a-suring that day
care facilities are available to all mothers who choose to work outside tile home.

Comment.-Adequate day care facilities are In short supply. While this has
Immediate pertinence for low Income mothers who may wish to work. It Is also
perinent to mothers nowv working including those able to pay sonie or all of the
Cost.

The inability of working mothers to .veure adequate (are for their young
children poses a threat to the nle-iralme so(,lal values of early ehlhllond
development.
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Community day care facilities are largely available under private auspices.
Increased governmental responsibility Is necessary if the supply of day care facili-
ties Is ever to approach the need for them.

CONCLUDINO COMMENT

('Si' wishes to reemphasize that It does not consider a new income inainte-
nance system as the sole solution to the poverty problem. Programs in education,
Job training, housing, health and social services will be required and will have
an Important role to play If poverty is to be eliminated or substantially reduced
In this country. CSP is also convinced that such programs will be more effective
If under-pinned by an Income assurance system which promptly and tangibly
improves the material well being of the poor.

C811 is convinced that such a system should be accompanied by continuing
research concerning the causes of poverty and the effectiveness of programs de-
signed to combat it aud should also be accompanied by programs which will
eliminate those personal or social barriers which impede the poor from achieving
theil highest potentials.

APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES OF I'ENNSYI.VANIA'S POSITION STATEMENT
ON INCOME MAINTENANCE TO PRESIDENT NIXON'S WELFARE REFORM BILl,

As Adopted by the House (Ht.R. 16311)
1. A Comnpari-vu of the CSP Position Statement with the Nixou Welfare

Reform Bill.
11. CSP Position on the Nixon Welfare Reform Bill.

A COMPARISON OF VSP POSIIIUN STATEMENT ON INCOME MAINTENANCE WITH
IMI t; jI I-TIlE NIXON WELFARE BILL, AS ADOPTED BY TUE IIOUSl

(Numbered paragraphs are the principles in CSP1 Income Maintenance Policy
statement.)

1. A federally financed income assurance system based upon a national mini-
mum standard of Income adequacy should be developed as the principal means
through which Government provides income subsidy to those in ecoaomlc need.

fI1 16311 provides a Federally financed basic income assurance for families
with children, but at a very low standard ($A)0 annually for each of the first
two family members, $300 for each additional member).

A national minitnuin Incoime standard of $110 monthly for needy persons in
the' adult assistance categories (aged, blind, disabled) Is set, with the Federal
government providing 90 per cent of the first $65 and 25 percent of the remainder.
(The bill authorizes the Secretary of HEW to establish ain upper limit for
Federal government's matching of State costs in the adult assistance programs.)

No provision is made for Federal funds to assist childless couples, or single
Individuals who are not either aged, blind or disabled.

2. States should be required to participate in financing the new income mai-
tenance system with expectation that the Federal Government will gradually
assune an Increasing share (if the total program cost.

1111 16311 requires States to supplement the Federal basic grant to families
with children If this grant is less than the State's assistance standard for such
families was on January 1, 1170. However, a State is not required to provide
supplementary assistance in an amount that together with the Federal bash
Family Assistance grant would be higher than the Federally c,,.ablished poverty
level. States are not required to supplement the Federal payment to families in
which the father is working full time, even If the family income plus the
Federal payment Is below the State standard. Federal funds iwill pay 30 per cent
(of Slate supplementary assistance for families with children up to the poverty
level, except for State supplementation to the "working poor". (Provision is
made for annual revision of the poverty level.) States are also required to(
participate in financing assistance for needy adult, aged, blind and disabled.

There is no requirement for States to assist childless couples or single persons
who are not either aged, blind or disabled.

There is no buIlt-in provision for the fetleral government gradually to assume
an Increasing share of the total program cost.

3. The Federal definition of the poverty level should be adopted as the national
miminmum income standard as rapidly as possible with appropriate adjustments
to retle t living cost variations in different parts of the country.
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(See discussion under Principle 2.)
MR 16311 provides for use of a Federal definition of the poverty lvcel Ili order

to fix the upper linilt 6f mandated Stale supplementation (if a State palid more
than this amount on January 1, 1970) and also to fix the upper nliit subject to
30 per cent Federal reimbursement.

The bill makes no provision for adjustments to reflect living cost varlalro.s In
different parts of the country.

4. Social security benefits and coverage should be Increased sutllv.hintly to til.
able all beneficiaries to live in health and decency.

litR 163111 does not include any revision of benefits or coverage, of the Act. It s
understood that a new bill will be introduced, revising the Social Security Act.

5. The benefits of the new Income maintenance system siuld be Ivai!:Ihle to
all persons in need without reference to special categories.

(See discussion under Principle 1.)
MIR 16311 continues the present categories of aged, blind, and disabled, but

puts them Into a single Title of the Social Security Act and established a ni-
form minhinum income standard and uniform Federal matching. The bill does.
however, continue certain special provisions for the categories with reference to
amount of Income which may be disregarded in determining eligibility 1111d
amount of grant.

6. The means of eligibility determination for benefits under the prograin
should preserve the dignity of applicants.
11R 16311 specifically provides with respect to assistance for the aged. blind

and disabled that a State plan niust provide for "the use of a simplified slate-
ment, as prescribed by the Secretary, to establish eligibility, with effective
methods for verifying eligibility through use of sampling and other scientific
tech ieues".

This procedure is not spelled out for determining eligibility for Federal pay-
nments under the Family Assistance plan. The bill provides. "The Secretary shall
prescribe regulations applicable to families or members thereof with respect to
the filing of applications, the furnishing of other data and material and the
reporting of events and changes i circumstances as may be necessary to deter-
ine eligibility for and amount of faitlly benefits".

Eligibility for State supplementary assistance would be determined in the
same manner as for Federal family assistance benefits.

7. The system should he fully based on direct cish payments.
The assistance to persons In the adult categories (aged. blind and disabled)

wuld be based on direct cash payments as w~oul State supplementary assist-
ance. However, the Federal Family Assistance plan provides for basic cash
benefits plus food stamps. (Proponents of the bill state that this provides the
equivalent of $2,400 annually for a family of four, $1,C00 in family assistance
benefits and $800 worth of food stamps.)

8. A work Incentive component should be Included to support the efforts of the
working poor to maintain economic independence and emimloynient Initiatives and
to encourage the nonworking poor to move in this direction.

HR 16311. Faailly Assistance plan. Includes benefits to the working pool- and a
work Incentive component under which a family wIth earned Income up to the
•break-even point" $3.920) always receives higher total income than that re-
ceived from Federal benefits and State supplementary assistance.

There is. however, no requirement that States provide supplementary assist-
ance to any family in which "both parents of the child or children are present.
neither parent is Incapacitated, and the male parent is not unemployed". The
Federal government will not share In the cost of any State supplement to these
working poor" families.

9. Minimum wage law coverage should be extended so as to provide a wage
floor tinder more of the Jobs occupied by the working poor.

Minimum wage regulations are provided tinder different legislation and nio
change Is made In this bill.

10. The Federal Government and the private sector must take new initiative s
in order to assure that all employable persons have access to suitable Jobs.

HR 116311 Includes provisions to train for employment Includinz authorization
of funds for on-the-job training, provision for special work projects conducted
through grants and contracts with public or nonprofit private agencies or ,,raa-
nizitions. The bill does not contain provisions "to assure that all etlployahll
persons have access to suitable Jobs."
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I I. 1othr.s. of reschool or -(whofl age children should toe aided ii Ili • ffrt.
to seef'k t.1niloylllent, but not it-, a mandatory condition for receipt uif oleil.-
niuIler the new income manintenalice system.

lii ii.1 1 Vouhl exempt the mother of a liresclool chihl or children from teie
registration for work or training requirement, but would not exenlpt the imoitier
(f sw-ool age children from such requirement unless the father or other adult
woale relative. who is subject to such registration, is in the home.

12. Govermnent should asmune greater responsibility for assuring that day
care facilities are available to all mothers who choose to work outside the holin.

111? 16311 requires the Secretary of HEW, both directly (by contract or grant
'(P public or private agencies) and through grant. to any public or mi,,nproiit
private agency which Is designated by the appropriate elected or appointed official
or officials and which demonstrates a capacity to work effectively with the man-
iiwer agency in such area, to provIle necessary child care services for midi-
viduals participating In training or employment under the manpower program,.
sir Ini vcn.ational rehabilitation programs.

The Secretary is authorized to make grants for up to 100 per cent of tle costs
of child care projects.

NATIONAL GRANGE,
Washington, D.C., Septcmbcr 22. 1970.

Ile I. R. 1o31l1, the Faily Assista.nce Act of 1970.
Hlo. RussyrL~ I".Lw.O..

Chairman. Committee on Finanec,
V.S. cinatc, Washington, D.C.

DEAR "MR. CIHAIRMAN: The National Grange is greatly concerned about the
level, cost and efficiency of public welfare assistance In the United States-and
tile proposals that have been advanced by the Administration for Federal family
assistance under H.R. 16311, as passed by the House of Representatives. and a-
poresented to your committee in revised form.

So far as we know, experts on and students of the problem agree that time
I)resent welfare system of the nation (if It can be termed a system) is an unsatis-
factory and discouraging hodge-podge which must be thoroughly overina uled or
vomlletely replaced. in ordir to come up with a self-consistent program. We share
these views.

We applaud the proposal of the Administration to place a federal floor under
family assistance payments and to provide minimum national standards of eigi-
bility. We recognize that the need Is great. We also heartily approve of the stated
intention to encourage work and indeplendence and discourage idleness and de-
pendence on welfare, on thne part of welfare recelplents. The Grange has repeated-
ly over the years expressed like views in action by its delegate body in annual
sessions and in its latest session it November of 1,69 passed the following resolu-
tion on tle subject:

"Resolved. that the National Grange rv.omniend that employable welfare re-
cilients be required to work at gainful employment. wlen given an opportunity.
for at least a part of their income. to lie eligible for welfare payments. and that
welfare payments shall not be (orrespondingly reduced to the point where it
erases their incentive to work. We feel that this principle of reduced welfare
payments should lie applied in such a manner that It N-ill encourage welfare re-
cipients to seek gainful employment . . ."

While anldrmuding tie intetlols of the Administ ration wre do not believe that
either 1I.R. 1M311 or the Administration Revision would accomplish these pur-
poses. Actually. the revision, in what seems. to have been a praiseworthy effort
to eliminate flaws in the bill. nakes a number of changes that appear to unfairly
penalize certain families and to lessen rather than increase work incentives. Oin
balance, the revision Is probably a poorer plan than the original, unsatisfactory
one. although some improvements have undoubtedly been made.

It is not our purpose here to pick flaws in the Administration Revision or to
make comparisons between it and ht house bill in nn effort to decide which is.
more objectionable. Tile staff of your committee has made an analysis of the two
program. which clearly shows the revision has serious shortcomings and has not
obviated the objections to II.R. 16311. Something must be done to restore or
create in welfare recipients a desire to work and earn a living for their families.
This (m's not be done by redueing welfare l)aynients dolar-for-dollar of earned
ii'oouie-in onie instances, (li10 to the loss of Indirect benefits from a welfare
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status, reducing invoine tl tant even greater extent, despite tilet apijoiciim oran
tnt ritcate 'eetintabie Income" provisions.

We suggest that this volnintittee give contsiderationi to a provision of la1w thii~.
siotystatted, would allow a welftire recipient 50r % af hIs (~or her) eariing.

without c'ut II (lie amlounlt (if welfare betietlts. In other words, lf for the e~in-
tugs woudIl ot bie iil('iltd( in a fatailly's "ColltWtttilie"' Iiieoiti.

Following is it clhart shiowintg tile results (of stcih a lrtiIsioii its (tlliar i I
with ILI liMilrll and (lie Adilitltst rative Itevision. li two states shoiwnl t ho
coinzulttee staffs' chart 6. Welfare Reduction or Cutoff lin 22 states tinder .Au-
niiiit~tration Itevilioit-Part One:

Welare payment b famnity of A Aith
countii ixore of

$1,000 $2.00') $,0J

Calirornia:
H.R. 16311- ---- $2.65? $1,9m6 M36
Administration revision..........................11652 652 0
Grange suggest ion -- - - - - - - - -- - -- - - . . . . .. 2.152 1.65? 1. 152

Mjine:
H 16311 ... .. -- - - . . . . . . .. . 2.016 2,016 1,188

Ad ninistfation revision ......----------.--- ------------------- 1,016 16 0
Grange suggestion-----------------------------------------1.516 1,016 516

Ili ('allfornia. It will lii' Iliietelyt'* ntetd. it tilt, faiiiiy tinme welit till ftin11
'MINMI tot 1200,) it would cost lit welfare piaylients, $716 under I1.11. 16311. $1400
ittidk-r thet Adui . iRe%-. au iii nly- $5010 under thte U~ratnge suiggestitoin ~1i. if
hieaaiite iiiereatst'd front $20() toa $3tX, tile aldditiol los.s would 1w $100) tind(er
11.11. 1613111, M,-V2 tinde'r tilt- Adint. Rev. and1( again. $500 tiider tilt (,rangt'

l it Matine. an it hone Increase frottt S1004) to $20M4 brigs. no- rehiution lin
wt'lft re' 1-aytwnts under 11.11. 1M31 1. t cutt lit welfare pa~ymtents under the' Adiui.
11e1. of tll' fuill aidditionial $1000 'f Itncomie, and( at loss of $500) Inl wveffarkt ply-
lii'ts iiir the (kannge sutggestioni. If lIncomie Inctrease'd from $2000 tot $31400, thit
family w'-'ailld lose. In waelffart laynitents. $S28 midi'r 11.11. Mll~ . $1li tiinder till'
Adtmin. ltei-. atnd ~5m) idet' thlt ( rdikgt' suiggestti.

'Iltt' ihti which thei ( raltgl suigge'sts shtold to( con~sidlerc(1 ;tit(1 texliali. winald
it tiraily ra'~uit lIn some1 welfare i'aytn('tts to) ptersoits withi higher total illitwom
NVa-o old lot lIneligibile lnder 11.11. 16311 for tihe Admrin. H-tev. It nipen rs to ii-
fhutt ilthis is, a nvtessary hatcomi if the( endt( of wo-urk inicentive Is to toe attet've
andi( ft-at iteltll(r total lutcomeils ntor the atttoutnt of w~efare iay'intnits lin relation
to atettial t-arittd Incomte tire I'xtessive. To illustr-ate tlt-i Ailrtillt let I1s contsidier
tilt- ra-itlts fi lilt- tilihav nwitel tattd hitts If tit(' ineoile of tilt, faniily oif four ltt('d
-1 is l tlitijle gates aver $3004). )in MaItte -tit liiwreatst ii ~lit nom to $4("0) would
roditet lassilile wtelf!tre Jsanynnts to $10o (11( layiltelts would lie 4-iitirely cutt off
Whent f-ily itioita reatchetd $4032. This doe1s not -~et to lie ait extreme result-
ill' niiuitl naed., standard for I fMtldly of four It Miim' Is $41S..

Ili ('aifuirniii, wilen itlitcoii wi'itt till froin $3000 to $1000. welfare lotli~tliits
Wvoutld co down front $1152 to $652: at 1$54[") the wei'irt' Ilinteit wotild still
l1e $13-52 111111 the f-Ilt-off it ilttyliteits wotuldi not lot' re'aced' until li litroite rumiire
Of A5301.* To soante this may sein too ldlgh I figure. The (;1ratige does inot kniow
what thle atiittitl iledh standard for a family of foiir In California is. IPerilis it
Is sufficiently higher thinit lIn Maltn' titat tit, cut-off tigilte of $51341 Is ntot
tinreatlist Jr.

Cai ifvrilro's liveraigl' l'xhaelitliires tier l~otr person tire' the highest Ini tue t al.
itE'll t lies thte antloutit In MaInle. according to tigilres of the Dt'patiiuet of
lIetulli. ENducttiii anld Welftarte. ()it (of $662 tnillion lit r('1lit-eliallit oif Sttit
fittdls lay Federal finid- tender thle Admntistrattive Revislon. the D~eartmenit l'5ti-
inatI's 35,' or $233 million will aecrite to Caoliforia (chlairt 12 of ('onitrsissoi
Snf f Ainalysis ). Oil these lirenlses. It doe's not a iis'ar thu t the iti ,i 4-uit-luff
figitire of $5304 lin (California represents too high a stmtidtard.

To nvolhi a high elIbility fttre lit Valifornia anid soine other stittes. (het leg-
IslatIon wonih l have tit litupse a lower litnIt In some way or other. To do so.
however. would almost necessarily create the disincenttive to work whti S4E're-
tary Riclhard-zon has4 referred to ais "Income notches".
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In any case we urge this committee to take a serlotts look at the stlggesiltn
which the Orange has offered for consideration. We appreciate the ojiportltdty
to express. our thoughts and views oil this most inrlllant inatter. and ask that
this letter be made a part of the hearing record.

Sincerely,
.JOliN V. S'euor, .iI4jxto.r.

CURRENT ISSUES AND I)II.EMMAS OF TilE tVISEiD

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1iIT)

By John W. I)elaplaine, toward University U radmle Center Air
Conliunity Studies

The revised Family Assistance Act of 1970 is the greatest plece of so.inl Igis-
latlon presented to Congress since the thirties, yet, at the saime limte, it has
serious defects, at least one of which is overriding. The Issue many egislilors
face today is basically tine of strategy; whether to accept the bill. anIy hill. to
establish the (conservative) principle of a negative tax oin low ivnioes and to
improve legislation next year, or to withhold approval and try to develop a better
bill for the next session. Aniendinent this session appears out of the qiiesti.l.
Neither the magnitude of the benefits to the major beneficiaries nor the iuijir
defects of the proposed legislation have been fully presented. 1 'in writing this
analysis in order to clarify issue. as an advocate planner prinarily fow the
silent majority of those who are poor, anl have not been heard froni-tlie families
headed by an unemployed male or one working part time or full fli. :II41
families headed by working fentales (the vast army of the subejiloyed). Views
of the welfare rights groups have already been quli, capably stated.

I became aware of the full implications of the revisions and amendments to
the bill only yesterday while making calculations for proposed testimony favor-
lng the bill. The revised Act would, in essence, set up two classes of families,
female-headed families and male-headed families. Regardless of earnings of the
male, female, or any family member, no male-headed family would be eligible
for Federally-assisted State supplementation. except for the phase out of existing
AFDC-Unemployed Fathers (UPs), and for the aged, blind and disabled (covered
elsewhere in the Act). This creates no problems in nine States where no indi-
viduals will receive State supplements hut It provides a powerful incentive
toward family breakup in all other States. On the average, the State supplement
payment to the individual is significantly larger than the Federal Famlly As'slst-
ance Plan (FAP) payment. It is a simple matter to calculate the financial dis-
Incentive for having a man in the house. This was done for (ombinations of
family size, income of the male head and income of :ill those in the family other
than the male head.

Thus, using HEW's own data In HR 16311 (Table 8), it can be calculated that
the "kickout point"' for getting rid of the male is about $3000 In New York
for a father, mother and three children, as long as the mother and her children
have earnings at or below the median In poverty areas, although this point
declines slightly with earnings of the female. Thus, in this example, both the
family and the male will he better off financially, at all male Incomes below
the klekout point, if the male head took his income with him and went off to
live elsewhere by himself or with another woman without PAP supported chil-
dren. Furthermore, unless the male makes more than $5000 to $000, there Is
too low a financial incentive for the family to havea working male (i.e., less
than a 50 percent incentive). The kickout point increases with family size. and
exceeds, for example, $4500 for a New York family with eight children and
no female earnings. If the working poor provisions of the Act are eliminated
to save eosts, as some have suggested, the kickout point increases by an addi-
tional $1000 if the male head is the only wage earner.

Let me quote from HEW's background paper in HR16311, Page 11:
'"The present ArD) system encouraged dependency. In no State is there now

federally matched assistance for a male-headed family where the father works
full time. The preferential treatment of female-headed families has led to in-
ereased family break-np. In 1940, 30 percent of AFDC families had absent
fathers; today it is over 75 percent."

Thus, the Act discriminates against male-headed families, fails to provide
State supplement payments where they are most needed (to poverty

I See Annex 1.
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faiallies headed by either a working or nonworking male), and continues tie

Incentive toward family breakup (contrary tor Ihe original Iuitonl of tile ActI

and actually increases this incentive in niny instances. Practical alternatives

are:
1. ''o provide now for State sunlementation to ioth male and fenmale-headed

fzainlles:
2. To provide now for State supplementation for male-headed famillhs in the

1ear future, or
3. To provide Federal matching funds for those States wishing to sunplemennt

incones of male-headed families.
IIFNW estimates the cost of full State supplementation at $1 billion, a necessary

expenditure if poor families are to be helped to stay together. The Fedelral

contribution would have to be increased above the 30 percent level if State

Suplementation of male-headed families were to be adopted.
hiigh priority should be afforded full State supplementation of the male-

headed families. Offsetting cost reductions might be made, if absolutely :mcce.-

sary in postponable areas of secondary benefits of the Act, such as day care.

training. adult categories and food stamp expansion, but this too would be
detrimental.

Before treating the other major problems raised by the bill. I would like to
comment on some remarkable benefits of the Act. First, the major beneficiaries
would be the working Ior. According to IIEW (HR16311 Revised, Table 71.
2.5 million families with full time or part time work experience would be eligible
for Federal FAP payments, estimated at $2.33 billion or $936 per family. Most
of these families receive no benefits today. According to a recent study I co-
directed for Senator McGovern's Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.
the working poor were significantly poorer than tile welfare poor and their
univer-e was considerably larger in all states and counties studied. While the
working poor are estimated to represent over two-thirds of the poor eligible
for FAP, they would receive a far higher proportion of the new input of Federal
funds. Most of these families would be headed by a male.

Second. the Act would provide significant and urgently needed Federal (not
State) benefits to families headed by an employed male not covered by unemn-
ployment insurance and living in a State not covered by an AFDC-UF program
(IIEW estimates that only 90.000 AFDC-UF cases are now covered). Equally
iijilrnrtant. the Act provides for full Federal funding for the program. Unemn-
ploymnent has climbed by 1.3-5 million persons in the last twelve months of which
over 0.5 million are married men. Only 43 percent of all unemployed are today
drawing unemployment insurance. Unemployment is particularly acute and stiMl
growing in States such as Alaska, California, Connecticut. Michigan. Rhode
Island. and especially, Washington. In Washington State alone, fifty to 100
thousand additional persons will eventually require assistance. Third, the Act
benefits those now on welfare in those States with low present levels of public
assistance. Fourth, the Act provides many significant and important new fund,;
for services such as (lay care and expanded food stamp operations, in excess of
$1 billion.

The Indirect multiplier effect of the Act in the attack on poverty is particularly
significant. Thus, the FAP Input into the poorest State, Mississippi, would in-
crease the entire total per capita Income of the entire State by over 8 percent,
based on the historical Income multiplier of $3.1 of total personal income per
dollar of Federal funds. Furthermore, the Act would expand food stamp sales
to bring the permanent jump in total personal Income of the entire State to over
10 percent. Local incomes would be Induced in trade, services and other sec-
tors of 210 percent of the Federal input. Nationwide this percentage would
average about 160 percent. By providing markets the Act would be a significant
spur to Job creation and to local economic development and minority economic
development, all important activities in providing local employment and op-
iortunitles to rise out of poverty andwelfare.

Finally, the Act aids the poorest of the poor, especially the minority groups
who are concentrated at the lowest end of the Income scale. HEW calculates that,
44.4 percent of the FAP payments would be made to nonwhite families wok"
constitute 38.6 percent of the families eligible for FAP versus about 12 per36nt
of the U.S. population. Spanish-American, Indian and other minorities iyould
similarly benefit.

Returning to major shortcomings, one can list. in addition to the exclusion
of male-headed families from State supplementation and the accompanying dis-



iiwentive to fatilly life: (1) categorlcal exclusimns eif child..le.ss coules and
single Ipersons from FAI' payments: (2) ciovrcive work requirements: (31 full
federal administration: (4) archuic treatmetinit of i-ategorlk.al food i vleitts

ralher than i straight ayineiit by check: (5) elinluation of tny Fderal i aven-
five to the State to raise the base alive the poverty h. vel: (V;) iwk olf I ist
elf living adjust, aient provIsion and/or a -schedul for ,ttltiniatic line] pid r0(oil'
inirew-es in the liae to achieve a fixed goal: (7) 1 lowering elf spewli t hete-
flts to) above 15 percent of AF'IDC fuzinilles through Items l . ovd liove. and olhwrs:
(S) higher li.nctits for some classes of poor ( aged. Ilid t a id d isa lled ) it oi hiil Ia r-Z.
and: 19) an Inadeq[late base to Initiate tlt illceitive sheatie.

Tlhe present Art evolved from consideration of pIoitial and fis-e.al realiti .s
for these iteis, i.e.. (coniproilalses need| to sectire eligLh votes ftor ptasagt-
uf the bill. Attempts can lie made after passage to correct the deft.iettcies, to
exlanid coverage, to expanitd l iels (of ]paylilt. to correct flitjilaitles. anid to
provideh more ineanlngftil incentives for more atle(Iltte State sipleittent:itionj.
Iteanse of acute jolb shortages which will last for some time In inalty areas.
the tcoerclve work requirenments are going to cause difficult problents. Our re-
ccnt experience it 1970 with all manpower prograins it a re-essilon aid sl ecially
with our difficulties iII providing jol-related training activities to iiore than 2
per-ent of the 100,000 WIN welfare enrollees should cause is to plonler the
Adninlstration's approach. Nevertheless. If these art- tii .ry to svert, iia.-s-
age. then there is no alternative but to accept then and work out a solution
later.

My own recent planning experience in the District (of Colunbia, in Model
Nei.g.hborhoods In five cities. In the cities of Gary. Indiana anti Seattle. Wash-
ingtona for the Mayor's offices, and in economic and manpower studies in Spanilsh-
American, Indian. Appalachian anld other black. white. alld inixed artvas. 1h:i
demonstrated quantitatively that there Is no alternative to the general ap-
proach of a negative tax on Incones, or more narrowly. to a Family Assistance
Act. Thus, for example. how else could we tackle in the short run the growing
problems of families consisting in part of the 100.000 black adults living in the
l)istrict of Columbia and making less than $300 per year. There Is all urgenty
to pass the Family Assistance Act. yet the defects should not be overlooked.
and as suggested above, one defect appears to be overriding and it will probably
accelerate rather than correct the problems caused( by the existing welfare
system.

The issue Is whether to pass the Act and provide imnnedlate, urgently teedd
benefits to many and to Im. :ove later if possible. or to postpone passage (perlinpia
forever) to clear up major dlefects such as the discrimination against male-headed
fanlilies. IUnfortunately those most concerned have not been heard from-the
working poor. particularly male-headed families, and the families headed by
ani unemployed person. While available evidence suggests that they would opt
for the work incentive principle, one can only wonder what their reaction would
be if all the issues were correctly presented. This, is the silent majority of the
poor. not now vocal nor organized, nor represented adequately by any group.

ANNEX I.-KICKOUT POINT CALCULATIONS FOR NEW YORK STATE

Female-headed family with 3 children Male-headed family with wife and. 3 children Excess
withoul--

State Earnings Earnings Slate mate
FAP supple- Gross C11 of male FAP supple- Gross or his

Earnings payment meant income female head payment meant income income

0 ............... $1,600 $2.156 $3,756 0 0 $1,900 0 $1.900 $1,856
0 ................ 1,600 2,156 3,756 0 $1,000 1,760 0 2.760 996
0 ................ 1,600 2.156 3.756 0 - 2,000 1,260 0 3,260 496
0 ................ 1,600 2,156 3,756 0 12,992 764 0 3,756 0
$1,000 ----------- 1,460 2,109 4,569 $1,000 0 1,760 0 2.760 1,809
1,000 ........... 1,460 2,109 4.569 1,000 1,000 1,260 0 3,260 1,309
1,000 ........... 1.460 2,109 4,569 1,000 2,000 760 0 3,760 809
1,0D0 ..........-1.460 2.109 4,569 1.00 3,000 260 0 4.260 309
1.000----------1,460 2.109 4,569 1,000 13,569 0 0 4,569 0
2,000...........-960 1.942 4902 2. 000 0 1,260 0 3,260 1,647
2,000 ........... 960 1,942 4,902 2,000 1,000 760 0 3,760 1,142
2,000 ------------- 960 1.942 4,902 2.000 2.000 260 0 4,260 64?
2,000 ........... 960 1,942 4,902 2,000 12,902 0 0 4.902 0

1 The Ikkkout point where the mate earnings leave the family no worse off than if he were absent.
Source: H.R. 16311 revised table 8, p. 53.
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Ilout. IRtssFI.t, !1. I .e.%l;

(hlC ijrilite. (otniicjlc" atl l.'iiiiiiir', I .s. ,"'.ii(IEt'.
Womh inl~On, 1D.C.

I)EAli Itu SF1I.I.: AItache i is a ", Iit'lll0iv t for iI'r-.sentia ti 1i iii ' e ima te
Ilitilie Com i t o l It'ri H i l,'ll lil't y .\.As.i. laniu i H ll II.11. i1:3 1 i l.a
alliended ) ."

'his stt tlement Vils ippcirivel oil Sepiteiiter 11th icy Iti Ii rd oif liirt I.lil-. iif
ithe Eonolile 1)evelo iiei t Co uncil Iof New Yoirk City. till lht ciiil iii li-tir, clil
organization l eof litisilti,.is en. Tie liiature. licrl . v,.. id lirigraciic ,if tic ('f d Ci lic.il
are set forth in our Fmurth Acintil Meet lig ltepoir. also aittll n lie1.

Tht statement is biscu liileilsive sti ly by ue li, ( Olcil',s I c cini i ittv ,cii We l-
fare over a lerioid if liri' Ihlii it year aicd we wouitticl liN, wto liiVi, clii i. cliiitiilitue
h:ive tite benefit of this st tdy In yillr coidleraticcli of legislithll lici coveret I%- i1.1l.
16iMI. Tie concludi"ng paragralih says Ii part : " ()iir ticii needs :1 ivew pilIicy
relatlve to poverty anl Its soluttio.. We cainnot for liing sitsltali tit- pres.enlt sys-
tent which tends to e'rlieIttine rather thian tc resolve ltciverly. We li ieve Iliat
F.A.l. is a step towa rd ;\utild prnigrillll.'' "rltiis out tllints c clr taii , lt liii,.ccldiy ccll
the welfare probclei.

I trust that you and the ineliilers of tile Fillale Cliiiiltee will Ia1.1 this
statement under advisement as you il osider 11.11. 1t311 aid the vital i s lil,-
wilch this Iseasuire involves.

Sincerely,

STATEMENT FOR I'REISNTATION BY TIlE ECONOMIc i )FDV:I.O.MENT Covxcit. or Ni:w
YORK CITY, INC.

Business has a deep and vital vrcccerll with the l erit'uuns of levrty ill tlie
United States. In the iost-war period oar liitticl lts exprielrlc aI ildllirece.-
dented! growth lit tle production of goids all( services. higl levels cf emcciteyll
and widening econonie olprtunity fur its people. Yet, during this siie leriuci
increasing nunliers of Alinerican citizens have fillieti behind ill tle alvatuciuneit
of our-economy anld now rely on lillic support for their existence.

The Economic Development Council of Xew York City. Iiic.. organized in 1lt67
Icy bislness leader.; of the City has, its i is irimary ciciern, tile growth Ii aid ie-
veloimenut of the City. The prolenis of poverty aind welfare art, (if iartivillr
concern to the EI)C because it is evhlenit tMat increasing deplendeivy cil the City
for support Is plachitg a tremendous drain oilI (e Cily's ecolinly. With ,,lit, iii
every eight residents relying oin government for lnhlic slpprt. tee which inll.s!
be added other costs for hospitals. health, housing ati( retraining. ieetliig tie
pirolbleIs that stemn front poverty consuiies over three billion 0,llars of public
funds each year-or forty percent of the City's $7.7 billion budget.

The poverty irobileni involves an ingredient that is far Inore iuiorlilant ihali
iuicliiy. however. It involves people; (elcle vlii who ar- ly-lia s.ed ly I growiln
prosperity in the rest of the economy; people who. through lack of etuatliciu.
poor health or inability to adjust to a changing economy. are caught ini til alciist
hopeless poverty trap.

POVERTY AND TIlE WELtVARE SYSTEM

Poverty has been defined as a condition in which people cannot obtain throll.ch
their own efforts the essential needs to sustain life. Public welfare is the sy lemi
through which government attempts to respond to those needs.

Up until the mid-19O's the primary concern of the welfare system alipears tic
have been solving the needs of people by transferring money which hits relieved
distress but has not led to a solution of the problem. In some areas tle transfer
of money has been so small that people have moved to other places where the
transfer of money was larger. This has only transferred and complIvated the
problem. Money may alleviate the symptoms of poverty, but it does not neces-
sarily lead the poor to Jobs and self-support, which In our society is the only
escape from poverty.

It Is only In the last half-decade that our nation has recognized that the real
failure In our welfare system has been its Inability to assist the poor to ineve
from poverty to employment. Up to that time the major emphasis wns on tryhiig
to meet their financial needs. It must be a clearly established part of Iulciv
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piolicy that the solution to poverty lies ultimately in gainful, productive employ-
liltlit.

Tlu ieed today Is to formalize the baslc concept that any welfare system. If
it Is too be successful, must be directed toward changing people In need, so thil
they can N-come, to the fullest extent possible, self-supporting members of our
society. We cannot accept a system that simply re-distributes money and does
nI hing to extricate people caught In the web of poverty.

Ve view the objective.; of a modern welfare system In the following light:
The major objective ought to be to develop solutions to poverty, through lnsti-

tlting itrogrnms and systenis that will reduce poverty rather than perpetuate It.
It mist lie recognized that money may alleviate the problems of poverty. hut

it cannot solve them. The only way out of poverty is through gainful employ-
imeut. and any welfare system must be designed to assist the poor toward tlhat

object ive where they are employable.
i'lh, e requiring public assistance must be prepared to accept responsibility by

etkitg training and employment. A system whieh offers public financial support
must invoke some form of responsibility on the part of those who receive It.

Flitally. the r,Soltilon of INverty and the public resKonse to It through a
welfare system Is a national rather than a local problems. rhis calls for a new
Federal Policy and broadened Ptderal tmianchal support which will head too Ihe
,itillt ll. Eof I've ty Z'1)'5s tile nt Ii on.

There t.re two basic IroIletis involved lii wl fart, reform. Oftt relates too ti,
Iorxd u-mitext of public ilicy: th o-her is convermiin with oir govermiwnt*i'i
Capaciit., a id bllities to admlminmister that policy. We boelievt, that the Faitly
Asiisim'ice Plii lroi~o.-'Ed in 1I.R. M3l1 must be vie-wed from these tW4o lIri id

ms l l-ts.
F.A.i'. AND PUIBIIC POi.(Y

We Eli) 1 i tt v ;ilill too hayi all the asI e'W ., tl thi' lirlol l .l lVs ii ol t'll I t however.

mir reviev wo 1"A..P. sugg.est.- that it is a major step toward revisimi it baxic
polici .x ilhat is requlrt'd for the follow g rcasou :

First. it v,-tailils, as a lmit bulal policy h lierwd pr.urptse 4f assuring a llon)r
under which Icome. together with fod staillso.s and iliedical .is-it:iuice. proitis
for the lasi h lcedz of IKilr alnd nlear loor families. While we realize that .oiiw
may view the, amount of support to be inadequate, It I. a start; with provision for

tati .Ulmlhlim.it.. lmasic net-eds should lie iet.
Set.,ondi. it re.ognizes that public .l.pilort is only a st-,p in tht welfare p4we e-.

and that lul,!i,. Ismliey requires thmat Ieople ii lieed Imust be eniourlig,.d awi
ass41sted too lItcc41t. self-suplortin' to the extelit they arc capable of aichievill
that 4,mjctive.

Third, it jor,,vIdl,-' that tho-w who reject their re-41lmsiiflithes to try to) becoe
slf-.ullm, mrt iim will ie deied pid)blhi slujlsirt, ald make-s It clear that government
wvii ii-, it- meslmlrlevs to encoullrage i11141 assist recili t.,r of falmlily as4stautce to
meet ilmse re p on.sbll Itles.

Finally. it a Cle ats as i matter Elf public policy that poverty ik a national
irolmhm lby lrmldiMig for a Federal prograiit. backed with Federal funds.

F.A.I AND ADMINISTIiATION

Wi' lllhst I~e ic-s 1 a1igulile, ahoiut goverlnetis caalclity to amiihister a -ystei
of this !iz/e :IlId (omllexlty. Maimy Elf the program ms :ini systeius required too
lllake F.A.I. at suicce.s-s have beellen desIgled andIl ll.tll u isedhr tile present sy.-leml of

welfare, with iit s igullar sICl-e. a
The War oi povertyy was declared in the it)60"s. It brought into bilng an

exteusle system of manlpwer programi.4 o nd contimunlty action. It put greater
emphasis oi( day-care for children to enable mothers to accept employment.

The Work Incentive program brought into being a system of financial Incen-
tives to encourage A.F.I).('. mothers to find gainful emliployment. Unfortunately.
there was io comparable Incentive for the working father it a low-paylng Job.

We have had an extensive social services system, structured to provide ,ervIce:
to people on welfare, but apparently so bogged down in procedures. certiflca-
tion and ca.se review that It has been Incapable of any massive effort to move
people it large numbers Into gainful employment. Despite all of the laws. money
and effort time system has failed to reduce poverty.

Theu fact that tile system has failed should not be viewed as a basis for in-
action : rather, it naust highlight the fact that we must seek n ew IniltitIves and
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new methods. To continue down the present path Is to accept a system that Is
destructive of human life, wasteful of the public treasury and a source of
divisiveness in our society.

We do not under-estimate the problems involved in administering a Family
Assistance Plat. They are massive. To carry out the broad policy proposed in
F.A.P. requires improvements in all our existing programs and systems to make
them effective.

Our view Is that administrative overhaul of the entire system is ati essential
step In the process This means, in a City like New York, present management
systems and procedures must be revised, greater coordination between agencies
developed, and personnel retrained and reoriented toward te new welfare
policy introduced by F.A.P.

Because New York City has one-tenth of all welfare recipients In the nation,
we believe that New York City should be selected as a center for the design and
development of certain- critical parts of systems required to make F.A.P.
administration a success. If there Is a problem in welfare administration, it
unquestionably exists in New York. It is our view that New York City, should
be a laboratory for the Federal Government to design and test out specific
systems for managing and controlling F.A.P.

Administrative overhaul requires that manpower training be better tied Ili
with actual job opportunities, and that job placement and follow-up be improved.
We look for guidance here from the Coordinated Area Manpower Planning
Studies (CAMPS) now In operation throughout the nation. Business is prepared
to work with government, as It has in the past to Improve the process of training
and placement, for we recognize that unless business is involved, manpower
training cannot succeed.

One of our major needs in New York City and elsewhere is a better design for
developing, staffing and operating day-care centers. While we are pleased that
there Is Included in F.A.P. an increased authorization for the development of such
centers, we believe that provision must bemade to utilize every available com-
munity resource for this purpose. Our organization is currently engaged in a
study of the problems involved in expanding day-care center programs In New
York City.

Two areas where more effective efforts are needed to control welfare demands
lies in the area of family planning and parental support. Our research reveals
that out-of-wedlock births In New York City constitute an automatic "escalator"
in the number of persons requiring public support. We estimate that about 28,500
persons are added to the rolls each year due to illegitimacy; of these, some
16,000 children are born to mothers already on welfare. There is a need to
develop better understanding of family planning methods, together with programs
to encourage their use by people on welfare.

Parental support for mothers and children on welfare is almost non-existent
In New York City. In 1909 the City collected about $4.2 million for family support
payments under cowt order on welfare cases through the City Office of Proba-
tion. This represented less than 0.7 percent of the total amount paid out in
A.F.D.C. support payments. The inability of the present system to enforce
financial responsibility on absent fathers is an open invitation to abandonment.
This is one area where stronger government systems are needed, directed par-
ticularly at working fathers who make no effort to contribute to the support of
their families.

Relative to the administration of welfare, we believe that the intent of Title
XX of F.A.P., which is directed to improving State planning and welfare
services, again sets a broad policy mandate that is much needed. Unless the
Federal F.A.P. is supported by a system of welfare services at the State and
local level which is directed toward accomplishing the basic objectives of P.,A.P.,
the new policy will be hamstrung.

Similarly, Section 452, (c) (9), which spells out State responsibility for en-
forcing the financial obligations of parents, strengthens the V.A.1P. concept.
These two measures were additions to the legislative proposal made after the
Senate Finance Committee hearings In April, 1070, and in our estimation have
strengthened the potential for better administration of the progr-ati. In these
two areas-local welfare adminisstion and parental responsibility-we need
new approaches and new systems, and suggest that funds be allocated for their
development, using New York City as a center for their design and testing.

The concept of F.A.P. in terms of providing a basic minimum income, through
the whole approach to training and employment, and including the improvement

44- 2 -- 70--pt. 8- 57
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of social services at the local level, Is an effort to reach our economic system's
actual and potential dropouts and dibcards. Only through returning them to
productive employment can we help them to escape poverty. But it must be
noted that F.A.P. deals directly only with a portion of our population-in terms
of adults, those who are unable to "make it" in our society. To make certain that
our younger generations do not fall into the poverty trap in the future requires
a re-orientation and rejuvenation of our educational systems, especially at the
grammar, high and vocational school levels.

We would conclude with a final note. Our nation needs a new policy relative
to poverty and its solution. We cannot for long sustain the present system vhhh
tends to perpetuate rather than to resolve poverty. We believe that F.A.L. Is a
step toward a sound program.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SHAKER, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, REGARDING THE FAMILY

ASSISTANCE LEOISLATiON

MORE JOBS OR ADDITIONAL WELFARE

I believe that the current welfare situation must be changed; but I don't think
that the Family Assistance legislation, in its present form Is practical or fiscally
responsible.
- I agree with the authors of the Family Assistance Plan in that something must
be done to relieve poverty and its deadly affects on the Nation. A recent study
(that I made) of 45 southern counties showed that 63 per cent of the families
in those counties had incomes under $3000. These same counties exhibited a net
out-migration of 32 percent during the 10-year period ending in 1960. Most of
this out-migration has been to northern cities-the majority or which has been
non-white. A sample of 11 northern cities revealed a net non-white In-migration
equivalent to an Increase of 64 percent in their non-white populatQn. The em-
ployment in the core of these cities decreased by 11 per cent with an accompany-
Ing shift In total population of only -2 percent.

If current trends are allowed to continue, the period between 1960 and 1985
will evidence the following statistics for the cities of this Nation: a decrease In
the number of jobs available by 90 per cent and an increase in the Black labor
force of 110 per cent. The southern cities will probably receive a greater share
of the social symptoms of poverty as these deadly trends continue.

But placing more people on welfare rolls is not an effective answer to the
problem. A large portion of the poverty population Is composed of persons not
presently qualified to fill jobs. Many of these people have ben displaced by
automation (chemical weedkillers wiped out 50,000 jobs in the Mississippi Delta,
alone, during the years of 1966 and 1967). Most of this group of people could be
readily trained to perform productive work-if that work could be provided. Also
included in the poverty population is a group of people that is not remotely
qualified to do any job: not at all oriented to the world of work.

An effective solution must make Jobs and training programs available to the
presently unqualified. These people are resources that should be utilized in a
productive way. And they can! That is when a way is found to put them to work
providing goods and services to fill their own needs (the ever swelling welfare
rolls present a vast potential market-if the family assistance legislation is
enacted into law, a minimum of 15 per cent of this Nation's population will be

-on-the-welfare rolls).
The opportunity to feel productive is essential to meaningful social relation-

ships. Providing Jobs will do much more than reduce the economic waste of
unemployment. It will give those at the poverty level purpose-something that
welfare programs do not provide.

The Family Assistance legislation would theoretically stimulate employment-
a difficult task In the light of inadequate training programs and poorly distributed
Job opportunities.

President Nixon promised an alternative to welfare in his acceptance speech
in Miami Beach:

".... But for those who are able to help themaelves--What we need are not
more millions on welfare rolls-but more millions on payrolls.

"Instead of government Jobs, and government housing, and government wel-
fare, let government use its tax and credit policies to enlist in this battle the
greatest engine ever developed in the history of man-American private enter-
prise."t
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If this bill Is enacted Into law, the number of persons on welfare will increase
by approximately 140 per cent. Under this bill, the welfare rolls In the state of
Mississippi will grow to approximately 35 percent of that state's population.

The incentive portion of this bill will do little to change these people from
welfare rolls to payrolls because Jobs are not available.

This Nation can Ill afford to engage in such a costly experiment. This bill will
not -olve the problem. Enactment would only frustrate solution of the problem
by precluding enactment of an effective program. And this Nation must imple-
went an effective program very quickly. The Increase In the federal welfare
budget (between $85 and $15 billion) would be a relatively small cost. The cost
of no real solution to the problem would be staggering.

Proposal
A way must be found to provide additional Jobs-otherwise, no incentive

program can function. These new jobs would be those required to meet the
increasing needs of unemployed/underemployed persons. The most effective way
to accomplish this would be for business and industry to do It and to measure
the results against the proven yardstick of profit and loss.

The application of private enterprise to this national problem is the heart of
this proposal. Basic needs of those living in poverty can be met if meaningful work
can be provided. Simply stated, the steps would be: 1) develop new Jobs, 2) put
unemployed and underemployed to work, 3) existing needs will be satisfied,
higher level needs created, 4) new manufacturing and service industries develop
to meet new demand, and 5) the process repeats itself.

A massive frontal attack on the poverty problem is needed. Many of the
solutions can be provided by big business. Legislation along the lines that I am
proposing would provide concessions to overcome short-term disadvantages that
would be faced by industry during the implementation of the plan.

The proposal Is for industry to hire and train unemployed and underemployed
persons. (This will ensure that the people are trained for Jobs that do or will
exist). Participating industrial firas would be required to agree to certain
long-term conditions. Labor intensive industrie, would- be established in economi-
cally depressed areas--the rural South, Appalachia, the central cities.

It is generally agreed that large corporations are a major storehouse of special
capabilities required to solve many of our national problems. The role that
should be played by business and industry is, however, rather vague.

Unfortunately, a good part of business involvement today Is motivated by
"social consclence"-not necessarily good management considerations.

The businessman's "bag" is to perform well against the yardstick of profit and
los& Good management presupposes a method of measurement.

The profit and loss system is very powerful and can overcome, the severest
obstacles. For example, Dow Chemical Company "lost" $375 million in the
period between 1965 and 1970 due to Increased labor cost and price attrition. In
spite of these problems, the firm enjoyed a compound annual growth in earn-
ings of approximately 8 per cent. The reason: profit motivation.

In order for job. legislation to be effective, it muzt be designed so that business
will participate as part of the on-going operations of the firm. The management
processes of delegation, review and the watchful eye of the stockholder will
force success

Under my proposed legislation, business would be compensated for short-ternm
labor force and geographic disadvantages. The proposed bill would also provide
the carrot necessary for success.

Incentives would be used to: 1) place a firm locating in an underdeveloped
area and using undertrained (and perhaps undermotivated) labor on equal
ground with a firm locating In a highly developed region which enjoys a highly
trained labor force; and 2) provide bulness with the added incentive to partici-
pate In the program. This portion of the incentive will tap the innovative and
creative abilities of private enterprise so that short-term obstacles will be over-
come.

Analysis of foreign experience will show mixed results with regard to the
type of tax incentive (tax holiday) that I am proposing. Some countries have
seen tremendous economic progress which can be partly attributed to the proper
application of tax incentive programs. Taiwan, one of the more successful devel-
oping countries, enjoyed a real per capita income increase of 80 per cent between
1952 and 1965. Taiwan, along with other developing nations has benefited from
U.S. foreign aid. Much of her progress has been attributed, however, to reliance
on private enterprise, proper government coordination, and tax incentives.
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Industrial tax Incentives are of two major types: investment Incentives and
tax vacations (tax holidays).

Investment allowances permit deductions In excess of depreciation costs to be
taken In the early years of a project, thereby reducing Income tax.

A tax vacation is relief (or partial relief) from corporate Income tax for
some stated number of years (an example of this Is the tax incentive program
used to encourage the development of Puerto Rico).

The investment allowance approach Is biased in favor of capital Intensive
manufacture. The tax vacation approach Is better suited where the objective Is
the creation of jobs--which Is the case here.

I developed an example to illustrate how a tax vacation program might work.
This example compares the alternatives of locating a new industry in a depressed
area (the Mississippi Delta) versus location in a highly developed part of the
country. The resulting cash flows are shown in exhibits 1, 2, and 3.

Present value is a method that business uses to evaluate decisions. It place. a
time value on money. The present value method equates future earnings to today's
dollars by taking into account the interest (discount) that those dollars would
earn.

In this example, the present value of the cash flows for business and the
federal government is $6 million and $367 million, respectively.

Everyone would benedt from legislation of this type: the poor, the govern-
ment, and Industry. Why? Because people are removed from welfare rolls and
put on payrolls.

I urge that the Family Assistance legislation be defeated In favor of a'ifolre
positive program along the lines that I have described.
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CASH FLOW -- INDUSTRY
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CASH FLOW -- GOVERNMENT

$ ADVANTAGE FAVORING DEPRESSED AREA LOCATION

PRESENT VALUE - $367191 a 8% DISCOUNT

YEARS FROM PRODUCTION START-UP
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION or SOCIAL WORKERS, INC.
WEST TENr.8sFx CHAPTER,.

Memphis, Tenn., September 21, 1970.
Senator RussELL B. LO u.
Finance Committee, Ofco Building,
Wafshngto D.0.

DEA.R S=AToR LONO: The West Tennessee Chapter of the National Association
of Social Workers would like to hare with you our position in regard to welfare
reform. We are mindful of the responwdbilities you have in re-shaping the welfare
system of the nation and the difficulties in finding the exact formula. It is our
hope that In some measure, this information will help you In reaching these
decisions.

The West Tennessee Chapter as one of 172 chapters of the National Associa-
tion of Social Workers believes that a welfare system must operate to get people
out of poverty rather than perpetuate the cycle of poverty. In order to achieve
this objective, we must guarantee two basic things:

(1) A basic minimum income floor guaranteed to those in need.
(2) A comprehensive array of Social Services to serve as a bridge out of

poverty.
The position of the West Tennessee Chapter which paralleds the position of

ou National Organization was unanimously passed by its members.
We appreciate your efforts on behalf of all people in our nation in trying to

make the American Dream a reality.
Sincerely,

BEBNARD DANZIG,
Ohapter Ohairman.

OFFICIAL PosIoN OF THE WEST TENNESSEE CHAPTER OF THE NATIONAL AsSOCIA-
TiON or SOCIAL WORKERS REGA&DINO H.R. 16311 (REVISED) THE FAMILY As-
SSTAmC, ACT or 1970

As summarized by the National Association of Social Workers this local
chapter concurs in the belief that the Bill as written would provide:

1. A Federal floor of income for families.
2. A broadening of Eligibility to include the "working poor."
3. A more consolidated and uniform system.
4. The possibility of Federal Administration.
5. About 2 billion more dollars into the hands of poor people.
However, when measured by the yardstick of NASW criteria for an Adequate

Income Maintenance program and Optional Social Service Delivery System there
Is clear agreement that the Family Assistance Plan as now written just does not
measure up.In this light we deem it our Chapter privilege and responsibility to take a
policy position as follows:

1. ADEQUACY-OF BENEFIT LEVEL

A' money payment system is needed which will provide an adequate income
floor for families or individuals found below the poverty Index ($2.43 per day
per person as indicated in the Heineman Report Recommendations) which uses
the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics moderate budget level, with periodic
cost of living adjustments to be reached in stages by July 4, 1976. (That is the
200th Anniversary of this country and the date NASW favors as the deadline to
achieve this basic right for all citizens). The $1600.00 level as set forth in H.R.
16311 (Revised) is obviously unreal and an unacceptable compromise with the
need to support children, the blind, disabled and aged at a decent level.

2. ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY

We advocate a single system, Federally administered and fully Federally
funded, as the most efficient, economical and equitable system. The Family As-
sistance Plan mixes up Federal and local responsibilities, provides three different
options and will continue the sub-standard practices in most states.
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S. MAXIMIZATION Or rNDIVAL FREUDOM-AND THE QUESTION OF WORK INCVN-
TIVE AND SUITABLE EMPLOYMENT

We support a National Manpower Policy which provides employment op-
portunities for each person who on his Initiative, Is willing and aste to work. to
have full employment assured by Job development in the public service sector.
We also support the concept of the Government as the "employer of the first
instance" for youth and other new entrants to the world of work. Any questions
or problems about employment belong in manpower legislation, which we believe
must be entirely separate from a needs program uch as Welfare or Income
Maintenance. The present F.A.P. bill penalizes welfare recipients without making
Jobs available.

4. UNIVERALITY AND RIGHT TO SERVICE

We support a universally available quality system of social services for
Individuals and families located in the private sector and available to all who
request or require services. These services must be received promptly as a
matter of right and unrelated to ability to pay. The present F.A.P. Bill Incorpo-
rates social services legislation into the money payments bill. It continues the
itmeans test" approach, thus perpetuates two social services systems In the United
States, one for the desperately poor and one for middle America.

5. ADEQUACY OF FNDINO

We advocate the maintenance of the present open-end appropriation for fund-
Ing Social Services until the Nation can develop an "Investment Approach" with
a trust fund for development programs, a "Demographic Incidence" approach for
remedial programs and an "Open-End" approach for emergency situations. We
resist the closed-end authorization for all Social Services In the IH.R. 16311 Bill
because we believe that people have a right to services on an "as needed" basis
Just as fully as people have a right to adequate Income on an "assured" basis.
Also, since the F.A.P. program will more than double the Numbex of people that
public policy is trying to assist to a level of self-sufficiency such an "Income
strategy" must have an equal capability in the national "service strategy." To
arbitrarily restrict funds for service at a time when money payments are being
expanded to additional millions of Americans is to severely handicap both
programs. Goals should be set for each program (income and services) ; goals
can be achieved in each if we leave ourselves open to develop the human
capabilities by providing adequate funds to accomplish this.

6. MANPOWER AND SERVICE COMPONENT

We support a range of personnel-volunteer, t,.hnical and professional-to
effectively perform the social services which will serve as bridges out of poverty.

The manpower provisions of H.R. 16311 do not contain a broad enough range
of personnel nor an assured continuum of competence. The funds for all levels
of education must be assured for proper planning and program development,
hence the necessity for adequate amounts, clearly identifiable.

STATEMENT Or THE HEALTH AND WELFARE COUNCIL OF THE NATIONAL CAPITAL
AEAB, Suursm I BY MARKHAM BALL, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL
TAGIBLATION

The Health and Welfare Council is the central agency for developing and
coordinating the support of the private sector for health, welfare and related
community services in the greater Metropolitan area of Washington. It is a non-
profit organization financed chiefly by the United Givers Fund rind is responsible
for the allocation of UGF funds to eligible private voluntary agencies. The
Council is a citizen-led organization representative of all segments of the Metro-
politan area.

The organizations affiliated with the Council represent the entire range of
private social service agencies. Some of our agencies operate under contract
with public agencies; nearly all of them deal in some way with people whose
lives are influenced by federal welfare assistance.

We offer these comments on the proposed Family Assistance Plan In light of
our experience and our concern with the problems of the poor.
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1 MPNCIPLZS O AN ADEQUATE WELFARE SYSTEM

Over a year ago, our Council reviewed the operation of the present welfare
program, found the system grossly inadequate, and identified reforms that we
think are necessary If that system Is to do an adequate Job of meeting human
needs. We Identified five basic principles on which, in our view, a truly adequate
welfare system must be based. These principles are:

1. All people have a right to sufficient income to mcct their basic human
xoed.-There should be federal standards of minimum benefits to assure that
these needs are met in every state. We believe that minimum subsistence benefits
should be available to everyone in need-those in low paying Jobs, as well as
the unemployed, those without familie-, as well as dependent children and their
parents. We also believe that adequate standards can be achieved throughout
the nation only if the Federal Government pays all, or virtually all, of these
basic benefits.

R. All people should have an opportunity to work to support themnselvee.-
Real opportunities and real Incentives for work and job training should be
available to everyone.

3. Family stability should be encouraged.-No family's benefits should be
reduced or denied because the family includes a parent who is employed or
deemed employable.

4. Human dignity and the indiridual'8 right to manage his own affairs should
be preserved.-The system must encourage, not destroy, self-respect and self-
reiance. Because we believe this, we believe that social services and work and
training programs should be made available, but that participation In them should
not be required of recipients. The goal of the welfare system must be to help
people move from dependency to self-reliance--and we do not think that self-
reliance can be compelled.

5. The system must be reasonably easy to understand and adminlstcr.-We
favor a single federal administration, and the use of the simplified "declaration
method" of determining eligibility for welfare.

H. THE PROPOSED FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Against these principles we have measured the proposed Family Assistance
Plan, as It was revised by the Administration last June. We find in the Plan a
number of constructive, if often limited, steps toward the kind of system that
will meet the needs of our community and the nation. We note in particular, the
following major advances:

The bil adopts the principle of a nationwide standard of minimum benefits,
and establishes a single national standard of eligibility for benefits

The bill would extend federal welfare benefits to the working poor, who are
- excluded from the present system, and thus would come closer to providing help

to all who live in poverty.
The bill provides welfare recipients with new incentives to work, Including the

right to keep more of the money they earn without loss of welfare benefits. ,
Finally, the bill offers new opportunities for job training. It recognizes that

supporting services are necessary in order to make training and employment
possible, and, in particular, it provides a substantially expanded child care
program for the families of participants in work and training programs.

At the same time, the bill in its present form contains serious weaknesses. Un-
less the most serious of these weaknesses tire removed, the bill, as a whole, would
represent retrogression, rather than welfare reform. The steps that the bill would
take toward an adequate welfare system would be more than offset by the steps
it would take in the wrong direction.

We outline below the most significant ways In which we think the bill should
be improved to better meet the needs of the pQor, as these needs appear to the
HWO voluntary agencies who work with the poor.

1. The basic minimum payment under the Family Assistance Plan, now pro-
posed at $1600 per year for a family of four, should be raised to a level om.
mensrte with need.-Over time, the HWO agencies have learried the obvious:
the very first thing that poor people need Is money. We believe strongly In the
value of social services for the poor. Many of our agencies are providers of these
services. But we know equally well that the counselling and other assistance that
our agencies offer cannot really change things for families that do not have
enough cash to live on. Until these families can buy food, clothing and shelter
and have some cash to cope with emergency needs, welfare agencies can do next
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to nothing to help them In any permanent sense, and there is little most cal do
to help themselves.

We believe therefore that the bill should clearly state a federal policy to
provide all Americans with an income adequate to sustain them In a state of
health and minimal decency. We do not think anyone serlouly suggests that
$1000 per year for a family of four is enough to do this. The hill shouhl set goals
of federal benefit levels calculated to meet actual needs and it should fix a time-
table for reaching these goals. The goals should be adjusted for cost of living
increases and for dIfferences In living colts in different areas. At current price
levels and In our area, we estimate the minimum that it costs to meet the basic
needs of a family of four as approximately $5,000 to $5,500.

2. Assistantco should bo provided equally to all in nccd.-We know of no justi-
fication for denying benefits to individuals or married couples without children,.
Yet the bill excludes these people, not only from. cash benefits, but also from the
work and training opportunities of the Family Assistance Plan.

We know of no justification for denying state supplemental benefits to the
"working poor"--familles headed by a father with a full time Job. The Admini-
stration proposal recognizes the inequity and the work disincentive Involved
in excluding the working poor from benefits (and it includes the working poor
in its plan for basic family assistance benefits. The same inequity and dis-
incentive would continue to exist, however, with respect to state benefits.

3. Existing benefits now paid to needy families should not bc cut back. In
particular, the program of aid to /amilisc with unemployed parents (AFDC-UP)
should be continucd.-Fallure to provide assistance to families headed by un-
employed fathers is a double evil. It ignores the need. of families ju5;t as poor
as those being assisted by welfare, penalizing a family because the father cannot
find a Job (and we have found that most unemployed men do want Jobs, but are
unable to find them.) It also Is a strong inducement to unemployed fathers to
desert their families.

The Administration proposal would end federal support for state AFDC-UP
programs. These programs now provide assistance to some 90,000 families
in 23 states and the District of Columbia. In the District of Columbia, an AFDC-
UP program began Just last month. If the Administration's proposal is adopted,
however, this program may have to be abandoned before it is a year old. It would
be ironic if this needed reform In our local welfare program were to die as
the result of a "welfare reform" bill. It would mean that more families would
have to break up or have their benefits reduced. It would be yet another indica-
tion-particularly to the poor-that the system is arbitrary, unfair, uninterested
in keeping the promises it makes.

One of the premises on which the Administration's original welfare reform
proposal was based was that no individual should be worse off under the reformed
program than under the existing program. This principle was stated in the
President's message on welfare reform a year ago. It should not be forgotten now.

4. go long as supplementary state benefit payments are a necessary part of
the plao, the bill should encourage state payments at more nearly adequate
level.-First, the bill should provide financial incentives to the states to increase
supplemental payments to levels commensurate with needs. There is nothing in
the bill that would encourage the states to raise their present, and largely inade-
quate, benefit levels. Indeed, the proposed "poverty level" ceiling on state pay-
ments that will be federally assisted would be an incentive to some states to
reduce benefits to the federally defined poverty level.

This is retrogression. The bill should require the Federal Government to share
In the costs of benefit payments above present levels--at least until benefits
reach levels that actually meet basic needs.

Second, the required state benefit level for a given family should be computed,
not on the basis of January, 1970 payments to a family with no income, but on
the basis of payments to a family with the same amount of countable income.
Under the present proposal, families in 22 states and the District of Columbia
(those Jurisdictions that pay less than full need) stand to have benefits reduced
below present levels if they have countable income. This is a clear disincentive
to work and clearly unfair.

5. The bill should provide a single, unified system of federal administratio.-
We believe that the incentives to the states under the present bill to "contract
out" to the federal government the administration of state supplemental pro-
grams are a decided advance. We do not think families should have to go through
two or three sets of qualification procedures--a federal application and a fed-
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eral check for basic benefits, a state application and a state check for supple-
mental benefits, and perhaps a trip to yet another federal office to register for
work or training.

We suggest that the bill fix a definite date after which all determinations of
eligibility and all payments of basic and supplemental benefits shall be the re-
sponsibility solely of the Federal Government.

6. Part(olpation in work and training programs should not be compelled.
Rather, the bill should -provide standards to ensure that programs offer real

incentires and opportunities for productive work and training.-People on wel-
fare are little different In their attitudes toward employment than other people.
This is confirmed by an increasing number of studies, including the OEO-funded
Income maintenance project in New Jersey. It Is confirmed by the experience
of the workers in our agencies. Most people want to work and support themselves.

For this reason we think the bill's requirement that an individual accept
employment or training Is unnecessary. It may, indeed, be counter-productive.

We understand and share the concern of spokesmen for the poor who fear that
such provisions may be used to coerce the poor into dead-end jobs at substandard
wages. We fear that the prospect of coercion, no matter how infrequently coercion
is actually applied, will so alienate the poor as to defeat entirely the objectives
of the work and training programs.

If the past decade's experience with work and training programs has taught
us anything, it is that the simple loss of a paycheck does not prevent enrollees
from dropping out of programs in large numbers. We know by now that for a
work and training program to be successful, it must offer positive incentives,
and must take positive steps to remove the obstacles that now bar many poor
people from employment

We suggest therefore that the following standards for work and training
programs be added to the bill, whether or not participation in these programs
is made mandatory:

All training should be for specific jobs. The experience in this community and,
we think, in the nation at large is that this is by far the best way to insure
that a training program will actually lead to employment. Where possible, the
"hire first" principle of' the JOBS program should be appilea: a trainee should
be first hired, then trained on the job. In any event, training of an individual
should not begin until an employer has firmly indicated his intention to hire
him when trained. Particularly in this time of high unemployment, there is
a very real risk that jobs will not be available for all people who must register
for training or employment. We do not believe that people who enter training
in good faith should bear the risk that there will be no jobs for them when their
training Is completed.

Since available training slots in the early years of the program will be far
fewer than the number of people available for training, the Congress should
fix priorities for entry into training programs. FBven if, as we hope will not
happen, some people are ultimately required to accept work or training against
their will, the first to enter these programs should be people who choose to do
so. The present WIN program in the District of Columbia has been filled from
its Inception with persons enrolled voluntarily.

Raising children should be recognized as important and meaningful em-
ployment. In no event should mothers of school age (or pre-school) children
be forced to accept work or training against their will. Our agencies have for
some time been concerned with the plight of the "latch-key child," the child
with no supervision after school and during school holidays. A study of one
member council has shown that it is these children who are most likely to become
involved with law enforcement authorities. Many mothers of school age chil-
dren want to work, and can make proper arrangements for the care of their
children in their absence. If, however, all welfare mothers are made to work,
the deterioration of the family and the damage to the children that can result
seem far too serious to justify the marginal return of the work these women
would do.

If employment is to be compulsory, standards of what constitutes suitable
employment are necessary. The bill should provide that no one shall be com-
pelled to take a job that dbes not pay the federal minimum wage, or that
does not offer the prospect of advancement to a minimum wage job within a
reasonable time. Any job under the program must offer the opportunity for
advancement based on ability.
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The bill should direct the Secretary of Labor to choose in each locality the
one or more organhsatlons best qualified to run training and employment pro-
grams. lie should be able to contract with state, federal and local agencies,
community action agencies and voluntary agencies. Very often-and we have
seen this happen in our area-local, citizen.led organizations are better able
than a state or federal agency to reach the people who need Jobs and bring
then into work and training programs.

7. A program of public scrviec ernploymcnt should be proridcd, in this bill
or In separate lcglalation.-The present problem of massive under-employment
that exists In the District of Columbia arises primarily from the simple 'fact
that there are not enough decent jobs, jobs that pay enough to support a
family, available for those that want them. A 19068 survey by the D.C. Manpower
Administration showed that about a quarter of our employable Inner city resi-
dents are under-employed-totally without work (4.5 percent), working part
time (7.5 percent), or working full time for less than $3000 per year (11 percent).

These under-employment figures are doubtless higher today. They reflect a
pattern that must exist in many cities besides our own.

The problem of under-employment can be met in part by making the new
Jobs that develop through the growth of the economy more accessible to the
poor. These new Jobs in our area tend to be skilled jobs in the suburbs. Many
of our inner city poor are now barred from these jobs by lack of skills, lack of
transportation, lack of many other things-but not essentially by lack of will.

It seems unrealistic, however, to expect the economy every year to produce
adequate jobs for all who need them. In our area at least, a program of public
service employment will be necessary If there is to be full employment within
the foreseeable future.

A number of our agencies have had experience, under the "New Careers"
program of the Economic Opportunity Act, with hiring and training the poor
to work In the fields of health, recreation and community development- We
have found that this kind of program not only creates new jobs for people
who need them, but also helps provide needed health and welfare services
that would otherwise not be available. We think a program of public service
employment, to provide Jobs when and where jobs are not otherwise available,
should be an integral part of welfare program.

& ?h bill recognizes that adequate child care facilities are necessary if
working mothers are to take advantage of work and training programs, and it
takes commendable steps toward providing this care. We think, however, that
the Provisions for cild care could be still further strengthened.:-Experence
with the WIN program in this city, and studies that have been made elsewhere,
Indicate that a major obstacle that. keeps welfare mothers who want to work
from working Is lack of adequate day care for their school age and pre-school
children. The voluntary agencies are deeply involved in ongoing child care
programs. We believe that properly run child care programs are Invaluable
educational experiences for the children themselves. And we also know that if
any substantial numbers of welfare mothers are to work, there must be day
care for their children.

The need for child care facilities and for trained personnel to run them is great.
The National Capital Area Child Day Care Association, one of the members
of our Council, has estimated that at least 12,000 children aged 8, 4 and 5
from low-income families in the District of Columbia now need day care. Yet
the number of places for disadvantaged children now available In day care
centers in* the District Is less than 4000. This Is the situation In a community
that has been a leader in providing child care facilities. The need in other
communities must be as great or greater.

The present bill recognizes these unmet needs by providing funds both for the
construction of new child care facilities and for the training of personnel. We
would recommend the following changes to strengthen the child-care provisions
of the bill:

The bill should require national standards (with some flexibility -to-meet
lpcal needs) for child care services, covering facilities, program and personnel.
State and local regulations cannot be relied on everywhere. In the District of
Columhia, child care centers that comply with present local regulations are all
too often Inadequate, and at worst they are damaging to the children.

Care should be not merely custodial but should be designed to meet the edu-
cational, nutritional and health needs of the children.

Care should be provided for elementary school children after school.
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Community-operated centers, drawing on the support of the people in their
neighborhoods, should be encouraged.

The bill should encourage training and employment of the poor as child care
center workers. At least half of the positions Iit a properly staffed center can
be tilled by trained non-professionals, and experience has shown that the poor
themselves, with training, can fill these Jobs. We have found that the entire
educational program of our centers improves if the parents of the children
participate in the work of the centers. A number of our agencies find that they
operate with greater understanding of the needs of the poor if they employ the
poor, and they find that these parents are often their best spokesmen in the
community. With many welfare mothers anxious to find jobs and with child
care center staff In short supply, it Is only common sense to train and employ
these mothers as teachers' aides and in other vital Jobs in the centers.

We favor integration of poor with middle class children in child care centers.
Parents who can afford to pay fees should do so, and the bill so provides. The
bill should make it clear, however, that no family should be required to pay a
fee unless It has an income sufficient to meet its needs with minimal decency.
In most areas this means income considerably above the "poverty level."

I11. CONCLUSION

Welfare reform is not a subject about which only the needy or only certain
public officials are concerned. The private agencies represented by our Council,
and the very many volunteers who support these agencies, are also vitally con-
cerned. We recognize the present welfare system and its Inadequacies as basic
facts of life for our community and for a great many of the people served by
our agencies. We recognize that voluntary agencies can make a full contribution
to the solution of the welfare problems that face us only if there are adequate
public programs on which to build.

We are concerned, of course, with the costs of developing an adequate public
welfare system. But we observe every day the costs of an inadequate system, not
only in the constantly rising economic costs of half-way help for families unable
to break the welfare cycle, but also, painfully, in thousands of wasted lives. If
the nation must tax itself more to truly reform the welfare system, or if it must
must back substantially on other kinds of expenditures, then it must. We cannot
afford a society In which so many exist without the means to support themselves
in health and decency and without the prospect of any basic Improvement In
their los

Twtrixomi OF CYRIL F. BnICKFIZLD, LEoISLATIVE COUNSEL, NATIONAL RETIRED
TEACHEas ASSOCIATION, AMERIcAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS

I am Cyril F. Brickfield, Legislative Council for the American Association of
Retired Persons and the National Retired Teachers Association. The more than
two million members of our Organizations have traditionally expressed a keen
Interest in Social Security, Medicare and other programs dealing with the health
and well being of all citizens. As national, nonprofit and nonpartisan organiza-
tions of older Americans dedicated to easing the burdens of life for the elderly
and retired citizens of our country, we must involve ourselves in the formula-
tion of landmark social legislation in order that the needs, aspirations and con.
cerns of America's more than twenty million older persons are accorded that
recognition which can today be denied to those who are accustomed to acting and
speaking with restraint. We therefore appreciate this opportunity to express
our view on HR. 16811-'The Family Assistance Act of 1070".

While, historically, much has been accomplished through our existing system
of social insurance and public welfare, serious and fundamental problems still
remain. The present system is composed, In some cases, of hasty responses to
depression needs and, as a whole, can be viewed as a patchwork of emergency
measures, some of which are ill-conceived and contradictory and, therefore
ineffective and wasteful. These measures designed to remedy problems existing
at Inception, have failed In that purpose and have in turn, created new ones;
the disintegration of the family unit, the development of chronic welfare
dependency, and the destruction of Individual dignity and self-esteem.

"Whether measured by the anguish of the poor themselves, or by the drastically
mounting burden on the tax payer, the present welfare system has to be Judged
a collossal failure . . . It is failing to meet the elementary human, social and
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financial needs of the poor." (President Nixon's statement to the nation on
welfare, August 8, 1069)

Thus, we feel that a basic restructuring-as opposed to additional peacemeal
Improvisation-is imperative If this nation Is to come to grips with the pervasive
and persistent problem of poverty and Its perniclous effects on the national well-
being, Certainly, the transition from an essentially state to an essentially federal
approach to public welfare which is embodied In H.R. 16311 is a key to this basic
restructuring.

We commend the distinguished Chairman and members of this Committee for
their very comprehensive analysis of II.R. 16311 and the subject matter which it
encompasses, and we hope that this work will lead to a correction of the worst
failings and shortcomings of our present welfare system.

Since our Organizations are primarily concerned with the interests of older
Americans, we shall refrain from commenting on the details of the proposed
reform of Aid to Families With Dependent Children. Rather, we wish to address
ourselves to those provisions of the bill which affect the older person directly-
the proposed reforms of the Adult Assistance Categories contained In Title I.

As a nation we should be able to guarantee to every person, physically unable
to provide for himself, a decent miniinum Income as a matter of right. We fully
recognize the enormous complexity of the problem posed in reconciling Income
maintenance with work requirements and Job training for those who are young
and physically capable of contributing to economic productivity. But this prob-
lem centers on the details of the proposed reform of the program for Aid to
Families With Dependent Children under Title 1. Thus, there Is no reason why
the elderly, blind, and disabled should be forced to endure continuing depriva-
tions while solutions are being sought to the above problem. Should additional
analysis and re-evaluation of the proposed reform of the AFDC Program be
found necessary, we do not feel that such delay should prevent enactment of the
proposed reforms of the Adult Assistance Categories.

In view of the relatively stable caseloads in the adult programs, an Increase
of approximately 3.5 percent in 1968, for example, we feel that the major prob-
lems in this area are: (1) very low benefits in some states (less than $39.40 a
month under O.A.A. in MIssbq9ippi In June of 19069, ranging up to $116.25 in
New Hampshire) and (2) differences In eligibility requirements among the
various states.

We support the Family Assistance Act's combined program of Federal-State
assistance for the needy aged, blind and disabled. We endorse the proposed Fed-
eral floor of $110 a month of income and assistance, which would be assured
to every eligible adult recipient, regardless of the state In which he resides. This
new Income floor should raise benefit levels for over one-third of the present
O.A.A. recipients and eliminate some of the inequity in the level of welfare bene-
fits provided by the various states.

It must be recognized that neither the problem of family stability nor the
problem of adequate work incentives is tied to the problem of welfare depend-
ency on the part of these people. Perhaps social and rehabilitive services could
Improve the self-care and self-support capacity of some of these recipients;
but in the end, there remains an irt'educible level of dependency among these
categorical recipients. It. therefore, remains an obligation of society and of gov-
ernment to provide a level of support adequate to preserve the individual dig-
nity of the needy aged, blind and disabled.

We approve the provision making national and uniform the definition of re-
sources used in determining eligibility for the program. Moreover, we approve
the option giveii to the states for Federal administration of The Adult Assist-
ance Program (when coupled with Federal administration of the Family As-
sistance Plan, and the state supplement program) ; a single administrative mech-
anism for the making of transfer payments should be able to take advantage of
all the economics of scale which such an automated and nationally administered
system can provide.

We further endorse, as essential to the functioning of the aforementioned
provisions, the liberalized formula for Federal financial participation; it should
provide the substantial fiscal relief required'by the states, whose sources of
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additional revenue are exhausted. With liberalized staiddards for eligibility
under the Adult Assistance Program, it Is probable that many new recipieDts,
with relatively low payments, will lie added to the welfare rolls; should this
result in a drop in the average level of payment to $05 or less, the Federal Gov-
ernment would be assuming up to 90 percent of the cost of the program.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, our Associations believe that the Family As-
sistance Act's proposed provisions for reform of the'Adult Categories constitute
a major step toward assuring a minimum Federal standard for those In our
society who, through the result of birth, age, or accident, are unable, through
their own efforts, to derive an adequate Income from the economy. We urge that
the Congress take this step.

PLATE COUNTY DIVISION OF PUBLIC WELFARE.
Columbus, Nebr., September 8, 1970.

Hon. Rom N HRUSIKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washingtou, D.C.

DERi SERNATOR HRUSK A: We are yery much concerned about several provisions
of the 1967 Amendments to the Social Security Act which liberalized the formula
for computing assistance grants to ADC recipients.

We solicit your consideration on this matter and ask that you note the resolu-
tion as passed by the Platte County Board of Public Welfare.

Douglas Count, Nebraska, of course, has the greatest population and we know
that they are also disturbed over these provisions; and no doubt they and other
Nebraska counties have expressed concern.

Thank you for your consideration on this matter,
Very truly yours,

WrLEE THrELK,
Chairman, Platte County Board of Public Welfare.

PLATE COUNTY, COLUMBUS, NEBR.

Resolred: Whereas, Provisions of the 1967 Amendments to the Social Security
Act provided a formula whereby, in determining eligibility of families with
dependent children, the first $30.00 plus 1/ of the balance of income earned is
disregarded, and

Whereas, said amendments provide no ceiling or maximum amount on earnings
to which such exemptions can be applied in public assistance programs, and

Whereas, because there is no maximum amount placed on these exemptions,
it Is quite possible for families to have relatively large annual incomes and
still receive an Aid to Dependent Children grant plus food stamps and medical
benefits, and

WhereAs, a lack of a maximum amount on such exemptions can and does
result In inequitable grants to families with no income, antl

Whereas, In too many cases this lack of a maximum amount on such exemp-
tions can and does result in a disproportionate emphasis on employment;
therefore, be it

Resolved, That we, the Board of Public Welfare, Platte County, Nebraska,
hereby petition the Congressional Representatives and the United States Senators
of our District to do all in their power to change the Federal law to provide an
appropriate ceiling amount on earnings to which such exemptions can be applied
in public assistance programs while preserving the highly desirable work
Incentive features of the current law.

WILBEIRT THIELE, Jr.,
Chairman, Platte County Board of Pu blic Welfare.

Motion by Boettcher, seconded by Rich.
I move the adoption of the foregoing resolution.
Adopted: September 2,1970.
Certified copy:

ELarz RUvA,
Director of Public Welfare, Platte Counly, Nebr.
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TmNs Nnw E GLAND COUNCIL.Bloaon, .11 aaa.\ Sep ter ber 15. 1970.

Hon. RUSSELL B. Loo,

Chairman, Seaate Finance Committee,
U.8. Snate, Wo1athngton, D.C.

DEAn M. CHAIRMAN: This statement is submitted on behalf of the New
England Council for Economic I)evelopment to comment on MR. 10311. the
proposed welfare reform bill! --hich is presently pending before your ('omnlittee.

The New England Council was established In 1925 at the request of the six
New England Governors. It is a broadly representative private non-partisan
group Interested In the sound economic (levelopinent of the region. Through
its interstate relations program, the Council maintains close liaison with some
25 regional conference groups of New England State officials, Including the
New England Conference of Public Welfare Administrators. This experience
has provided the Council with substantial background In analyzing the pending
legislation.

The New England Council supported H.R. 16311 when the-bill came before the
House for very basic reasons-that a better way must be found to reduce the
growth in welfare dependency by keeping families together, providing for the
working poor, establishing a minimum national welfare standard, and developing
very positive ways to obtain work or training for those able to work.

We are deeply concerned, however, about the fiscal Impact of Ih.R. 16311 on
the New England states and the extent of which it would relieve the states of
a significant part of the mounting financial burden--of welfare. As passed by the
House. the bill, in our opinion, provides no real relief for New England. The
addition of the working poor to the welfare base, which we strongly support.
will have the result of increasing substantially the states' Medicaid costs and
thereby reducing the states' savings for this added caseload. Our concern
is with the disparity between states in the Federal fiscal relief they would
receive in their current and continued welfare burden. The payment of $1,600
plus 30% of the excess to- the poverty level of $3,720 would have minimal
financial benefits for the six New England states because of existing levels of
support. The "hold harmless" clause which provides an indefinite guarantee
of no higher welfare costs to the states after 1971 also is of small benefit to
New England since It would apply only to Vermont, Our analysis of the bill has
convinced us that Instead of the pluses expected, New England taxpayers will
end up with added burdens for the support of a national welfare minimum in
those states which do not have adequate welfare programs. While the "hold
harmless" guarantee does help New England from being a net loser, this
is a small comfort when on considers the revenue savings states with inadequate
welfare programs will enjoy from what will be total Federal assumption of the
cost of their welfare effort.

We believe the basic difficulty in the bill can be resolved only through recognition
of regional and state differences. It would seem wiser to structure coverage of
the new system properly at the outset by including those categories of recipients
which have been omitted from the pending bill. While this would raise the
initial ce.st of the family assistance plan, we feel that this could lie offset by
adjusting the minimum allowance on the basis of real per capita income by
states and region.

We urge the provisions for Federal support be modified to provide a fairer
basis of distribution. If the poverty level was scaled down from $3,720 by state
and region in proportion to differences In real per capita income and if the mini-
mum was kept in relation to the poverty level by state, the coverage could be
expanded and a more equitable distribution of Federal funds could be achieved.
Within the framework of a national program, this formula has the advantage of
recognizing state effort In meeting welfare needs and relative differences In the
cost of living in different areas of the country.

Also the formula should be modified to provide payments adjusted to reflect
differences within states between urban and rural areas. The formula should be
based upon some index of real per capita income using commerce data on personal
income and Labor Department costs of living surveys.

The "adjusted family assistance" scale would further minimize the disincen-
tives to work which have been so criticized. The present plan sets welfare support
at a high level relative to per capita income in poor states, and low in richer
states unless the states "add on" which most do. The recommendation we are
making would, in effect, result in the establishment of varied minimum amounts
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by states and regions and urban and rural areas and the "adjusted family assist-
ance" would be far more equitable than the proposed flat scale which discrimi-
nates against most of the urbanized states.

Interestingly enough this principle underlies I 503 of the bill which provides
for a scale of payments relaUng to the ratio of per capita income of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam to te lowest per capita Income of the 50
.states. Furthermore, tile use of state per capita income as the basis of distribu-
tion of Federal aid is well-established. There is general recognition tlat the
uge of flat, across-the-board scales for the nation is not the best way to set pay
scales or benefit levels under Federal programs. For example, the postal employees
salary adjustment provides for differentials in pay scale between high and low
cost living alkeas. The use of such a "family assistance" index for each state,
adjusted within each state, would reconcile state welfare administrators and
governors of urban states to the lack of adequate Federal funding. Since the
$1,00 minimum has already been criticized as too low and probably would
require future adjustment, the concept of a family assistance index or each
state should be adopted now. It would assure annual adjustments as cost of
living and per capital income levels rise. In summary, we are suggesting that
a new formula be incorporated in HR. 16311 for the equitable allocation on a
national scale of limited funds.

It is also important to plug the gaps in coverage. For example, it is simply not
acceptable to exclude the unemployed father, which merely encourages the man
to leave the household, something this bill set out to correct. With the revised
formula, it should be possible to include at least unemployed fathers without
additional cost.

We note the possibility that the Committee will postpone final action on this
bill or defer its enactment until a series of demonstrations can be conducted
in Vermont and two other places. We urge the Committee to set the effective
date of the bill, as revised, for January 1972. This legislation has received con-
siderable study and state and local welfare administrators have been consulted
regularly by both the Administration and the Congress. If the proposed legisla-
tion is enacted by this Congress, we believe that it could be implemented by early
1972.

Welfare reform is a matter of urgent concern to the New England region.
We hope that the Committee will consider these views in Its deliberations on
the pending legislation.

Very truly yours,
A. THOMAS EASLEY,

Executive Director.

TESTIMONY OF THE WELFARE COuNILt, NEw YORK CHAPTER, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF SOCIAL WORKERS, SUBMITTED BY CHARLES H. KINO, PRESIDENT

The New York City Chapter, National Association of Social Workers, repre-
senting 5,000 social workers who have dealt with the "social" problems of mil-
lions of people in New York City and the laws set up to deal with some of these
problems, has been particularly interested and engaged in the struggle to
remake the welfare system. The Family Assistance Plan, as originally proposed
by President Nixon on August 8, 1970, was at first considered by many social
workers as "a foot in the door"-moving towards real reform of the public wel-
fare system in the United States. A harder look, however, has raised serious
question as to whether it can be accepted as reform legislation. In many respects
it represents a regressive step. The Income level it proposes it totally inadequate
for even a min!iMum adequate standard of living, as defined by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, which as you know, has set a substantially higher Income
level for a family of four.

The FAmily Assistance Plan seems to be based on the myth that people are
poor because they prefer not to work. Its "reform" label fosters complacency
on the part of the general public and diverts attention from the central factors
which cause dependency on public assistance, on which action is needed, and
which Is sorely lacking in this Bill. The proposed program fails to correct
inequities and chaos of the present welfare system. In fact, it Intensifies some
of the worst features of that system. This legislation, if enacted, would per-
petuate an unsound welfare system for years to come.

Our analysis of the Family Assistance Plan's deflencies and weaknesses-and
the questionable value of amending the proposed legislation leads us to reject

44-527 O-70--pt. 3----8
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the Family Assistance Act of 1970. We recommend rather that we begin now
to work towards future enactment of sound welfare legislation.

We believe that a sound welfare program should be based on the following
principles:

In the United States, the richest country In the world, all persons should be
entitled to an adequate income, provided in a dignified manner. Poor people
should not be relegated to second class status. Productive Jobs should be avail-
able at adequate wage levels for all persons able to work. Persons who are
unable to work, however, should not be forced to apply for employment under
the threat of the loss of their income grants.

The product of an income maintenance system should be socially and physio.
logically healthy families whose children have equal opportunity to share In
something other than a cycle of dependency.

I. INCOME LEVLS

A. A minimum income should be guaranteed to all families and individuals,
assuring them of an adequate standard of living. Identical amounts should be
provided to all persons in equal financial need, thus abolishing all categories
of assistance. The proposed income level is inadequate and there Is no provision
by which an adequate level, (i.e., the Bureau of Labor Statistics' Lower Living
Standard) would be reached within a stated period of time. The assistance
levels to the Aged, Blind and Disabled are also inadequate.

B. A national minimum income standard should be established which Is tied
to the scientifically established standards established by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, and which automatically changes as the Bureau of Labor Statstics'
standard changes.

On the basis of information available, only eight states stand to benefit from
the Bill. These states contain only 18% of the nation's public assistance recipi-
ents. In all other states, ,o increases in assistance will result from this Bill.

C. The Federal government should be responsible for 100% of the costs of
the system. No timetable has been established whereby the Federal Government
will assume full financial and administrative responsibility for the program.

U. OATEGORIE8 AND COVERAO

A. The differential In payment levels between the adult categories and fami-
lies Is illogical and discriminatory.

B. Childless couples and single adults (not covered in the Aged, Blind and
Disabled categories) should be covered.

C. Unemployed fathers of dependent children should be covered if the family
unit is to be encouraged as the core of a healthy society.

M. WORK PROVISIONS

The basic function of an Income maintenance system is to prevent individuals
and families from falling into or remaining in poverty. Such a program cannot
be tied to compulsory work provisions. Opportunity for education and productive
employment at adequate wages would eliminate the need to force people to work
and should be available to them through this legislation. Jobs taught and per-
formed at technologically advanced levels, paid at a comfortable living wage
and clearly having a recognized social purpose are the only authentic induce-
ments to bring recipients into the labor market, of their own volition. A citizen
forced to work is not productive and a citizen forced to take training does rot
learn.

The proposed legislation Is based on the premise that most persons on Public
Assistance are able to work. Statistics show that only 1% to 5% of all recipi-
ents are capable of employment. (New York City caseload statistics are:
60% children; 20% mothers caring for children; 14% Aged. Blind and Disabled;
8% unemployables who are working and 2% unemployed.) The conclusion is
therefore inescapable; the legislation's purpose is to force mothers of school
age children to join the labor force.

B. Forced work provisions requiring that the recipient register with the State
Employment Service or forfeit his assistance payments, is inten.,dfied in this
legislation. The original legislation submitted by the Administration mandated
the acceptance of an "appropriate" Job. The legislation ultimately passed by the
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House, removed the word "appropriate". Thus the recipient must accept any Job
to which he Is assigned by the State Employment Service.

C. The work and training requirements would place potential workers in low.
paying, low-skilled jobs with no assurance that the jobs would be performed in
areas essential and beneficial to the population as a whole. In a social and eco-
nomi. system where work Is the principal source of livelihood and well-being,
full employment is not only a necessity but a right for every employable person.
If at any time, jobs are not generally available, government has the responsibility
to provide and finance socially useful jobs in fields now in need of skilled workers
(e.g., health, housing, education, transportation and ecology) and to provide
training for the skills needed.

D. Sufficient child-care facilities of high standards should be established to
enable mothers to have a real choice of seeking employment and/or training, or
remaining at home to care for their children.

The requirements for child-care facilities for the recipient population are In-
adequate and would be segregated by income level. Child-care facilities should
Include educational goals and should be open to children from all income levels.
They should include after-school facilities, evening and weekend facilities, and a
program for supervised home care of children when they are sick.

Home maintenance and care of children should be recognized as productive
work and socially desirable, as the family unit is the core of our society-and
should be remunerated as such.

IV. MINIMUM WAGE PROVISIONS

The minimum wage must be raised to an adequate level with coverage extended
to all occupations.

V. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

A. Any income assistance program should be administered totally by the Fed-
eral government.

The administrative provisions of the proposed Bill are complex and would be
difficult to implement. Authority under the Bill would be divided among seven
programs and administered by seven different structures, intensifying the pres-
ent administrative chaos in the welfare system. While the Bill purports to be
Federally administered, the hard decisions concerning eligibility, employment,
etc. will be made by state and/or local authorities. There Is more than enough
evidence at hand to suggest that this will result, at best, in uneven administra-
tion between states, and at worst, in the continuation of incredibly discriminatory
and punitive programs in many Jurisdictions.

B. Nationally uniform appeals procedures should prevail in every state.

VI. FUNDING

In the current proposal the cost of the income maintenance system would con-
tinue to fall on the low and middle income population. The method of funding
should be revised so that the major part of the burden does not fall on the work-
ing people, as It now doe& Tax reforms must be initiated to shift a significant
portion of the burden for social programs to corporate interests and financial
institutions, which as partial contributors to the social problems, and as bene-
ficiaries of our economic system, must meet their fair share of the financial
burdens of those social problems.

In conclusion, we urge the Senate Finance Committee to continue its assertion
of vitally needed leadership by recommending the changing and/or redrafting of
the Bill to include the priciples we have mentioned here today and to insure the
preparation of a truly meaningful bill which in fact, solves instead of perpetuates
the problem of human need in our country.

A COMMENT BY THE CENTER ON SOCIAL WELFARE POLICY AND LAW,

NEW YORK, N.Y.

1 NTRODUCTION

The Columbia Center on Social Welfare Policy and Law Is a national center
for law reform In welfare and other government benefit programs. Since its In-
ception in 1964 the Center has become familiar with all aspects of the Social
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Security Act, particularly the ro-called categorical assistance programs which
are amended by the Family Assistance Act, and the ways in which these pro-
grams are administered by the states. The Center has conducted welfare liti-
gation under the Act and has worked closely with welfare recipients, rMwiplent
organizations, and public welfare administrators on the local, state, and federal
levels.

We submit the following comments on H.R. 16311, as recently revised by the
Administration, from the perspective of our familiarity with the way in which
written welfare laws affects Individual recipients.

The Family Assistance Plan, by providing help to the working poor and creat-
Ing a minimum federal grant level, may work a major Improvement over cur-
rent programs. It is essential to realize, however, that certain provisions of the
bill may encourage administrative arbitrariness, racism, and family break-up.
Moreover, certain current recipients may actually realize less Income under FAP
than under current programs. The following comments will suggest certain areas
in the bill which should be altered in the Interest of meaningful reform.

SUMMARY

I. FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN (FAP)

1 442 (a) iind b)'--Level of Benefit.. The Family Assistance Plan should guar-
antee an adequate income, determined according to United States Bureau of
Labor Statistics cost estimates for a low living standard.

1 442(a) and I 44 -Eligibility for Assistance. FAP should provide aid to all
persons with Income below assistance levels, including single persons and couples
without children.

J 442(b)-Amount of Asisttanoe. Ideal amounts should be paid to FAP
recipients and persons receiving Aid to the Aged, Blind and Disabled, unless
specific needs Justify different levels.

I 442(e)-Purto oio, the Virgin Islands, and luam. Payment levels In
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands and Guam should be the same as those in the
States.

1 443(b)-Meaning of Income. Actual costs of going to work, Including all
payroll deductions, should not be considered income. The work Incentive should
be calculated on the basis of gross income.

1 443(b) (8) -Child Care Costs. No limit should be placed on the amount which
is deducted from income as the cost of child care.

I 445(c)-Income and Resources of Non-Contributing Adulti. The income of
a spouce of a parent should not be attributed to any family member whom he is
not legally obligated to support.

I 446(a) (2)-Payment of Benefit.. Payment should be made to the family
head and to other relatives, when available, except where extreme mismanage-
ment of funds or incompetence can be shown.

J 446(b)-Ovcrpayments and Underpayments. No recovery of overpayments
should be made while a family Is eligible for FAP. The House language should
be restored which prohibited penalizing members of the family who were without
fault in causing the overpayment.

S440 (c) Hearings and Review. Hearing.-There should be no obligation to
repay benefits received pending a hearing decision when the decision is against
the appellant. Standards for hearing procedures should be written into the Act.

Aid should be granted and continued pending a hearing decision to all appli-
cants contesting an agency decision that they are ineligible.

Judicial Review..-In reviewing hearing decisions the court should be able
to reverse findings of fact which are not supported by substantial evidence.

Aid should be continued pending judicial review of a hearing decision con-
cerning eligibility for or amount of assistance.

* 446(d) Proviuion of Counsel.-Lawyers should be provided, without fee, to
all recipients seeking to challenge an agency determination at a hearing or in
court.

1446(e) Application Procedures.-Eligibility decisions should be based on
in ormation supplied by the applicant or recipient.
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ML REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR MANPOWER SERVICES,

TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT

I 447,448--Re.tratioxfor Bmplosment 8ervi es.
I 480-4,9-Maispower Services, Training, Brmpoymen4, Child Care, and Sup-

portive Service*. There should be no requirement that applicants accept referral

to local employment agencies for placement in Jobs or training programs. The

labor market and Income incentives will Insure that those who are able to

work do s
Lack of adequate child care facilities should be good cause for a parent's

refusal to accept work or training.
Referrals should be made only to suitable employment, meeting standards

as to health and safety, and commensurate with the applicant's training and
ability.

Referrals should be to positions paying at least state or federal minimum
wages.

When there is one employed person in the family, no other family member
should have to register for manpower services.

IlL If 451-454; 401. STATE SUPPLEMENTATION.

Admlultration.-There should be a single administrative entity responsible
for all decisions as to eligibility for FAP and state supplementation. FAP rules
as to eligibility and procedures should apply to state supplementation, and the
states should not be permitted to impose additional eligibility requirements.

Amount.-The states should supplement up to current need levels. The exact
measure of these need levels should be clear in the Family Assistance Act.
Federal reimbursement should be provided for aid to all persons eligible for
FAP.

5 464-Obligation of Deserting Parent8.-The section allowing reimbursement
for family assistance payments out of any sums due a deserting parent by any
United States government agency should be deleted.

Reliance should be placed on traditional means of establishing the right to,
and collection of, support.

IV. AID TO THE AGED, BLIND AND DISABLED

M 102(a) (10) Hearing.-Hearings prior to termination of aid should be
provl dd to recipients of Aid to the Aged, Blind and Disabled.

I Mk2(b) (3) States should not be permitted to refuse aid to any alien who
has not resided in the United States for a specified period of tlme,

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS, RWZ-MAHING AND RECOGNITION OF WELFARE ORGANIZATIONS

FAP should require the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and
the Department of Labor to hold public hearings on proposed regulations. Or-
ganizations of welfare recipients should be given standing to present their
views at rule-making and in general before the agency.

I. FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN (PAP)

§442 (A) AND (B) LEVEL OF BENEFITS

The proposed legislation sets income levels that are inadequate to secure a
decent standard of living. The bill fixes an income floor of $1,600 for a family of
four. Food stamp benefits can potentially bring this amount to $2,460, but only
for some families. Food stamps are not available in all localities, and, where
available, not utilized by all assistance recipients. In the eight Southern states
where FAP will be the only public assistance programs, slightly more than 40
percent of those persons now receiving welfare also use food stamps.' Their

'Recipients @1 Publio Arotetance Money Payments and Amounts o] .uchPeyment., By
Pro mra, State and Count, Febrmary 1070, United States Dept. of Health Education and
Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service. National Center for Social Statistics. NCSs
Report A-8 (2/70), and Mohly Report Of Particpatlion tn the Food Stomp Program,
UniteS States Dept, of Agriculture. Food and Nutrition Service, April 1970.
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purchase price, which must be laid out monthly, Is a deterrent for ninny.' The
Administration has provided for an optional food stamp check-off, an automatic
reduction of FAP by the cost of food sta mps.' However, there Is no explicit
mechanism for forwarding the actual stamps with PAP payments. nor for
guaranteeing that food stamp programs will be operative nationwide when
PAP becomes effective. If the Administration desires recipients uniformly to
realize $2,460 In benefits it should convert the entire Food Stamp program into
a cash payment system, which would be added on to all public assistance grants.
To prevent reducing current grant levels, state supplementation wou!d then be,
measured by the sum of Aid to Dependent Children and the food stamp bonus
for which a family was eligible on January 1, 1970.

Although those who are able to obtain Jobs will realize an income higher than
the FAP minimum for at least 8.4 million people there will be no Income supple-
ment.' While FAP is designed to provide substantial benefits to the working poor,
It should not be forgotten that the bulk of AFDC recipients are young children
and their mothers, and families where one or both parents are dead or disabled,
who will be totally dependent on FAP and any available state supplementation.
The United States Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that as of June, 1969, an
average family of four required $6,567 to meet minimum needs at a low living
standard.' When expenses connected with going to work are subtracted from this
figure, such a family still required $5,500," and this amount was recommended
as a minimum public assistance grant by the White House Conference on Food,
Nutrition, and Health in December, 1969.1

The Consumer Price Index, on which BIAS estimates are based, has risen 7.6
percent since June, 1969, and 2.6 percent since December, when the White House
Conference met.'

The PAP grant of $1,600 provides less than one-half of the national "poverty
level-" * This figure is set annually by the Social Security Administration as a
minimal subsistence allowance, but it is widely regarded as inadequate in terms
of actual need:

Technically, an income at the poverty level should enable families to
purchase the bare necessities of life. Yet an itemized budget drawn at that
level clearly falls short of adequacy. There are many items for which no
money Is budgeted, although these Items may be needed. Funds for then
can only come out of sums already alloted to the basic necessities of life."0

Sixteen hundred dollars provides less than the $1,778 which the United States
Department of Agriculture has determined is required for minimum food costs
under its low-cost food plan, which is itself Inadequate for maintaining health
and wellbeing:

Although families can achieve nutritional adequacy from the low-cost plan,
it has been estimated [by USDA] that only about a fourth of those who
spend amounts equivalent to the cost of the plan actually have nutritionally
adequate diets. Menus based on this plan will include foods requiring a
considerable amount of home preparation, as well as skill in cooking to make
varied and appetizing meals."1

'See Nick Hots, Let Them Eat Promises, 54 (1069). A FAP family of four must pay
$34 a nionth to receive $106 In stamps.

a Family Assistance Act | 465(b) ani (c).
' Those currently relying on AFDC less those eligible because of the unemployment of

the father.
'"Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four Persons," U.S. Department

of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Information Department, March 1970.
GAssistance recipients are either unable to work or will presumably be able to meet

work costs out of earned income under the income disregard provisions of the Family
Assistance Act. 1 443(b) (1) through (4).

TResolution of the Plenary Session, White House Conference on Peod, Nutrition, and
Health. December 1989.

' United States Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics, August 1970.
'The poverty level Is incorporated into the Family Assistance Act, 1 453(c) (1). as the

maximum level of state supplementation to which the federal government will contribute.
The level for a family of four as of 1969 was $3,720. This figure is to be updated according
to the Consumer Price Index. 1 453(c) (2).

'@Poverty_ Amid Plt : Tie Amerioan Parador, Report of the President's Commission
on Income Maintenance Programs, 1969, pp. 32-33.

s Three 8ta*4arde of IA tsg, arprao, p. 9,
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1 442 (a) AND I 445-ELIOIBILITY FOR FAMILY ASSISTANCE

The Family Assistance Act would aid only families with children, excluding'
single adults or married couples without children living at home."

Two executive commissions within the past five years have recommended
across-the-board aid to needy individuals,' as do several alternative welfare
reform bills before the Senate. Although FAP does go beyond present programs
in providing for federal aid to Intact families with an employed parent, It
nevertheless perpetuates the normative categorizing of the poor which is char-
acteristic of current aid programs." There is no equitable basis for extending
help to persons with children and denying It to those without, when needs are
identical. Given the relatively small cost of extending such aid to persons without
children," there is no reason to deny the extension.

1 442 (13) -AUOUNT OF ASSISTANCE

Equally discriminatory are the differentials between amounts guaranteed to
recipients of Family Assistance ($500 per year per adult, 1 442(b) ) and to bene-
ficiaries of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled ($1,320 per year, I 1603(b) (1)),
the so-called "adult" aid categories. m This feature of the Family Assistance Act
perpetuates invidious distinctions which have come about partly because the
adult categories were enacted at different times rather than as a single, unified
program, and partly because of local prejudices in favor of needy adults and
against recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (the AFDC pro-
gram, which is the predecessor of the proposed FAP)." AFDC payments now
average approximately $45,00 per person nationally. In the adult categories states
have traditionally paid much higher grants. Nationwide payments in 1969 aver-
aged $71.35 in Old Age Assistance, $95.80 in Aid to the Blind, and $87.10 in Aid
to the Disabled. The highest payments in these categories were $116.12 (OAA,
New Hampshire), $149.00 (AB, Massachusetts and California), and $136.00
(APTD, Iowa)."

The Administration has given no rational basis for this extreme differentiation
in grant levels. The budget for adult recipients includes the same components as
that for families-food, shelter, clothing, and certain personal expenses. Medical
needs are not met through basic grants. There Is a work incentive-income disre-
gard in each program, although in the adult categories it is a patchwork, varying
according to whether one is aged, blind, or disabled, which should be standardized
in any federal plan.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has calculated living costs for retired couples
at low, moderate, and high living standards, and compared them with its similar
budgets for younger families." For items of basic need such as food and clothing,

" 1 422(a) authorizes aid to "each family (as defined in section 445)." Section 445
defines a family as two or more persons, related by blood, marriage, or adoption living in
one household, one of whom is a child, who is not a spouse of the other, and who Is in
his care.

u Poverty Amid Plenty supra, and Having the Power We Have the Duty, Report to
the Secretary of Health, tducaton, and Welfare by the Advisory Council on Public Wel-
fare. June 29 1966. See also the recently released recommendations of the Committee
for Economic development, summarized the New York Times, April 7, 1970, p. 16.

"Two exhaustive Law Review articles bare explained refusals to extend aid to the
able-bodied poor without children as extensions Into the welfare laws of old vagrancy
law concepts. Since vagrancy concept. are becoming less and iess Important In the cr minal
law. the article. ask why they should be maintain ed in welfare le islation. Rosenhbem,
Vagrancy Concepts n Welfare Law, 54 Calif. L. Rev. 511 (1988), tenBroek, Cade iorfa
Dual System of Famiy Law: Its Origin, Development, amy Present Status, 16 Stan. L.
Rev. 257 (1984), 17 Stan. L. Rev. 814 ( 1985).

"sIt has been estimated at "somewhat less than one billion dollars." H.R. Rep. No. 91-
904, 91st Cons. 2d Fees., . 50 (1970). Since only one-third of those eligible ate likely
to applyt for PAP the cost will be substantial le. See Testimony of Jacob K. Javits
before the Senate Finance Committee regarding the Family Assistance Act, August 28, 1970.

uIna Ition, adult eipient may maintain $1,500 In resources per person and still be
eligible for aid, whereas Family Assistance. recipients are allowed an exemption of $1,500
per family.

"~Of course, there is tho same connection to the vagrancy laws as was shown to exist
with respect to eligibility. See p. 5 supra.

Is Welfare is Reiewe, p~p. 80-33 (January-February 1970).
3"Monthly Laore. Review, November 1989, pp. 8-1 6.
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the younger family of four had to spend more of its consumption dollar than the
retired couple. The BLS retired couple's lower budget in 1969 was $2,671, over
80" of which is met by H.R. 16311. (The poverty level for an nged couple In 1968
was $2,100.) By comparison, only 27% of a family of four's budget is met under
Family Assistance.

f 442(E)-PUEMRO RICO, TuE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND OUAM

Grants to FAP recipients in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam are
substantially lower than In the rest of the United States. Payments are to bear the
same ratio to FAP as the ratio of per capita income of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, or Guam to the lowest state per capita income. For example, if per capita
income in Puerto Rico is three-fifths that of Mississippi (50th in per capita in-
come in 1968),* PAP in Puerto Rico would be % of $1,600 for a four-person
family, or $960. The same rule governs payments to adults under Aid to the Aged,
Blind and Disabled. In the Virgin Islands and Guam, PAP will be less than
current AFDO payments, placing a considerable burden on local supplementation."

Needs in these territories are greater than In any part of the U.S. In the Virgin
Islands living costs are 20% to 25% higher than in Washington, D.C. and in Guam
they are 18% higher." Virtually all consumer items are imported, and many are
subject to high tariffs. A lower per capita income means that many more persons
are doing without basic needs. The FAP formula in effect means that the greater
the poverty in a territory, the less we will do to alleviate that poverty. It is as
though because per capita Income In Mississippi is half that of New York, FAP
will provide only $800 per four-person family In Mississippi. The Administration
sought in 'FAP to equalize somewhat assistance payments between the states.
There is a close relationship between citizens of the territories, and of Puerto
Rico In particular, and poverty is a problem which is shared by American citizens
no matter where they happen to reside. Where extreme need is established, rates
should not be arbitrarily lowered.

I 443(b)-MEANING OF ICOuE

FAP recipients can keep $720 per year plus one-half of the remainder of all
earned income without losing any of their benefits, as a work incentive. This
incentive, plus certain other amounts (child care costs, federal income taxes)
are exempt from being counted as income for the purpose of determining
actual grant. The AFDC work incentive program contains similar exemptions.
Under WIN, however, the work incentive is often greater than it will be under
FAP, because of the way In which the exemptions are computed.

Under current law only cash received is counted as income." Actual costs of
going to work, such as taxes and other payroll deductions, as well as transporta-
tion, tools, or special clothing, are not considered income. PAP excludes only
federal income taxes and child care costs. All other payroll deductions (e.g.
Social Security, state and local taxes, union dues) plus costs of working must
be met out of the work incentive-income exemption. High work costs can take up
the entire exemption, making work virtually profitless.

Under current law, the work incentive itself is calculated on the basis of gross,
not net income:

The applicable amounts of earned Income to be disregarded [$30 per month plus
% of the remainder under AFDC) will be deducted from the gross amount of
"earned Income," and all work expenses, personal and non-personal, will then
be deducted. Only the net amount remaining will be applied in determining
need and the amount of the assistance pyment.24

The FAP icentive Is calculated on gross Income, less federal taxes, earnings
of students, and child care costs. The amount of extra cash a recipient realizes
from every dollar earned will therefore be lower in many states under FAP than
under current programs.

*Statitical Abstracts of the United States, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, p. 320 (1969).
K Welfare in Review, United States Department of Health. Education, and Welfare,

Jaquary- ebruary 1970. p. 3R. Payments per person In August 1969, in Guam were $a5.05.
and In the Virgin lelands. $81.25. These are approximately equal to the basic PAP benefit
levels. Whether or not the state supplementation rules apply to the territories is unclear;
certainly these rules should apply.

: U.S. Department of the Interior, Territories Division, August 1970.
"45 Code o1 Federal Regulationse, 2.13.20(3).
' 45 Code o1 Federal Regulations, I 233.20(a) (7).
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To maximize the work Incentive, the method currently followed by HEW
should be maintained under YAP and state supplementation: from gross income,
deduct the Incentive of 720 plus % of the remainder; then deduct all taxes and
other payroll deductions; then deduct personal work expenses such as transporta-
tion, etc. and other work or training expenses.

443 (b) (8)-ILD CARE COSTS

The Administration's revisions state that child care costs are not to be counted
as Income, so long as these costs do not exceed the cost of obtaining comparable
care at public day-care projects. This means that a family seeking Its own child
care arrangements must do so at a cost not to exceed the amount it would have
to pay the government for Institutional care, regardless of whether such care
Is best for Its children, or whether public care is actually available in the com-
munity. HR. 16311 leaves decisions as to appropriate child care arrangements to
the family concerned. We advocate that the administration revision be eliminated
as an undo incursion into family decision-making and an erosion of the work
incentive.

I 445 (C) INCOME AND RESOURCcs OF NON-CONTIMIBUT1NO ADULTS

This section requires that Family Assistance benefits be reduced by the income
of adult members of the family unit, whether or not they are legally obligated to
support all of the members of a recipient family. The income of a parent or
spouse of a parent is presumed to be income to the family. Requiring income of
the parent's spouse to be budgeted for the needs of the entire family, even if he
is not legally liable for their support, creates the danger that needy children
will go without aid, because of their mother's marriage, a practice which the
Supreme Court has invalidated under the Social Security Act. In King v. Smith 2'

the Court ruled that an AFDC family's grant could not be terminated because of
the suspected presence of an adult male In the household. H.I .W. has implemented
this decision by requiring that income of a household member not be attributed
to a family (unless actually available) unless that person is liable, under a state
law of general applicability, for the support of someone in the family who is
receiving assistance."

The Supreme Court recently upheld this regulation under the Social Security
Act:

Any lesser duty of support might merely be a device for lowering welfare
benefits without guaranteeing that the child would regularly receive the
income on which the reduction is based, that is to say, not approximate the
obligation to support placed on and normally assumed by natural or adoptive
parents. "

Section 445(c) as now written penalizes children whose mothers chose to
remarry. In most states a step-parent need not support his wife's children unless
lie choses to adopt them. Attributing his income to the entire family (not just
to his wife, whom he Is liable to support) creates a strong disincentive to
marriage and family stability. "

For these reasons the phrase "or spouse of a parent" in §445(c) should be
deleted."

1 446(a) (2) PAYMENT OF BENEFITS

This section provides that assistance payments can be made to one or more
members of a family or to any person "interested in or concerned with the
welfare of the family." The provision can be activated when the Secretary
"deems it appropriate," and in practice Is to be used when the family head is
found to have refused work or training without good cause.*

a292 U.S. 309 (1968).
S45 Code o Federal Regvitioae, I 203.1 (1969).
lwLs v. Martis, 897 1.8. 552 557 (1970). The Court invalidated a California statute

which presumed that all income o? a stepfather or "man assuming the role of spouse" was
available to the entire family.

a "By breaking up homes, the present welfare system has added to social unrest and
robbed millions oe children of the Joy of livlng." IThe President's Messae on Welfare Reform,
in The President's Proposals for Welfare Reform, U.S. House of Representatives, Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 91st Cong. 1st Sess., p. 93-94 (1969).
tion of the Bar of the City of New York Joint Subcommittee of the Committees on Federal

I A similar recommendation was made in "Report on Welfare Pro)osals." the Associa-
tion of the -Bar of the City of New York, Joint Subcommittee of the Committee on Federal
Legislation, Civil Rights, Labor and Social Security. and Municipal Affairs. 1970, p. 17.
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The phrase "interested or concerned with" leaves open the possibility that
payments will be made to a caseworker or other public official, who may then
be in a position to dictate the ways in which the grant Is spent. (He may well
have been responsible for referring the unwilling family head to work or
training.)

A recipient's right to decide how to use his grant payments without official
scrutiny is now guaranteed by the Social Security Act under the "money-payment
principle." Payments to other than responsible relatives may be made when
extreme mismanagement or incompetency is shown. The state agency must
make continued efforts to "develop greater ability on the part of the relative to
manage funds in such manner as to protect the welfare of the family." If the
condition necessitating third party payments contiues, the agency must seek
Judicial appointment of a legal guardian to receive the funds." Federal financial
participation is available only to the extent that third party payments due to
mismanagement or incompetency are limited to 10 percent of the caseload.s"

These safeguards are removed under FAP. The Secretary retains total dis-
cretion as to when and to whom third party payments are to be made. Proposed
guidelines give preference as payees to resident family members, but resident
non-family members are next in priority. There Js no mention of the possibility
of appointing a legal guardian."

Third party payments deny a family its right to control important details of
its life. Such a step should not be permitted without showing incompetency at
a prior hearing, at which the family-head must be proven incompetent by a
preponderance of the evidence. A legal guardian should be appointed to receive
payments, and he or she should be a family member or other person not an
employee of the agency administering FAP.

I 446(b) OVERPAYMENT8 AND UNDEUPAYMEZNT5

The Administration revised I 446(b) to eliminate a reference to Secretarial
discretion as to recovery of overpayments. At the same time it eliminated the
injunction that the Secretary "avoid penalizing members of the family who were
without fault in connection with the overpayment." Extensive discretion remains
with the Secretary, as the Senate Finance Committee has noted.m Recovery Is
prohibited when it would "defeat the purchases of [the Act] or be against
equity or good conscience," phrases which are explicitly undefined by the Admin-
iStration." FAP payments are by definition designed to meet only subsistence
needs, so that this entire provision would appear to be meaningless, since
recovery will always defeat the purposes of the Act. There should be no recovery
of any overpayment so long as a family is deemed in need and entitled to PAP
benefits. Reliance on the criminal fraud sanctions in 1 462 can remedy inten-
tional wrong-doing without penalizing faultness error.

If a recovery provision is deemed necessary, families should be affored the
protection against recovery in the absence of fault which was contained in
H.R. 16311 as passed by the House.

1 466(C) HEARINGS AND REVIEW

1466(c) (1), the provision for hearings ibefoie termination of benefits, is gen-
erally consistent with Goldberg v. Kelly, the March 1970 Supreme Court decision

s1448(aL.
p42 U..c. S 606(b) : "'The term 'aid to families with dependent children' means money

rL42nU.S.C. 1 606(b) (2) (A) and (B).
6S42 U.S.C. 1 603 (a).0 H.R. 16811, The Fanly Aetistance Act of 1#70 Retf~ed and Resubmitted to the Com-

mittes on Pinance by the Admin{tration, Commliee on Finance, United States Senate,
91st Cong.. 2d Bese., June 1970, p. 68. (Hereinafter Adm1#41etration Revieions.)

- Mat l Related to Admits oration Revti*on of H.R. 18611, Committee on Finance.
United States Senate, 9W1t Cong., 24 &ess., July 1970, p. a8 (hereinaftet Senate Committee
Materials).

n Admitsi tration Reviefone, p. 69.
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holding that prior hearings are constitutionally compelled." The court In Gold-
berg noted that a prior hearing is necessary because:

Termination of aid pending resolution of a controversy over eligibility
may deprive an eligible recipient of the very means by which to live while
he waits. Since he lacks Independent resources, his situation becomes imme-
diately desperate."

Now that the Court has spoken, exact standards as to the content of the hear-
Ing process should be Incorporated Into FAP. Not every prior hearing satisfies
the due process clause. The Supreme Court required:

That a recipient have timely and adequate notice detailing the reasons
for a proposed termination, and an effective opportunity to defend by con-
fronting any adverse witnesses and by presenting his own arguments and
evidence orally."

An effective opportunity to be heard must luclude the right to retain an at-
torney should the recipient desire It.*

Finally, the decislonmaker's conclusion as to a recipient's eligibility must
rest solely on the legal rules and evidence adduced at the hearing... T

_-demonstrate compliance with this elementary requirement, the decision
maker should state the reasons for his determination and Indicate the
evidence he relied on . . . though his statement need not amount to a full
opinion or even formal findings of fact and conclusions of law. And, of
course, an impartial decision maker Is essential."

It is impossible to reconcile with Goldberg the requirement that if a recipient
is unsuccessful In his prior bearing he return all benefits paid him pending the
decision. For persons living on extremely low incomes this Is a strong deterrent
to exercising any constitutional right of appeal. When an appellate procedure
achieves the status of a constitutionally guaranteed right, that right simply can-
not be circumscribed by financial burdens."

The prior hearing provision clearly covers "families already receiving assist-
ance" " But Goldberg did not decide whether the prior hearing requirement applies
at the time of application, In other words, whether applicants who apply for
aid and are refused, but who can show Immediate need and wish to appeal must
be given assistance pending a hearing decision. The Utah district court has so
held, extending Goldberg to apply to Initial eligibility determinations:

The rule established by Goldberg was grounded on the constitutional
hypothesis that welfare benefits "are a matter of statutory entitlement."
... As such summary denial of welfare assistance cannot be distinguished

from summary termination. Just as the entitlement is created by statute
for the benefit of needy persons meeting specified qualifications, so the
rights surrounding that entitlement are created when the statutorily defined
need arises and not after the benefits have been dispensed. Consequently, it
is at this time that the constitutional protections surrounding those rights
must be first applied. Accordingly, we hold that the right to the procedural
protections described In Goldberg must be applied at all stages of the welfare
process whenever the proposed administrative action contemplates the denial
or termination of statutorily created welfare benefits."

Forty-six percent of all AMC determinations are reversed after hearing."
The onus of administrative lawlessness, when It manifests Itself as a wrongful

"807 UAS. 264(1970).
W397 U.S. at 264.

8 897 U.S. at 267-8.
39T U.S. at 270.1 80%7 U.S. at 271.

" "Constitutional rights would be of little value if they could be ... indirectly denied,
Smtth v. A11wright. A21 TIS. 649. 664 f19441 . .. or manipulated out of existence."
Harm495 v. Foreemeous, 380 U.S. 528. 640 (1965). See also Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U.S.
479 (1960)."House Report No. 91-904, on H.R. 16311 of the Committee on Ways and Means,
91st Congress, 2d Session. p. 19 (1970). Hereinafter House Report.)

" Barsett v. Lidsay (D.C. Utah 1970) CCH Poverty Law Rep. 11,370.
* Handler, "Justice for the Welfare Recipient," 43 Social Service Rev. 12' (1964) and

see, Davis, Discretionary Justice, q,. 181 (1989; "The degree of lawlessness of Welfare
Administrators Is widely recognized.
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eligibility determination should not fall on ellgibile but wrongfully rejected
applicantc who may literally starve waiting for a fair hearing. If it Is decided
by Congress that they are not to be covered by a "prior hearing," at a minimum,
such individuals should have a "prompt hearing.""

JUDICIAL Rzvizw

Section 446(c) (3) provides that "the determination of the Secretary after...
hearing as to any fact shall be final and conclusive and not subject to review
by any court." The reasons why this clause should he exercised are fundamental.
The issue rises to Constitutional dimensions:

Among the attributes of law upon which "freedom is dependent . .
are the "restrictions It places on the discretion of authority. From Caesar
to Napoleon to Hitler, disaster followed when that lesson was ignored.
Vague as the contours of the broadest delegation may be, the delegation
cannot be boundless. To foreclose review is to make possible the exercise of
boundless power . . . an attempt to limit such review would be
unconstitutional."

As long ago as 1886, the Supreme Court in Yick Wo v. Hopkins" asserted
the necessity of judicial review of the factual basis for administrative action.
The Court condemned as unconstitutional the arbitrary manner in which of-
ficials applied an otherwise valid licensing ordinance so as to dicriminate
against Chinese laundries.

For the very dead that one man may be compelled to hold his life, or the
means of living, or any material right essential to the enjoyment of life, at
the mere will of another, seems to be intolerable In any country where
freedom prevails, as being the essence of slavery."

In Amerkias School of Mag'etio Heating v. MoAnnulty0, the Court upheld
the right of review as regards the "legal right [of plaintiffs] under the general
acts of Congress to have their letters delivered . . ." in the face of the statutorily
unauthorized refuptl of the Postmaster. The Court Paid:

Otherwise [if there Is no review), the Individual is left to the absolutely
uncontrolled and arbitrary action of a public and administrative officer,
whose action is unauthorized by any law and is in violation of the rights
of the individual. .... 9f s

And in Sohiware v. Board of Bar Examiners," and Konigsbcrg v. State Bar,"
the Court overturned the refusal of state officials to admit plaintiff lawyers to
the bar where substantial evidence did not support the officials' determination
as to "good moral character."

Even in applying permissible standards, officers cannot [consistently with
due process of law] exclude an applicant where there is no evidentiaryy]

"A prompt hearing (lnclu~ing decision) would take Vlace wihin a few days of the
negative determination and could be very informal, allowing however, oral confrontation
of hostile evidence and witnesses. Goldberg at 289-270 (such procedures required by due
process in the prior hearing situation). The problem with legal provision for prompt
hearings i that the time limits are not likely to be observed. In the Goldberg case, It was
conceded that the New York time limits (a "fair" hearing within ten days and decision•12 days thereafter) are not in fact observed. Goldberg at 260, n. 5 .IT Raoul Barter, "AdmInistrative Arbitrariness and Judicial Review," 65 Colum. L. Rev.
55, 72-7 (1965). Professor Berger argued his position-that administrative arbitrariness
Is always reviewable--in numerous articles during the course of a protracted debate with
Professor Davis. See 4 Davis Admiistraive Low Treatiee 1985 Supp. 128.16 p. 15
Berxer, "Administrative Arbitrarineps--A reply to Professor Iavis,'. 114 U. Pa. L. he. 789
(1966) : Davis, "Administrative Arbitrariness-A Finol Word," 114 U. Pa. L. Rev. 816
V9601; Begr, "Administrative Arbitrariness--A Rejoinder to Professor Davis' Final
Word.t 114 . Pa. h. Rev. 816 (1966): Davis. "Administrative Arbitrariness--A Post.
script." 114 U a. L. Rev. 823 (1960) ; Berger, "Administrative Arbitrarines: A Sequel,"
51 Mns. L. Rev. 601 (1967) 1 Davis. "Adminlstrative Arbitrariness is Not Always Review-
able." 51 Mifu. I,. Rev. 643 (1987) ' Berger, "Administrative Arbitrariness: A Synthesis,"
iS Yale L. J. 965 (1969). While the two men disagree over the interpretation of the
Administrative Procedure Act and over case law, both argue that arbitrariness should
always be reviewable.

4Id. at 370.
)AT U.S. 94 (1902).

sld. at 110.
858 U.S. 232 (1956).

S8O8 U.8. 252 (1965).
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basis for their finding that he falls to meet these standards [citing Yfek
We v. HopkinaJ."

In these cases, the Court required officials to observe due process and equal
protection requirements, even though only so-called "privileges" were involved
(e.g., a laundry license, use of the malls, the practice of law). Professor Jaffe has
written that such a "notion of 'privilege' Is... a perversion of thought and of
language" because "vast numbers of the citizenry are deeply affected [by"privileges"I in their daily life." It is precisely in such a field "that the rule of
law is most important." U The Court has indicated its complete agreement,"
most recently in Goldberg v. Kelly.

Welfare benefits are of vital importance to those receiving them, as Goldberg
underscores. If these benefits are cat off and substantial evidence-- .... such
relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support
a conclusion" "-does not support the determination, the cut-off will be arbitrary.
To deny judicial review would arguably deny due process of law because of
arbitrariness and the Important interests at take (the Court would weight the
personal as against the Institutional interests, as it did in Goldberg). The
issue has never been specifically decided because review has rarely been denied.
The review provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act exemplify the view
that review should not be cut off. The Court has referred to APA's generous
review provisions and "construed that Act not grudgingly but as serving a
broadly remedial purpose." "5 U.S.C. 706(2) (E) specifically authorizes courts
to review for substantial evidence. So does 42 U.S.C. 405(g), which authorizes
review of social security determinations.

Congress proposes to backtrack by denying factual review to recipients of
Family Assistance. This is inconsistent with its usual action and probably Incon-
sistent with due process." The motivation is probably the feeling that welfare
administrators act always with good intentions and in the interests of poor
people. Veterans, whose claim to their benefits is more deserving in the eyes
of most people than are the claims of merely poor people, have suffered severely
arbitrary action at the hands of administrators." Poor people will inevitably
be treated less well. In theee days of growing disrespect for authority, especially
among the poor, Congress should not deny the Judiciary the power to right
administrative arbitrariness. This is hardly a time for the Legislative Branch
to remove a basic safeguard that administrative action will always be reasonable
and fair.
. In addition to expanding the scope of judicial review, Congress should provide

that welfare benefits will not be cut off until the applicant is accorded Judicial
review If he desires such review. The procedural protections of Goldberg should
be extended to all stages of the welfare process, which includes judicial review
of agency action, as Barnett v. Lindsay held. The cost to the government will
be small, since only a small percentage of hearing decisions are appealed. Bene-
fits to individuals will include the avoidance of starvation (the result of benefit
termination to eligible recipients) and the dangerous disaffection arbitrary ad-
ministrative action induces In the poor.

1 446(d) PROVISION OF COUNSEL

The Family Assistance Plan should require that counsel, or funds to retain
counsel, be made available to all applicants and recipients who are contesting
administrative determinations affecting their benefits. Hearings are provide to
ensure that applicants and recipients do get that to which they are legally en-
titled, and surveys have revealed that a high percentage of challenged determina-

rekwere at 289.
Jafe. Adm(uufrrative Review ol Judicial Action .469 (1965).Is 4# Van Ahs44ne, "The Demise of the Right-Privilege Distinction In Constitutional

Law," 81 Narv. L. Rev. 1419 (196MV.8bosm"ooIdated Rdison Co. v. NLRD, .305 U.S. 197 (1938). See 4 Davis, Administrative
Low Treoiaee, I1 29.0'.-2.tl, pp. 114-188 (1958).

Oi Data Processnjg Service Y. -amp,3.97 U.S. 150. 156 (1970).
s In the light of Goldberg, and prior cases (as discussed in Van Alystine). See Jaffe,

ev-m, pp. Rd7i-30.
"See Davis, "Veterans Benefits, Judicial Review, and the ContittUonal Problems of'Po/ltive' Government," .9 Ind. L. Rev. 183 (1064).
"D.C. Utah, 1070. OCH Pov. L. Rep. I 11,70. See page 18, wprm.
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tions are reversed after hearings." qhe right to be heard would be, in many
cases, of little avail if Id did not comprehend the right to be heard by counsel." "
The existence of large numbers of lawyers in the Legal Services Program of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, who now serve welfare recipients without fee,
minimizes the potential cost to the government of guaranteeing counsel In all
FAP cases.

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare, which iust daily reconcile
the coMptlng needs of economy, administration, and justice for recipients, has,
since 1908, encouraged states to provide comprehensive legal services to clients.
The federal government provides 75% of the cost of such services." Successful
demonstration projects supplying legal services for a broad range of problems
have been Implemented in eight states." Provision of counsel should be continued
and expanded.

1 446 (C) APPLICATION PROCZDURE8

Applications for Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled are to be In the form
of a "simplified statement" 5 1602(a) (6). This means that a statement by the
applicant of the relevant facts as to his eligibility is to be accepted in granting
or denying assistance, without extensive investigation and verification of the
information therein. Random spot checks are to be replied upon verification
purposes. The system is designed to prevent prying into the personal affairs of
applicants, including, for example, the unconsented questioning of neighbors,
landlords and creditors, and to conserve the administrative c&3ts that these
investigations entail." Such a system should be included In the Fanily Assistance
Plan.

The Administration first claimed that the simplified method would be used
In ai programs," but now indicates that "we would expect to utilize some form
of a "declarative" or simplifiede" system of claims, but with considerable extra
documentation.' There is obviously a need for clarification, by statute, of the
status of the declaration methodin FAPP.

HlEW has required all states to begin instituting the simplified payment sys-
tem on an experimental basis in the adult categorical assistance programs."
Preliminary results of experiments in the use of Pimplified statements indicate
no increase In inaccurate grant payments or in fraud.& " In New York, spot checks
indicate that incorrect rejections of applicants or case closings were more numer-
ous than incorrect acceptances." Cases of actual fraud can be dealt with through
the criminal sanctions imposed by 1462.

a Handler "Justice for the Welfare Recipients." 43 Social Service Rev. 12 (1969) (46percent of ~AlDC determinations) ; Viles, "The Social Security Administration Versus the
Lawyers ... and Poor People Too." 39 Miss. L. J. 371, 395 (1968) (64 percent of dis-
ability determinations reversed in 198-1967).

"Powell v. Alabama. 287 U.S. 45, 68-69 (1932) ; Ooldberg at 270.
: Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, State

Letter No. 1053. Nov. 8, 1968.
"Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, un-

published data, March 30. 1l70.
S See Reich. "Midnight Welfare Searches and the Social Security Act," 72 Yale L. J.

1347. 1359 (1963) ; Handler. "Controlling Official Behavior in Welfare Administration,"
54 Cal. L. Rev. 479 (1986). One form of such intrusion, the home visit and investigation.
has been held violative of the Fourth Amendment In James v. Goldberg, 303 F. Supo. 0.35
(S.D. N.Y. 1969). prob. Juda. noted sub. noa., Wyman v. James, - U.S. -. 38 U.S.L.W.
3819 Feb. 24, 1970).

00 earlng before the Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives, 91st
Cong.. 1st es. 321 (1969), p. 128.

*? Administrative Revisions, p. 69-70. The Administration proposes to incorporate much
of 20 C.1".R. g 401, et seq., dealing with evidence In Social Security matters. which would
be very different from the reliance on the recipient characteristic of the simplified method.
See 45 C.F.R. 1205.20.

"45 C.F.R. J 205.20(a) (2), 35 Fed. Reg. 8366 (May 28. 1970).
" "Use of the Declaration in Public Assistance," and "Declaration in a Simplified

Method of Eligibility Determinations." Facts about Welfare, National Study Service,
Inc., Public Welfare Reporting Center, May 1989.

""Does the Declaration System Really Work "1 Weljarer. September 1969, p. 2.
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II. RZOIaTRATION AND REErKRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR 'MANPOWER

SERVICES, TAININO AND EMPLOYMENT

f 441, 448-REGISTRATION FOR EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

if 43O-4$9-MANI'OWER ERVIC.8, TRAINING EMPLOYMENT, CHILD CARE,

AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PROGRAMS

The Administration has altered 11.R. 16311 in several ways which are designed
to strengthen the work requirement. For the most part these consist of adding
coercive features to the work sections, rather than increasing incentives. Under
the house-passed bill, the states were required to supplement FAP payments to
families eligible under AFDC standards and those eligible because of the un-
employment of a parent. This meant that In some states, families with fully-
employed but low earning male heads would have received less than other
intact PAP families, because they did not qualify for state supplementation.
The Administration has now eliminated all supplementation to families where
the male head Is unemployed, and neither parent Is dead or disabled. This
means that all families now receiving AFDC because of the unemployment
of the father will lose all benefits above FAP.n The same will be true of families
where the head works only part time or at a very low wage. The same family
would profit financially if abandoned by the father; It would receive PAP
plus state supplementation. The implications are clear: this Is the bill's severest
penalty for not working and it operates automatically, without regard to the
Job market or individual ability.

Secondly, the Administration has raised from $30( to $50 the amount a
family loses when its head refuses to register or accept employment."

Third, the Administration has altered a House provision whereby a registrant
could refuse employment if he demonstrated the capacity to secure more pro-
ductive work. Under the House bill, a person with relatively high skills or learn-
ing ability could attempt to achieve his fullest potential:

If the individual has demonstrated capacity, through other available
training or employment opportunities, of securing work that would better
enable him to achieve self-sufficiency

he could refuse an offer of employment with good cause." Under the Administra-
tion revisions one can refuse employment only:

If the individual has the ability, based on skills or prior experience, to
acquire other employment that would contribute more to his self-sufficiency,
but only if the Secretary of Labor is satisfied that such employment is
actually available in the community, and the individual has not been given
adequate opportunity to obtain it."

All opportunity for upgrading one's earning capacity is eliminated. Any long-
range benefits to both the family and the government are sacrificed because
men will be moved into any available Jobs without regard to individual needs
or future potential.

Finally, the Administration has tried to increase work incentive by indicating
its intent to eliminate sudden cut-offs from other government benefit programs
which result as soon as Income reaches a given level. These incentives depend,
however, on future legislation which is always to some degree problematical.

We urge that the penalties for not working be considered against the back-
ground of high unemployment prevailing in today's economy. Unemployment
reached 5 percent in May of 1970 and has continued to rise. Blue collar unem-
ployment was 8.2 percent in May, and 8.0 percent for black workers."6

n New York now pays between $203 and $231 plus shelter, fuel and utility costs to a
four-person family with an unemployed parent. 18 New York Code of Rules and Regu-
lations. 352.4.

1 447 (W• 1448(a).
aK.R. 1 1, 448(b (4).
1 .Admnt.Burat R ao 1448 (b) (4),tp. 2185.
IfMonthly Labor Review, US . Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, July

1970, P. 23
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It was and is a prime purpose of the Social Security Act to permit parents
to raise their children at home and to alleviate extreme economic hardship
which might force them to seek alternatives." Society had determined that it
valued the rearing of children by their own parents, and would subsidize
families rather than have children placed in institutional settings because their
parents could not afford to maintain them at home. "The past deference in these
matters to the wishes of welfare mothers accorded with the American disdain
for arbitrary interference by government with intimate family concerns."

The Family Assistance Plan governs the lives of all those welfare families
now completely dependent on AFDC. The vast majority are headed by women.
Yet the bill's coercive work provisions apply to them just as to families with
a mother and father present, where should the father go to work, the -mother
remains at home free to perform all necessary household functions. The need
for maintaining a stable family environment is no less acute today. FAP should
strengthen rather than inadvertently weaken family life. Yet the Administra-
tion has apparently abandoned that goal by removing any choice as to whether
parents work or care for their children, except as to mothers of pre-school
children.

Even in families where there is no person who has registered for employ-
ment, the father, though not the mother, must also register." To permit some
increase in family autonomy, this section should be revised to require that when
there is one family member who is employed or in training, no other member
need register. The choice then would be left to the family as to who shall care
for the children and who shall pursue other goals.

STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES UNDER THE WORK REQUIREMENT

Under H.R. 16311 there are virtually no standards which delineate the kinds
of jobs or training which recipients can be compelled to accept. The Administra-
tion and the House Ways and Means Committee proposed such standards.
Benefits could be denied for refusal of "suitable" employment, which was defined
by considering:

The degree of risk to [theJ individual's health and safety, his physical
fitness for the work, his prior training and experience, his prior earnings,
the length of his unemployment, his realistic prospects for obtaining work
based on his potential and the availability of training opportunities, and
the distance of the available work from his residence."

Unless such standards are restored to the bill, individuals will be strippid of
any basis on which to object to job referrals; there will be no meaning in the
bill's injunction that work may be refuse for "good cause." Clear language is
needed which Indicates that one has good cause for refusing employment when-
ever the work offered Is detrimental to the Individual's health or safety; when
his prior training and experience demonstrate the ability to obtain other work;
when he wishes to enter upon a program of training or education to Increase
his ability for self-support; or when the job would require him to travel too
great a distance.

The bill should permit referral only to positions which pay at or above'
federal or state minimum wages, and conform to other legislative labor stand-
ards. The only guidelines remaining in I 448(b) prohibit referral to jobs vacant
due to a labor dispute or which pay less than legal minimums or prevailing
wages, or which require or forbid union membership. Jobs not covered by labor
legislation, those coming under-the "prevailing standards" test, are typically
those dead-end jobs In which state employment officials are likely t6 place wel-

"42 U.S.C. 1601. "For the purpose of encouraging the care of dependent children in
their own home or in homes of relatives . . . to maintain and strengthen family Ufe and
to help such parents or relatives to attain or retain capability for the maximum self-
support and personal independence consistent with the maintecanee of continuing parental
care and protection, therp is hereby authorized . . . a sum sufficient to carry out the

rpO. of this part." And see Social Security Board, Social Security in Ameriea: The
ctual Baetound of the Social Security Act, as summarized from Staff Reports to

the Committee on Economic Securlty,p. 23 (1937).
" Graham. "Public Assistance and the Employable Mother." 3 Uulv. of Richmond L.

Rev. 223. 229 (1969). And Pee Meyers v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 890 (1923): Pierce v.
8~V of8or#, 2698U.S. 510 (1924) ; and Griswold v. Oosnectcut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965).

(1447ib)(8).
Family Assistance. Act of 1970 as reported by the House of Representatives. Coi-

iittelson ways and Means, I 448(b) (1).
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tare ieijplents: those Iii agrIulture or doniesth, 'nihjloyinlent. 'revailiig w tigc,.
for a dloliestic i M'i.sixipli arte $4 a day for a iiill litinu., $.65t ani hour." Tiel
Stwretary of llaor, testifying before tile louse Ways idu 3ean ('omniiittee,
first iulicated that eul)loyinent sorvie.s might refer lwoide its doliieslics at $1
• day if tile Jobs fulfhiled other requIreoents." lAter Ills deiity indicated that
s.uelh referrals would not t, made but that it other ca~tis wonlen would be
referred as domestics." Public assistance in such Jo) markets be ones a sub-
shly for employers needing cheap lsloor.'

Referral to such lKlsitions (lss nothing to iltcr'ai self-sufflclen y and inde-
lindence. and tile- costs of working cai tasily iutwelgh tiny PA' '.a-vlllgs.*'

Racist policles iII thv past have been easily masketcd by work reliirenttts witi
few standards. il (eorgia, for exanptle. thit' state welfare adnlistratlon refused
AF)C to all hiack fantilies during tht harvest season : field work was lpresilmied
available to then but not to white Womnen. "' Nor are dead end Jobs likely to ie
confined to the South. los'al officials in New York have reqllired physically ill
lersonis to cut brush in knee-deep snow as part of a spec'lal work prograin.1

Exteiislon hixal discretion to adinhster tilt work reujuirenient eihantees tile
likelihood ot .uch institicles' repeating thenselves. Il the last n-allHo\\er progress
his been narred by tilt attitudes and rit'tices of htwal 'inployuemit agencies, tile
sane agencies ich are to administer tilt Family Assistaite Act eniployuntit
program.

A study of the Concentrated Employment 'rogramns la nmjor federal Job
training prograia) in eight cities concluded that in tilt epnploynent services,
where graduates of the program are placed, dis.rilnina tion is widespread against
minnorities In general and i particular against lersons who coae out of the
training program.'" Tile Nixon Administration, its at first te) towards granting
increased power to state govtrnnents inI welfare and rclaimd areas, has shifted
ci4illi)lete control of the 82 0,1ncentrated Einployinent 'rograns to thie state
ntuldoymiaent services. (Previously training was conducted Iby intdeiendent ('on-

inunity groups or community action agencies. 'T'raiive- were then referred to
the employment services ) Criticism of this shift in contrd I:is .come frot gov-
urlnleltt officials. v Nw0l as -olnmuuity trainers. oil tie grounds that the state
eantloynent oflice t are neither synpathetic to nor' etiuiied to dehaf with the
;oor.'

The work section should be amended to make it clear that lack of :derpate
child care facilities will be considered good cause for refuwiilg enplhyinet.
The administration has stressed the child care aspects of the lill. hut as now
written FAl' does not make the absence of day care grounds for refusing work.
Moreover, adequate child care should be defined in the act as nilting certain
federal standards Including minimum health an( safety regulatiol.,. an educa-
tional enrichment program, and a location convenient to the home and the
parent's place of work. Of course, a family which wishes to utilize other, non-
public child care arrangements should be free to do so.

There are reliable Indications that poor people want to and will voluntarily
take advantage of help In getting jobs or training. Under the WIN program

90 House Hearing., p. 321. Hunt, lunt and Scheper, "Nixon's Guaranteed .%nnual Pov-
erty." R Ramparts, Ho. 6, 65. 69 (Dec. 1969). Average agricultural wages in the Southare $1.08 per hour. Hearings, p. 320. The authors of "'Nixon's Guaranteed Annual Poverty"
point out that "the annual increase In available Industrial jobs Is only about half thenumber of farm jobs eliminated yearly bie aricultural automation." P. 69. in such poor
labor market, they argue, recipients wl be placed In non-unionized, low paying, dea end
job.61 Testimony of George Shuls. Secretary of Labor, lHou ue Hearings, supra, p. 348.
ts House hearin s, supra, p. 348.
" Levi. "Mr. N lion's 'Speenhamland' ". 15 Social Work, 7 (January 1970). The author

describes the Speenhamland Act of 1795 in Britain, whereby the government subsidized
the Income of low earning workers rather than raise minimuiA wages. The Act kent wazes
down and belned Dromote laree Industrial Drofits.

of'6 After school day care for one child will cost the government $400 per year. Testimony
ofRobert Finch, Secretary of Health, Ed~ucation, and Welfare, lhoqse Hearings, p. 125.

A moter eaning$.30 Per week will save the government only $360 In FAIP payments
over what It woul pay a mother with no earnings.

8A'iderson Y. Burton, 300 F. Supp. 401 (N.D. Ga., 1968). The State chngd this
re lhation after the suit was filled.

-People v. Pickett, 19 N.Y. 2d 170 (1967) and People v. La Fountain, 21 AlP. lMly. 719.
249 N.Y.S. 2d 74 (1004), In which General Assistance recipients were prosecuted for fraud
for refusing this work assignment.

'7"Congress to Evaluate Manpower Program." The New York Timc4, Feb. 20. 1070. p. 20.
"-82 job Programs Shifted to States.' The New York Times, Oct. 13. 1960, p. 1.

4 4 -527-70-pt. X- 59
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volunteers were plentiful." Sanction. for refusal to wiprk hail Ievn applled lin
only 200 cases as of October. !!R;9." In fact. a Jvint lalaur-l11 W task ftrae on
WIN discovered that under-utlliz7atlii rof tie peograini hs been due to the ig-
norance of caseworkers anti! lack of outreach pills insiflicient child .are and
medical facilities, rather than to the intransge-cae of reclplhnts." Results of
the Ol-() experiment it IIt ie inaltena' e i wilimiit a work requirement in-
dicate that work effort will increase among ,wrsong receiving supjijleenntary
payments.

Tihe data suggests that: 1. There Is no evlidlnce that work effort declined
among those receiving income support paynehs. Oni the contrary, there Is
an Indication that the work effort of partlclants receiving payments lin-
eased relative to the work effort of those not receiving payments.

No work requirement can erase the ack of effective training programs and
worthwhile Jobs available to the poor.

Persons are disadvantaged In the labor market because employers and
potential fellow enniloyees discriminate against thcjp on racial and ethnic
grounds, becaIuse social forces have established school systems which make
them Into unetaployables and which are prevented from reslonding to their
needs, because they are still residentially contlr!ed to areas where it Is often
nneconomieal for plants to locate: because the rcative cost of hiring theme
and raising their productivity are often excessive. lit view of the multitude
of ways in which they are disadvantaged: bweause ziitigating their advan-
tage seems to run counter to tle shortterm Interests of tiose trade union
members who are but two steps ahead of then In the labor market queue:
and becausA certain government agencies, lrcesunably charged with the
reslpnsibility of supplying services on an equitable bas. to all, remain at
best Indifferent to efforts to equalize labor market opportunities."

Successful manpower programs, in terms of miiibers of pirticipants placed
in Jobs, lit a recession may simply mean that an equal number of non-participants
did not receive Jobs. Work requirements, like the AFIDC Work Incentive Pro-
grant (WIN). which made sense in an era of full-employntent, require rethinking
during a 16w-enployment period. It may be valhl public policy to combat infla-
tion with high uninlloymnent: but ve should not then punish the victims of
this policy by denying relief to those who (to not work.

III. STATE SUPPLF.MENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

§ 451-454, 401

The state supplementation provisions are the heart of the Flanily Assistance
Plan. Forty-two states will have to supplement PAP for 8.6% of all current
AFDC recipients." Half of all recipients live In 10 states which must sup-
plement above $50 per person per month."

ADN INISTRATION

The administrative structure of PAP and state supplementation Is likely to)
make assistance more complicated to obtain and more subject to arbitrary
decision-making than it Is under present, state-administered systems. PAP is
to be administered bW a federal agency within h1EW; state supplementation by
existing state agencies. Conceivably an applicant will have to appear before
a federal official and, in a separate location, a'state official, to have his total
eligibility assessed, lie will be subjected to two separate determinations of
whether he must register with the employment service and of how to Interpret
the employment service's dispo ition of him for manpower purposes. Eligibility
for and amount of state supplementation depends, in many cases, on the amount
of PAP payments; state officials' determination of what the applicant's PAP

0 House Hearings, p. 213.
"fHousse Hearings, p. 262.
H Administraiton Revisions, p. S1.
"IPrelimmnarj results o*f th Near .rrsrci lradtated Work lrentlfre F perfrntit, Offlee

of Economic Opportunty. February 11070. lo. :.
0 Leonard . Hausman, "Approaches to Epmal Employment," Monthly Labor Review,

July 1070. p. 9.
"Welfare in Review, January-Februarf 1070. p. 33.
"California, Connecticut. Illinois. iasachustts. .Michigan. Minnesota, New Jersey,

New York, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. Welfare tn Rcricw, Jatnuary-Februanry 1970. p. 33.



2201

grant shoulil be may not coincide with tie flnal .'.Al layment. Food Xtanips
anld surplus tonolity distribution rewjaln lit state control, mller Mhei stpervil-
soil of the '.S. l)lrtment of Agriculture. The state enliploynlet service and
the 1'.S. l)eirtment of Labor formn inotlier adinistrative layer with the
power to withdraw or redlce grants. )ay care can lie virlually indelpeident
of ally of thete agencies, although it may be crucial to a palrent's iieed to register
for work.

Eligibility rtilrenents iiay be different under state (ir federal riles. While
untler §452(b)(1) FAP requireptenlis 11iply to the stit'es, thet' is lio una n
biguous statements that these rtNlnirement. are to be exclusiv.'. Moreover, the
FAPl rules on paynients and prot4lui es apply to tihe states (lly at the discreti(on
of the Secretary. These rules cover very important as lects of the ass.stiiev
prograin, for example. (tdlecitng which family mneni ,iers tire ,ligible to receive
benefits; estalblishling ranges of lit oae within whici a sillgle blieneit alloisnt
shall apply , deciding whien i grant may tlw -adJusted- (raised. lowered, or ,ius-
pended ) because of overpaymenits of underloanvint.s: prior heariiig- and judif'hl
review; and alliiltion rt.c'dures alnsd tie ftiridiliiii of infbrijmiltioi loy
fail ies.

I.1. 10.311 leaves the statess free, to liiit their is.istailli'e rolls Iy imleljssin,-
additional eligibility requirements. 1(ot related to nevl. -Several stl-. require-
nients are now utilized by the states. Many stiltes, for xiXlaple, impost, a tihret-
month waiting period before granting AF)(' to vonne ienbaldoiled by their
husbands, unless divorce or vmliration lirmeetndigs ire legion sir tiet absent
parent has been (ldeportt4l or ilcitarverated." Some states refuse aild to nity flliy
where the absent iarent is hi the armed forces.' Most terninat, aid for refusal
to allow a welfare worker It) enter one's hinle. " Many refuse aid to a family
unlh-s the mother divulges tie imielet :n(1 wberealiits of ler children's father,"
a practle specifically disapl)provetd by i-SEW.

H.R. 16311 should include ail tinatnibiguous statement that 31o alditional eli-
gibility requirements may be imposed icy state su ipllliel tit tioil plans in ad(l(ition
to those governing FAI'. Tilt states should lit, s1weClflally required to irovid'
hearings prior to termination or rcduf'tion of ald, and to follow PAP procedures
on applications, overlmynents and underpaynents, and the furnishing of
Informant ion.

IIEW and the states may agree that the state or the federal government will
administer both PSIA and stite suplpilnentation. (The federal government mnay,
under such all agreement, administer a wide variety of other benefit program..)
The federal government will pay all administrative costs if it administers state
supplementation.

This Inducement to federal administration Is not likely to appeal to states
concerned with expanding caseloads and wary of federal officials' giving away
their money. Administrative costs in Fiscal Year 199, the latest for which data
are available, equalled approximately 4 percent of all cash assistance payments.'"

HEW Is planning no nechanism with the ability to take over FAP or state
supplementation in 1971, and has written into the bill a provision for postponing
federal administration for two years." In fact, IIEW is most likely counting ol
total state administration of both ,AP and supplementation."' Such a plan
would, of course, be preferable to sliIt administrations. However, the closest

. surveillance will be necessary to make sure that the states apply federal require-
ments to the FAP portion of their grants, and not impose their own additional
eligibility rules.

"Such rules were recently invalidated In Damfco v. Calfornia, 2 CCH Por. L. Rep..
110,478 (Civ. No. 46538, N.b. Cal. Sept. 12, 1969), and Doe v. Hursh, No. 4-69 Civil 403,

D3Minn. June 30 1970).
"1 See for example Maine, Public Assistance Payment Manual, Ch Ill Sec. C. p. 2.
"This was held violative of the Fourth Amendment in James v. boldberg, 303 F. Supp.

935 (S.D. N.Y. 1969), probe. Jurle. noted sub. nom. Wyman v. James, U.S. 38 U.S.L.W.
8319. Feb. 24, 1970.

'*Silver and Efroymson. "Suggested Attacks oni the NOLEO Requirements," Parts I
and I 4 Clearinghouse Rev few, 1 and 2 (May, June 1970)

lODThe total cost of administration, services and training was $027,311,000. Department
of Health, Aucatlon, and Welfare, National Center for Social Statistics, NCSS Report F-3

FY 69) "Public Assistance: Cost of State and Local Administration, Services and Train-
Ing", Table 7. No separate figure is available for administrative costs, but the Nixon
Administration reports that service costs In 1069 were $478,976,000, Administration
Revisions p. 103, leaving approximately $148,335,000 for administration and training.

INI 1 46 1 (a) (3).
10 461 (e).
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AMOUNT or Ass.,ctAN

,The adinilstrat ii Iit has not to lat Idldl.atted elharly exactly ho44w ii tivh IlIIJliey
reilient..t van delti-d o h i Illitv 42 1laltes wiich will Ii vo to siliplo-q'lqlit PAP'.

Until June, 1970. Ihe A.dministration Insisted that sttes which paid more thnli
PAP beiteflts provide wouid have to assure reclents wilt liii (ihir lI.rders of an
income etal0 4 to AIDC e, Inellt Ivels.'" 'l'lis concern for maIhtaining ciirrent
levels .temint not only froin Ia desIre to protect those vtirreitly receiving aid, lilt
front a rtxeogiiition that "$,I) jsr year for a fairly of four 1 $133.33 lor tolit)
is not adetpuate to support needy famnilles without oitlier sOlrv(e of Iniciomle." t 4

state benefit levels art, themselves designed to tinoit nlhillal subsstence Ieeds so
that any lowering of gnnts belwi these levels would create severe hrd.-Ipi for
both current and future recipients.

In revising l.1It. 10%311 the Adlnistration seenis to have 1lialidolted tile (ill-
cept of maintaining currtzit levels. The louse lill requires stilildemaeitltion
ateording to current standards of neeti. 1 452(a). A falmily's nteed,; are deter-
ilned, PAP aid its coiutable Income subtractel, and the remainder is furnilslid

by the state. Several states, however, pay less thin full iteeds. They set a niaxl-
mum amount which one family Call reeeive.lG or they pay only a percentage of
actual eit"(l.' In determlning grants. however, fill ieeds are comlllited and In-
comle subtracted, before applying such iaximlni grant or iwrcentage reduction
rules, U nder the A(hinistration revisions this Is not so. The states will deterimine
what they would actually pMy to a filitilly with no ilcome : i.e. after determining
its inaxiuitlil grant of lwrcentage reduction. Then Itcomie is subtraettd to doter-
nine the nlount of sulplemientatlon. This lltllS that fallilies with low litoilles
will receive greatly reduced llYIents. or no Iaymient it all, and therefore will
have a comniensurately lower total income and i lower work infl, ti rc."

The AdnInlstration has also eliminated all state supplementation to intact
families where neither lmrent Is dilsableti. This m 1eans that fanilles lacking one
itrent will receive intich more than two-parent families: PA' plus state supple-
mentation. Intact fanilles with an unemployed parent will receive only FAII'
1 12.5 percent of all lnile-headed families. )t  1 Theft, with till ildrelnldolyedl holid
will have illcollie lvlu\w state benelit levels if their er(, 1 lmeditcoine is low. 'eu
return, therefore, to those incentives for family break-ut"lo which the Nixon Ad-
ministration presumably sought to avoid. Requiring state supplementation of
unllpllployedl fathers and the working Ieor will cost approximately $1 billion."'

ult a study prepared in .New York by Mayor ,John Iindsay and Connissioner
-Mitchell Ginsberg Indicated that oily 1/ of eligible working poor would apply
for FAP, at least iiiitlally. This the cost would le cut to $300,000.000."'°

Under rieither version of PAP Is tihe exact measure of state supplementation
inade clear. Grants in the states vary according to idividtual shelter costs uiiil
"slKial nmls." Time latter Include grants to provide for emergency needs, major
clothing or furniture, sleclil diets for pregnant women or Infants, or other needs
above the base nece!N'dtles. FAI should clarify exactly what figures are to be used
to measure state benefit levels, to protect those with established, vital needs froa
loss.

Section 453 authorizes the Secretary to relmburse the states for up to 30 I-er-
cent of the total amount exlided as suppleentary Imlpments. but olly tip to
the poverty level." This gives any state which now or in the future pays over the
poverty level a financial Incentive to reduce benefits."' There Is no coneomnnitrnt

i
1 

The President's MR .iage on Welfare Reform. Aug. 11, 1969 ; Statement of lion. Robert
Finch, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Housc lfearings, p. 126.

104 Statement of Hon. lobert Finch. p. 126.
tU Alaska, Arkansas, California, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Maine, Mis~ourl, Nebraska,

Tennessee, and Wyoming.
106 Alabama, Arizona Illorlda, Kentucky Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico,

North Carolina South Caiollnm.and South Dakota.
1e7,rbh, is fuily documented in "Scrato Finance Committee Materials, pp. 10-15:

In Maine . . .a fardly of four with zero income wotild receive ta maximum grant
of) $2,016 under AFLC, Hl.R. 10311. or the Administration revision. With $1.000 of
countable income, however, this $2,016 would be reduced to $1,016 tinder the Ad-
ministration revision while under preserlt law or H.R. 10311 It would remain at$2,016 (p. 12).in Loulala, a family of four with $1.000 of countable Income would receive

cash assistance of $738 tinder present law and H.R. 16311 but only $600 tinder the
Administration. With coontable Income of $2,000. this family would be entirely
removed from the assistance rolls tinder the Administration revision, while tinder

resent law and H.R. 16311, It would be entitled to welfare payments of $228.
14.)r R108 Adminetlration Revisfons, p. 30.
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requirement for states to raise benefits iln accordance with the cost of living (see
*4021a) (23) of tile Soclul Security "Act).

A general deterioration ili the situation of that class of persons now eligible
for AFDC Is likely under FAI a,- now written. This class hliclties those ntost it,-
iendent on soine forin of aild : families unable to earn any income because of the
death, disability or continuous- absence of a parent. The sUite supplementation
provisions should be amended to provide real protection against need and a real
incentive toward family stability and Indeindence.

I 464-Obligation of l)esertitng Parents
Under this section any individual who deserts or abandons his spouse or child

iR m1iade liable to tile United States for nll Fatily A ;slstance paid to such spolIsp
or child, as weU as tle federal share i supplenentary lyments muide to them,
les, any amounts he has actually paid for their support which were taken into
account in deternimig family assistance benefits. This amnouit is to be colhlcted
by the I'lited State olut o1f "ally amolints otherwise1 dite hint or becoming due him
at any tine from atny ofiter or agency of the United States or under any Federal
program."

This neans. that one a FAP relplent alleges desertion. the putative father
or spouse can bo deprived, by administrative flat, of amounts otherwise dite him
under the law. No court need determine thut a debt exists; the debtor has no
statutorily prescribed rtec)urse once the Secretary's decision has bemi made: and
he hasn't even time right to advance notice that funds are being kept from hlin.
In other words, lie is being deprived of property without even at senblant of
due Iprocem of law."'

Moreover, the liability will In nearly all cases be satisfied out of payments
which, by exiing statutes, are exempt from any form of attachment by ereditors.
This is true, for example, as to Old Age, Survivors, and i)Isability Insurance,
against which the majority of clailms will to doubt bK brought (42 U.SC. § 207)
and as to agricultural subsidies and diversion lyments, [5 U.S.C. I 5.X)4 h) 1.1'
When these laws were passed, Congress determined that protection of pamynents
thereunder was important in terns of overall statutory Iprlose. It is submitted
that the Family Assistance Act should not defeat the Intent of Congress without
very careful consideration of tile impact UlXm the legiKlatom which Is being
altered.

Under 1 452(e) (9). provision of the Social Security Act are incorporated Into
I'AII requiring tile state to secure suplort fromt deserting parents or spoutss. '

The problem of securing support front de rters seems to be one of enforcement
and not lack of power. The 1 452(c) (9) mandates can easily be applied to fedenl
officials administering PAP. Once the United States Is given at right to reilburse-
ment It has ample opportunity in the federal courts to enforce that right. This
route should not be by-passed at the expense of alleged putative fathers.

IV. AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISAII.ED

j 1602(fl (10) IiFARINGS AND JUDICIAL REVIEW

The reasons for requiring a hearing prior to termination of aid to families,
or rejection of an initial application, discussed ahove under § 446(e). are equally
aplltcable to the aid programs for the Aged, Blind and Disabled. in fact Whecler
v. Montgomery,' decided with Ooldberg v. Kelly, concerned old age asisstamce

U*Dept. of Health, Education. and Welfare. "Background Paper, June 1970, Amend.
ments to the Family Assistance Act."p. 5. (June 10. 1970.)""Testimony of Senator Jacob K. nvlts before the Senate Finance Committee regarding
the Family Assstance Act. Aug. 20, 1070.

MU Defined~ tn 4531(c) (1). The poverty level is established by the Department of Health,
Education. and 'elfare. Section 45M(c) (1) states the level for 1969. IThe amftount Iiu to be
comnp uted each year according to the Increase In the Cons~mmer Price Index published by
the apartment of Labor's Bureau of LAbor Statistics.M At prevent only New York and New Jersey a over the poverty level.

'IsSee Rnfadach v. Pamily Finance Corp.. I95 U.S. 387 (1969), holding a Wisconsin
statute permitting garnishment before a Judicial determination of debt violative of due
proc".

U, Family Assistance grants are also exempt, I 446(d). This section defeats the purpose
of the act of which it is a part by withholding benefits from the offending parent, and his
future family. should they ever require PAP.

INSThe NOLEO (Notice to Law Enforcement Omclals) Issue It thoroughly discussed
under current law and under PAP, in Silver and Efroymson. "Suggested Attacks on the
NOLEO Requirement" 4 Otearmnghouse Rernew, Nos. 1 and 2, May and June 1970.I's 397 U,.S 280 (1070).
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terminations. The Court followed Goldberg, and held that (ue proves requires
prior hearings. The principle of Barnett v. Lindsay-that initial applicants must
receive benefits until accorded a hearing-is of course equally applicable to the
Adult Categories. Congress should codify theke cmstitutlonal decision ; and
amend 1602(a) (10) to reflect them.

5 446(c) (3) authorizes Judicial review of the Fanilly Assistance Plan hearings
required by 5 446(c) (1). The section thus recognizes that hearings and judicial
review are a crucial part of the administrative proce.';, correcting the inevitable
abu.es. Te right of Judicial review is a necessary corollary of hearing rights.
Indeed, a denial of judicial review, as argued above, is Inconsistent with the
constitutional right to due process of law. Therefore, Congress should make
Judicial review available to adult assistance recipients, either by authorizing
aecess to federal court, as 5 446 does for families, or by requiring states to make
access to state courts easily available.

11602(b) (3) CITIZENSHIP REQUIREMENTS

This section allows the states to refuse aid to any alien who has resided In
the United States for less than five year. There is no similar section in FAI',
and its presence here will lead to state laws which are unconstitutional.

Laws which deny public assistance on the basis of length of residence have
been discredited under the equal protection clause of the Constitution in Shapiro
v. Thompgon and Gaddis v. Wyman." The Court In Shapiro stressed that welfare
applicants face Immediate need, lacking the "means to subsist-food, shelter and
other necessities of life." " ' and that no state Interest could Justify denying aid
to that category of applicants who had not resided in the state for one year.

Tvo federal courts have applied the principles of Shapiro to invalidate laws
which exclude aliens, either in toto or those residing in the state less than twenty
years." The courts relied on the long-held suspicion of discrimination against
aliens as a class, and the rights of non-citizens under the equal protection
cla ulse.,

Rather than permit the state to enact laws which violate the Constitution,
Congress should delete any reference to residence requirements for aliens.'

The exclusion permitted by j 1602(b) (3) Is far too broad to be Justified under
federal immigration law. It is true that the Immigration and Nationality Act
permits, In certain cases, deportation of aliens who become public charges within
five years of their arrival. However, deportation can only take place when the
dependency arises due to "causes not affirmatively shown to have arisen after
entry." '12

V. PUBLIC Hr-ARtsS. RULEMAKING AND RECOGNITION OF WELFARE
ORGANIZATIONS

Extraordinary discretion is vested by the Family Assistance Act in the Secre-
tary of IHealth, Education, and Welfare and the Secretary of Labor to establish
the substantive features of PAP through administrative regulatIons. ' - It is
essential that there be a maximum of imrticipation on the part of potential PAP
reclplents in the procedures by which these regulations are adopted. At present,
welfare regulations are exempt from the rulemaking requirements of the Adinin-
istrative Procedure Act "'4 because they relate to "public property, loans, grants,

l118hopiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 618 (1969); Gaddis v. Wyman 304 F. Supp. 713
(S.D. N.Y. 1969). aff'd per curiam, sub. nom. Wyman v. Rowens, 397 J.S. 49 (1970).

11 394 U.S. at 627.
" RIchardson v. Graham (No. Civ. 69-158 Tuc., D. Ariz., May 27, 1967) ; Leger v.

Soaie, No. 69-2860 (1.D. Pa. July 13. 1970).
i Takahashi v. Fish and Game Oommission, 334 U.S. 410 (1948) ; Tick Wo v. Hopkins,

118 U.S. 356 (1886).a In Shapiro the state attempted, to justify its residence requirement on the basis of
a section of the Social Security Act. similar to 1602(b)(8), which permitted residency
requirements of tip to one year. The Court replied that. "Congress may not authorize the
States to violate the Equal Protection Clause." 394 U.S. at 633.

12 Immiratlon and Nationality Act of 1952, 8 U.S.C. I 1251(a) (8) p169).
us See "Material Related to Administrative Revision of H.R. 16811,' prepared by the

staff of the Senate Committee on Finance, 91st Cong.. 2d Sees., pp. 36-39 (Committee
Print 1970).

L Requiring adequate notice, an opportunity for interested persons to participate and
provision for petition for the Issuance, amendment or repeal of a rule. 5 U.S.C. 1 553.
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btnellts or contracts." " A number of legislative aiiienitiumeiits Iatve beena proposed
it recent years to remove these exemiptions.'

WhIle the velfarn, reform bill 1,rIia'ps should not e the place to Itinield the
Administrative Proeduri Act, the pr{k lural provisions of the AI'A should be
Incorporated into rulemakIng under the bill. The requirement of Ai'A pro-
(tIdur, s was originally enacted because of a belief lin the value of public partici-
pation. Surely encouraging such irtlclpation, which has been a fundamental
goal of government activity in the War on Poverty sice the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 194, Is even more Important it 1970 than it was it 1946, when
APA was enacted.'"

Effective participation in public hearings by poor people necessitates recogil-
tion of legal status and rights fur welfare organizations. Participation In rule-
making should be permitted to any group represe~ntlng the interests of assistance
recipients. This would simply grant recipients the same status as a multitude of
business and professional organizations enjoy before the regulatory agencies. 1

'
lHEW now meets regularly with the National Welfare Rights Organization.

Congress should provide that such relatonshils be maintained, and extended
to other representative groups.

Tim. AMERICAN PARENTS COMMITTEE, INC.,
New York, N.Y., September 11, 1970.

lion. RuSSE.L B. Loxo,
Chairman. Senate Finance Commiltee,
Senate Office Biuldipig,
Washington, D.C.

Dc.AR SENATOR LoNo: On behalf of the American Parents Committee, I wish to
present our views on the proposed Family Assistance Act of 1970 as it affects
children. For almost a quarter of a century. our organization has worked for
improved Federal legislation for American children in the fields of health, nu-
trition, education and welfare.

On balance the proposed legislation is highly retrogressive with respect to
children. We maintain that services for children should be expanded, not reduced.

While we applaud the Administration's goal it this legislation, to provide a
national minimum income for all families in need, and equality of treatment for
all families with children across the nation, we particularly strongly object to
the following:

's5 U.S.C. 1 553(a) 2 nd 1
216 See, e.g., 1 2335ft, 1663. and 11663 (Subcommittee Revision) of the 88th Cong. ; see

Hearings on I 1883 before the Subcomm. on Admin. Proc. of the Sen. Comm. on the Judi-
ciary, 88th Cong., 2d Sess.. 1. 21. 32 (1964) : 518 of the 90th Cong., see Hearings on
| 518 before the Subcomm. on Admln. Prac. and Proc. of the Sen. Comm. on the Judiciary,
0th Cong., 1st Sess., 1 (1967), J 2770 and 1 2771, see 113 Cong. Rec. 36028 (Dec. 12,

1967) (introduction).
The Administrative Conference of the United States recommended the elimination of

these exemptions, see mimeographed recommendations of the Administrative Conference
of the United States Committee on Rulemaking, and attached consultant's report, Bonfield,
"Public Property, Loans Grants, Benefits, or Contracts," (October 2, 1969) as did the
Hoover Commission. Task Force Report on Legal Service and Procedure. 158-59 (19551.

The retention of the escape clause, which allows exceptions "when the agency for good
cause And. that notice and public procedure thereon are Impracticable, unnecessary, or
contrary to the public interest, 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B), will safeguard the government's
interest In efficient administration.

t" "Our society has reached the point once again where the very legitimacy of decision-
making. both in government and in private affairs, Is questioned by black and white, money
and deprived, dove and hawk, hippy and straightarrow."' Ferren, "Preliminary Thoughts
About Public Decision-Making an d Legal Aid: the Prospects for Lelitimacy." I Conn.
L. Rev. 263 (1963). For discussion of the evolution of the concept of 'maximum feasible
participation of the poor" (Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, 46 U.S.C. I 11 3(a)(6),see Rein and Miller, "Citizen Participation and Poverty," 1 Conn. ,. Rev. 221 (1968).
They conclude: "Our recital of difficulties and tensions in the unfolding of cltizenshit
participation In the sixties could lead to the conclusion that it should be abandoned.
That would be a grievous error. The idea of participation will be tremendously important
in humanizing and democratizing Institutions." 1 Conn. L. Rev. at 242.

1U See. e.o., 49 U.S.C. I 5(b). recognlln or Ianizations of firms subject to Interstate
Commerce Commission regulation an 38 U... 1 3402(a) (1) : The Administrator may
recognize representatives of the American National Red Cro. the American Legion,
the Disabled Veterans, the United Spanish War Veterans, the Veterans of Foreign Wars
and such other organizations as he may approve In the preparation, presentation and
prosecution of claims under laws administered by the Veterans Administration."
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1--The present bllli will actually reduce services ic,.ause (if I he l(hsei-II4d
appropriaton. the elimination of th present provision tihat a broad svolie of clllil
welfare services nust be available to tll children throughout ti(- state Ikv 1975
(only protective services hy 1975 are required i the present idli). and the
limitation on services primarily to low income children rather Milal coltinlling
the long established princilde to serve childrn without regard to race, color
or creed, or economic status of the parents.

2-The differential treatment between children and adults in the Family Assist-
anvce Act of 1970 with the provision for a replied $110 monthly for adults 11ili
only $25 for children.

3-We object ili this Bill to the emphasis on mtlers being made to take train-
lug or employment regardless of their Judgment with regard to the welfare- of
their children, and now even requiring the mothers to uIlilze existing day care
regardless of their Judgment as to whether it is good for their children.

In the committeeee print of the bill as revised aitd resubmitted by the Adininis-
tration, we, however, tOnimend the following concepts hopefully to lie Inplenented
through this legislation:

(A) For the first time. a nationwide standard of eligibility for public
assistance. Tils standard, although generally recognized as Inadequate, would
nevertheless provide Federal aid to families headed either by a mother or
unemployed father, where, today such assistance is available in only 25 out
of 54 Jurisdictions. Such a standard is consistent with the Supreme Court's
Invalidation of residency requirements for welfare applicants, andl if mean-
ingfully funded, can hell) reverse the flow of unskilled agricultural workers
to the cities. We commend also the projected Inclusion of food stamps and
housing into total welfare assistance, to counter the disincentive to work by
previous "sudden-death" provisions that cut off all asistance abruptly
when a certain level of earnings is reached.

(B) Phasing out of the unemployed-fathers program, to avoid family
breakups where, under the present system, a Jobless father can provide better
for his family by deserting them. Thirty years ago. 30% of AFIX1 families
had absent fathers: this year. the percentage is over 75%.

(C) The recognition .f Federal responsibility towards providing quality
day-care for the children of parents in Job-training or beginning work. The
proposed addition of $400 million for day care under the Family Assistance
Plaft will also ibe augmented by a sliding fee-scale as enployed-parents are
able to contrilmute to such care. Most Important, however, is the great poten-
tial for the day-care child to gain new perspectives In learning, that will help
him break out of the poverty-cycle. Especially if there Is no father in the
home, the children are doubly handicapped by an absent and overburdened
mother. With day care centers funded up to 100% by the Federal government,
and administered under Federal Inter-Agency Day requirements, a young
child living In poor circumstances can benefit tremendously with more than
merely custodial care. Even after the crucial first 5 years of life, part-time
day care after school, until the mother Is free from work, can offer the grow-
Ing youngster benefits not available in a deprived neighborhood. Such new
Insights can well make the difference between passive acceptance of depriva-
tion and self-determination towards educational goals that could not be
inspired elsewhere.

(D) The Incentive (See. 445b) for children to continue regular school
attendance, If they are to be continued on the rolls of F.A.P. It Is interesting
to note that for 1071, an estimated 57.7% white families, and 41.3% non-
white, will comprise the total number of families eligible for assistance.

(E) Provision for children In need of foster care, who comprise 150'/ of
all those eligible for child welfare services. At the present time. 8% of all
foster-children are not covered by A.F.D.C. Under newly proposed nationwide
minimum standards $300 yearly Is authorized for a foster child.

(F) Special reimbursement for adoptive parents of handicapped or "hard-
to-place" children. Federal funds for foster care and adoptions efforts would
Increase from $25 million to $175 million in the first full year of operation;
yet this increase. is hut a small percentage of the cost of Institutionalizing
such children, let alone the psychological benefits to the child who re-eives
family care.

Turning now to certain parts of the bill which we feel should be questioned
and reconsidered, we doubt that the bright promise of Job-training for each adult
welfare recipient can indeed guarantee "workfare" Instead of welfare for him-
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self and his ftilly at tile ternilhation of training. To it.. tIe provislon.s of S -p
tlows 431, 447-1i. are lI,rhaips nect-ssally vague, but nevertheless dangerously
so. We tire now lit an utn)rveedeltted iip3urge taf untenhploytnat. (spithe Ad-
iiltst rat Iots assuranle t hat "tile kinds of worl:ers affecel d by cyclical ittnemaIloy-

imielit are, not lypically th se with eartltngs close to file poverty line", Joh-training
for non-existent jobs O fl tie tires of frustrated rising eXlwe.ttils. We would
earnestly hol that. themigh MI)T.\ and other libat r leil'arlmitt prm ir Z ritn. tlie
lgishltive I, lnglage 1f tiles" sct h is Cdi, I1P tighitei-tel tit ca(aI, llil wit i aretonat
'Vi Iit ieS.

The exclusion of welfit re-assistance nothiers with children umher six front jolo.
training requirements can, we fear, add to popular prejudice against this lorovi-
sion. We have always supported the belief that pre-school children should tier bi-
selxrated from their mothers. If the home irovihes a healthy *1d cotislriclive
environment. While we feel the choice of working ontshe the homn, should he,
available to welfare, mothers of pre-school age children, ther 'hol be lintretsed
ellilhasis oi voluntary fimilly-ilannlng services through Sec. 2021. Ve know thiit
in tile last 15 years, the prolprtlon of children receiving public assistatie has
doubled, from 30 pe-r IO0 ilxlpmlation. to 60 lxr 10) at Ipresent. Our national and
world environment mandates "zero iN0lllathtqit" growth from the standlilit of
ecology tis well as limited finances.

'Tho need for greatly increased family planning services uomn enactient of
F.A.P. Is further underscored by a recent OEO survey, which shows that such
services are available to low-income women In only about 1200 of the nation's
M4)72 counties. The same survey showt that Infant deaths. prematurity. brain
damage, and congenital inaIforniations are closely related to short Intervals
between births, births to older women, births to girls In their teens, and fourth
and subsetiueit births. These risks. tie report concludes. are greatly Inireased
when births occur to women in poor health due to inpoverished living conditions
and inadeluate itiedhial care.

lit recent year, unwanted births have accounted for 35 to 45 percent of the
;.S. population growth, according to a study conducted by Princeton University's

Office of Populatilon Research. Opinion surveys also conducted by OEO have
repeatedly sh in that limer wolnell %Visit to lit1it tlle ninitlimr if children in their
families, lut Iecause they generally do not have acess to familly Ilanniig serv-
lts. the poor have many nure children than the non-poor.

The "not less than 6 l-xrcent" of MCII funds provided f(tr family llantuing i
the 1967 Social Rec.urity Anendauentts hns now laeemt exliinded to 19%/ of the
total 1971 Budget request for Maternal and ('hild Health programs. This request.
it approved, will provide family planning services to the 1.5 intllot women
currently Included In AFDC. However, with the enacttmnit of the Family A~olst-
ance Plan, the total nunribr of women of childlearing age under Federal
asistance cold easily double. Five million women are estimated to want family
planning assistance.

The new Title XX. redesignating the s1etrumi of welfare services ns "Indi-
vidual and Family Welfare Servles," does not specify a lisrticular adtiniistrii-
tion unit for Federal direction of these services. Having witnessed the recent
fragmentation of Federal program services for children, we tire hopefful that the
vigorous new leadership in HilW will reunify all (lhilI-related programs thereby
gaining the supixrt of all national voluntary organiittons dedicated to tile
health and welfare of our nation's children.

Inasmuch as the American Parents Comnmittee Is convinced that the following
specified defclenies in the proposed lantily Asistance Plan legislation prove
it to be basically and fatally defective as viable legislation, we cannot sulipport a
patch-work series of amendments that do not address themselves to tile base
Issues. To implement the present proposals through pilot prograils would, we
feel, only be using the taxpayers' money to spotlight the obvious def1ilencIes.

Similarly the neces.,ury Ingredient of day care for tiO children of welfare
mothers In job-training must be recognized as a public responsibility, never as a
means of protit-making for franclhising operations.

To label as adequate $1600 welfare support for a destlttte family of four.
even with $865 worth of foot-stanips included. is to reject the Administration's
own income-poverty gullellnes of $3720 for such families whose children qualify
for free or reduced-price school-lunches.

To insist that I.R. 16311 offers workfare to welfare recipients is to play upoii
the gullibillty of those who would equate joh-tralning with job-placement. With
an all-time high of 5% unemployment, the predictable frustration of those who
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take job-tnininiig as .1 e:idition of receving \\'eirare snlqwn frm their familis
will only add fuel to the tires of sOKi! nulrest, Inless autuil Jobs nre tit, re.ilt
of such training.

To exciloechildles.s couples mid single ao(nlls fro u prolM'sel assistance i- to
encouragefl the producing of bailes, in orler to qmlify under F.A.P. at thlis tine
when the populationn explosion" threatens ou nr already-sirainid social ftlhri.

Tih, Anerian Parents C'ommniittee. believing that the allove facts emerge as
salient ohijections to 11.11. 1t311. therefore respect fully urges that new and truly
mealningfuil hgislatiol adli ss itself to these issnes. through the efforts of a new,
Sluelally-Le'tallishel ('onmtission on Welfare IAgislat11)1 composed equally of
those) nzeinbers of Congress niost deeply 'oicenlwd with developmlent of such
legislation, and of executives from the puli sector who have demonstrated
slxtNlal eaiacity for consideration of the p~roblein. involved.

tespctfulliy yours,
GEORUE J. IIEV'IlT,

'hairpman of the .Anterl'an arenass ('ronmmitice. Inc.
a td Plublishcr of Parents' 1aga.iine.

.TATEENIFT BunMITED nv (.LEN 0. YODFR, FOR TIlE W,%'ASIIINGTON OFFICE E REFER-
ENCE. GROUP OF MENNONITE CE-NTRAl, ('O.MITTEE kN0 TIll HOME MINISTRIES
C.AHINET OF TilM 3ENNONITE ]BOARD OF MISSIONS AND CIIARITIES

Mennonite Central ('omnittee Is nn organization which emerged shsntaneously
out of a desire of the Mennonite Irotherhood to feed the lizigry, clothe the
naked, and to testify by hunian service to their faith. This desire to I'~sI)4n1id to
hlumlan lq grew out of a commitment to face vlriols eniergincies hoth within
and outie of the brotherhood.

The religious heritage of the Mennonite bodi e of North America motivates
and guides the service program of Mennonite Central Committee. Our people
have long had onil interest in the problems of poverty througzhout the world.
Domestically. we have programs in Indian reservations. nigrant camps. rural
Appalachia, and urban ghettos. Many of our young jvople are involved in social
service programs a1( consequently their sentiments tire ba.ed on direct service
to the poor. A substantial number of our contituents share the basic valie
assumptions underlying this testimony.

We find ourselves to be in accord with tile basic principles of the Family
Assistance Act of 1970, H.R. 10311. Certain aspects of the bill. some of which
are mentioned in this testimony. have not received serious enough attention. We
encourage pas age of welfare reform legislation with improvements that do
Justice to the needs of the nation's poor people. Failure to act constructively on
welfare problems will precipitate further rises for poverty-afflicted cltilAens.

We recommend several considerations hi particular. Our suggestions for inodi-
fleations are built around two basic principles:

(11 Freedom and dignity are essential rights for the poor.
(2) The cohesiveness of the fomly unit must be maintained to the greatest

extent possible.
The value of human dignity beeoines especially relevant in dealing with the

question of work. We recommend that the work provision be carefully thought
through. We are ol.sed to a work provision which would cause work to he
perceived as forced or useless. The dilemmas of both work Incentive and training
must be considered. The government should seek to guarantee decent Jobs for
everyone who is qualified to work. The private sector as well as. the ptiblle
sector should ie encouraged to participate it Job training. Perhaps the govern-
ment could offer Incentives to voluntary agencies In Job training. Work training
might best take place on the Job. Training should be realistic.

A particular area of concern Is the question of suitable employment. We
strongly feel that a more flexible inechanism is need In determining tlit. The
Act reported by the ltou.e Ways and Means Committee reonilred each adult to
participate In suitablee manpower services" and to accept "sftahle enploy-
ment." It gave discretion to the Secretary of Labor to "consider the degree of
rlqk to sull Individa)'s health and safety. his physical fitness for the wirk.
his prior training and experience, his prior earnings. the length of his unemploy-
ment. his realislte prospects for obtaining work based on his potential and the
avalnhility of training opportunities, and the distance of the available work
from his residence."
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Unfortunately, the lHouse struck the work suitable" along with the factors
to be considered- in determining suitability. Instead, the House provided that
ie benefits should be denied or reduced because an Individual refuses work in
the case that "individual has the demonstrated capacity, through other avail-
able training or euployiuent opportunities of securing work that would better
enable him to achieve self-sufficlency."

We believe the original language is better than that substituted on the floor
of the Hou-,. "Suitability" is It word of art, having bet-n detined in legal and
administrative decisions. This history plus the factors listed in the bill for con-
sileration make the original language as meaningful as call be exleted.

As alluded to earlier, we also propose several considerations regarding the
maintenance of the family as a cohesive unit. The absence of sensitive coisid-
eration In this area will contribute the problem of moral decadence In this
nation. We feel that parents are lotentially the best guardians of their children.

We believe that mandatory work requirement for mothers with schoilage
children may contribute to the breakdown of familial and personal mores. This
requirement on a mandatory basis seems undesirable as a matter of policy,
unrealistic in terms of availability of child-care facilities, and necessary in
light of experience under existing requirements.

An additional note here Is that married mothers living with their husbands
are apparently not required to be employed. However. mothers not living with a
husband and not having pre-.chool age children are required to seek employ-
ment. This sounds like double jeopardy.
We cite two examples where the work requirement for the mother of school-

age children might be made more flexible. A mother should not be required to
take training or a job against her will im the case that there are insufficient
openings for other persons wanting the same. The requirement should be modi-
fled so that priority for the different categories of training and of employment
should be given to those persons wanting such training or employment.

Another case would be during summer vacation when a work requirement
might mean that the mother would have to let the children become victims of
street life. An additional factor In this case is that the Job market Is already
tight during summer months. We think that It would b~e best to exenipt mothers
of school age children from work in eases where such a requirement would
violate the criterion of family responsibility. This criterion could be Inter-
preted by the Secretary. Procedures should be set up so that parents could par-
ticipate in the determination process.

It is appropriate to suggest here that the procedures for appeal should be
stated more adequately. It should be clear that F.A.P. clients have the right of
appeal, that the procedures are as simple as possible, and that the clients will
be informed of these rights and procedures on the receipt of any adverse ruling.

An adequate child-care program Is crucial to the socialization process. If re-
sponsible behavior is expected on the part of the next generation childcare must
consist of more than "custodial" centers. See 436(a) (3) should clarify this
and should call for "child development" standards in the centers. We propose
also that the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare establish reporting
procedures and annually submit to the Congress a detailed report Indicating
child-care needs and the extent to which existing facilities fire adequate to those
needs.

We hope that adequate allowances will be authorized for child-care costs to
mothers who participate In training. We encourage authorization for provision
of child-care services for mothers who work on a part-time as well as a full-
time basis. Furthermore, we recommend that a revision be included which
would direct the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to establish an
office In his Department to encourage the meaningful Involvement of the private
sector in the development of child-care facilities.

Furthermore, we are concerned about the area of social services, particularly
as it applies to children. The area of social services makes provision for cop-
Ing with problems which are not strictly ones of material aild. We are concerned
because it deals with the quality of life. We cell for a social services approach
which Is as comprehensive as feasible, one which is preventive rather than of a
patchwork nature. As applied to children, we recommend provisions which
would ensure that each child receiving child care under the Administration
plan would also receive the educational, health, nutritional and related services
necessary to help such a child receive his full potential.
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Ohl people are also a vulnerable element of our polplat ion. We therefore re.oin-
mend that a careful review of Title 11 (of tle Social Security Act of 11M)7 be
made. A careful examination of l1.i. 13k11 revels inequities which have been
carrIed over froin tile 196T bill. The legislation we (a illiost readily support
Is legislation which provides social protection to all of the vulnerable Individuals
in our ou lety.

IIE:O'.LNIOArFI)N S 0o' Til.: ItLLINOIS 1MiANITACTtRIWIl:I: %SSM;IATIOS. ('IlCAGO., ILL.,
St n~ijri':D By K ]EWW4;RTON HlAR, IEEC. VIWE ]RESIDENT

Thi.i measure, now pending consileratlon before the Finan.e Committee of
the Uilted states Senate. is Intended to imprivr the Il(resent Federal-State Wet-
fare Programi which relate larticularly to: (I ) Old Age Assistance (2) Aid
to the Blind, (3) Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled, and (4) Aid to
Families with dependent Clildren.

With reference to that Iortion of H.1R. I 31I which relates to programils ),
(2) and (3), designiated love, ile I.M.A. recoininds that Congress coin-
solilate into a] sIngle Federal-State l'rogram the three programs for adldt aged.
blind and disabled-who have virtually no work potential--which would pro-
vide for assistance to ieet basic iieeds, after full allowani.e for all other in-
come, but with a uniform Incentive to work i- able. The program should not
contemplate any material Increase in costs over existing programs.

WIth reference to that portion of II.R. lt311-Ald to Paiulies with I)ependent
Children (AFDC), program (4) above, a proposal whIch contem)lates a
guaranteed income too American families, the Illinois Manufacturers' Association
recommends that such program be rejected. The I.M.A. subzits:

That said guaranteed come proposal will further complicate tile existing
welfare problems;

that the "work requirements" will prove impractical In operation;
that the amount of the guaranteed Income will be Increased by succeeding ses-

siobs of Congres. in accordance with political considerations;
that tile addition of the stulpendons costs of s.ild pr,Irram to the estimated

deficit for the current fiscal year of froin $10 to $15 billion would clearly mean
another wave of inflationary deficit spending as well as substantial additional
t axePs.

The I.M.A. further recomnieids that in event Congress should, at some subse-
quent date. give further consideration to tile subject of n guaranteed Income
that prior to such consideration and before the 4i1spsition of any legislation
relating to that subject. pilot or test programs should be conducted on a local and
regional basis throughout the country with the purpose of determining the
practicability of said prograths.

Tile I.M.A. further recomimnends that in any future Inquiry that Congres may
make Into the adequacy of public welfare programs. including particularly AFDC
programs, that Congress urge upon all concerned that a major and continued ef-
fort should lie Initiated to equip able-bodied adults with a capability for self-
supporting employment. and to get them Into such Jobs. This effort should con-
template that a strategy of occupational rehabilitation lie developed at the coln-
munity level which would require:

(a) Identifying the manpower potential of the AFDC adult group:
(b) establishing priorities among such adults in terms of traInatility, avail-

ability for training, and needed chld care arrangements and facilities:
(M) devising a method for identifying continuing shortages of qualified work-

ers for entry-level jobs, public and private:
(d) providing pre-job training to meet these shortages;
(c) providing allowances to cover work-training expenses while in training;
(f) supplying the essential motivational services to AFDC adults:
(g) obtaining the continuing Involvement and active participation of local

employers, public and private, In the entire occupational rehabilitation program
in the community.
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A iaIIIC.%N AssII.ION or ('NI vfIsIMIrv MWoI Ex,
ll'..hinVton, D.C.

STATEMENT ON I1EIIAIF OF TlIF AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF l'NIVERiY WOMEN,
SUBMITTED BY. MRS. AIS)N Gl. BEL1., STAFF ASSOCIAlE FOR LEGISLATIVE I'I4X;RAI

To ensure lat the l billon of the Iglslaliv,, 1'rigrllin ('iliii illve " w.
American A.s.soiatioi of 'uiverslty Women pol would il rroir tihtm attitudes (or
the A."volalio's Iiemlbershlilp oil welfaree reform lropiosals it variety of ii hteritils
were mailed to leaders in t:at'll of te As.:oc ihlii~i'S 1.0170 liranieie0s. Aoio l.wse
inaterials were tile related I'residinilal Messages. sumninares of tie Adinoiistra-
tlio's proposals on soizl security, welfare and revenue sharing and of htter
plans. a sketch of the history of iur present welfare id food stlamill lrograns,
the policy statements on welfare front the 19619 Nati'oIal Govern rS ('sonferencev
and sihllar docuIIeIIts. Very serious cionsildertluin ii wIs given to Ihlk lirolohlin lit
it number of AA.IW branches a'ri.ss the country.
Il line with the respoiises from lrancles the Assolation's IA'glslatlve Coln-

mittee wishes to place lhe AAI' on record il sul ort of tlie conplt (of I lnsie
income floor. Conmients from our iienibers which have come into AAlW's Wash-
ington offlci' indicate that although a i125ic income of $1.l(K0 for four (which is
well below the now uirealistic lverty level of .3.410) set Ihi lfiS) nay c.one
closer to being adequate for families of four in a rural ar.n i ti, niore tiin-
lerate parts of our country ; it will unu11estioiluly make little imoer than a lent.
eveni when supplemented by tle food stamp programs. Ulson tile problems of lhe
very poor. It was also repeatedly l~hlited out In these letters that In sonto of o0r
imetropolitan centers, present welfare payluents total more than the combInation
of food stamps and the propoJised basic $1600. 'iThe question raised by our iient-
bers Is whether additional federal payments will lie inade to the states to cover
the supplemental sums which will be necessary. In other words, what (toes the
Congress propose as a way to close the gap between present beniiefits mid lrol-
posed federal I)aynels-particllariy If a revenliz sharing plan is not eilacted?

Our nelaers almost innihiollisly slippor (,llt llliiit alld .jtl11 trllidl. 11ut
letter after letter to us expresses concern over a probable lreakdow i inomrale
when a recipient falls to find a Job at the end of hIs or her training perlOdi. As
some of our ineniloers ask-are federally subsidized work programs the answer?
They suggest work on federally nssisted highways or work as hospital aides in
federally assisted hopsitals. Others indicate their agreement with the provisions
of the House passed bill which permit inclusion of the underemployed or under-
pald-a provision which they see as a way of holding families together in the
future. Under the present system many fathers leave their homes In order to put
their families in a position to receive welfare payments which are often more than
they can earn. We also believe an incentive to continue work would Ie provided
by the Inclusion of poor families headed by working males as eligible for welfare.
Our members report that they find many welfare recipients shun jobs as it is so
difficult to get back on relief under the present system.

One of our concerns Is over the possibility of unscrupulous employer. offer-
Ing les than minimum wages to Inen and women in training situations. We sig-
gest as Illustration the possibility of trainee mother.s working in day care centers
that are profit making businesses for a dollar an hour to the advantage of their
employers. We urge restrictive language written Into the bill to prevent such
a bl1se..

1*,tter after letter has expressed the fear that mothers will be forced out of
their homes during the lre-school years of their children by the trainIng provi-
sions of the Family Assistance Plan before adequate chll care and development
co ponents can be constructed. AAUW women would like to see federal nation-
wide standards set before these and other child welfare services at state and
community level are implemented. We urge Inclusion of language against forcing
mothers out of their hones and of such safeguards as national standards for
nittrition, health and education in any bill reported out by this Senate
Committee.



2212

In the eyes of our members a principal shorlcoming of tMe House bill is its
failure to cover the single poor and the iinMverisli d childless couple find the
seiidisabled. Statements vary, of course, on the numbers of the single, the
aged and Impoverished childless couples. It seems safe to accept the frequently
quoted figure of one third of the deprived. Authorities on the subject state that
of the 7.5 million people on relief in 194, 5.5 million were children while most
of the remaining were old (or disalied-that In fact roughly only 100,000 so-called
able-bodied meni are welfare recipients. Are we justified in speaking reform if
one third of the deprived are excluded from this so-called bill? Although we
understand and believe in the effort to eliminate self-perpetuating lverty,
ignorance and disease by concentrating oil families with children, nonetheless
we urge the inclusion of Impoverished singles and childless coulples-particularly
the aged. It has been suggested that the economics of the situation would provide
for later "phasing in" of these groups but we question who will care for these
people while' they await this "phasing In."

Comments from our members Indicate they believe in the necessity for nation-
wide standards-for eligibility and benefits. They also indicate the bankruptcy
of their cozumunitles At the same time their comments make it clear that many
AAUW mmebers are of the opinion that welfare programs should be federally
supported if the community and the state is to retain relatively little control.

Among the related concerns expressed by the AAUW Legislative Committee
are the perpetuation of tile food stamps programs. The roughly $750 in food
stamps which is expected to supplement the basic $1600 family Income can
prove to be not much of a boon to a motheF faced with a child care problem
and costly transportation.

We suggest an escalatory provision should be included to reflect changes in
the cost of living index.

We regret that there are no provisions in this legislation which would provide
an individual with the right of appeal on decisions related to his case.

We urge that at least the major provisions of the House bill be enacted in
this session in order for appropriations to be included in next year's budget
and that time be provided for the working out of guidelines for its Implementa-
tion before those provisions go into effect.

TESTIMONY BY MP. HOWARD SEirz, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF DxRECrons, COMMUNITY
COUNCIL OF GRcATER NEW YORK

The Board of Directors of the Community Council of Greater New York
presents this brief statement concerning its views of the strengths and weak-
nesses of the Family Assistance Plan. Its point of view differs somewhat from
that of the Coalition for Health and Welfare of the Community Council whose
testimony was presented orally on August 31st.

The Directors of the Community Council of Greater New York because of
their concern with basic welfare legislation, called a special June meeting to
consider the Nixon Administration's Family Assistance Plan. It praised the
stated objectives of the administration's initial bill for accepting Federal re-
sponsibility for national Income guarantees and social benefits but deplored other
provisions of the bill which the Council felt ran exactly contrary to the presumed
goals.

We attach for your Committee the text of time Council's formal resolution,
forwarded Thursday, June 18 to the President and key members of the House
and Senate.

The Board of Directors of the Community Council of Greater New York
favors the concept of 1President Nixon's Family Assistance Plan which recognized
the responsibility of the Federal government for establishing National minimum
Income guarantees; the acceptance of the desirability of a national guaranteed
income floor; the concept of Federal responsibility for basic welfare benefits;
and the concept of appropriate employment for poor persons In order to assist
in their removal from the cycle of poverty.

Although the Community Council Board accepts the above as desirable goals,
it is opposed to: the proposed low Income level provided by the bill; It objects
to the absence of a time-table whereby the income level would be brought up
to a standard (such as the Lower Living Standard of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics) and calls for a time-table whereby the. Federal government would
assume increased financial responsibility for the program. Other defects In the
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1ill as proposed Include failure to provide suitable employment protected by
minimum wage laws; failure to provide adequate job training, education, and
comprehensive day care programs. The Council further questions compelling a
contribution by lpxr people to a health Insurance program, as well as the so-
called eliminationn of work disincentives by abolishing the Federal mmatching
assistance for the employed fathers categories.' "

AMEHICAN ('Vl iBERTIES UNION,
i1'l.thintJto , 1).('., Septcn bcr 15, 1970.

Hon. RUSSELL 13. LON0,
chairmann; , Commilce on FIMance,
I%$. Senate,

Washington, D.O.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : On behalf of the American Civil Liberties Union, I

would like to offer and have included in the hearing record the following coin-
ments on the proposed Family Assistance Act of 1970 (h.R. 16311). While a
welcome and Innovative effort to revamp our existing welfare system, the bill
does contain some troublesome aspects.

The concept of a guaranteed annual Incomne, although laudable, has been
determined by our National Board of Directors to fall outside our purview of
protecting and extending the constitutional rights embodied ]it the Bill of
Rights. However, two other Important aspects of the bill do raise serious civil
liberties issues.

One is the serious threat to the right of privacy of welfare recipients. No
meaningful limitations have been written Into this hill to prevent what Presl-
dent Nixon has called "welfare snooping." Secondly. the mandatory work re-
quirement of the Family Assistance Plan represents an even more fundamental
Invasion of the individual's freedom to control his own life to the fullest extent
possible.

Inrasions of privacy-Welfare snooping
Invasions of the right of privacy of welfare recipients--euphemistically called

"investigations of ellgibility"-are often defended on the theory that welfare
assistance is an act of charlty-a "privilege"-whieh may be granted or with-
held at the whim of government or conditioned Ili whatever way government
sees fit. Thus, it is urged, the welfare recipient should have no right to
complain if he Is required to surrender his right of privacy. After all, he always
has the option of doing without the assistance welfare provides.

Such an argument Is untenable. Welfare recipients may not be compelled to
forfeit their right to freedom of speech or religion as a condition for public aid.
They cannot and should not be coerced to give up their right of privacy-a
vital concomitant of a free society.

The privacy of the American people has come under increasing Incursions
from advances In technology---computers, psychological tests, wiretapping. If
the right to privacy is to remain a vital and viable safeguard of human dignity
and freedom, then it must be maintained with slwcial vigilance on behalf of those
least able to assert It.

Title I of the Act authorizes appropriations for financial assistance to needy
families with children "in a manner which will . . . enhance personal dignity."
However, apart from this very general declaration of intent and a provision
requiring states to provide safeguards which restrict the usc (but not collection)
of information concerning welfare applicants to purposes required by adminis-
tration of the Act, (1 452(c) (6)), the Act makes no effort to restrict or prohibit
the costly and Intrusive "welfare snooping" of which the President has spoken.

Under one section of the Act, the Secretary o Hfealth, Education, and Welfare
is directed to "prescribe regulations . . . with respect to the filing of applica-
tions, the furnishing of other data and material, and the reporting of events
and changes in circumstances as may be necessary to determine eligibility"
(1446(e)(1)). In another, the states are required, in order to become eligible

,for payments under the Act, to have agreements governing their welfare pro-
grams with the Secretary (1 41l). Neither provision prohibits unwarranted
intrusions into the privacy of welfare clients.

The agreements referred to above, which are a condition of the state's receipt
of federal funds, provide an Ideal mechanism for requiring the states to protect
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the privacy of welfare recipients. Former Secretnry of 11V.' Robert Finch has
suggested that the Administration "exlkecls" states will esttblish th, protec-
tions In ,olnection with their arrangements with th, federal government. How-
ever, unless the Act itself requires these agreelments to contain privacy prothc-
tions, we are fearful that adequate attention will not be given to this loroloahi.

Therefore, we believe, thai i' Af should ilclllde I more explicit gal;.rmifatee
of protetlon for the right of privacy of welfare iaplicants and recilpljits. It
should also include express federal stlan(lirds on privacy, rejuirig sales, fur
example, (1) to determine all welfare eligibility Ihrough the declaralion method
rather than investigations. (2) to 1Imit the kinds of information which call he
demanded, (3) to establish detlhlit restrictious iII the nst- of tlhe infornmittiun,
and (4) to give the individual access to information alnoit lim.

Computerization of welfare dato poses thre tt
Another serious invasion of privacy whhih has received no attention in the

consideration of this hill Is the governmental centralization of detailed jw'rsonal
Information on vast numbers of citizens which will result from estaublishnlirt
of these programs.

Section Iti4 Irovides for direct federal l) lyments to the aged, disabled, and
peedy. Information on their applicability will of necessity be placed ill fede r al
hands.action 4111(a) authorizes the federal government to a.,ume direct resln si-

bility for administeting some part of the general welfare program iti each state.
1[pre,-too. records on each recipient would neces.,qrlly Ie fed into federal govern-
ment information channels.

Section 446(f) d(rcets all other federal agencies to give information obtained
ly then to the Secretary of IlH.W "for the lurpose of determining eligibility
for, or amount of faily assistance benefits or verifying other information with
respect thereto." All federally held Information on these welfare recipients could,
therefore, wind up in a single centralized source with IIEW.

The problem Is complicated by the relationship of the welfare program to the
manlower training program. Section 447 requires all welfare recipients to reg-
ister with local public employment offices.

Although there Is no mention of a federal Job data bank, former Labor Secre-
tary George Shultz leaves no doubt that this is in the offing. In a letter to Con-
gresnsman Betts on November 19, 1969, Secretary Shultz explained the federal
Intention to establish a "Baltimore-type" Job bank In -5 cities in 1970. While this
system computerizes information on available jobs. but not on ihdivldual appli-
cants, it is intended by the government as an Interim measure to a full "Utah-
type" system which will match computerized information on available Jobs and
job applicants. Ip light of the fat that such job banks would undoubtedly be
us ed to fihd jobs for those compelled to work by this Act. there is the danger
that the very personal information collected for welfare purposes will find Its
way into wide circulation via these data banks without the individual's
perml.sion.

In spite of these announced federal plans to computerize information on mil-
lions of welfare recipients, nothing appears in the Administration bill. perhaps
1wcause thus far the entire matter has been handled administratively. We urge
you to deal with this problem legislatively. so that the administrators of this bill
will be obligated to provide for careful handling of this personal welfare data.

We urge you to take a major step toward putting a complete end to "welfare
snooping" by Insisting on the revision of I1.R. 16311 to include federal standards
of privacy to control both federal and state accumulations, centralization. and
use of Information on millions of welfare recipients. Only in this way can we
assure that the poorest of our citizens will be given an equal right to the dignity
or plvacy which so many of wa, consider an essential part of our lives.

Compulsory work requirement
Sections 447 and 448 of the Act would require able-ided adult members of a

family eligible for family assistance benefits to register with local public em-
ployment offices for "manpower services. training, and employment." Failure to
regi "ter. as well as a sub.quent refusal to participate in manpower training or
to accept employment, would lower the benefits paid to that family. The Act
excepts from this requirement: (1) the ill or Infirm, (2) persons caring for a
child under six,, (3) the mother of a child whose father is at home nnd eligible
for employment, (4) a child under sixteen or a student under twenty-one, or (5)
a person needed at home because of the illness or incapatliy of another.
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Tihe American Civil libertics Union lbelleveS tlhl I',om0llliig It JImI'.-0II ('4 Ii'W(V
'llllloylaent ts at condition for retivliig welfare liemielits Is Iii ftiilmdaeiltl con-

flet with the prlinclles of a free s i'ty. with lhe Thlrleeitllh Aietiilmllt'llt's Iro;-
ilbillon agaliist Involuntary servitude, and willh the Fourtecitilh Ain, 'idmel I's
guarantee of equal protection of Ihet laws.

lit the first place. tile nunitber of abl-iwdled nien presently o1 w Ifare fiero.s I in
nation Is relatively stiall. There Is no evide ce tlhat they remallll t welfare by
chhole. This Act properly recognizes th, relationsh illt 'i iwee li IrbilliTig and
nlienlynieymnlit Iits. effort to traln lit"r,,tlly tinemlployei lwpol. 1Iowev'er. (lite
real answer to tlhls unemployment Is to trainli l'olih' for skilled Jobs vhihi ]hIve
stunte future. There Is nothing Iln this Aet which will prevent the, coiniulsory
lplacenient of workers lii unskilled, deademd jobs, mtaking lmievitllle the cycle
oIf il Idt4l1l1atO wages. UIllitel)ilablIe elipltonyiilIt, anlld welfare. ]Fiirtherinore,
the Act does nothing to Increase the ninitIer of good joi)is which prolmrly tui-ned
lpeopile couhl till. We have n1o doubt that comiiUllson vonld lit' totally unn,'cesZinry
if the prolIose)t training and jobs really offered a way out of lhe poverty cycle.
Unless hlis is donle, lhe mandatory work reqtiirenii is nothing more thtan a
nmean.s of lnolllf.-ing those who believe that pe'o(ple are on welfare only because
they will not help themselves.

The version of the Fimily Asslstance Act presently under conslderation here
Is even more troublesome than the Houe versloi. The lIouse-llISseMl II.R. lN11l
required adults covered by J 447 to accept "suitable" employment. Tile
Committee-approved version contained a very spelfle definition of that phrase.
The present version has dropped that requirement entirely. The present stand-
ards in § 448(b) offer no guarantee against forcing welfare, recipients into the
most menial, lowest pal Jobs without any proslie(t for advancement. readingng
a pool of underpaid workers would iln turn subsidize marginal employers. If
the purpose of the work requirement Is to end the cycle of dependence oil wpl-
fare. forcing people into substandard Jobs requiring no training and leading
nowhere will simply not do the job.

The vast majority of welfare recipients are women with children who head
their own households. This Act would require those mothers whose children
are over six to register and accept training and work in order to receive lit-Ie-
fits. This requirement seeks to make for the welfare mother a decision which
every mother should be free to make herself-whether to work and leave chil-
dren with others, or to stay home and care for her children herself. Depriving
the mother of a school-age child of the right to make tills very basic decision
about the welfare of a child simply because of her poverty is extremely unfair.
since more affluent mothers are not subject to that kind of coerced choice. At
present a welfare mother ordered to work and to place her child in day care
is challenging this kind of requirement as a denial of the equal protection of
the law. Woolfolk v. Brown, (E.I).V.A.) (National Institute for Eduncation and
Law and Poverty, 4 Clearing HouSge Reiew, 111 (June. 1970).

For those welfare mothers who wold like to work. there is the same lack
of meaningful employment discussed above. There is no minimum wage spec-
ified in the Act. The fear is-and It Is entirely justifled-that the Act will
be used to provide to women on welfare nothing more than employment as
domnestics. which Is notoriously undependable and insecure. Beyond tis, the
biggest problem of the working welfare mother is tile lack of available and
reliable day care centers. The bill attempts to expand the number of such cei-
ters, but nothing in the bill would allow mothers -of school age children to re-
fuse employment because no adequate care exists for her children. Further.
more, even with expansion, there will be a shortage of these centers iI the
near future and. perhaps, over the long term. It is simply unconscionable to
compel mothers to work. It Is even more unconscionable to compel them to
work If no provision Is made for even the semblance of adequate child care.

In sum. the mandatory work requirement as a condition of welfare raises
basic constitutional questions. Moreover, this requirement will not end a de-
pendence on welfare. The requirement Is especially onerous with result to
mothers of school-age children. For these reasons. we believe It should be
eliminated In favor of an enlarged effort to train people for Jobs with a future.
For such a task, compulsion is totally unnecessary.

Sincerely yours,
LAWRF.NCE SPFMIER,

Director, Washington Offlec.

44-527-T0-pt. 3- 60
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STATE OF WASI[INGTON,
OFFICE OF TIlE (GOVERNOR,

Oljim piu, July 2-J, 1070.
lioi. It ussEll. II. l.oyo,
Senate Office Building,Waohngo*, D.0 '

DEAR SENATOR I,)NG : We have carefully reviewed the revised version of lilt
16311, the 1Family Assistance Act of 1970. The revision like the original version
ie of considerable complexity and much analytical time was required.

Many of the amendments contained in the revised version would help to
accomplish the purposes of the Act. However, several provisions. critical to the
Act, would, if not amended, result In failure to meet Its goals as well as in -oil-
siderable additional expenditures to our state.

We are are enclosing a suinniary of these Items and our suggested alternatives.
Our major suggestions include:

1. Providing aid to recipients of adult programs (Title XVI) on the basis
of individual need (at current and updated prices).

2. Amendments to the social services program (Title XX) including (a) addi-
tional state control over state expenditures, (b) separation of eligibility from
the provision of social services and (c) establishing standards for as.sistanee
for the temporary emergency assistance program.

3. Additional state Involvement in determining state assistance standards.
4. Revisions that would (a) more effectively limit state expenditures to fiscal

1971 levels (updated for changes in the Consumer Price Index). and (h) en-
courage updating of assistance grants for cost-of-living changes.

5. Amendments to the manpower training program that would provide for
creation of additional Jobs for trainees completing the program.

We hope this summary will be of use to you and that amendments can be
made to these critical areas of the Act.

Sincerely,
SIDNEY E. 8ITH.' erctarji.

Department of Social and Health Scrriec.

STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES, DivisioN
OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

REVISED FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 19T0 (H.R. 16311)

The original Family Assistance Act was designed to meet several long existing
needs in the field of public assistance : basic benefits to low income families with
children. Incentives for employment and training and greater uniformity of
treatment of recipients under the programs.

The revised Family Assistance Act is an improvement over the original Act.
The amendment providing for local and municipal governmental Involvement in
providing services adds a new dimension to the program. The additional Federal
aid for children in foster care woiild be a significant and constructive change.
Allowing recipients to deduct the cost of food stamps from their benefits would
not only be a convenience to the recipient but would mean less administrative
paper work. The need for changes in the medical assistance program under
Title XIX has long been recognized and the report to the Congress, as generated
by this Act, would hopefully expedite improvement. Lniting state assistance
expenditures has become an urgent necessity for all states. With modifications.
the provisions contained in the Act would provide some effective limits on state
cost

Despite these improvements, critical areas of the Act must be amended if the
constructive Intents are to be realized:

I. Aid to FamiUes writh Dependent Ch ldren-Unemployed Fathers, section 451
and section 458 (a) (1)
The revised Act would not provide Federal matching for expenditures for the

Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Unemployed Fathers program. In
determining a state's fiscal liability, however, expenditures for this program
would be included. (See Item 5.)

k
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Suggested alternative
If Federal matching for this program Is not to be provided, fiscal 1971 state

share expenditures for this program would be excluded in determining a state's
fiscal liability (Section 502).

2. Determination of need of recipients &I title XVI, section 1603(b) (1)
The revised Act would provide a minimum of $110 income (combined finan-

cial assistance and other income) regardless of the need of the recipient.
Numerous recipients, such as parents living with adult children, may have con-
siderably less financial need.

Suggested alternative
Each recipient would receive financial assistance in an amount which when

added to his (non-exempt) Income would provide for his needs. The total would
be based upon recent cost standards and updated no less than once every two
years for changes in the Consumer Price Index.

3. Title XX
A. Service requirements for Staft; plan, Section 2005(a) (2) (B).-This sec-

tion would require that a state program of Individual and family services achieve
specified levels of activities and performance, the criteria to be prescribed by the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare. In addition, although state expendi-
tures would be required, the program would be developed and administered
locally in cities of 250,000 population or more. The states would thus have no
effective control of state fund expenditures.

Suggested altcrnatire
It sufficient Federal and/or state finds were not available for the program,

the state would have the prerogative of limiting the services to be provided, based
on Its own priorities. Such limitation would in no way limit local governments
from expending their own funds in order to provide additional services.

B. Financial eligibility for individual and family services, temporary epner-
gency assistance and foster care.-The Act would provide for the determination
(if financial eligibility for services (including temporary emergency assistance
and foster care) under Title XX, thus violating the principle of complete sepa-
ration of income maintenance and social services. Financial eligibility determia-
tions by the staff providing social services would be required.

Suggested alternative
Financial eligibility determination for all services, Including temporary emer-

gency assistance and foster care, would be provided for under Titles IV, XVI and
XLX and such determination would be made by the organizational unit(s)
determining eligibility for State Supplementation (Part E) and other financial
or medical assistance.

C. Standards of assstance for temporary emergency assistance, section
2002(5).-Nelther standards nor exempt resources have been defined for tern-
porary emergency assistance although the amount of assistance would be sub-
ject to limitations prescribed by the Secretary of 11EW.

Suggested alternative
Standards and exempt resources would be identical to those used by the

state to determine State Supplementation benefits.

4. Stmplified Standards, Scction 4.52(a); Federal matching under Title XV
Section 1604

Standards for State Supplementation would be simplified at levels determined
by the Secretary of HEW under the state plan In effect In January 1970. The
Secretary would also determine the amount of Title XVI expenditures In excess
of average grant of $65 which would be subject to Federal matching.

The Secretary's decisions would be made only In cooperation with and after
consultation with the states.

5. Savings provision ("Hold Harmless"), section 502

Suggested alternative

This provision would limit the state's share of expenditures for State Supple-
mentation and Title XVI to the state's expenditures In fiscal 1971 for Titles I,
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I but excluding evturgclntwy assisla li'e 11tid .\hd to it ittli ,.s .[lii I ,'lMthlll
h'lldreni-lPoster i'are), X. XIV. ti(d XVI. 'lis lilty wimihl. how'v'r. lov

;liJuistld aitntially for increases iII tih, ('onsunier 'rhice lmlx mid only exiii'idi-
Itlres required by this Act wolhld be silliject to (lie pirovlisIhj. No Ipravislioi has
been iulititd for linitallion of additional state nedhial care cxpenliturt,s
r iullllng froll eases itliled because of I)ri~v'simiis of lit, Act antd nlio mIj.,t-
m'nvi hats 1ieei iide for thi' additional administrative exieldIiures. in additimt

the revised Act would not provide limits on Increases In State exlwnditures for
'.Wial services r.1- ling froit inileini ltatiot of the Act.

Nugg-Itje.td OwItirti'

.1. o.rt r 'l'itlh'. t1 rnd -s IO I.--h'l'h, State's Iablity WOUlI li' I hiiI-d
to ithe State's exlendIwt.res iI fiscal 1971 for Titles IV (inclutiny nergency
assistance and Aid to Fianilles with )eli-ndent (hlldren-Foster 'are Imt .,.-
etuioiny expendittires for the Aid to Famiiiles with DelK-1ndIeIt ('hIldraiz-iw'na-
ltloyed Fathers Irogram), X, XIV and XVI. In addition state eXlx-iditurs for
unlhating standards for cost-of-living changes would be sulbjcet to) this snatvilags
provision.

B. Medical assistance cpenditurcs.-State share expenditures for Tille XIX
medical assistance would be limited to actual slate expenditures for iitle N IX
during liscal 1971, as updated for increases In the Consumer Price lIdex.

If a Title XIX plan were altered to increase scolx- and/or coverage, the addi-
tional cost of such improvements for the first year of Operation would lie inticiiilvd
-in the state's liability.

C. A vliiiinitrittiti.-Adiniiiistntive expenditures for Titles IV, XVI, XIX
and XX would be limited to the state's expenditures for Titles I. IN' (Parts A
and 11), X, XIV, XVI and XIX during fiscal 11171, as ulilated for changes ill
the Consumer Price Index.

If Title IV antd/or XVI were to be Fedlerally adinhistered under an atvre't"
ment between a state and the Secretary of lIV! the state share' would lit-
correspondingly adjusted.

It the Family Assistance Plan (Part )) were to lie administered by the state
(under an agreement between a state and the Secretary of HEW) tile entire
cost would be a Federal expense.

D. Serrkcs tinder Title XX, Scction 2012(1) (B).-The amount of state share
expenditures would be limited to state expenditures for social services under
Titles I. IV (Parts A and B), X, XIV, XVI, and XIX during fiscal 1971 as ad-
justed for changes in the Consumer Price Index. Expenditures for the Man-
power Training Program would not be limited by. such a provision and would
be subject to Federal matching at the rate specified in the revised Act.

0. Manpower scrrics training and employncnt-Part '
While this part would provide that all appropriate persons would register for

manpower services, training and employment lrogranis, it would not guaratitee.
even upon successful completion of a traninig prograli, that such a rec<ilelnt
would be able to secure employment, especially during times of high
unemployment.

Suggested alternative
Incentives would be provided to businessmen to hire such trainee. amid gritts

would be made available to state with areas of high unenldoymntel to create
new Jobs for such trainees with special empliasis upont opportunities in ,t-
vironmental control.

ESTIMATED WFFECMS OF TIlE JUNE 23. 1970 VFRSION OF THE FAMILY .ASSISTANCE
AcT or 1970 (I.R. 10311) ox I'mmLIc ASSISTANCE HXP1ENI)ITUiMES m IX
TON STATE, 1971-73

*It has been estimated that if the Juite 23, 1970 version of tie Fally A..sist-
ance Act were enacted, the additional cost ihuring the 1971-73 benntimu would
be $111,058,447 of which $49,289,105 would be State share. If the State so chose,
'I' could enter into an agreement with tire )eipartnient of health, Edueation iadt
Welfare whereby that )epartnent would aitulnister the State Sitpplenmentatiot
and Title XVI programs. Costs of administerhig these programs would be en-
tirely Federal cost and would reduce the State's administrative share by an
estimated $6,670,677.
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Total Federal State

Total ............................................... $111,658, 447 $62,369.342 $49,289,105

Administration ............................................. 2.391,308 17,821.251 9,570,057
:,sstac.--------- ...------ _---------- - - - 84, 267, 139 44,548,091 39 719, C48

v l I fwi kt t stl oft tithe il l ?.1tllt I l i( oil 1" 111 sm A\ n \, tl I I iv :I .11 l ."l: I ; I!

v'.-iiltintloi of thi, l.1'cal effects Is ]|aza rdoils for this 'very reasin----thlis, l.vzly (41.

1:4.1fltte ar, suiject to a wide inlargita of error. Mor,'ver. m',-eral'i of the Il'ovi-
511)115 of tlie Act allow for considerable itdnillkt rative latitlil,'. '.g., staintlard
In the state vould lie silplitled Iinder the c b l wit. wlthii ihuits, at level. ih1I.
would loe dettnrined by tihe Secretary of tilt' )epartment of 1halthi. Education
and Welfare. Thus ultIilmatcly. a considerable, lsirt of the costs of tihe Act would
dvcwlnd ulio admini.strative decisions :s well as tli, lirovl!ioi s of the Act itself.

[. Kffer.t1 on admin itrath costs
.1. , u.iinarl of Estimate.-It has beet estlhnated that ,nactinel't of the rv,-

vlsed F'amnily As.sistancn' Act would result lit 'n increase it administrative i'x-
lvii(litures ltirling 1971-73 of $27,391,30S of which $9,570.057 woild he State
share. (aseload increases lit the grant progranis andi the additional services only
caseloads under Title XX would result In the increased costs.

if the State chose to transfer administration of Titles IV and XVI to thie
Federal government , anl estlinated $6,670.677 In Stale indnllstrativn' exlK'nldi-
iures would be' avoil1. Thus the net estimated increase ili Stict share of ad-
ininistrative exiienditures would lie $2,)9,,'S0.

.July 20, 1970
U. Adnminiistratire Expcndiiturcs Due to Incrt-ased Cascloads.-lJn fiscal 1972

and 1973 HR 16311 would require an estlinated average increase, of 572 lot-al
otice personnel, resulting in fn iIncr' ase of $18,(082.l4 of wlhch $7,242,073 would
be State share.

Approximately 60 percent of the staff Increase would lie eligibility deterinia-
tion workers, with the remainder of the increase consisting of on-going service
and entry personnel.

C'. Title X Requiremnt to l'roridc ,ceru-cs at No (lost to All Personsf with
Irnome Below the Porerty Lerl.-The Title XX no-cost ser-inn' provision would
result In an estimated average monthly increase of 17,42) si-r r e only.1 cases and
267 local office on-going service workers for fiscal years 1)72 and 1973 and would
cost an estimated $9.308.344 of which $2,327,084 would lie State share.

1). Federal Administration of Titles 11' and XYL.-The adminlitratlon and the
costs of eligibility determination for the OAA, Al, I)A and AFh"X1-R programs
could be transferred to the Federal Government If the State and the Federal
Government so agreed. Eligibility determination for other programs could also
be transferred to the Federal Government but matching formilas wouhl be
Identical with those currently In effect, thus providing no direct financial ad-
vantage to the State.

It has been estimated that the administrative costs for approximaely 465 Wel-
fare Eligibility Examiners would be transferred if the Federals were to admin-
Ister Titles IV and XVI, resulting In a reduction of $6,OO0,677 In State costs.
If. Effects on assistance costs

It has beets estimated that enactment of the revised Family Assistance Act
would result in an increase in assistance expenditures during 1971-73 of
S_4,267,139 of which $39.T19.048 would be State share. The Increase in expeudi-
tures, compared to the original Family Assistance Act is primarily the result
of the Implementation of a temporary emergency assistance program under
Title XX and the elimination of matching for the Aid to Flamilies with Depend-
ent Children-Employable program.

A. Summary of estfnate
1. Adult Programs.-The estimated effects of the title XV1 programs in the

revised version of the Act are identical to those in the original Act.

I The estimated additional State share cost of the original Family Assistance Act wAs
$11,735,190.
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2. .II to F amilics frith Dcendcnt Childrei.JMcgular (Statc Sippltmcntliilon,
Part E).- The estimated effects of the State Supplenentation in the revi0ed esti-
mate are identical to those in the original estimate with tile following exception
In the revised Act, % of all earned income in excess of $720 would be exempted;
in the original Act, the first $720 of earned liconi, plus 3/. of the remainder
up to twice what the Family Assistance Denetits would have been if the family
had no income, plus % of the remainder were exempted. This liberalized earn-
lngs exemption would result in an estimated $2,100.000 in additional expendi-
tures of which approximately $2,000,000 would be a result of cases added to
the rolls (by definition these cases have substantial amounts of earned lconie).

3. Aid to FatniWs with Depenulcnt Children-Emplollabl.--In the revised
version of the Act, matching for this program has ben eliminated. In the esti-
mate it has been assumed that this program would be abolished. Nevertheless
these cases would be eligible for Noncontinuing Gleneral Assistance (and emuer-
gency assistance under the current emergency assistance prognm). It has. also
been assumed that standards for Noncontinuing General Assistance during the
forthcoming biennium would be higher than current standards but less thanm the
standards prior to the cutbacks of Decenmber 1009.

4. Temporary Emergency Assistancc.-Under the pewly created Title XX, a
temporary emergency assistance progmin would be implemented. Families and
individuals whose income was below the poverty level would be eligible for such
emergency assistance for up to 60 days in each calendar year. The levels of
standards for such assistance are not indicated In the Act, but would be subject
to limitations prescribed by the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare.
No limitations on resources are referred to in the Act.

In estimating the effects of this provision it has been assumed that standards
would be equal to the standards in the continuing programs. While south ail
assumption may result in a relatively high estimate, i.e., standards may in fact
be less than continuing program standards, it is equally possible that such an
assumption may be on the low side, that standards might be set at the poverty
levels.

Since both families and Individuals would be eligible for temporary emergency
assistance, estimates of the Noncontinuing and Continuing General Assistance
caseloads were prepared. The former is equal to the estimate contained in the
Governor's Supplementary Budget Request for fiscal 1971, i.e., a monthly av-
erage caseload of 0.506 cases during the blenninu.

It has been assumed that each (AN and .GAU case would be eligible for 60 days
of emergency assistance for each calendar year '.Under the limitations of this
provision numerous other households would apparently also be eligible for assist-
ance. In order to determine the possible magnitude It has been estimated that an
average of 130,000 persons would be unemployed during the 1971-73 biennium.
The characteristics of this group have also been estimated Including the sex,
marital status, size of family, ano unemployment compensation status. It has
been assumed that of this group, single males and females and unemployed
husbands whose wife was not employed, would be eligible for emergency assist-
ance if their income was not above the poverty levels. Assuming that all AFDC-E
(like) and employed GAN (like) households would be in this group, an
adjustment has been made for this duplication. The result Is an estimated
monthly average of 19,944 (new) cases receiving emergency assistance costing
$73,886,371 of which half would be State share.

Such an estimate has obvious hazards and could well be high. Neyertheless.
it does not Include all the potential population that would beeligible for such
assistance. Certainly numerous "unemployable" persons would be eligible for
and would take advantage of such a program.

5. Foster Care matchlng.-IMatching for Foster Care children at the rate of $300
per year per child would be available under Titi, XX. For tile first year of the
Act $150,000,000 would be appropriated for this purpose. Such a limitation onm
the available funds would not appear to be of consquence to the State.

6. Savings provi.slon.-This provision would provide for additional Federal
payments to the State to the extent that State expenditures for Titles IV and
XVI in years subsequent to fiscal 1971 were In excess of State expenditures for
fiscal 1971. However, the latter figure would be. adjusted for changes in the
Consumer Price Index.

I In fiPeal 1972 this could be equivalent to 120 days as there will be two calendar years
during fiscal 1972 (the first year of operation of the program).
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This IrovisIon, is however, suinewlitt nilsleading, l'ayviils in texvess of 1071
expenditures would be iiuiile to (lie Stait mily for tle provisions required by
the Act. Since updating slanldarIs would uot be required by tli' Act. (li vot
of upodatng standarduris wild iot le subject ho the savings provision.

In addition, the 11scal 1971 State "liadlity" would include exljndittures for
the AFI)W-I l' program (in Wnshinglon State tils repre rnts fill estinnited
$5,122,274). However. as indllated earlier. no inttching wmlhl lw avallale
for an AF1)L'-Fi prograit.

It has been estimated that the limitation on State share exledidlttures would
be $69,005.3-2 I fiscal 11172 mnd $72.K2.221 in ttbeal 1973. It has Olslo 1)eenm
estimated that the actual Statte ,xlrilitures suloJtci to the savings provision
would be $t6,422W413 in fiscal 11172 and $72,K'37.766 in fiscal 1973. Thus, the State
would not rmive any lylynr'mts under the savings provision fild the, State
would be required to expend $3.,47,13-1 mi e I State share Ibefore filly Iewyeient
would be made inder the savings provision.

11. Vpdating standards
As indileated, lItating standards w ild not be .uloject to ibe savings provision.

If standards were uiptated volntarily hy the Stale the, est limited additional
cost for Titles IV find XVI during the 1971-73 leimluin would lie $1.S4ti.,f70
of which $11,975.791 would be State share. (Federal share would represent
25 percent of the Title XVI expendltures filn 31) lerveint of the 'Pith' IV
expenditures.)

C. Simplification of standards
It Is Indicated in the Act that standards would he siniplified in Title IV and

would vary only by family size and shelter costs Ifor various section., of the
State) and that the payment level woull lie deterinhied Iy the Secretatry of
Health, Education aid Welfare inder !he State plan iII effect in .Jamiuary 1970.
If standards were simplified at the proverty level, it Is sti-mated lhat the addi-
tional costs would be $77,304,'.2.. Since the Secretary would have determined
these levels under the Act. the levels would in fact l e "required". Thus the
State share would be the difference between the State's liability (under the
savingss provision) and the estimated State share sulejeet to the savings pro-

vision or $3,647,134.
If standards were subsequently updated for cost-of-living increases (the bill

contains no requirements for this provision) in fiscal 11)72. It would cost an
estimated additional $28,000.000. Additional updating In fiscal 1973 would cost
an estimated $14.500.000. If standards were so updated. the State share would
be 70 percent of the total costs.

D. Teamporarj cmergen Cy assistance
It does not appear that Implementation of Title XX is mandatory. Thius if

Title XX were not Implemented, the temporary emergency assistance program
would not be required. However. Federal matching would not be available for
any emergency assstance program or for foster carm. nor would a services
program be subject to Federal matching.

Nevertheless. if Title XX were not implemented. and a Noncontlnuing General
Assistance program were to continue, the State costs for assistance would lie
reduced by $3,218,196. I.e., the total State assistance costs of the revised version
of HR 16311 would be $1.500,852 rather than $39.719.048.

TABLE 1.-Summary of the estniated effects on assistance of the June 23. 1970.
t'crsfon of the Family A.sfsitance Act of 1.970 (11.. 1l;311). byl pror'ision.
1971-73

1971-7.1 total
Total ---------------------------------------------- $4 267. 139

1. Guarantee nihimum Income of $110 in adult programs -------- 4, 534,682
2. Aid to families with dependent children cases added because

publicity and changes In conshleratlon of earned income.
total -------------------------------------------------- +38,'SM.934

(a) Cases currently eligible for aid to families with
dependent children --------------------------. +11. 35.Q. 1.0

(b) Cases not currently ellglhle for aid to families with
dependent children --------------------------- +9. 60. 074

() Title XIX costs for cases added ------------------ +17, 873,760



2222

'I. IIN IZUm froli fit iny Il. lsit in-t'it..ls foor cass on I ie rolls '_- -115. 1i. 1Wd
4. 1isbilmitiy issl isti-ll casies (Iti'ldl lo'vtils

t
, f cinitiges [i ilelini-

t 141rl I 41t ill ..... . ..... .. ... .... ..... ..... ..... ... .
it Il) iV4as.- tllir,illiy Isligiildh, 1',r lkilility a ssistatlitte_-
t I Cilo-ls 1i14 It I r1*'ll 11 yi t'ligilshe ft or di.ii I lit y issis imi ii
to') riih. xix i',mst fo ir vases ldd- --_

$4 of old uige .'Stirvi\'rs dlisdllity liistratlice disregairded .....
l)i.1lhility as."istnIt tninrIis: emxmt million Silllne is hill to) Illid-
Old age asisti e' enriiltigs tXi'iill])Iiol sminl hS litI r I) Oof

title -- - --..............................................
Aid ten fatrilliehs weith d tvi, lht lhllrvlre--eImplemenyite )-'ogrll--

+41K 758. 5132
4- Mi. IN101. 37T2

-j--t2. ! 125. 4111
-25. 771. 211
+ 1. 5,R5, 592

±25,4, Z38

+12, 139

-12. I"O. 4-13
+18. 204. 151

' Includes the estimated family assistance benefit payments for cases that would have
received aid to families with dependent ehildren--employable (and who would receive
temporary emergency assistance)'

t Savings represents the differen-e between the standards for aid to families with
dependent childrtn-elil)ytlble illd :rorrontliiultig geiirrul assistalice stanoinris (current).



TABLE 2.-SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED EFFECTS ON ASSISTANCE OF THE JUNE 23, 1970 VERSION OF THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970 (H.R. 16311), BY PROGRAM. 1971-73

Base estimate. 1971-73 Estimate with H.R. 16311. 1971-73 Difference

Total Federal State Total Federal State Total Federal State

Total ........................................................ ............................... .. +$84.267.139 +$44.548,091 +$39,719. 048

Total without title XIX .---------------------- $368.606.769 $165,308,184 $203,293.585 $499.228.948 $188,033.795 $221,195.153 +40.622.179 +22.725,611 +17.896.568

Old age assistance ------------------------ 28,030.260 14.015,130 14,015,130 31,025,388 26.603.295 4,422,093 +2.995.128 +12. 588.165 -9.593.037
Aid to blind .............................. 913,661 456,831 456.830 1, 103, 007 681.537 421.470 +189. 346 +224,706 -35,360
Disability assistance ...... .. -....... 54.773.351 27. 386,675 27,386,676 99505,130 60,361,205 39,143,925 +44,731./79 +32.974,530 +11,757.249
Aid to families with dependent children-

regular--.... -. 208,215,185 104.107,592 104,107,593 134,671,344 40,401.403 94,269,941 -73,543,841 -63.706,189 -9,837.652
Aid to families with dependent children-

employable ............................. 28,636,561 14,318,280 14.318,281 0 0 0 -28.636.561 -14,318,280 -14.318,281
Aid to families with dependent children-

foster care ........................... 6.784,119 3,392,059 3,392,060 6,784.119 1,823,400 4,960,719 0 -1.568.659 +1.568,659
Foster Care -------------------------.. 14, 283,422 0 14,283.422 14, 283.422 3,330.300 10.953.122 0 +3,330.300 -3,330,300
Unemployable continuing general assistance.. 14,661,522 0 14,661,522 8,062.744 0 8.062,744 -6.598.878 0 -6,598,778
Noncontiuing general assistance (other than

eme(geny assistance) ..................
Emergency assistance ....................

9,045,454
3,263.234

0 9. 045,454 4,128.484
1.631,617 1.631,617 109,665,310

0
54.832, 655

4.128.484 -4,916.970
54,832.655 +106.402.076

0
+53,201.033

-4. 916. 970
+53,201,038

Title XIX ............................... () (,) (I) (I) (I) () +43,644,960 +21,822,480 +21.822. 480
Savings provision-.................................................................................................................. 0 0 0

Note: Assumptions-(1) Expenditures exclude those for intermediate care facilities. (2) Concurrent
receipt of noncontinuing general assistance and unemployment compensation will not be possible.
(3) Standards for noncontinuing general assistance will be higher than currently (July 1970) but still
below pre-Decamber 1969 levels (4) The aid to families with dependent children-employable program
will be eliminated. (5) Standards in the regular programs will be current standards and will not be
updated or simplified. (6) Child care expenses will not be considered work expenses, i.e., child care

expenses will be provided for outside of grant payments. (7) Standards for emergency assistance in
title XX will be at current standards (in continuing programs).

I Base estimates of title XIX have not been developed. Only the additional medical costs of cases
added as a result of passage of the bill have been estimated.
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STATEMENT FILED HY HERRVRT FIUNIAN, SPE.AKER. PENNSYLVANIA HOUSE OF
RHERf:s*:a TATIV:S

On behalf of the leadership of the Pennsylvania house of Re4iresentatives. I
amn submitting this statement. Needless to say. any prl(posed federal legislation
a ffecting public welfare Is the Inmediate concern (if state legislatures. The
Intertwined relationships between the state and federal governments on matters
of public welfare. if not completely understood. are at least recognized. It Is
therefore obvious that any welfare legislalion should be mutually compatible to
the federal and the state governments and arrived at on a reasonably reciproca-
tire basis.

While I can generally endorse the movement toward national standards for
public welfare and also endorse the basic goal of heavier federal assumption of
the costs, I must take exception to the Inequity and dliscriniatfon of certain
requirements and exclusions.

Specifically, I would recommend that the Congress establish a goal of full
federal assumption of financing public welfare. This would be a phased assump-
tion over a few years. This would include all payment programs such as the
proposed new family assistance program, the adult categories as well as the
existing federal assistance programs presently being administered by the Indi-
vidual states and all social service programs. I would further recommend that
the federal government assume the full responsibility for administering and
financing the general assistance programs of the states. The assumption by the
federal government of the lullc welfare responsibility would have the fqllow-
ing impact. The states would then Ie more able to deal with their other problems
such as education, transportation. urban development, conservation, public
health and antipollution programs. The public welfare program would probably
have more public acceptance if it were both financed and administered by a
single level of government (federal) as opposed to the present arrangement of
three different levels being involved. Congress would probably feel somewhat
less pressure from the states for assistance in other problem areas if the states
were relieved of the financial burden of welfare. It has become a rather com-
monly accepted view that the federal government will need to do more in the
future with regard to revenue- sharing with time states. Federal a."-sumption of
welfare costs would be consistent with this view.

All persons equally in need should be treated equally. We find the exceptions
to the unemployed fathers and general assistance discriminatory and inequitable
-as well as the work requirements for mothers where there is no father in the
house.

In this past year in my own state of Pennsylvania we had a rather dramatic
problem develop when the Governor submitted ils budget for the 1971 fiscal year.
Because we have been involved in an impasse concerning the need for additional
revenue In the State, the Governor submitted his budget cutting the State general
assistance program by 75%. At thils time. I do not care to get into the propriety
of this action, but only wish to point out to yon how under the mixed system of
welfare financing that we have in thiO country, innocent and helpless people can
pawns in a political Impasse. If time welfare system were administered and
financed by the federal government, situations like this could not develop.

The Administration has now proposed that the program, Aid for Dependent
Children-Unemployed Fathers. which is presently eligible for federal reimburse-
ment. be denied this eligibility under the family assistance plan. The Administra-
tion, taking this position, is in conflict with two of Its own expressed goals: 1) to
attempt to keep the family unit together and not provide an Incentive through
the imblie welfare system for the father to leave his home and family, and; 2)
to insure that no state or person would be hurt financially under the program.
Since all federal funds that are presently made available to AFDC-XlF would
no longer be available to the states which have exercised their option under the
program. these states would actually lose fetleral funds. As far as we are con-
cerned in the State of Pennsylvania, there has been more Issue made about this
problem of unemployed fathers than there has been problem. I would like to
recite some figures from the State of Pennsylvania in an effort to show you that
this not really an big a problem as is claimed at times. Of the 5,A.700 persons
on public assistance in all categories, only 17,000 are employable. Of these, 10,000
are partially handicapped. Of the 17,000 employable. 5,000 are working full or
part time: but their Income is so low that they are still eligible for some supple-
mentary assistance. During the past year, approximately 70,000 persons came onto
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the public assistance rolls because of los; of emlolnymneni. This same number of
jprsons left the assistance rolls because they became gainfully employed within
the year.

I have had some concern about the work-training registration requirements
Il lhe bill. I oplPose mandatory registration of mothers with school-age children.
Within the bill Itself, there should be some protective lamiguage to prevent labor
exloltation and the forcing down of labor rates. I feel that all training programs
should be geared to actual Jobs available. I think It would be a highly un-
economleal cost to both the state and the federal governments to trainI lI.oile Just
for the sake of training It there Is not a reasonable hope of employment at the
conclusion of training. It would be even more devasting to tlme Individuals Involved
because It would give hol1 which would ie shattered and Irolably insure that
they would remain a ward of the state for tile rest of their lives.

The amended bill calls for the "hold harmless' to be permanent and to this
we subscribe. However, there are some questions concerning the "hol harmless"
clause which are not completely clear to us. I am uot clear as to whether the
"hold harmless" clause will protect the state financially against Increased partici-
ltltion brought about by the new legislation. If it dtoes not, the "hold harmless"
clause is somewhat meaningless. Under the amended 11111, AFDC would not require
lien.. I endorse this and, in fact, would endorse all categories being relieved of
the lien requirement. However, this will have a definite financial impact upon the
State. We would probably remove the lien requirement from tile general assist-
ance program which would, naturally, Increase participalion considerably. Under
the present proposal, I know that the federal government will not absorb that
increase for the State-financed general assistance program, but I would like to
know if the federal government would absorb the Increased participation cost
under the family assistance program.

As a matter of Information, I would like to give you some figures concerning
how the amended bill would affect the State of Pennsylvania as far as we are
able to estimate. I must stress that any such estimate has to be a little bit of a
devil's guess because we do not know, and I do not think anybody really knows.
what affect the family assistance program might have on participation. We have
weighed out all factors that we could think of and took into consideration various
side effects of the proposed bill. Under the proposal, the family assistance pro-
gram could actually increase program costs to tile State by $8 million. The
amended bill, as it affects the adult categories, would save the State $13.1 million,
for a net saving of $5.1 million. If Pennsylvania took the option of federal admin.
Istration of all federally-aided programs, we would increase savings by approxi.
niately $31.7 million. The total net saving to the State would be "36.8 million.
This relates to a figure In excess of $600 million that the State wlU spend out of
State funds for public welfare. The total public welfare expenditure Il Penn-
sylvania Is in excess of $1.1 billion, Including federal funds. As you call see. this
figure In relationship to the Pennsylvania budget is rather Insignificant. As I
said earlier in this statement, we generally endorse the approach and tile Idea.
Specificaly, the program falls far short of giving any meaningful relief to the
states, at least the large Industrial states such as Pennsylvania.

In consideration of the various specific aspects of the President's proposal
which I feel sre not quite adequate, I could endorste Senator Ribicoff's proposal
that the family assistance program be established on a pilot basIs in certain
selected areas.

ANTI-DEFAMATION T'FAmiE OF B'NAI B'RITH.
W.ashington, D.C., Reptember 3. 1970.Senator RU~ssELLtB. TLoxo.

Chairman, Senate Finance Commnitce, 2227 New Senote Offlee building. Wash-
ington, D.C.

DFAR. Mr. CHAIRMAN: As we earlier informed Committee Counsel. we regret
that our spokesman was unable to appear at the time scheduled for his testimony
and we therefore want to take this opportunity to submit thig statement setting
forth our views on H.R. 16311, the Administration's proposed "Family A, sstance
Act of 1070.1'

The Anti-Defamation League is the educational arm of Bn'ai B'rith, which
was formed In 1843 and is America's oddest and largest Jewish service organi-
zation. It seeks to improve relations among the diverse groups In our nation and
to translate into greater effectiveness the principles of freedom, equality and
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democracy. It is dedicated to securing fair treatment and equal opportunity for
all Antericans regardless of race, religion, color or national origin.

For more than three decades we have witnessed a welfare system started as a
temporary relief measure to lielp the victims of the Great Depression of the
1930'4 grow into t crazy quilt, patchwork and often contradictory series of
programs which have caused the break-up of families, fostered dependency
rather than Independence and helped to destroy individual dignity and self-
esteem. The lack of any national program with miniaure national standards
has led to glaring inMuitiles in welfare benefits among the 50 states and has
been a factor in the vast migration froin our rural areas to urban centers.
intensifying many of the ills which our major cities now face and which
today finds slightly more than one million of our nation's ten million welfare,
recipients on the welfare rolls of New York City alone.

Our present welfare system has become Increasingly costly and financially
burdensome and rather than being a stabilizing social force, has created resent-
ment and divisiveness among our people. Instead of furnishing incentives to
employment and avenues to self-sufficlency, It has served to destroy the indi-
vidual's hope of independence and has discouraged people from getting off the
welfare rolls.

As we face the decade of the '70s, we must agree with the words to the nation
by President Nixon In August 1969, "Whether measured by the anguish of the
poor themselves, or by the drastically mounting burden on the taxpayer, the
present welfare system has to be judged a colossal failure . . . it Is failing to
meet'the elementary human, social and financial needs of the poor." H.R. 16311,
which passed the House on April 16 by the substantial margin of 243-15, repre-
sents the Administration's response to the clear and urgent need for wholesale
change In our welfare policy. It represents a creative and constructive effort
which for the first time seeks to bring rationality to our welfare system. Rather
than simply trying to patch tip further an unwieldly, ineffective and often self-
defeating system, the Administration has taken the blxd and forward-looking
step of offering a totally new program aimed not only at eliminating the in-
equities and human indifference which characterize our present welfare a-
lroach, but directed toward new objectives and social goals. We. therefhire,
warmly commend the President's initiative and applaud the over-all concept
embldied In H.R. 16311. Whatever its shortcomings, they cannot overshadow the
major breakthrough In the field of welfare which this proposal represents.

The Administration's plan calls for a basic income of $1000 Ier year for a
family of four. It would also allow a working poor family qualified for assistance
to retain the first $720 of its earnings without any loss of benefits. As earnings
increase over $724) a year, benefits would be reduced by 50% and would end it
the case of a family of four when its income reached $3920. Under this plan the
working poor would for the first time be qualified on a nation-wide basis for
assistance. By allowing a family to retain a portion of its earnings, tUc, bill
would thus provide an Incentive for welfare recipients to go to work.

A principal and salutary component of the family assistance plan Is the fed-
eral support and funding of expanded (lay care centers for the children of work-
ing mothers. The legislation as modified by the House also requires welfare
recipients with certain exceptions to register for job training and to accept em-
ployment when offered. When a family members turns down a Job without "good
cause," the family payment would lie reduced. However, the individual is en-
titled to a hearing before his benefit may be cut off.

It Is estimated that between 12 and 14 million persons--largely working
poor-would be eligible for welfare benefits for the first the under the Admin-
Istration's proposal In addition to the 10 million now on the welfare rolls. The
total copt of the expanded program, assuming all those eligible apply for aid
which Is not likely~based on the experience of states having programs for the
working poor, bas been variously estimated at between $8.5 to $10.8 billion
as against the present federal spending for welfare programs of $4.4 billion for
the fiscal year just ended.

As we have indicated, H.R. 16311 incorporates a commendable program but
one which we feel can be strengthened and Improved In seversil respects. Te
income floor of $1600 for a family of fbur is a bare minimum. Even when food
stamp benefits of $860 are added to the welfare payment, the resulting totat
of $2460 Is still hardly adequate to meet the needs of poor families, especially
those in urban areas with a high cost of living. For a family of four with no
other income, the $2460 support level, when food stamps are taken Into account,
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is only aproxlimately two-thlirds of the current poverty threslhold of $3763 for
a non-farm family of four as defined by the Bureau of the ('ensus.

Although tile legislation permits a fataly on welfare to keep a part of Its
outside earnings, tie fact is that most of those now on the welfare rolls have no
other income and are completely dependent on their welfare payments for their
existence. There Is ia popular misconception that those receiving welfare are
lazy, shiftless people unwilling to work. rhe statistics sugge.,l otherwise. Of the
10 million now receiving public assistance, live million art children. The re-
inaining five million adults are made up largely of the mothers of these children,
tie aged, the blind and those so severely handicapped that thler work potential,
if any, is extremely limited. The nzutier of employable iuales is small. iII light
of these facts, it is essential that the level of payments be increased If those
on welfare are to have more than it meager subsistence Income.

We are, of course, not unmindful of the increase in the cost of the program
if the basic benefit level were to be raised, but the need to (1n so is plain. A real-
istic first step in that direction is the amendment proposed by Senator Ribleoff
to raise the level of asistance in stages over the first three years of the program
from $1600 (not Including food stamps) for a family of four in 1971 to $2000
in 1973.

While the development of a national couputerized joh hank program author-
ized under the related "Manpower Training Act of 19'39" t1. 13472 wil help to
locate jobs and match Individuals to Job openings, we want to Cntiphasize tile
need for co n ltent professional counselling. 'Without such counselling, the com-
puterized approach could make Job piaevnent impersonal andi insensItive to
human need. In addition, we would stress the necessity for providing jobs which
(to more than merely keep an individual from becoming another unemployment
.statistic but which allow for some degree of individual growth and upward eco-
n,)lic mobility. Otherwise a computerized Jobs bank could well beconie a vehicle
for locking poor people into menial find dead-end jots.

The character of tihe employment and training inade available as well as tile
a.-surance of a fair wage are all essential elements of a successful work incentive
prlgramn. We urge, therefore. that the "suitable" work provision of the bill
witich was deleted on the floor of the House of Representatives be restored alti
that additional safeguards be written into the bill to protect welfare recipients
front substandard work condition.; In this connection we are pleased to note an
addres- by the Wage and Hour Administrator emphasizing his determination to
insure that people getting off the welfare rolls and onto payrolls will receive the
minlunum wage and overtime protection provided under the Fair Labor Standards
Act.

We endorse the bill's concern for children by providing for the development and
exlajnston of day care centers. However, we are disturbed by the reqluirenent
that a mother register for work when her children reach school age. We believe
that the choice whether to go to work--and many mothers do---or to stay at home
should be left where it belongs--with the mother. Further, we urge that childless
c llI)les and single individuals in need who are now excluded from the bill's bene-
fits be made eligible for assistance. Finally, we recommend that the bill be
amended to'require the federal government to administer the family as distance
plan and to prohibit the Secretary of HEW trom cOntracting out the administra-
tion of the program to the states.

We believe that the proposals submitted by tie Administration In response to
the Committee's criticism go a long way toward eliminating the so-called "income
notches" or work disincentives which may otherwise arise because of the Inter-
action of the family assistance program and other programs to help the poor.

However, we feel that the proposed premium contributions from lirtlelmtng
families In the Family Health Insurance Program--ais much as $500 in the case
of a family earning $5620 per year--are excessive. While the proposed changes
in the administration of the food stamp program are desirable, it Is our hope that
the in-kind program will ultimately be phased out and a cash Pmyment substi-
tuted. Finally. the proposed solution to meet the "unemployed fathers" problem
which will have the effect of reducing benefit.,; for the 90000 unemployed male-
headed families hardly seems satisfactory. If requiring state supplementary
benefits for the working poor Is not an economically feasible alter ative at tll.%
time, some other solution which will not make these unemployed fathers worse
off than they are now is plainly required.

In coijcluslon, we vant to emphasize that notwithstanding tihe inierfectlons
In the proposed new Family Assistance Plan, we applaud the Adint ration'sns
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initiative in inoviliig to svrap our Ion outmoded welfare strutl t. We ioe your
Committee will therefore report a bill io the floor without fiuuiller delay .o thai
meaningful ivelfare riffornm legislation necessary to n.sure a "dtev:t level of life-
for the inimillons of our nation's less fortunate may lie enacted lit-for,- the curtain
falls on the 91st congress.

We respectfully request that this statement be i, lnided In I h, IrlIt-d record
of the hearings.

Sincerely yours,
SEY.%OUR GRAUIJARI), NaIo1nal Ch(airiintin.

BOARD OF CHRISTIAN SOCIA, CONCERNS
01' Tile 'NITEJ METIIOIIST ('llRclI.

Stepcinber J, 1970.
Re Committee IHearings on Reform of Plublic Assistanee
Hon. RUssEI. B. 1xo,
Chairman, Comnmittee on Finance,
The U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

I)E.,R MR. IoNG: I su|nilt herewith. for the (*'*PtezdlerJation of the ('olInil-tteo. a
statement of the Board of ('hristllan S(oial (,Con.erns of The I'uited Methodist
Church. entitled "Welfaret Reform". Tie statement wts a adopted on Oetoblr I.
1969, at a meeting of the board at Lake Junaluska. North Clarolina.

The Board is made up of 70 voting members elected in the, 5 Jurl.lletlons
(Regions) of The United Methodist Church in the Uinited States. 31e ership iL.
equally divided between lay and clergy. Tie Board Is authorized and directed to
function as an Agency of The United Methodist Church anid to carry out research,
education, and action in respect of a road range of social issues, inchlding sik-
cifically communityy welfare policies n.nd practices." Thie aplended statement of
the Board Is not an official policy pronouncement of Tile United Methodist
Church. Only the General Conference speaks officially for the denomination.

The 196S General Conference of The United "Metiodist Church, which does
speak officially for tile denomination, adopted a General Statement entitled
"Health, Welfare, and Human Development". I quote here three portions of
that Statement which have particular bearing on legislation currently under
consideration by the Committee on Finance of the United States Senate:

HEALTH, WELFARE, AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

"The Christian church has always affirmed its beliefs that human persons are
God's most precious creation. It is therefore the stewardship of the church and
society to establish health and welfare systems by which human personality
may develop to its greatest potential.

Human resources development is thus not only a moral imperative but also
good social policy, and is deeply involved in national self-interest. We cannot
afford the waste of human resources through poor health, limited cultural
exposure, inadequate education and Ineffective rehabilitation. The far-sighted
prevention of all human Illness and distress is at-least as important as cure and
rehabilitation.

We call upon both the government and private sectors of society to become
involved In a more comprehensive program of human resource development
which meets. at least basic needs:

1. Family planning information and materials;
2. Adequate medical care for expectant mothers;
3. Medical services for the care of children ;
4. Adequate family Income so that the necessities of diet, clothing and

housing are met in ways consistent with the standards of the whole society:
5. Supplemental educational and cultural experiences for pre-school clil-

dren:
6, Formal academic education for each individual to the extent to which

he Is able to benefit;
7. Education for young people which will permit them to enter the trades

and tedcnical services which society needs;
& Opportunities for significant service involvement so that in giving him-

self each person is able to arrive at his full potential.
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Tile local church, wvith its community liase, is called to bteollte involved in
bridging the soclo-cultural gap Ietween services provided and the estranged in
society.

UUAIANTU.bI ANNUAL INCOME

Adequate food, clothing, ald housing art a iice,,tary ingredient in the develop-
ment pl Kvss of the individual. IlI a high iolney ecionOiiy fu(h nre it'edvli to
pureliase basil vcoln'iKlit es and services. But imlaniy Americans today live under
economic conditions which denty them satisfaction of their bash. needs. This
situations is standalous Ii'aus

l
' it is Iunlecessary due to thet evonoinii prodtuc-

tivity of our milety. Present programs (iesignated to produce e.oionit growth
and to Increase eniployiment opplortutlitIs have tIoet inadequatte to till the lied,
is have the various invvmie transfer systems such as public welfare and sot-ial
insuran ne programs.

A national program of guaranteed Ilncome Is not a substitute for a fill employ-
ment, policy. We believe that programs are needed which will devehlothe inaxi-
mum productive skills of all citizens. We also believe that wage slhndiards are
needed which provide a living wage. It will still be necessary to broaden aind
improve social welfare services. However, we nmost ackno wedge that our e.ol-
only functions imperfectly. It becomes the responsibility of society to develop new
institutions which more adequately fulfill hunlan rights. As Christians we have
the obligation to develop the moral foundation for public pollcles which provide
every faluily with their mlnhiimun Incoieit needed to lartielipate as responsible and
productive members of society.

We call upon our churches and the General Boards and Agencies--
1. To study the various methods for gluarantee1ng very Indivihlual and

family lilt Income capable of sullilrtilg 11ni1n life it dignity and decency
and

2. To participate in the development and imlplemtentation of those plIlcies
and programs which best fulfill the following criteria

(a) Available to all as a natter of right ;
(b) Adequate to maintain health and human decency;
(e) Administered so as to maximize coverage and adjust benefits to

changes in cost of living;
(it) I)eveloped in a manner which will respect the freedom of persons

to manage their own lives, Increase their power to choose their own
careers, and enable Viem to participate in meeting personal and com-
munity needs. Y

(e) Designed to afford incentive to productive activity;
(f) Designed in such a way that existing socially desirable programs

and values are conserved and enhanced.

SOCIAL WELFARE POLICY

Concern for the welfare of tie Iwor. the widow. the orphan is deeply entrenched
within the prophetic tradition and the New Testament iness age. listorlcally. so.
cial welfare has received Its motivalhlo and impetus from the .Judeo-Christian
faith.

Social welfare Increasingly implies the concern of all persons. organized for
the welfare of all persons. Continued unemployment and poverty hligllight the
critical need for public and private assistance to those unable to earn an adequate
livelihood. We urge State and Federal social welfare programs to establish cr-
teria for and practices of individual and family support sufficient to afford a
standard of living which meets minimal needs. Public and private programs of
welfare are needed which would: Provide physical necessities for the destitute;
respect the ftitegrity and the dignity of persons: and encourage economic inde-
jmndence. Provisions should be made for hurmemaker services, birth-control infor-
mation, literacy development. and cultural opportunities. These programs should
offer a maximum of flexibility to meet Individual needs. Social workers should
not have case loads which exceed professional standards. The provision of trained
case aides will extend the productivity of professional case workers.

The church must develop speciallzed ministries to the physically handicapped,
mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, unmarried expectant parents. the
divorced, the social deviants, and other groups of special need. Face-to-face
contacts between the socially privileged and the underprivileged are seriously
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needed. (e The Book of Resolutions of Tie' U'nitd MetlIhlitt Chur1-h, 196'%,
pp. 41k-18.)

With tile important pinlnes of tills dt-1onihn1aifllill statelenl III Inlind, tit(-

appended board statement nmves forward to note the wide gap presently existent
Ibe'ln real lIkeds of dependent families, find the actual sipltort iev(ls of the
welfare programs found in most of the States of thils Nation. The board requests
the, Congres,ts of the Fnlted States to estillish the "Lower Standard Budget,"
defined by the iurean of Lalbor Stnudards, as the official governnhiltal liWich-
nmark for eaiculating needs nanong people fi poverty.

On behalf of tile members of the Board of Christian Social Concerns of The
I'nited Methodist Church, I commend to your Committee the loard Statement
here attached. and the General Conference Statement quoted above.

Sincerely yours,
(InOVEi C. .AGrin,.

Assoefate General Seerclary.

WELFAREN IrEFORM" STATEMENT ADpOTFD BY TIlE BOARD oF CHRIISTIAN SOCIALo
CON t:RSs OF TilE UNITED ETIIOIIST CIURCH[ AT LAKE JUNALUSKA, N.C.,
OCTOHE I 1), ll)04J

VELF ARE REFORM

Basing our thought on considerations carefully set forth in policy statements
of The United Methodist Church,' aind of The Nltiollil Council of Churclie.s'
we call ullon the Congress of the United States to establish public welfare in-
(oie sUllIrt levels adequatee to ialintaii health aind human decency." Look-
li' at present support levels for welfare recipients In the various States of tile
liatio A we are obliged tio Jidge our nation's treatment of Its poor as callous and
dstruittive. Sill)ilort levels plrovilded liy the existing welfare system perpetuate
milnutrition and tend to prevent recilitents front developing econonie hie-

We coulmmend the present administration for including the following elements
i Its welfare reform l rlliosals:

I a) Uaising federal sulllort levels.
b Establi.slhing national n ilhnuil stanidard.- of support.

(e) AIding families with children where an uneniployed father is present.
(d) Providing opportunities to retain additional earned imicoilme before

welfare support s reduced or eligilllity is lost.
(t) Providing income sptlleielnts for the working poor.
(f) Sillifying eligibility deterininations.
(9) Emphasizing the valte of econoin" e independence for the poor.,

We question the necessity and wisdom of tit nanlatory aspects of the pro-
posed work-training program. The ironine,'f dlac of tile work requirenent pro-
grmi l in the propoa il tends to perpetuate tle destructive stereotype of welfare
recipients als people unwillig to work and who ieed to be coerced into the labor
force.

We find unrealistic the Administration's proposal of setting tle national mini-
inuin support standard for a four person family at $1,M00 per year, when the
government defined ninitnumn budget need Is. $4,W62 per year (based on ,iM7
prices). a

Until our national welfare policy calls for support levels for all eligible recipi-
ents which reflect the actual physical needs and dollar costs of mhinal health
and human deeeney, that policy will continue to be humanly destructive and self-
defeating.

I Resolution on "llealth, Welfare. and 1uminan Development" naragraphs on "Ouaranteed
Annual Income" and "Social Welfare Policy." printed in The Rook of Resoluttione of The
1'nIfed Methodist Church, 1968. melted by the Program Council, Methodist Publishing
House, Nashville. Tpenn., pp. 44-40.

' Statement on "Guaronteed Income," ado pted1 by the Board. Published In leaflet form
by the Department of Puldicationa Service, 475 Riverside Drive. New York, N.Y., 10027.

3 See The Book of Retoletions of The t'siitrd Methodist Church. Ibid.. p. 47.See Proposals for Welfare Reform. Me.s.sge from the President of the United States
Relative to Welfare Reform, Aug. 11. 1969. IDoctmment 91-146, [ouse of Representatiu*s.
91st Congress. First Session.5

Sree "Three Riandardai of IMaing for apt l'rbap Frippifly of Four Pcr*ons", Spring 97
Bulletin No. 1570-5. United States Depart mentI of Ini1or. irefilm of lnbor ttitbsSe
especially p. 8, "Lower Standard Budgit, Distribution of Budget Allowances for Family
Consumption."
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We call upon the Congress, then, in its reform of public welfare, to establish

tile l.ow Standard Budget of the Bureau of Labor Statistics' as its standard (if

reference for detning need, taking into account the geographihal and urban/

rural variables already measured In the Bureau's calculations. We urge that this

IA)w Standard Budget measure, carefully drawn aud regularly revised to meet

changing conditions, be accepted as the foundation for calculating matters rele-

vant to the income maintenance neets of the nation. These- should include not

only categorical and general public assistance programs, but. also such programs

as income supplenents for the working -or, tinanclal iniventives for work ex-

perlentv by welfare recipients, uneniployment comliensation and mi nimm wage
legislation.

Anything less tan this will not measure up to the standard called for by
President Nixon in his Message to Congress on! Welfare Iteform. That standard
was embodied In the lrelsilent's powerful opening observation:

-A measure of the greatness of a powerful nation is the character of the life
it creates for those who are lpwerless to innke ends meet."

Our Nation has the power; it must find the will.

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER JOHN F. *1UNGOVAN, MASSACHIUSETTS COMMISSION

FOR THE BLINI

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Finance: I ama grateful
for the opportunity afforded ine to present the views of time Massachusetts Coal-
mission for the Blind on II.R. 1(311, the Family Assistance Act of 1970, together
with changes propo ed therein by the Department of Health, l.f'ducation llid
Welfare.

At the outset, let mae describe the corporation structure of the Commission.
The Commission for the Blind Is a single state agency In Massachusetts mandated
by the Governor and Legislature to provide a total range of social, health, edua-
ion. rehabilitation and income maintenance services to all legally blind residents

of the Commonwealth of Mas.sachusetts It is a one-stop agency for the blind.
I would like to address myself at this point to the newly proposed Title XX

of the Social Security Act as contained In Title Ill of H.R. 16311, specifically
Section 2004 entitled "Organization and Administration," and I quote herewith
from the context: "No state agency or local prime agency slall be designated
pursuant to this section unless it is separate and distinct from any agency it tile
state which Is administering a program under which cash paiymnents are
provided on a basis of need."

In 1066, with the establishment of the Commission or the Blind, time Governor
of Massachusetts and the Massachusetts legislature underscored their intent
to maintain a single, autonomous agency to provide comprehensive social, edluca-
tional, health and rehabilitation services and financial assistance to blind persons
of all ages and stations in life. All segments of society, Including government,
clients, professional groups and the general public, strongly endorse the present
single state agency, service-oriented structure of time Commiisslon for the Blind.
This support is fundamental to the fact that the Commission for the Blind
provides a complete sequence of human support services for blind persons, till
available under one roof. Those services and programs serve the total needs of
more than ten thousand blind residents of the Commonwealth.

If your committe should decide to accept the new proposed Title XX to tle
Social Security Act as contained in Title III of H.R. 10311, I strongly recommend
an amendment which would enable state agencies providing social ca,h assist-
ance paymerts to blind persons to continue providing social services as is
presently being done In Massachusetts. I am attaching herewith mn proposed-
amendment to Section 2004. The Conmmission for the Blind now administers
Aid to the Blind (Title X), Medical Assistance for the Blind (Title XIX), and
Social Services. The social service program is completely separated from the
financial assistance programs. Social workers of the Social Service Unit (to
not determine eligibility for financial aid. This same Commission also ndmlnitsters
the Vocational Rehabilitation Program for the Blind In another unit.

' See "Three Standards of Lring for an Urban Family of Four Persons, ibid.
I Propotalt for Welfare Reform. Message from the President of the United States,

Ibid., p. 1.
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Another serious concern In Federally-asisted piograums serving blind, person
is4 tie re,.lnt effort to utilize tile hilock grant netliod (if fintdiitg under wliich
the governor of a state is given "ilsretionary power to sl .ind Federal fields.
without slu'-.llle piirlioses b-ing sliled out In Federal laiw. Wilel block grants
are desirable in imany service progrinis, they do not lirott'ct tie interests of
blind i'olile. Since programs for the blind and other landicappied tire generally
.N1all In sile, despite the fact that they are, urgently needed, it ias lxen nepes-
sary for the ('Ongre. s to provide slxciflc earmarked authority for these pro,-
grains in order to achieve the desired objectlve. Part It of Title XX, (' puoli-
dated Health education and Welfare Plan. Is a serious threat to the effeelive-
ness of programs for the blitd. Again. I would strongly reeonniend an aniend-
unent to Settlon 202 to prevent the transfer of fans front programs servitit
blind plersons to other lealti, Education and Welfaro programs. I an attaching
herewith a copy of such an ainnendinini.

It has been proved over the years that. blind l ,rsons get better service from
social service programs whefi the administrative agency concentrates ol the
blind personis and their special problems. The lipact of blindne.-; Is so devastat-
ing to the inldivhual that without tile help of highly trained, skilled social
service staffs wino are thoroughly trained iII working with blind persons, the
blinded person does not achieve the degree ofrehabilitation of wliihi lie is
cailible. Many social workers lid rehabilitation counselors are posessid by .

cultural constructs concerning blindanes-, and they are so constricted in their
attitudes towards blild iwrsolns that they tend to rationalize that the blind
person Is incapable of rehabilitation. 'hey also frequently are not willing to
devote all the time which Is neeiled by the blind person. They select front a case-
load of handicalpetd persons those persons whose disability is not so great as
blindne,s. They can be carried away with providing services to socially handli-
capped and moderately physically handicapped persons so that'they neglect the
blind.

We, in the Massiachusetts Commission for the Blind and in other highly sticcess-
fuil agencies such as the Industrial Home for the Blind in Brooklyn, the Virginia
Commislon for the Visually Ihandlcalaped. the North Carolina Commissio l for
the Blind and the Catholic Guild for the Blind in Boston have conclusively
demonstrated that blind persons are better served by an agency which special-
Izes in services to the blind. Many of the needs of blind persons are usually those
of the entire population, but the approach to meeting the needs is the special
skill of the agency for the blind. Notwithstanding the common hunan imeeds of
blind persons, the needs in the areas of coinmunication and mobility are unique.
The specialized agency for the )lind better understands these needs and delivers
service to meet those needs in a much more sophisticated, scientific manner.

Furthermore, in the specialized agency like the Conimis.son for the Blind,
through a reporting system, the medical profession promptly reports a person
when he becomes blind. Hence, the entire blind Iopulation is known to the
Commission. Because of this Ilentiflable population, the specialized agency for
the blind is able to concentrate all services on the newly blinded person. The
newly blinded person is not, therefore, required to shop around the country
int order to obtain all of the help ie needs.

In closing,. Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiterate my appreciation for the
consideration given my recommendations by this Committee. I earnestly believe
that these recoinmendati.,is will assure needed improvements In the nation's
welfare programs, particularly those designed to provide cash assistance as well
as social and rehabilitative services to blind persons. I sincerely hope that the
Committee will take favorable action on these recommendations.

"ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION

"Sac. 2004. (a) In order for a State to be eligible for payments under section
2012 for Its program of individual and family services, the Governor of such
State shall, in accordance with regulations of the Secretary-

"(3) designate, for the purpose of administering the program of individual
and family services within any service area, either a -State agency or a local
prime sponsor, except that the cilef elected official or officials nf any mnuni-
cipality whose p)oplation is in excess of two hillndred and fifty thou, ud
May designate such minlilel)ality as a service area anad may designate the
lo(al prine sloinsor tierefor, but in any case in which the Ulovernor finds
that the designation of a s,,rvice area by the ,hlef elected( official or ofat-
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lais of a municipality will or Is likely to result i inad1qnIat avaiitlthllty
of Individual and fanilly services it areas adjacent to (or iiiear) tle service
area so designated, he shall notify the ecrelary, and the Secretary iay lIre-
scrlbe such requiren:ents as a condition to stlih desiignatloil as lie fiils IIIs.-
sary to safeguard the Interests of such Individuals arid families. Nil Slate
agency or local riie sponsor siall be designated jirstialt to Ihi. section
tnhis,; It is separate and distinct froin any agency in the State which 1% ad-
ninistering a prograin under which cash benefits are iivideled n Iiii, Iisis
of need (but this shill not be. coaslrited to preclude Iule desigiatim, orf a
State agency or local lorline sponsor which is a conslitiutie of ii larger aigencry
or delpartment whiel adiiniilsters several health. ilncatlioin, or wteifarte. ior
related programs). Notiwithstan ding the provisions of Mhix paragralph. the
Sta tt aency a(t it i. tering or sipcirvi. gn thc afdninitration of social .wrr-
ices or other health, education, or me/arc pro!/ramns for the blind 111dcr
State law or by dcsignation of ite Oorermor nifty be deignated to admiiicr
or sttperrise the admini stration of programs related to the lind und r this
Title.

The above language appears on pages 249--251 in the green-backed Conmtiittee
Print and pages 10,-411 in the bill it.elf.

"OPTIONS FOR PROGRAM INTEGRATION

"SEt. 2022. (a) Notwlthstaiiuiig any olher provisioii of Flederal law-
"(1) the Secretary may, upon request of the Goveriior, e.tablish a single

Federal share for expenditures under the plan based on (A) the Federal
share or shares applicable to the various prograins included in the plan,
and (B) the total expenditures which miay b claimed for Federal financial
partlcllwition with respect to each such program, and

"(2) the Governor or the chief elected executive officer or officers of a
unit of general local government which administers one or more health, edu-
cation, or welfare programs included lin the plan amy tran-fer an amomnt,
not in excess of 20 per centuni of thie, Federal assistani.e available to tle
State or to such unit of general local government with respect to any pro-
gram included in the plan for any fiscal year, for use In carrying out one or
more other such programs in the salue fiscal year, blt in no case may fit(
amount of Federal assistance available for use in carrying out any of such
other programs exceed 150 per centumi of the amount of such assistance which
would have been available therefor without regard to this subsectien, and no
Federal assistance may bc transferred from any health, education, or tel-fare
program for the blind.

From pages 271-272 of the green-backed Committee print and pages 131-132
of the bill.

STATEMENT OF IRVIN P. SCImmOSS, LEOIsLATIvy: ANALYST, A.ERICA.N
FOUNDATION FOR TiE BLEND

Mr. Chairman and ineibers of the Committee, I appreciate this opportunity to
present tile views of the American Foundation for the Blind and the Americzan
Association of Workers for the Blind on II.R. 16.311. the Fanmily Assistance Act of
1970, and changes in It proposed by the I)epartinent of H1e.alth, Education. anttl
Welfare.

The American Fomndation for the Blind is the national voluntary research and
consultant agency in the field of services to blind persons. The American Asso-
ciation of Workers for the Blind is the national professional membership organi-
zation in the fleld.

Both of these national organizations support enactment of Title I of IR. 16,111
which supplants the current Aid to Families with Dependent Children program
with the new Funmily A. slstance Plan. Although it is aplparent that there a'
various shortcomings in the new prolsals. we believe linat they provide a signifi-
cant first step In reforming a program whose inadequacy continues to 1be lO11I-
pounded. In particular, we welcome thc provisions which establish a national
minimum standard of assistance, cover the working poor, eliminate incentives to
family breakup, and promise rehabilitation and vocational training to ellmiate
dependence on pubic asstance. We believe that short coinings in this new ap-
proach can be effectively corrected by the Committee i collaboration with the
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Department of health. Education, and Velfare to achieve the goal dilsired Iby all
of those interested in ilimproving the present iprograui.

The Anierican Foundation for the Blind and the Anerican As.-.lationi of Wirk-
ers for the Blind favor the improvement in the formula for determining gratis
to the states for public a distance payments to the aged, blind, and disalihd tcii-
talned in revised Title XVI proposed by II.R. 10311. We also vnd(orse the e-tah-
lishmnent of a minimum monthly payment of $110 per reelplenit less nonexehinlt
income. llowever, we are concerned that relay, l of Titles 1, X' azid XIV of the
Social Seturity Act and mandatory acceptance of Title XVI by the states for re-
ceiving Federal ald lit making public assistance payments to the aged, blind. and
dilabled may work to the (iatlvantage of blind individuals.

Experience of blind public assistance recipients in some of the states vich
are presently receiving Federal funds under Title XVI indicates that not enough
consideration is given in administration at state and local levels to sl ecial
needs. In fact, after enactment of Title XVI in 1962, the Department of lhallh,
Education, and Welfare In State Letter 610, Part C, issued January 9, 19W3,
specifically Interpreted the term "reasonable standards" iln Section 1602(a) (13)
to mean "common standards." In most states, cash payments to Aid to the Blind
recipients and other special benefits have tended to be at a higher level than
those for the aged or disabled. The fact that the number of blindfpulllic assist-
ance recipients is sulstantlaily smaller than the number of Individuals on Old
Age Assistance or Aid to the Permanently and Totally disabledd rolls has imiade it
possible for the states to be more liberal in Aid to the Blind benefits. Although
'Setlon 1603(b) (1) of revised Title XVI In H.R. 16311 will prevent cutbacks in

cash assiLtance received by blind persons, the present monthly asistance pay-
ment to blind Individuals In states where Aid to the Blind Is currently higher
will serve as a ceiling on cash assistance for many years to come because of the
substantially larger number of aged and severely disabled beneficiaries whose
monthly grant must be upgraded.

In the eight years since 1962, when Title XVI was enacted on an optional
basis, only 19 states of the 54 eligible jurisdictions have elected to receive their
Federal grants for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under it. As of March 31.
11170. only three additional states had plans for using Title XVI. (A report of
the I*,partmnent of Health, Education, and Welfare on utilization of Title XVI
is attached to this statement.)

Therefore, both the American Foundation for the Blind and the American As-
sociation of Workers for the Blind recommend that Section 202 of H.R. 16311
repealing Titles I. X. and XIV be eliminated so that states will continue to
have the option of receiving Federal funds for public assistance payments on
it categorical rather than a generic basis if they choose to do so. We would also
strongly recommend that the phrase ". . . or any period thereafter .... "in
Section 141(b) of Public Law 87--543 be strickeh in order to permit states pres-
ently administering public assistance under Title XVI to elect categorical
administration of the program under Titles I, X, and XIV if they find their
experience tnder Title XVI is unsatitfactory.

We would further recommend that the improved financing formula, establish-
went of the mininui monthly benefit of $110 for each recipient, and other im-
provenlents made by MR. 16311 In revised Title XVI be Included in Titles I. X,
anl XIV. We would also urge that the limilation of relative's responsibility in
revised Title XVI be extended to cover the blind and disabled over age 21 and
that the same provision be incorporated In Title I, X and XIV. In addition, we
would recommend that Section 1603(b) (4) of H.R. 14173 recommended by the
Administration hit eliminated In M.R. 16311 be added to Titles I, X, XIV and
XVI of the Act This provision states:

"(4) no lien will be imposed against the property of any individual or
his estate on account of aid paid to hln under the plan (except pursuant to
the Judgment of a court on account of benefits incorrectly paid to such in-
dividual), and that there will be no adjustment or any recovery of aid cor-
rectly paid to him under the plan."

Under present law, social and rehabilitative services specified by the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare are financed at a higher level on an open-end
funding basis. We believe that continuation of this method of financing such
services under Titles I, X, XIV, and XVI is desirable. IHowever, if the Commit-
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tee should decide to) accept the new prol, t! Title XX to tlie Sowiai vecurily Act
contained in Title III of 11.1. 16i11. we strongly recommend on amendment which
would make it poslble for *tate agencies providing cash assstane lwynents to
blind persons to continue I)rovlling social services a-s they are presently doing.
(Our proposed anmendinent to Section 2004 is attached.)

Another serious concern in Federally-assisted programs serving blind and
other handicapIled persons is the recent effort to utilize the bloc grant niethod of
funding under which the governor of a state Is given diwretionary authority to
spend Federal funds without specilic purposes spelled out fit Fedihral low. Since
programs for the blind and other handilcapl'l are generally small in scope de-
spite the fact that they are urgently needed,It has-been mneessary for the Con-
gress to provide specific earmarked authority for these various programs in order
to achieve the desired objective. Part B of Title XX, "('onsolidated healthh. Ed-
ueation, and Welfare Plan," Is a serious threat to time effectivene. of prograins
for the blind. We would strongly recommend an amendment to Section 20"M2 to
prevent the transfer of funds from programs serving blind persons to other IIEW
programs. (Our proposed amendment to Section 202 is attached.)

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I should like to expres.,4 the appreciation of tihe
American Foundation for the Blind and the American Assoclotitmi of Workers
for the Blind for the consideration this Committee is giving our recommendations.
We believe that these recommendations will assure needed Improvements in
the nation's welfare programs, particularly those designed to provide cash as-
sistance as well as social and rehabiltative services to blind persons. We sin-
cerely hope that the Committee will take favorable action on these recom-
mendations.

1962 AMENDMENT

TITLE XVI: AID TO THE AGED, BLIND. OR DISABLED, OR SUCH AND
MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE AGED, AS REPORTED MARCH 31,
1970

A. Progrni in operation ---------------------------------- 19 Jurisdictions
1. Plan approved ---------------------------------- 19 Jurid-ictions
Alaska Nebraska
Arkansas* New Mexico
Florida New York**
Georgia North Carolina*
Hawaii North Dakota
Illinois Oklahoma
Kansas Puerto Rico
Kentucky Rhode Island
Maine Vermont
Maryland

2. Plan not yet approved ----------------------------- 0 Jurisdiction
B. Not In operation; plan material submitted ---------------- 0 Jurisdiction
C. Plan material In preparation -------------------------- 0 Jurisdiction
D. Legislation enacted --------------------------------- I Jurisdiction

Wyoming (1965) 1

E. Legislation in process to give basis for program or to provide
appropriation ------------------------------------- 0 Jurisdiction

F. Interested or Intend to use ---------------------------- 3 Jurisdictions
Delaware'
Tennessee
Wisconsin

G. Will not implement at present ------------------------- 31 Jurisdictions
Alabama District of Columbia 2

Arizona Guam
California Idaho
('olorado Indiana
Connecticut Iowa

*Inclndes MAA.
*As of June 30. 1969. Nothing reported for Sept. 30, 1969.
I Plan material not submitted.
S Exploring financial possibilities for OAA nod DA.
SNeeds legislation, District of Columbia and Nevada considered by JLegslalture. not

enacted.
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/ VIH;2 AMINi)MEN'1'/

TiTIoI) XVI: AlI) I't Ti'lil ,{IM . LIAN), )Rt 1IiSABILIE.), OlL SUCi ANiD
.MilDot'AL ASSISTANCI l(1 TI: A(;E), ,%.' ItuIi'4)1TIE) MAICHi 31,
l1 TO--t lict ilcied/

-U. VIll not iiilenlil.it it( preseit-('ontinutied
iacnislana Or.gon /
.MIssachiisetts IItIIInsyIva Il
31i0'ilgai Sciitli (';i rolllid
Millsole.i 'lth iDakotas

Misseri I italh
oiit:iia .'irgin 1.I sl.ids

Nevada Virginia
New Ilnnipshire \VaS.1i1lt041n 1

Nev .ersey ' \elt 'irgillia
()li.

* livingg (lirher rv'l,. ci ii m -i tieR.

1,% 14-giShit[le'.1 NO 14. 1 I, , l0ld)i%'l1t1l1t 1t Rlf'e lll.

"ORGANIZATION AND ADMINI,",1ATI IN

"SEt'. 2(H)I. 0 1 Il order for a State to Ie eligilble for Icaylnents under section
2)12 for it.s program of individual ald ftoily services. the Governor of stich
State sin I. iii accordanice with re'guliationis of the Secretary-

-13) desigllle, for tle lircie ,of adiniicisterllig thie prograla of individual
:ndi flntily servh-es within Ony service a re l. either a State agency (or a
boal prine ,sionsor, ext't-lI that Ill t chief elected official ocr opfli.ials of tiny
ltinclle'jality wilce ]celillit i ill I,; ill excess of two l111ldrel and lifty tholl-

S:'lnd ll;i- disiglia:il sll icUlucicipila lity as a service area alid iay designate
tile l.iial p'illice . eIns-t ci Iceret, cr. but iii ainy case ill which the Governor
1ll111s thal t lilt, clesj ' i id1 1 cn it f a -, i(' area 1 , the . el let 'le (1 liial oir
411h-1l k cef (o i l ncli ii l .Vity will or is likely to result il iladcqj ate availability
it iiiilividlial anidl f;iamily stv i'sl. ill ;reas adjacent to (or near) the service
a ' Sd ilesiliatedl. he sh:ll liblily fhe Secroary, andt lhe S eretary niay

Irescrilbe such reqluirenctl as at condition to sucl designations as lie tnds
lie,,ssary tic ,aifegiard the interests of silici individuals alnd families. No
State aigely or lo.al lirillme scilsor shall liet designated pursuant to this
seui lu illIess it is selillrate Lld(] distinct froui any agency lit the State which
Is adinistering a pirogral unider which cash Ieenefits are prov'i(ed on the
R,:sj- ,of need (but this shall nit lot construed to preclude the (leslgnation
Oef a Stailt agency or local priie slponsir which is a vouustitient of a larger
mcgellty icr deiarlinent whic.l aiiiniste'rs several health, education. or wel-
fare. or related jirigraincs). .o ifrithstandin. Mhe prori.iois of this para-
araph, the littlee aQgo-neye liinsltisdrhin! or tit$ 'risiq the adninistratiol of
*iiWitil scrriecs or other hetC1h, c'lication. or wt.il re programs for the blind
unler Sltate la1w or by dlesi!Joittlioi of the (oreritor mal! be designfatCd to
ittlniiwisier or superrix. the admin istration of programs related to the blind
PiIder this Title.

The above language appears on |)ages 244-251 In the green-Icacked Comnnittee
Prilt and pages 109-111 In the bill itself.

"OPTIONS FOR PR(IHRA.M INTFGRATION

".1:c. 2022. (a) Notwithstanding any other irovisiu cif Federal law-
"(0 1 the Secretary may. upon request of thie (Governor, establish a single

Federal share for expenditures under the plan lased on (A) the Federal
share or shares appllcalle to the various ]orograllls Included in the plani,
and (11) tile total expen(lltures which may be clainied for Federal financial
partlelpatlon with respect to each such lprograin, and

"(2) the Governor or the chief elected executive officer or officers of a
unit of general local government which administers one or more health,
education, or welfare l)rografs lfIncluded in the plan may transfer an amount,
not in excess of 20 per centumn of the Federal asslstancce available to the
State or to such unit of general local government with respect to any pro-
gram Included In the plan for any fiscal year, for use in carrying out one
or more other such programs In the same fiscal year, but in no case may
the amount of Federal assistance available for use in carrying out any of
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sulh iitler program s l vA 5 t'Jo( e l ( r ((e llllll 41f tlit, ' f sIIcIh :".l st, -

m IoIck whIhh wolldI leave bee I I avlile tllerer, ki. Avit hou rv'.ga i It, this sipi-
st.t [ihll, ilitd I F il ci'r l ,Ia ,5inIIlI l', - pi ; lt Ir,1 it 'l,-('W f' ItI 11111 h I llh,
iiiluctition, uor irliir" I,'oigra m for th ' thlint.

Fromee pages 271-272 of th, greein-loacked Comniittee Iprint & pages 131-132 (of
tle bill.

S -r.FIek:N1'Y o" Mni. Nt:I.soN 11. ('C'IKSlIANK. EIDE'liENT, NATIONAL. (eOIiN II OF
SNIOR CITIZENS

Mr. Chairneand 11(1 .1inetbers, of live Comitltee, ithe Nailhieal ('i Ce l if S ecle e r
Citizens appreclate-s this ojujuortunilty to presence its ( ',vis lilt II.1t. IW0311. tile
Fally .Asistlliie Act of 1170. Our 21 1 million cajmei-i's. while s eeir it years.
nrv det,lly cocerlned with (Ih well hiilg (of chihldrene acul yan illge'r finliieis. [li-
dtiNl. ouclr seniors never ih'aictt, their roles is lJIirecits mllid grandlpreniits. 'lht'
Coutiil's overall goal Is i better Slusity for Hill our I)VOIRih, imut just fo ir tlt-
vderly.

'iThe National ('ouciil of Senlfor Citizens wholhelcu rhcly edorses Il- principles
of tht liiily Assistancee l'hin-and so sttI i at its Ninh A\ cal IA, nvezili,'i
lik Washhlcgton oin .1 liew 11-13. We sulolo'rt thi ie.ethot] of siatring our Natb~it's
lr(O hlivity with Its llisri' (isadvantagkl ilicumbers ancud omf nccourigcg litil help-
lng these families in their efforts to bece ne conutrilbul lig iuicnl'rs cif our evtocioic
aned socill systill.

"Thleh Natilinil ',eluecll of 'enior Cit izeo.s iN well aware that gainful employment
lit adequate waiges is the best road out of poverty. Our memeers are'(, strwleg
belevers in work Ind] have dvicnustral teidl, belie, f over t heir working life-
tiles,. int we aiso believe thIlt enupliisis oil work IK'r se-work wiltout regard to
suitaloility or humnin dignity--c.an (dstroy ethetr iulorlant humn val.ues. I'ufor-
Innately, the Faily Assistance I'lan :is nlow ierlm xsed. i its stres- on work for
the sQike of work. fki. to include safeguards nliroprltely designed to foster
our base American values of family reslolelsiloility icil tt( deegnilty of (he udi-
vidual. We strongly urge that I lvl of iiteco'q lil less thani tli Itu'erty floor
lieh is.sure-as I cuatter of right-not just to those fo r whiomi employment is
the escape front poverty blt for families for wvheoln employment is iiot practical
because of family resion. lbilities or for whomee digilied ind suitable enploymenet
at adeqiluate wages Is not available.

Our conenieti are niow directed to the proposal as it relates to ile adult cate-
gories anid eslicially to the aged. We supllort particularly a nminimnum floor for
old age assistance. Thi, ire.eunt sitluatiomn is a disgrace vith lmnieits averaging
$75.1 a Inmmith liand riallling In lhe llistalitc of lt least one of the states., to a low
of $45.X) i mieouth. Trly, tilt elderly on il.oius (of this, sort ir, tit poorest of
the loor. I.ll. 11W311, he.y- seltig this iniiiuni iloir, takes atn urgit illd neces-
sary step forward with i.ts provision of $2210.00) a month for in elderly couple,
which doet; bring such it coipleltilt to the poverty floor.

However, for t single agel individual, the guaranteed income wuldl lie
only about S)c of tlhe poverty level. We urge therefore tha thei liIor gualra eteed
for in adult Idividual be rai sed to a more realistic level. of $i5A).0i to '1ii.0l a
iiolith.

We endorse the Bill's ehileinition (of relative responsibility. except spiou:e for
sTlsv and dependent child, aneld support further tile Administration's proposal
that tle Bill lie 1i1icelided to require States to permit lliose elderly who are aisle
to work al(l can obtain It. to retain a share of their earnings.

lewever. ti1w legislatione as presently puli t forvird. pays out federal mioney oil
the one hand, aind thee(i allows tlhe states to rec up it frolil the elderly. This state
of affairs should not le liNerllitted. We urge therefore th(at the Bill l llielled to
Inelllde specifle language assuring-eow ild for tlt, futtr--thitt no state could
reduce Its ]lliIt assistance loyiiients is a result of illereased Social Security
paymecents il any cast where lie uiearied lnvoI o was lower tlhan tile current
"po-erty level." as deteriminel by the appropriate ageley.

While we support, as ve lIdicated. tile setting of i national icone standard.
tle elimination of relative responsibility, aind tlhe Adminintration's recomunmenia-
tion that lien and recovery also Ie eliniinated. we art puzzled aned deeply eon-
cerned over the Administraition's hlf-hearted approach to what we consider
some v'ery desirable illd necessary reforms I i o11Cr old age aissistaciiie system.
On the one hand, the, Admiinilstration is willing to concede that old age assist-
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niale levels are highly Inadequate, and so propoes to raise tlwai. and(l further
states that a number of restrictive eligibility volnlitolls should beli 1 eliminated.
and yet somehow the Adniilstration appears to hold that tie elderly made
eligible by these revisions will not claim the payments to which they are entitled.
This seenis to us both half-hearted and unrealistic.

Evidence of this is found lit the Aduinistration's estimate of the number who
would receive these piayients and in its explanation of why the rinmiber Is not
larger. SpecIfically, the Adininstration estimates that the number of aged. blind.
and disabled individuals who will receive welfare payinents after the reform of
the system will be only 100.000 greater than without reforni-an Increase In the
three adult categories from 3.2 million to 3.3 million lit 1972. Yet. In 1000. there
were about 4.,5 million persons over age 65) who were lving it poverty. (And
shockingly, this was a rise from the 4.6 million aged poor in 19, nn indication
that basic reform is long overdue).

In view of tile present low s-tandards of Old-Age Assistancet in many States. Ii
combination with complex-and often harsh--eligibility It-ovislonls relating to
residence. relative responsibility. proper-y liens. etc., it I, pferlhaps not surprising
that the number recelviig Old-Age Assistance has stayed well below half of the
nation's total of aged poor. But It Is surprising that III the so-ealled reform of
the system go little basic change was made as to leave virtually unchanged the
number expected to receive assistance. This is particularly surprising since two
of the harshest inhibitions in the present welfare systemr-relative respinsibility.
and property liens and recovery-have been eliminated, eltninations which we
enthusiastically support.

Why then does the Administration exlwt no substantial Increase in tile number
of recipients? Secretary Richardson. when asked this question by your Committee.
replied to the effect that the proposal makes no material change in tile admin-
istration of public assistance for the adult categories, while establishing nation-
wide eliuIbility rules. nothing Is done to change the kinds of things -lint keep
tile aged--even when in direst need-from applying for Old-Age Assistance.

The National Comncill of Senlor Citizens therefore asks: does this merit the
naine of reform, when measured against the millions of aged persons who have
Income below the poverty level?

We can understand the dilemnni with whlph the Administration was faced it
its effort to reform the nation's welfare program. How can substantial improve-
ment be achieved without substantial Increase in costs? But we (10 not think the
way out of this dileninna is to simply assume that the payments to which these
elderly people are entitled will liot be claimed, whether because of lack of infor-
mation about availability or because of administrative barriers designed to deter
claims. Real reform requires changes that make the conditions under which
welfare Is paid both widely known and publicly acceptable.

To achieve such reform, the National Council of Senior Citizens therefore urges
that (1) the Family Assistance Act be revised so that all older persons are eligible
for sufficient asistance to bring their unearned incomes up to the "poverty line"
for the elderly, with the federal government bearing 100 per cent of the costs
of such assistance, and (2) that assistance for the elderly be administered fed-
erally with eligibility determined anl benefits paid under uniforml and simplified
procedures that have been carefully designed to respect the dignity of the
individual.

Our recomnendation for 100 per cent federal financing rf assistance up to tile
poverty level is in complete accord with the rf• ommendation made by President
Nixon's Task Force on Aging, in its April, ) Report "Toward a Brighter
Future for the Elderly."

While we agree too with the recommendation of the Task Force that assistance
x federally administered, the National Council of Senior Citizens is strongly
opposed to the Task Force's Implementing recommendation that assistance be
administered through the Social Security district offices. We believe it would
be disastrous to change the fundamental character of the Social Security local
offices by charging then with the administration of a means test. no matter how
simplified and dignified the test.
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Over the past .35 years. the local offices of the Social Secrlty .zdmlnistration
have earned the respect and high regard of the entire community, both for their
consideration and understanding of older people's problems and for the thor-

iughnzies,. with which their personnel help to establish entitlement to benefits.
People by tile millions go to their local social security offices with no fear of
affront to their dignity, knowing that here they are only required to establish
their right to an earned benefit, not to undergo an Income test. All this liriceless
advantage would be lost If these offices were to be miade into "relief" or "welfare"
offices, thus erasing the distinction that now exists inI the public mind between
social insurance and public assistance.
Social serrlces for the elderly

The National Council of Senior Citizens also has a vital interest InI the proposal
for fundamental reform in the welfare services program, submitted by the
Administration as Title XX of the Social Security Act.

The National Council applauds the principle of complete sel1)ration of social
services front cash assistance in both administration and determination of
eligibility. We question, however, whether the objectives of making services
broadly available to the aged and assuring their use inI optlinua fashion can
be achieved by the proposal now before this Committee.

We seriously question the provision requiring that older people with Incomes
slightly above the poverty line pay a fee for sWIal services. This Introduces, in
our judgment, the needs test philosophy that has characterized pmllic assistance.
lut perhaps even more important, the fee will serve as a deterrent to the use
of services, especially by older people. The elderly husband their meagre resources
and are very reluctant to use them for anything beyond basic costs of food,

,shelter, and acute medical needs. In this respect, they differ from younger
persons who have ahead of them a lifetime of rising earnings-a whole lifetime

to enjoy the enrichment that may result from the services received.
Even when social services are free, many older people most in need of services

do not use them, either because they don't Identify their needs or don't know of
the resources available. That "outreach" is essential if services are to be used
has been amply demonstrated by two of the projects of the National Council-
our Senior Aides program and ouir prograin on Legal Research and Services
for the Elderly. We have other specific evidence. For example, the number of
aged persons using out-patlent psychiatric clinic services is only 2 percent of
the overall population ; yet the National Institute of Mental Health reports that
anywhere from 15 to 25 per cent of elderly persons living in their ovn Iinles
have some degree of mental disorder and that a miniauni of 8 per cent of these
individuals are known to be severely disturbed.

Thus, if services are to be used by the elderly, an essential component of any
program is outreach-not fees which can serve only as a deterrent.

The National Council of Senior Citizens also seriously questions the provi-
sion for removing the open-end approach to federal financing of services. Many
States and localities which wish to develop adequate programs of social serv-
ices will be unable to do so because of this provision.

We urge, therefore, that the Congress adopt legislation that would offer real
encouragement to communities to develop broad programs of social services.
at the same time offering encouragement to individuals to make optinmum 11W

of these services.
In conclusion, these comments on behalf of the National Council of Senior

Citizens have dealt solely with the Administration's proposals for reform iif
welfare cash assistance and social service. We would indeed be remiss. how-
ever, if we failed to point out-in fact to underline--how essentially interrelated
are welfare reform and social security reform. The Social Security Amendments
now before this Committee provide a challenguig opportunity for significant
improvements in Social Security, including Medicare. Improvements in the pro-
tectlon of the social insurance program can greatly decrease dependency, espe-
clally for the older population, thus enabling the welfare program to fulfill its
proper role as a second line of defense.
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(1The following omtilnhati-n with attaclliieit WiIS forwatrded to
the ('lomittee by lin. Stepllen M. Young, a IU.S. Senator from the
State of Ohio:)

TItMi'soN. II. & Fim.oy.
('hcrclant, lhio. .lnIQ/*t 2, 19701.

1loi. STEPhEN A. YoUt. '.S'enaete Office Butilding,

1'llshinlton. D.1'.
(Attenition of Mr. Ross Dicker).

)-UR SY:NATOR YOUNG: In accordance with my conversation of today with Mr.
Ro., Dicker of oyir office. I am ce-ivlosing a 1iiihilne study, complett'd inl .Jllly,
1970. by the Manpower lalnning ani Develpment ('omnission of The' Welfrare
Feleration of ('levelani entitled "Eiioylmet Opportunilties foi. and Emilo.-
ineut ltelate! Chara'terl.stles alnd Attitudes of AFl' Motlier. hi (tiyzih,'gt
t'ounty 19T0".

On behalf of the Walfare Feileritlon and the Commission I am writing to seek
yor a.s.sistanc to obtain lxriiissin for tiet (oliiznilsslon to pr.,enil tves-4li.y
relating to this stilly at the hearings of (he Se-nate ('oinoiil tee OIn IlimliP ill
the proposetl Fam1nily Assistance Program (II.It. 1I311). We Iielrstlald that
iminy gropis have filed to testify. Neither the Welfare Federiation. ior the
31anliower Planning and lDevelopmjent (ollin lsslIin has dolne so, 1ut we ftt.l we
have uniu e information which would le helpftil to the committee.

Although the Welfare Federation has views oil other asptects of the Family
Assistanet Program. It feels that such other aspects Will be (liaussted by olthr
groups and individuals. We feel that we call make the greatest contributions Iby
discussing the other material on the employment opportunities for AFl)C
mothers in Cuyahoga County as this relates to the work incentive Colnllnlllt
of the proposed Family Ass.stance Program. To our knowledge this kind of lasic
Information Is nowhere else available. I Vould proIose thai Ml." lihlen iandall
testify on behalf of the Commission. She can ple.sent a fifteen lage (dollbled
spaced) snumary and limit her time to 15 lintites. Or. if th,- Committee will
give only 5 IIliiilltt"z. we Call sub1milt the siimiry for the record. ()lur gr atest
interest Is in sharing the Information with this important Scnate Comittte.

Here are a few brief highlights for your lisp in talking with the Coninlitte,.
1. The Study provides Information on the extent to whihh a "workfare"

program, as in the proposed Family Assistance l'lan might succeed in mnov-
lng the 20.000 AFIC mothers in Cnyahoga County i1(o permanent adequate
ePnlloynpmit and off welfare rolls. The Study contains the "'Fats" for all-
swering the question: "Why don't they get omit :and get n Job instad of
living off welfare?"

2. In ('uyahoga County over the next 12 months, 22,000 women. c.rclisirc
o/ .4 PfD(' mothers. will be looking for jobs.

3. During th saim I, ridl, .only 10.000 jobs will Ie availalde.
4. Thill. means 5..-)0 lore women \N-ho are not ion welfare will be seeking

job.s than there will Ie job opporlunitles.
.5. In teris of edlucational detfilen('ies and Iack of day Care fai.lites for

her children, the AFDV jo seeker has an overwhelming (lisadvalitaure ill
comlnpiting for those jobs.
fl. Seven out of 10 of these jolls that will be available will not pay emouogh

to remove Culyaihoga ('ilty A l"I)(' mothers with famIlies of fir o' i1trv
from the welfare rolls.

7. It will cost approximately ;cl% more to Irepare Cuyahoga Comity's
4.30K AFDC mothers who :ire Considered emidoyaldc according to the F:amnily
A."Istanee Plan criti-ria than to maintain them oil full public assistance.

. But, if they (all lie ellllioy(A at ill! average yearly salary of $4.2(X). it
will Cost |5% Ies.,m to provide suplementary assistane findl day care thmn to
maintain then oil full welfare grlans.

9. The slly/denmanl/eost data of the Study ill(,iclte that it Is inelstimi-
alble whether. inder tie primis(4. welfare programs,. a signiivt nnll ,r of
(nyahogn ('oUty's 20.0MK) kFI)(' nothvers. evi~i with training, will Iw able
to iecoime employed In lrnallult eliploymelt at wlg,s which all pIvide
for adequate family maintenance ll{ 'reiiioviil froI the welfare rolls.

Any assistance whl.h vou imuny give i1% would be greatly aplreclted.
Very truly yours,

Ri'iciARo S. S-TRi'IrEIr.



24241

STATFAWI.NT OF TilM MANiOWFIt i'UNNINO AND i)EVEI.OPiMENT ('OMM VISION OF TIlE
CLV:FAI.EIND WVl.FARlE F EDRATION lIEAORE TIlE JOINT ('OMMI['EE ON PUBLIC
ASSIS'ANCE OF TilE 01110 (ENIIAL AsSE.M.JY

My nane Is Mrs. Helen Randall. I am the Director of The Manpower Planning
and )evelopmient Commiiission of the ('levelantd Welfare Federation.

For soie 21) years the Manpower PIaning commissionn, coipose1 of it broad
cross-section of leaders front business. industry, education, labor, government,
and social agencies. hais been engaged in Identifying emerging manpower antitl
employment lrollems in the Cleveland area, developing the basic Information
and data essential for realistic policy making ailid program planning ill this
prollen feld, aind, oil the basis of this Infornation, proposing reconnnnendations
to those groups and organi'/Ations which have tie responsibility for determining
policy or developing oloeratioIll programs and services related to manpower and
emplloymnlt.

I an| pleased to share with your (onaittee today sonar of the nmjor findlaings
li a Study released July 30 lby the Manlower Planning Commission. The Study
ihentities tlae eniloymevnt oplortuutit ls for. and the characteristics an attitudes
of, mothers lit Uttyahuga Counly receiving Aid for Families with Delendent
childrenn.

Why don't they get out alld get a jotle" "Those women on AFI)C don't really
want to work. do they'" Questions of this nature are raised by those who are
cotvintcedl there are plenty of Jobs available for mothers on welfare if they only
had the motivation to look for and accept them. But is such thinking basel oil
myth or reality? Are there really Jobis "out there" for welfare recipients? Is
motivation really tile missing ingredient? The 'Manpower Planning ('omins-
slon's Study addresses itself to irovidhing the information for responding to these
questions on the basis of facts.

This present Colaniselon Study was lproimlpted by the proposed Family Assist-
ante Program, the welfare reforin plan of the Nixon Administration.

As you tire aware, the Finly Assistance lan. if enacted in its present form,
would requlre selected pwoor who wish to rvce-ive puldie assistance to regisler
for job training and/or enloynent ui the Stat l' lll oyllwilt Servict. and accept
the sante if offered. The only API)(' mothers exempted from this requirement
would lie those with children under 6 years of ago, tlios, where the father is
present lit the home and Is the prinmry worker, and those unable to work because
of illness, disability or age.

AF)C Inothers under this Plan would receive a $30 l'r month training al-
lowanee. Whel emlipOynent Is obtained, the first $720 per y(.ar oif eartcil imtiime
phls one-half of the reaniander would lie "disregarded" lItfor earnings are sub-
tracted dollar for dollar from the family's full publk- assbstanv.e grant to deter-
inne how inuch suilileintary a.sislance the fanmil: will continue to receive. 'i'his

is (tiled the "work incentive" compotmemt of the Faintly As. distance Plnn.
The Manpower Planning Cominissiont does not attempt to Judge the imoral right-

ness or wrongness of tile "workfare" philosophy, which underlies the Mi-nily
Assistance Program. Instead, the S'tudy attempt. to proridth tht' fotenl ,'ivtd.V (,f
inoriliation needed to detcrinei thc (.rtcnt to ilhich a "rork/fi,c" Jroyrfmi. six
in liI(- proposed family Assvistne I' 1n, might succevd in marinej('y cuploi,10 (,,4
potentially cinployible ircIfare recipients in ('itjjei .q a ('Ouvtj iCo nto irniannt.
Inm'llingf ul, find i'equate pmyiny cmi pollinent, andv off of tie irvlfitrc roll.s. '1")
oilr knowledge, this Study Is the first major undertaking of thiis kind in the
cou lit ry.

To accomplish this purpose, three major areas were investigated:
1. The supply of (a) AF)t mothers who are emdoyable and potentially Pill-f

pioyablie, and (ha) oilier women who need and/or want work. What are the ent.i
ploynent related characteristics of these two groups of female jol setkers: a)

awoniii jolo seekers oi welfa re and 1)) wonien Jol seekers ]lot on welfare
2. Enildoyer demand for wonemi to till Jolp openings lit Cuyahoga Couity over
12 month perlod in terms of numbers, occupational requirements and! Nv'age.,.
3. h'le cots of iareiaring for enlmlloymeat AFIX' mothers who are emaployalshe

and Iotentlally emdoyale.
TilE SUPPLY PI'URE

Wlat Is the supply picture In the Cleveland area? To answer this question, a
random sampling (3.0%) of the 20.017 AFDC mothers in Cuyahoga County as
of March 31, 1970 was taken to determine the employment related characteristics
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and attitudes of these persons. Information was provided by 200 clseworkers.
Applying percentages disclosed in the Survey to the total castload, lite Study
found that :

Over 15,'c (3.182) of Cuvahoga County AFDC mothers rire prcsenitljl work-
tn.q either full or iort time or in training.

Orc'r |2" (8.407) of ,IFDU mothers not working or in training have pre-
school Ich ildrt'w.

31" (621) of AP)C mothers not working or in training are eon.,id'red
employable.

A mother was eonsrldere' "'empioyale" if she was able, with ainle- supportive
services ( including day care for her children) to function adequately aid ininedl-
ately In suitable employment.

The Manpower Plannting Comissio set up the operational criterit for "em-ployability" on a set (f factori that would give a fairly accurate approxihation
of the number of clients who might Ix, considered employable or potentially
employable under the proposed Pantlly Assistance Plan, and taking into accountnational, state and local female employment trends, findings of studies outsideof Cuyahoga County. and the employnment related characteristics of ('nyalhoga
County AF)C mothers presently employed or in training.

Thus. employable mothers are considered to be those who:
1. have no pre-school children (since the PAPI excludes registration for

wo'ek by others with pre-sehool children, except those who volunteer for
training or employment)

2. are in fair or good health with no medically defined disabilities
3. have a high school diploma or better, and
4. are between 10 and 39 years of age.

18.6% (3.723) of the AFI)C mothers not working or in training are considered
to be potetially employable.

A "potentially employable" client is one who, after training, retraining, and/orrehabilitation, is able to perform adequately in suitable employment. Potentially
employable mothers are those who, like the mothers in the "employable" group:

1. have no pre-school children and
2. are in fair or good health with no medically tlefluted dislbiities., hut

they
3. either have (a) between a 7th and 11th grade education and are between

16 and 49 years of age, or (b) have a high school diploma and art, between
40 and 49 years of age.

Thus, about 22% (4,344) of the AFDC mothers are considered employable or
potentially em ployable.1

Altogether, 37% (7,500) of the AFDC mothers in C'yahoga County are eitherworking full or part lime, in training or arc considered employablc or potentially
enmployable.

Of the employable or potentially employable, alnot .$ out of . hare not *qradu-
ated from high school.

Some 7 out of 10 of the employable and potentially einloyali' mothers are
39 or younger.

Ninety percent of those considered employalle and only 20% of the potentially
employable have had prcrious -iork experinec, with 2 out of 5 in the' services
field.

Sfirty percent of the employahlc mothers with no ire-school youth hare oneor tiro children, while 60% of the potentially emiployfable, hart three or more. Themajority of mothers with pre-school youth have fewer than three children.
What dlay care services would be needed if all of the 4,300 emiloyalie andpotentially employable mothers were to enter training or get a job? Based onreplie- that about half of the mothers might le able to make arrangements forday care with relatives or neighbors for children under 13. some 6,000 dayi care

pla cs for (n-school children would be needed.
How about the attitudes of AFDC mothers toward work? Do they want Jobs?Among women in the Study sample, 2 out of 3 of the AFDC mothers, both those

without pre-school children as well as those with pre-school children, indicated
that they want to work and/or that they -iere actively seeking employment.

Using the Mar. 31, 1970, caseload of 20017 as a base, the Cuyahoga County WelfareD'par tment estimates that about 30,000 AFDC mothers will be served during the courseof the year. On this projection, It Is estimated that some 930 AFDC mothers who will beclients dring the year may be constdered'employable and 5,580 potentially employable(total of 6,510).
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Fewer than 1 out of 4 Indicated they did not want work and/or were not actively
seeking work.

It Is interesting to note that while only slightly more than one-third of those
considered employable have been on welfare more than once, almost 60%, of the
potentially employable have received publio assistance prior to the current open-
ing. This "musical chairs" situation, as pointed out by public welfare expert
Genevieve W. Carter, "reflects the interaction of (ie welfare system with the
unstable employment conditions of the irregular, dead-end economy available
to them."

For soine 9% (1,800) of the total 20,000 AFDC population in Cuyahoga County.
chances of obtaining employment arc onsidcrcdi to be remote without xtcni'sire
remedial education and physical and voational rehabilittlln. These are um.thers
who have one or more of the following characteristics:

1. a sixth grade education or less (713)
2. are Illiterate (1.003)
3. have a medically defined disability and are in lxor health (593)

This, then is the picture of AFDC mothers who are seeking Jobs in Cuyahoga
County. Hlow do they compare employabillty-wise with those women job seekers
who are not recipients of public assistance?

It Is conservatively estimated that between April 1, 1070 and Mare/h 31. 1971, ap-
proximately 22,000 wonncn (exrlusitv of AFDC acoacni job seckcrs) iill be look
ing for work in Cuyahoga County. This Includes some 6.100 new female high school
graduates and 1,550 college graduates seeking employment.

It should be noted that almost 2 out of 3 of the non-welfare recilient female
labor supply have completed high school or attended college. In contrast, only
1 out of 5 AFDO mothers considered employbale or potentially employable have
finished high school or gone to college. Also, women Job-seekers not on welfare are.
in general, younger than employable and potentially employable AFDC mothers.
Therefore. in teron8 of two important job related factors--education and age-
AFDC job seekers appear to be at a disadvantage with other tronie job seekers
in Cuyahoga County.

THE DEMAND PIC URE

How about demand for women workers In Cuyahoga County? Are there going F
to be enough jobs for all women desiring and/or needing them during the year?
And what kinds of jobs will they be?

On the basis of projections made by the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services
in an Occupational Survey of Employment, 1968-1975, in the Cleveland Metro-
politan Area, and with the consultation of manpower experts, the Manpower
Planning and Development Commission estimated that 16.175 women if-ill be
needed between April 1, 1970 and March 31, 1971 to fill jobs in Cuyahoga County.

It becomes Immediately apparent. therefore, that with 22.000 nonwelfare
recipient women seeking Jobs and only 16.175 jobs available, there may be at
least 5.S00 fewrer jobs for icomen in Cuyahoga County than there will be iromen
( not on AFDC) wanting and/or needing them between April 1, 1970 and March 31,
1971.

What kinds of jobs will be available to women? According to projections. one-
third of all job openings will be in the clerical field. while 1 out of 5 will he in
the service category. Clerical, service nd sales occupations together will ac-
count for over 60% of all openings for w6ffen during the year.

How much trill women workers earn In these Jobs? Tihe average (not mini-
mum) starting Wage for jobs In the sales and clerical fields is $387 per month
($4,G44 yearly). Almost 88% of the clerical and sales openings in the ('leveland
Metropolitan Area offer females $4,800 or less per yr. ($400 or less per month)
to start.2

The average starting wage in service jobs (including domestic work) is $271)
per month ($3.348 per year). Some 80% or service Job opening- offer $400 or less
per month ($4,800 per year) to start.

This wage Income information takes on added meaning when it is considered
that the 1970 poverty line. as defined by tihe U.S. Department of Iabor, Is $3,720
per year for a family of four. However, the Department of Labor estimated that

l Currently. AFDC famillies Ir Cuyahoga County can earn ip to $4.800 or less and
continue receiving some financial assistance. While -All. as presently constituted, would
offer a family of four In Cuyahoga County some suipplermentary assistance until earned
Income reached $4,800 per year. smaller families would be cut off at lower earned Income
levels.
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In early 19669 a low cost budget for lilt urban family of four was $6,600 a year or
$550 per nonth.
'To consitler tie wage income information ll liersietlive, It should lie noted

tlltt 55.5' of the Cityahoga ('otily AFID(' emLlloyable an I potentially einploy-
able mothers lave families of four or inore.

What education or skills are required for these available fenlale occupations?
Almost half (4S.21,% of all tiie jobo openings do not re-quire a high school ihploina
or special training. Seven out of 10 of these are categorized as highly marginal In
tile irregular ccoiotiny. such as kitchen helper, lalorer. nLaid. waitress, latllidry
worker and donlestle worker, types of jolis often lheld hy welfare recilients. As
the 1170 Manpower iteloort of the President slates: "Tle irregular economy is
characterized by horizontal lbIllllty, erratic wage 1lct uiatlons. and overlap be-
tween tile welfare and wage systems. Jolbs are better described as dead end. low
wage, sporadicc" Average starting wage in these jolbs is $361 lK-r niontlh ($1,332
four yvar). ISeven out of 10 offer an annual average starting wage of $1.,11 or

l'e'er than I out of 10 projected job open~igs for women will require sie'ilal
training bit nt it high school aliiill, sui as chrk typist, cvook, In.sLI'tor,
inlaelhine ol , orator alntd licou.ed Itractici llrse. Sven otit of Ill of these jolbs
pay average startling wages of $4.," or less.

More tiaIlln 7 ot of 10 of ti exlp'eted jotl oi ,ltings whlicih rejllir' a high school
(lildolina but no slj'cvJlI training are ill til es sLhES tiel where it is estimated that
107c,' of the jobs pay average .- tartlig wages of $4,801 or less lper year.

8evtel nlt o f 10 jobs such as key luLt'ith o]ieratol-, stelnograpidler, st'r'ryv ail
elect rionics as-elltller. whiich require both at high scilli, diloloi na tl l st'pll
training (about 9%f/q of all jobs iprojected) have :ill a,'veralge stlrtlng watoif
$ I.,)O or less.

In snllmary, of all pIrojetted jot Oplenings for women iil ('nyalo-ga County,
lost 9 out of 10 (SS.S%) will have ln average annual starting wage of $5.IM)
(or less, and more tihan 7 out of 10 ait average starthlig wage of -1.14OP or less l'r
year. What tills neans s that more than ser'e out of len jobs that ro-qutire a high
schooll cldc it ion oi less und may become available to tromn lt rii lh !lf ar if-ill
1ot pall nouiqilh to r'mlore ('ryUlyhoyt ('ounttyi .1FI)(n iothcrs tril, foilicx of fonr
or more from, the trelfare¢ rolls. There appears to be little possibility of ;a w'lfart
mother getting off anld remaining off litle assistance unless she is libhtl to tenttr
tllt' so-ealhvd "regular" econoiny where there is ollportunity for vertical moltility,
a reasonably predictable pattern of wage ilnmprovement with increasingly stnilorily
and skill. and te Ipossibility of stable emllynlent.

While one might assume from tie foregollil educational requirement datla thIt
tlere will lie more than enough Jobs not retltlirilg 1 ilgh school] dillona to aI.-
colllladite the t'lllloya lfe and potentially eimlolyable -ll )(' mothers, as well :is
till' lLo-welfare reipeiit job seekers who have tot tilishe(d high Swhool. this is
not, unfortunately, the case. The fact Is there are at last two and oiat-half tiins
as many iloten in the non-recipient fc'nale labor supply trit hilh schooll
,liplona. as there arc jobs requiring a high school edticalioni.

Becduse. of tills labor market aspect, niany wolCn who must sulpport theil-
selves or their families may be underemployed ; they are forced to accelt jolhs
requiring less education than they have. Also, nlany married woinzi living with
their husbands are willing to accept underemployment. or Jobs not eolllntsur:Ita'
with their educational quallfleatton., since tile amoulnt to be earlier is cisldered
supjplemental to primary family Income and not the most important considera-
tion In taking a job. In addition, ini a loose labor mrket. ellloyers 'an require
a diploma for jobs where one is not really necessary. Employers know there ire
women with high school diplomas willing to accept these losititlns. 'n1. tile
AFDG woman Job seeker without a high school diploma or rehlvant work exlwri-
ence faces overpowering competition for the Jobs available in Cunyahoga countyty .

THE COST Pic rURF.

Costs of preparing for employment AFDC mothers in (+nyahlaga Colllty Ilave
been based. on the estiated training and retiedial education costs In local fed-
erally funded manpower programs; local day care costs ($2.000 per year for a
pre-school child and $600 for an Insehool chill) ; and local avocational relaliill-
tation eosts (Bureau of Vocational Relhabilitation estimates average rehabilita-
tion costs at $1,788 per client).
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The Manpower Planning Commission estiniates that it trill resAt about $1,121
to prJov'ide the srciees necessary to prcpitre for c'nplotnwlt a ('utalp:ey County
.FDC (aiployablh or potentially implojiible. mother iho hax no prsclhod 1 hil-
dren. (The NixoLi Administratlon estimated the average iper Irainee cost at about
$2.t(;7.) Oin the other ianil. for vimi (emloyable tiothi r iwith pir-.hool childrct,
the cost woild be approximiatcly .

If S /% of the enapluyuble and potentially employable AFD(' mother. trithot
prc-.vchool children rcecitved job preparation, and the other 20{/A found tiploy-
trent without training, the total cost of providing lublc assistance as well as
training and training related services to the W)c/, an[d only sulementary assist-
Mitre and day care to the other 20", would Ie approximately 5. j% morc than it
wouhl be to simply maintain All these families with full welfa re assistance grants.

However, the cost of providing public assistance, training and training rthted
servi es to SO% of the employable AFIP mnothere trith pre.schor4 elilivrca. aud
supplementary assistance and day care to the reminder would be 58.84% i ore
titan It would be simply to maintain their families with full welfare assistance
grants.

In other words, mothers iyith pre-schnool children, because of their additional
day care needs, are trained at a considerably greater cost than those with n0 Ire-
school children.

It currently costs about $1.479,843 per year to lprov ide public assistance to
621 Cuyahoga ('onty AFI)C mothers without prc-xvhool .hilrcpn who alre con-
sidered employable. If the Family Assistante Plan Is enacted in its ire.nt
form and all of these mothers were aile to find jobsi at an average annual wage
of $4,200, it would cost approximately 45.6% less ($675,294) than the above
amonut to provide supplementary assistance ($114 per year at current grant
levels to a family of four earning $4.200) and day care to these families.

however. if the employable AFi)C mothers with pre-school children found
employment at $4,200 j'r year, It would actually cost 3.7% morc to ljorvidt
supplementary assistance and day care to those families than it would to provide
all of them with full welfare assistance grants.

In other words, the cost of providing supplelentary assistance :ad day
care tW an AFI)C of four without pre-.chool children after the motluhr is em-
ployed is liss than the cost of providing them with a full assistance grant if
tile mother does not work. The cost of maintaining an AFDC family of four
with pre-school children after the mother has obtained elploynmnt. however.
Is more than the cost of providing them with a full grant if the mother remniaited
-it hlaPil.

We have been looking at the cost effects on taxpayers of the Family Assistance
Plan. What are the possible cost effects of the Fanily Assistance Plan. if enacted
in its present form, to an AFI)C mother In Cuyahoga County? illustrative of
tills is the following example: Because of certain aspects of the PAP" "work
incentive" formula. an AFI'C mother with a family of four in Cuyahoga Counly.
if -Ahe began earning $4,W00 annually, would have only $f2) more spendable in-
com per year than she would If she earned only $1..0 ler year. In addition.
at $1 .. OO ier year. she would be eligible to receive medical care services provided
to all recipients. But in a $4,900 per year job she would have to pay all medileal
expenses out of her own Income. The Family Assistance Plan. as now prolw cwd.
could require her to accept such a job if she had no p~re-sehool chlhdren.

CONCLUSION

About one out of tcn Cuyahoga County AFI)C mothers with no pre-seli il
chihlren who are not working or in training may Ie cmployablc, whilo slightly
more than 11 out of 20 may be potentially cnaployable.

However, it is questionable whether a significant naumbcr of the,?e nolherx.
c-en with training, will be able to become cmploleed in permanent positioias at
cages ichich ran proride for adequate family maintenance anl aniediate re-
moral from the vcelfare rolls. Among the many barriers confrottlng them are:

1. , deficiency in aggregate demand for women workcrs.-Sonie 5.-00 mor
women in Cuyahoga County (excluding APDC mothers) will be seeking jolis
during the year titan there will be jobs available. In other words, even if tiolit'
of the local AFIIC mothers who ate considered employable or potentially ema-
ployable were to seek employment, there simply are not enough jobs for nion-
reclplient women wanting and/or needing work.
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2. "Strtieturar' characteristics of the demand for and the supply of labor that
tend to reduce employment opportunities for AFDC mothers.-On the demand
side, many jobs require more education and training than is possessed by most
AFDC mothers considered employable and potentially employable.

There has also been a reduction in the number of low skill jobs for women.
Most of these Jobs, because they are low paying and dead-end positions, ofer
little hope to the welfare recipient for permanent removal from the welfare rolls.
The 1970 Manpower Report of the President points out that "Programs of work
incentives and work training may not reverse the upward trend in welfare rolls.
unless the training is designed to move clients into permanent employment at
adequate wages."

In relation to work incentives, the proposed monetary "work incentive" com-
ponent of the Family Assistance Plan leaves much to be desired. Under this plan,
an AFDC family of four in Cuyahoga County may have more spendable income
if the mother Is earning $1,800 and receiving supplementary assistance than if
the mother is earning $4,900 and completely off of the welfare rolls.

On the female labor supply side, a larger number of non-welfare recipient
women who have high school diplomas or better are accepting jobs that require
less education. This fact of underemployment greatly Increases the competition
for jobs for AFDC mothers and reduces the number of Jobs that AFDC mothers
can find and for which they may be qualified.

3. Dt.,criminatfon.-
agefnst uomen-M1any jobs identified as "female" and "female preferred"

jobs are still in low paying, dead end occupations. Even in better occupations,
many women are still paid substantially less than men for the same work.

against Negroes-Negro women still tend to fill the lowest paying and most
menial types of jobs. This fact is significant because the vast majority of
Cuyahoga County AFDC mothers considered employable and potentially
employable are black.

The Manpower Planning and Development Commission has prepared this
Fact Book of objective data so that policy makers and program planners at
the local, community, state and national levels will have the major facts in
hand before taking actions and/or making decisions regarding the form and
administration of public assistance programs.

Based on the findings in this survey, the Manpower Planning Commission is
presently preparing a companion report to this Study which will include alter-
native prol-osals. priorities and recommendations with reference to employment
for women receiving public assistance.

LEAOLIUF OF DISSATISFIED TAXPAYERS.
South Holland, Ill., August 27, 1970.

Senator RUSSELL LoNo,
Chairman, Senate Finance Co mmittee,
Senate Offoce Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SEINATOR LoNo: As hearings are now being held by the Senate Finance
Committee regarding the proposed Welfare Reform Bill. the League of I)ls-
satisfied Taxpayers submit the following statement as testimony to said Com-
mittee members.

Traditionally, relief has been a "helping hand" for people in temporary need.
The approximate last 35 years has produced a reversal of this concept. During
this period the number of relief or welfare recipients has grown steadily despite
the evidence that the number of "poor" has been decreasing.

Placing more than double the numbers of people on public assi.qtance rolls at
probably triple the amount now spent can only perpetuate the existence of
dpendence on a degrading style of living.

Guaranteeing an amal income can only institutionalize a form of economic
slavery for recipients as well as for those who must bear tite cost and would
actually lock-in the process of increases and expansion.

The "workfare" provision. while an admirable concept, in most ca.es have
proved to be a failure and would not cover the large majority of those now re-
ceiving welfare. There remains gravo doubt as to whether any federal govern-
muet agency could or would enforce the .elifcled requirements. Some courts have
injudiciously adjudged invalid any means tests as well as work requirements
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as a condition for payment. should this "ireforli" bill hee~Iitie law It cl11 be 11ni-
ticipated that court action will tie iamedlately Instituted, thereby Increasing lie
proba ility of voiding such provisions.

It is generally understood that the welfare proposal is iot to lie ia reiplacemntt
of existing programs, but rather an additional prograin.

This proposal cannot solve the pro'len it is purported to do. its it would be
far more economically feasible to receive welfare payments to join tih work
force.

Congress recently voted to Increase Ilte national (ltht llnilt. Se-veral weeks ago,
administration spokesimen revealed a dellnlte deflclt for this li.al year, prhjaps
as much as $15 billion.

With no available funds for this added expenditure. how then can It be ra-
tionalzed? The most Important question has r-uait4l i auwwvered : Wliere Is the
money to cone frinu't

Thus, the League of l)DIsAtlstled Taxlniyers registers an umal teraile oiposi-
tion, now and In the future, to the proplo.,4e Welfan "Reform" 14111.

Sincerely,
Louis Kt'c.NYo, IPre'id(lt.

For consideration by the Senate Finance Committee, the League of lssatis-
led Taxpayers suggests the following:

That the solution of the welfare problem begins with the reconimendi-
tion from the Finance Committee that the Federal government be removed
from the entire a rea of public assistant* programs.

That tie Finance Committee recommend cutting the budget and taxes
proportionately.

That the Finance Committee recommend that public assistance program!;
be entirely re-placed in the hands of the various states. (Since the Fed-
eral government will not be extracting monies for this purpose, more will Ie
available within the state.)

That the Finance Committee reconiniend there be no uniformity of pay-
ment requirements.

That thu Finance Committee recommend the Congress reaffirm the right
of the state regarding residency requirements.

That the Finance Committee recommend abolition of the minimum wage
law.

STATEMENT OF TIlH COMMUNITY WELFARE COUNCIL OF SAN DIEGO, CALIF.,

SunMIm-rrD BY JERRY K. LYNEs, 1'LANNINO CONSULTANT

Position Statement on Income Maintenance

At the Council's animal meeting on May 27, there was a day-long dlscuission
of lverty. the welfare system and the concept of Income naintenanee.

Tihe action of that meeting was to endorse Income maintenance at the rate
of approximately $5700 per family of four, as a means of eliminating loverly
In the United States. It was recognized that this gees far beyond P'resident Nixon's
proposed Family Assistance Plan, which sets the basic Income for a family
of four at $1600.

After a review of all facts by the Board of Directors and an ad hoc comimit-
tee, the following statements seem to be true:

1. There is urgent necessity to re-order national priorities, as President Nlxoiu
and many others have said. The elimination of poverty is both possible and high
on the list of such priorities.

2. The welfare system Is not only unworkable and extremely expensive. but Is
actually perpetuating poverty.
,3. Concerned persons, including such thoughtful conservatives as Rep. Wilbur

Mills, are agreeing that the welfare system imist be replaced by some simple and
equitable plan for increasing the Income of both the w orking and nonworkIng
poor. whether the plan is called "income maltenance" or something else.

4. The Admiiui.itration's proposal Family Assistance Act recognizes this need
but sets the amount too low to benefit the 'ountry at large. However, it Is impor-
tant In setting a precedent and changing direction for the first tine slice 1935.

5. Controlled experInents in New .ersey and elsewhere have demontrated that
suppulenmentlng Income does not reduce the incentive to work or Inhibit the na-
tural competitiveness of mail, and may in fact Increase Incentives.

44-527-70 -lot. 3-02
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Therefore the Community Welfare C'outiil urges the adoption of at nit inal.
slitipliflel system of Income inaitenaiice fotr all Americans, whether eiiliyed
or not, so that they mnay live in dect-iivy. At the present 1111nV this w40ul r41irt•

ilbout $5,701( for a family of four and there should be provision for iicreasing the
amount if the cost of living continues to rise.

COUNTY OIF A I.ALAMEIA.

Oaklantd, Calif., June 12, 19700.
Senator ltssu.. 1. I )xo,('h 0-l l . :*ltte p¢bilo nce corn it tee,
New Senate Office Building, 11'ashinglon, D.C.

I)EA.R Si'%rTo LONG" It has been suggested that I forward to you inforimi-
tiont coznverniig the ljroldeni; we tire experiecitg lit Alaintda County, which
are related to the Presihent's Family Assistaince Pliit of 1970, iilld its guartarteetd
annual Income for welfare recipients.

The present regulations of the California State Department of Social Welfare
itt of the '.S. Ielprtnient of llealth. Education. niI \Velfare reult in welfirt,

lpaynients to single parent family uiits having Incomes ranging in some cases
fr'4ai $600 to $1400 per naiolith. Thk situation was disclosed by tht l'retss, -11id
tilt, Board of SXipervisors of Alanda County attempted to initiate legislation
which would place 1 ceiling on Ihe amnouint of earned income ot- can revelve
and renmaln eligible for public assistance. Tn supliort of Its action, the Board
rtqiiested the Aulameda (ouniy Welfare I)irector to investigate and relirt the
extent of tht receipt of lhuiblhc assistance to families with II(lpKnde-lt children
with earned Itncolue, a tpy of which report is enclosed.

As Indicated therein. 3:-4.5) families receiving aid for d(hpendelnt childrenn in
Ihis county had elnldoyent. A detailed review o)f 215 of those ca l-es shows
family incomes ranging front $tO) to $.1401) per iuonth in the folhmwing categories:

SW00 to $. ..---------------------------------------------------------- 111)
$701 to $7--). .. ...--------------------------------------------------- 50
.4IM) to $9 .---------------------------- ------------------------------ ]5
$k0 to $ ----------------------------------------------------------- 20
RI0OO to $1.0X -------------------------------------------------------- 6
$1.100 to $1,110 -------------------------------------------------------- 2
$1.200 to $1.2 .--------------------------------------------------------- 2
$i Lo-0------------------------------------------------------------------

Total ---------------------------------------------------------- 215

The welfare istyments to AF'IX families with incomes of the magnitude
shi-wn in the reikrl, are based on regulations of IIEW 145 ('Fi 233.20(a ) (7))
is well as California State Departinent of Scxial Welfare regulations 44.11

(It S 1. T' bastic statute is 42 I'S('A. The Supe, rior ('ourt of Sacraniento countyy
'alifornia) has held that the federal regultlion is valid, and in eouen-uence

thereof, the California State apartmentt of Social Welfare changed its regula-
tions to conform to the federal requirements. Tie net result Is that. prsonal
expenses in substllntial ailmounts tare deducted from icoite lit deterioilutllg
eligibility fo aid.

'Fle gross ineiltity of the present law is demonstrated by the fact that an em-
ployed single parent can earn as nituch as $1.400 per month and bw eligible for
ahi: whereas a father residing with his wife and family and Industriously work-
ing full time. is entitled to no welfare aid, regardless of how small his earnings
might le. and is thus relegateql to at munch lower standard of living.

This sittnation. without do tt, exists in most, if not all counties in California,
and( a storm of protest resulted in Alameda County and spread throughout the
state. The Boart of Supervisors considered It Intolerable that county taxpayers,
nminy of whom earn less than the in-onio of some AFDC families, should bx
compelled to subsid.ize such a program, and earnestly sollcitel the support of
the twelve largest counties in this state to Join with my office li using the
Ircwess;es of the courts to bring sone relief to the taxpayers.

I have suggested to the County Counsels of other counties that a plausible
lawsuit could be developed on the basis of the following arguments:

1. The federal and state regulations are invalid, in that they constitute an
unwarranted extension of the statutes.
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2. The state reqwulrelent that aid be. furnished to lersons who are not by
definition "needy" colstitutes it gift of public funds.

3. There Is a (enhl of equal protection in granting aid to AFI)W filllles
with ieoines of excess of. say, $700, and hi not grantiiig similar al to fitmiilles
earning le.s when those families are not eligible for lvirttcilatimi in the prograin
because of the presence of a faher in the family unit.

However, all interested parties agree that the most effective and expeditious
way to eliminate these inequities and ex esses Is by change ili legislation und it
Is for this reason this Information is furnished to you.

Respectfully submitted.
RIChARD J. fMOORE,

County (kounscl.

ALAMEDA COUNTY WFIFARK )EPARTM.NT,
Oaltfnd, Calif., .lay 25, 1970.

The I honorable BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
.Idminmlralion Bilding, Oakland, Calif.

GENT.ExiE.N: Submitted herewith is some supplementary information to our
report of 5/20/70 concerning AFDC families with earnings subject to exempt
income provisions of law.

(1) Our Berkeley branch office data, which was not available previously, is
now available. The distribution of gross earned Income in our Berkeley cases,
is as follows :

$6W to $69 ---------------------------------------------------- 12
$700 to $79 ----------------------------------------------------- 4
$800 to j ----------------------------------------------------- 0
$900 to $999 ----------------------------------------------------- 1

(2) Our total earned hicome data then becomes as follows:
$600 to $699 --------------------------------------------------- 119
$700 to $799 --------------------------------------------------- 50
$.$ 00 to $9 ------------------------------------------------------ 15
$I00 to $999 ------------------------------------------------ 20
$1,000 to $1,099 --------------------------------------------------- I;
$1,100 to $1,199--------------------------------------------------- 2
$1,200 to $1,299 --------------------------------------------------- 2
$1,400 ----------------------------------------------------------- 1

Total -------------------------------------------------- 5

These 215 cases represent 6% of time 3,r59 with earned income, of 1% of our
total AFi)C fairly cases for March 1970.

(3) The income data provided the Board of Sulwrvi brs pertain to .IIDC fami-
lies with earnings subject to exempt income provisions of li1w. on (it( otlher
hand. there are 762 children in foster ho1es md boardig homes for which aid
payment Is made directly to tile foster parents or tile boardig hmomei. The eariite
limotne exempt law does not apply to tile parents I2 $0) of these children be-
cause the parents do not receive a cash grant. Tliese cases. therefore. have not
been included in tile data.

Respectfully b'ubmitted.
IIRA.Yk TERzlAN, Director.

TIE IMPACT OF EXEMPT EARNED INCOME LAWS AND REKG1'lATiONS ox AFIXC

FAMILIES

BACKGROUND

On February 9, 1970 the Welfare Director transmitted to your Ilonorable Board
a letter reviewing the fiscal position of the l)epartment at the end of the first six
months of the fiscal year.

As part of that letter in cutlining tilt reason-s why (aseloads continued to grow.
the Welfare Director made the following statement :

"Prior to 19068 there were limited provisions for exempting carme4l imeoie from
grant considerations. With the Inlplemlentalion In July, 1ist8 cf the provisions of
the Social Security Act amendments of 1007. we were reiluiirel to exemId the firsI
$30 of earned income plus one-third of the net. This i I, itself reduced the loihll-
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ties of terminating aid. however, a Court declsion in .filnuary of 1970 directed
that the one4hird provision of the law must apply to the gross Income and not
the net. This ziaide termination of a li even more difficult."

flu April 14. I190 at the request of the Welfare Direetor, the Board of Supervi-
sors held a work session to discus a variety of depart mental problems. During
the course of this work sesion, the Velfare Director pointed out that he believed
the principle of iientlve allowance was a valld principle, but that because there
was no ceiling set on the amount of exempt income, It was possible for an aid
reelpleut to earn a substantil salary and remain eligible for the r-elpt of public
assistance. lie expres,4d his belof that existing legislation should be modified to
provide a ceiling on earned Inome exemptions.

On April 27 on his initiative. the Welfare directorr directed tlhnt a tally be
made of Delartmental caseloads in order to determite. I ) the practical effect of
the earned Income exemption regulation on the AFID( caseload In Alameda
County. and 2) the number of employed persons whoi were ilsqo recipients of
public asistance.

On May 5- your Honorable Mard directed the Welfare l)ireetor to provide
the Board with Information concerning the numberr of welfare recipients whop
are earning $15,000 a year, the number that are earning $12.500 a year, the
iuniber that are earnhig $10.(X) a year and the number that are earning more
than $7,500 a year".

i1) A tally for the month of March 1970 showed that out of a total of 21.101)
AFDC families. 3.."55w9 of them, or 1T, had employment lrwlving earned in-
come subject to the exemption provisions of the law. Approximately 6.6% of
these were reported as employed by private hIdustry o'r business, and appraxl-
mately 28.15% in public, or publicly funded employment, and 2.19.% was un-
reported.

Out of the 3.559 cases repirted. 123, o)r approximately 3.46%, were emp!)yees
of Alameda County. This constitutes approximately 1.42/- of all County em-
ployees (8613) and .008. or six-tenths of 1% of our total AFDC family caseload
for March. (See Chart attached hereto.)

(2) Our tally reported 214 cases with incomes of $600 or more.
(3) We reviewed in greater detail 198 cases rerKorted to have incomes of over

$600. The gross Income range was as follows:

$600 to $6W ------------------------------------------------------ 107
$700 to $799 ----------------------------------------------------- 46
-$800 to $899 -------------------------------------------------------- 15

90 to $99 ---------------------------------------------------- 19
$1,000 to $1.099 --------------------------------------------------- 6
$1.100 to $1,199 ---------------------------------------------------- 2
$1,200 to $1,299 --------------------------------------------------- 2
$1,400 ----------------------------------------------------------- I

Total ----------------------------------------------------- 19.9
8ome degree of caution should be used In extending this monthly income to

an annual salary figure for a variety of reasons. The income may vary from
month to month. For instance, 17 of these jobs were reported as temporary:
many people are Iaid by the week: some employment is at an hmrly rate: ex-
lenses Incilent to the earned Income vary from month to month. 'his creates
an ever changing picture with result to Income status.

There follows herewith a brief summarization of the development of exempt
income provisions, the method by which computations are made, and some
observations of general interest and concern.

GENERAL SUMMARY

Prior to 1962 If an AFDC family obtained employment, the earned income of
the mother, including earnings of the minor children, would usually result ini a
discontinuance of aid. Although Involuntary wage deductions and work related
expenses were allowed, these allowances were restrictive and the only exemption
allowed as a work Incentive was a standard deduction of $25.00 per month. For
example, an AFDC n other with two children, a boy age 13 and a girl age 9. with
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a budget need of $186.00 a1 receiving $168.00 grant obtained employment with
groos income of $607.00 per month.

Farned income .........- $t07

Child care ..... (Z
Transportation 50
U nion dues ........................ 5
Standard allowance (work incentive) 25
Mandatory deductions (FICA, withholding, etc.) 100

Total deductions ------------------------------------------- 245

Net income ------------------------------------------------ 62

AFDC budgetary need 1------------------- 186
1 As per coded schedule in effect at that time.

Commencing in 1962, Amendments to the Social Security Act, the State Wel-
fare and Institutions Code, and revised State rules and regulations began to
reflect a more liberal Interpretation of incentives to achieve ;elf-support through
employment.

Most of the earnings of the minor child were exempted from consideration in
meeting the family needs, expenses incident to employment were liberalized. In
1964 with the establishment of the Office of Economic Opportunity, Federal pro-
visions were made to permit State aid recipients to receive certain work training
Income without deductions in their grant. In 1965 the Welfare and Institutions
Code was amended to recognize these incentives to achieve self-support by per-
mitting the recipient to earn income without a l)roportionate deduction in his
grant. This enabled AFDC recipients who were in training under Titles I and II
of the Educational Act to have excluded from consideration the first $85.00 plus

of the balance up to $150 of income while in training.
The State's rules and regulations also specified other efforts to encourage

self-support by permitting educational trust funds for children, exemptions
for personal property consisting of motor vehicle, tools and equipment essential
in the support plan and allowing a broader* s'ope of special need allowances to
the family. N

It was not until the 1967 Amendments to the Social Security Act, however, that
provisions were made to apply the exempt earned principle to all types of earned
income.

Under the provisions of the act, the first $3W.00 plus one-third of the re-
mainder of all earned Income, is to be disregarded in determining the amount
of an AEDO grant. The Act also provided that all income of full time students
is to be disregarded and that all legitimate work related expenses are to be
deducted in arriving at a net income figure. Legislative intent was to provide
greater incentives for AFDC recipients to become employed and thereby even-
tually self-supporting.

In Implementing the Social Recurity amendments of 1967, the State promul-
gated regulations which applied the $30+% exemption to net income after
expenses.

The Sacramento County Superior Court declared In the Nesbitt case in No-
vember, 1969, that the exemption was to apply against grnss earned income.
It further mandated that all b;Adgets were to be recalculated and supplemental
grants issued back through January 29, 1969 at the recipient's request. This
Court decision had the practical result of allowing more people to remain eli-
gible while employed, and was implemented beginning January 1970.

Also affecting ft. uung number of employed AFDC recipients, was the case
of Ivy va Martin which substantially increased the housing allowance and
resulted In a considerably larger AFDC budgetary need. For Alameda County
the court further ordered that actual housing was to be considered retroactive to
September 16, 1969. .

The results of thes two Court decisions and the 1967 Amendments to the
Social Security Act, have been such that the number of cases discontinued be-
cause of employment has been greatly reduced. Thus, the unmet budget for the
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same mother and two children in the previous illustration would now be
_CnMlpte-as follows:

Earned Income amount ......... $647.0(

Computation of allowable expenses:
(;rom income -_ 607. 00
Basic exeinptlon--$30 plus one-third of remainder -- '2.'2.33

Difference - 3S4. 67

Other allowable exemptions: '
Child care ------------------------------------------------- 05.
Transportation ---------------------------------------------- 510.
li1on dues. -------------------------------------------------- . )
Standard allowance ----------------------------------------- 25
Mandatory deductions (FICA, withholding, etc.) ---------------- 1(0). 0

Total exemptions --------------------------------------- -245. (M

Difference: Net income to budget ---------------------------- 139. 67

AFI)C budgetary need------------------------------------------169. (NJ
Housing _2----------------------------------------------- 124. ()

Total need --- 93.--------------------------------------- 23.0
Net Inome applied against budgetary need --------------------- --- 13. 67

Unmet need ---------------------------------------------- 153. .33
Amount of AFI) grant ----------------------------------------- 153.33

' Actually today these exemptions have also been liberalized and thus an actual com-
putation by today's allowances would offer a greater grant.

NorTF..A FDC maximum for mother and 2 children without income $172. (Full medi-cal
coverage Ls als4o providedl and recipient Is titledd to participate in fxol stamip p irigram.

A result such as that shown above is fairly typical of a family headed by an
employed single parent. Similar results would occur where one or more of
the children are a step-child to the employed head of household. On the other
hand. in those instances where the parents reside together and the father beconies
employed full time, eligibility ceases without regard to the amount of the
father's earnings.

The tally for March showed approximately 28% of those recipients employed
as being employed by public or publicly funded agencies. We did not seek to
determine how many of those persons were recruited from among welfare re-
cil)lents. Suffice it to say that, based on general knowledge, a large portion of the

----County employees would have been so selected. Some would have begun, or are
presently in. the program referred to as New Careers. Your Welfare directorr is
very much in favor of the New Careers concept generally, and particularly in
Its operation in the Welfare Department. The Board will recall that our Welfare
Services Aide program which, by its inservice training component, is very
similar to the New Careerist Program pre-dated New Careers. As an integral
part of the New Careerist concept of achieving economic independence, promo-
tional opportunities are to be created which, in the final analysis, should provide
an exit from public assistance rolls of those persons capable of employment. The
lack of a ceiling on exempt earned income precludes this from happening. The
Department will continue to suppport similar programs. This belief and activity
on the part of the Department is not incompatible with the desirability of (stab-
lishing a reasonable income ceiling which would have the practleal effect of
removing a person from the welfare rolls.

Finally. while not entirely germaine to the subject of exempt income provi-
sions of the law. in light of the recent interest of the general public on the role
of the social workers regarding applicants and recipients, it would appear ap-
propriate to make the following observations:

It im not necessary for staff members to conduct a concerted efforts in fliding
potential reclplents. There is a new sense of awareness of the poor about bcne-
fits available to the poor. Such awareness is developed by influences clearly out-
side the Welfare Department. This is not to say that welfare workers do not
alert applicants/reciplents to the existence of benefits for which they may be
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eligible. To do otherwise would be in direct conflict with the spirit, Intent, fnd
letter of applicable law and State regulation. Section 11000 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code provides that: "The provisions of law relating to a public
assistance program shall be liberally construed to affect the stated objects and
purlxses of the program".

State regulations provide that:
1. The County Is responsible for assisting the applicant or recipient in

tinderstanding his rights and his responsibilIties in relation to application
for aid . . . for assisting him as needed in establishing his eligibility and
helping him to realize the maximum personal independence of which he is
capable including self-care and self-maintenance. (Section 40(-17.1 SI),N\V
Manual of Public Social Services).

2. "The basic purpose of the application process is to assist the individual
in establishing his eligibility for aid and services." (Section 40-115.1 1)SW
Manual of Public Social Services).

The Director recognizes that some employees, because of their personal con-
victlons, "exploit" the regulations referred to above to the fullest. The Director
further recognizes that some employees exceed the bounds of propriety and when
such instances are discovered, appropriate action Is taken. Finally it is recog-
nized that the greatest majority of the Department's employees direct their
activity toward assisting applicants as required by law and regulation, and
they carry out their duties in a proper fashion.

If there is a basis for criticism with regard to the exempt income legislation,
it is primarily with 'the legislation and implementing regulations, and ndt in
the local administration of such laws and regulations.

Employing Jurisdiction
Alameda County ------------------------------------------------- 123
City of Oakland -------------------------------------------------- 60
City of Berkeley -------------------------------------------------- 21

M)ty of Hayward ------------------------------------------- 6
Other cities in Alameda County 5
Federal Government ------------------------------------------- 47
State government --------------------------------------------
School districts 2------------------------------------------- 2
Other public jurisdictions (special districts, cities outside of Alameda

County, etc.) --------------------------------------------------
Poverty programs ------------------------------------------------ 113
Private employment ------------------------------------------------ 2,479
Place of employment unreported in tally ------------------------------ 78

Total employed ------------------------------------------- 3,559

[From the Oakland Tribune, Mity 15, 1970

COURT TOLD HUNDREDS OF COUNTY EMPLOYEES ON All)

(By Lloyd Boles)

Ast County Counsel Ben Zuppan asserted in Alameda County Superior Court
today there are "several hundred full-time county employes o n welfare."

He made the statement before Superior Court Judge Leonard Dleden as he
argued against a move to block Welfare Direotor Hrayr Terzian from searching
his own department's files for information as toe persons who are gainfully
employed and at the same time receiving welfare aid.

Dieden ruled the county Is entitled to the information.
The board of supervisors originally had asked Terzian for Information on

county employes who were also receiving welfare aid. But Terzian, in his re-
quest to department subordinates, asked for information, identified by case num-
ber only, as to all persons engaged in employment, private or public, who are
also receiving welfare. He said he did not intend to furnish names of recipients
to the board of supervisors.

Zuppan said, "Newspaper stories showed that high income people can be
brought down to the poverty level by exempted earnings." The assistant county
counsel was referring to The Tribune's exclusive disclosure last week that
scores of full-time county employes and other fully employed persons were
receiving some county welfare aid.



The board of supervisors on May 5 ordered Terzivn to survery welfare rolls
after hearing rumarm that there may be persons in county employ with incomes
up to $15,000 annually who receive welfare subsidies under the aid to del*endent
children program.

A superior court lawsuit was filed by the Legal Aid Society on behalf of
several unidentified welfare workers and recipients seeking to block Terzian's
order to welfare workers to produce Information about county employes on
welfare.

Dieden today rejected the petition for injunction argued by Miss Carolyn
Jones, attorney for the Legal Aid Soclety.

Dieden told her, "The board of supervisors is well within Ite Jurisdictlon to
compel the welfare director to supply the information they demand--so long as
it is without names. Not only does the board of supervisors have the right to the
information but they have a duty to make this public inquiry."

Miss Jones called the action of the board of supervisors a "fishing expedition."
Zuppan called the complaint for Injunction tiled by the Legal Aid Society a

"case presented by a phantom unless you identify the people involved."
He described the board of supervisors' action as one "to protect the needs of

welfare recipients and safeguard public funds."
Zuppan added, "It seems to the board of supervisors there may be a possible

gift of public funds involved here. It seems these public funds are not being dis-
tributed to the lower income needy but to a high income class."

Terzlan last Friday ordered three-day suspensions without pay for 29 social
workers in the Bekeley welfare office for refusing to produce the information
he had requested. The suspension went into effect yesterday.

(From the Oakland Tribune, May 16, 19701

WELFARE CHrEF SUSPENDS 20 BERKELEY AIDES

(By Lloyd Boles)

Alemeda County Welfare Director Hrayr Terzian ordered three-day stis-
pensions without pay for 29 social workers in the Berkeley welfare office. The
Tribune learned last night. Terzian accused them of insubordination in refusing
to produce records of persons receiving welfare payments he wanted to review.
Terzian's action coincided with an exclusive disclosure by The Tribune yesterday
that there were scores of fulltime county employes receiving welfare as-istance.
The payments are legal under liberalized state and federal law.

An Alameda County Superior Court lawsuit seeking to enjoin Terzian from
determining how many county employes were drawing aid indicates there may
be many more than the "scores" The Tribune reported.

The ,uit, a class action, says that the parties involved "are so numerous as to
render it impracticable to bring them all before the court." The welfare depart-
ment has more than 1,700 employes.

The suspensions, effective Monday were ordered by Terian after the 29, part
of 108 social workers in the Berkeley office, denied his command to produce rec-
ords of recipients within their caseloads who are county employes and drawing
hefty Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AF'I)C) grants.

Terzian declared that he will "brook no insubordination to legitimate direc-
tives from my office."

In a letter suspending the 29 workers, Terzian said a directive was "issued to
you in which certain information related to the earned Income status of wel-
fare recipients was directed to be made available * within a definite time
limit.

"You failed to comply with the directive and as a result have hindered the
orderly conduct of administrative activities within the Alameda County Welfare
Department

The Alameda County Board of Supervisors on May 5 ordered Terzin to make
the survey after a rumor reached it that there may be persons in county employ
with incomes up to $15,000 annually who receive grant sulsidies under the AFDC
program.

Terzian demanded that his workers produce information on who employs the
recipients, their goss and net earned income, the amount of the AFDO grant
and an itemization of exempted income.



2255

It is the amount of exempted Income under federal and slaty' welfare regula-
tions which allows recipients to claim Items from union dues to baby-sitting fees
which reduces Income to poverty level-thus entitling them to public assistance,
legally.

The lawsuit was filed by the Legal Aid Society.
It names as plaintiffs a John Doe, described as a single Iptrent "employed

by private industry with a $600 income monthly who recelves supplemental
public assistance benefits"; a Jane I)e II and IIl who are "single parents
employed by the Alameda County Welfare I)epartment who receive sulnplementail
* * * assistance"; and a Jane Doe 1, described as a social worker In county-
emlploy who oversees recipients' caseloads.

The suit is filed as a class action on behalf of all persons involved in the AIX'
caseloads, both social workers and recipients.

The action specifically asks the court to prohibit Terzian fr(m comnmandihg
his workers to produce the information manditted by the supervisors.

Presiding Superior Court Judge William Brallsford summarily rejected a
request for a temporary order restraining Terzian. Judge Brallsford, however.
ordered Terzian Into court Monday to show cause why a prelIninary injunction
barring him from the alleged acts should not be Issued.

WELFARE SCANDAL QUIZ ASKED

(By IAoyd Boles)

Widespread criticism of welfare payments to persons with full time jobs
mounted In the county welfare department today with much of the fire aimed at
the Alameda County Legal Aid Society.

Scores of irate citizens--some on welfare themselves-have deluged The Trio-
une with phone calls and letters demanding a problem by various agencies ranging
from the Alameda County Granl Jury to the I.. Justice I)epartment.

The Alameda County Board of Sulprvisors took a series of actions yesterday
condemning liberalized state and federal welfare laws which permit Aid to
Families With )ependent Children (AFI)C) mothers and fathers to earn up
to $15,000 annually--and remain on the welfare rolls.

Supervisors also unanimously condenined the federally-subsidized Legal Aid
Society for representing hundreds of persons--both social workers and recipi-
ents--who are not destitute and for "flagrant 'violation" of the State Bar
Association * * * for clients.

A Superior Court judge yesterday rejected as legally unsound an Injunction
filed by the Legal Aid Society seeking to prevent Welfare Director Hrayr Terzian
from commanding his social workers to provide information on their AFI)C
caseloads in a probe ordered by the supervisors.

Adding to the tumult was a relrt to the board late yesterday by Asst. Dist.
Atty. Richard Klippert, chief of the district attorney's office fraud unit, that the
lack of computerization in his office has resulted in some $3 million going un-
collected from absent parents In the AFI)C program. This amount is the equiv-
alent of about 12 cents on the county tax rate.

The Tribune in an exclusive story last Friday disclosed that there were scores
of Alameda County employes and many others-perhaps hundreds--in private
and public Industry working full time and drawing monthly welfare checks. And
it's all legal.

One of the county employes is a full time senior social worker with an annual
income of almost $14,000 who was placed on the AFDC program and Is benefitting
from a $300 monthly county grant.

The AFDC grants to working recipients--many of whom earn In excess of $GOM
monthly on their county jobs--are perfectly legal, says Director Terzian.

They're legal, explained Terzian, because of liberalized state and federal wel-
fare regulations-particularly under the amendments to the 1967 Social Security
Act-which allow workers to use a formula which exempts their income down
to a poverty level-the level the law says makes them eligible for welfare.

Supervisors, led by Supervisor Robert Hannon, had harsh words yesterday for
the liberal laws.

Declared Hannon:
"The effect of the present welfare laws as interpreted by the courts is confiscat-

Ing the homes of elderly retired citizens... a person who works all his life to pay
for his home only to have the property taxes so high he can no longer own the
home."
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The reason taxes are so high in Alameda County-the welfare budget conl-
prises more than 60 percent of the county's total $234.5 million budget-is simple:
*'The 100,000 people on welfare," Hannon said.

It's truly ironic when a retiree works all his life for a $20,000 home and finds he
must pay $50 a month in taxes to keep It, said Hannon.

"Ie ends up mylng better than 25 per cent (from his Social Security allotment)
to support persons who are making $7,20 a year and are still drawing public
assistance."

Hannon. who has access to much privileged Information in the welfare depart-
ment. said angrily: "I only wish I had the authority to disclose what really is
going on In the present welfare system. Unfortunately the cloak of secrecy (it's
a misdemeanor to disclose the idently of a reiplent) which the state law directs
prevents me from d,islosing to the taxpayers how an~d for whom their money is
being spent."

Ile said that public assistance to a person making $7,200 a year "could well
fall within the prohibition against making gifts of public funds.

"And if we cannot correct this evil In some manner I would urge a taxpyer's
suit against the county to preclude assistance to those who are employed."

cannon and some of the other supervisors reserved their bitterest criticism
for the Legal Aid Society. an organization once wholly funded by private dona-
tions which is now subsidized by the Office of Economic Opportunity.

Said Hannon: "The Legal Aid Society has lied suit against the county on
behalf of a 'single parent employed by private industry with a $600 monthly
income who receives supplemental assistance benefits' and by 'single parents em-
ployed by the Alameda County Welfare Department who receive supplemental
aid.'"

Legal aid, declared Hannon, "is supposedly for the benefit of poor persons who
cannot afford to pay. It was never intended to be free services for those * * *
persons earning $7,200 a year who certainly can't be classified as poor persons.
And I say that ; ,rsons employed by the county also can't be considered poor.

"This action by Legal Aid is a gross violation of the federal law."
The board adopted unanimously a motion that Board Chairman John D.

Murphy immediately communicate with the "OEO to ascertain whether the Legal
Aid Society should be spending taxpayers money to sue the taxpayers on behalf
of persons who can afford to pay their own legal expenses."

Hannon and Supervisors Enmanual Razeto and Joseph Bort-all lawyers-
were bitter and chagrined about an advertisement which, according to Hannon.
appeared in the May 11 issue of the Social Worker's Union (Local 53) news
bulletin.

Haunon quoted the bulletin as saying:
"Lethal Aid needs the names of employe recipients who would be willing to file

a group legal action to stop the department's harrassment and intimidation of
employe recipients."

He also said the bulletin gave the name of a Legal Aid attorney Carolyn Jones
and her phone numbers.

.Mi.s Jones is the Legal Aid lawyer who filed the injunction suit against the
county.

Supervisors voted to ask the Alameda County Bar Assciation and the State
Bar Association to probe the incident and take "appropriate action to curb this
flagrant contempt for legal ethics."

Superior Court Judge Leonard Dieden yesterday rejected the lawsuit which
sought to block Terzlan from ordering his workers to produce information about
all gainfully employed persons-both private and public-on county aid.

The Legal Aid lawyers contended, among other things, that the board-man-
dlted survey wou!d tend to cause recipients embarrassment, ridicule and emo-
tional upset.

The Terzian survey will be made public before next Tuesday's supervisors'
meeting.

Information from the Berke'ey office, which employs 108 so ial workers, will be
missing, said Terzian.

Twenty-nine of the AFDC social workers have refused to provide information
on the caseloads and were suspended by Terzian for three days starting Monday.

Terzian plans to again request the information from them when they appear
on the job tomorroW.
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lie refused to say what discipline he would order if they again refused his
directive.

An Informed county spokesman said, however, that "if they refuse-they'll be
fired."

iFroma the Oakland Tribune, May 21, 19701

PELoBES OF WELFARE EXTEND OVER STATE

The Tribune's exclusive disclosure of welfare payments to persons with full
time jobs in Alameda County has touched off a wave of investigations by welfare
deltrtnments in other nearby counties.

The Tribune Investigation found scores of fully employed parents receiving
welfare under the Aid to Families with Dependent ('hildreh (AFI)(') prograu.
Many of the recipients are county emldoyes--sone in the county welfare
department.

As a result of the disclosures, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors
on Tuesday ordered County Welfare Director Robert E. Jornlin to determine how
many county employes also are receiving welfare checks.

Jornlin acknowledged that there are "many" persons employed by the county
and receiving welfare assistance.

Ronald Born, welfare director for the City and County of San Francisco. also
acknowledged there are full time county employes getting welfare assistance.

Federal law adopted in 167 by the Congress allows an employed parent
with dependent children to exclude much work-related expense in figuring eligi-
bility for welfare aid. The allowance is figured on "budgeted we(ds" of the family
and there is no cut-off point beyond which a person would no longer be eligible.

News of the Tribune Investigation reached Los Angeles and County 'Welfare
Director Ellis Murphy told the botird of supervisors there are 17,000 welfare
recipients in that county who are working full time or part time.

In San Mateo County, Dr. Harold I). Chope, county director of public health
and welfare, said he has started an investigation after reading of the Alameda
County disclosures.

"We have an AFDC caseload of 4.300 families," he said. "and we're checking
the eases now. If the Board of Supervisors asks me about this I want to be able
to give them the Information."

I)r. ('hope said some people "with relatively high incomes" may be able to
qualify under the law "but that doesn't sit very well with the taxpayers-
many of whom are probably making less and having to ianage somehow."

The welfare director of San Joaquin County, Russell Gray. said that county's
AFI)C caseload is 5,500 families and he estimated in about 25 per cent of the
cases the welfare recipient Is also employed.

Gray called the present AFDO setup "not only legal but desirable." The mission
of welfare, he said, is to get people Into employment and off welfare. To the
extent that they are employed, they are drawing that much less in welfare pay-
ments, he stated.

Gray said he was "aware" of the Tribune disclosures and had done some
checking already. He said there are about 10 AFDC cases where the recipient
is working in county employment.

"Our typical case," he explained, "might be a vocational nurse getting around
$30 a month with a supplementation of $100 a month from the welfare depart-
ment."

Robtert Ranger, welfare director of Solano County, said he knows of seven
APDC recipients employed in low-paid clerical jobs in his own department but
he does not know how many others might be employed elsewhere in the county
government.

"These things are. always written up like Its a scandal," Ranger said. "If it's
a scandal it's a scandal in the law.

"As long as there is an absent parent and the budgeted need exceeds the net
deductible income, a person may be eligible. There is nothing illegal about it. In
fact our last county grand jury was very upset because there weren't more ex-
emptions allowed the recipients."

San Dliego/County has "r number" of county employes on welfare rolls, ac-
cording to Welfare "Director Homer Detrlch.

He estimated thut between 20 and 25 per cent of employed mothers with chil-
dren are on welfare . Detrich said San Diego County has no case such as the one
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cited by The Tribune Involving a senior social worker with a total income of
almost $14,000 a year being on welfare.

Henry Boney, chairman of the San Diego Comnty Board of Supervisors, said
he has asked for a full investigation, saying that "there is no necessity for wel-
fare assistance to county employes, whatever the employee's position-the county's
salaries are adequate."

[From the Oakland Tribune. May 15. 19701

WELFARE BENEFITS TO WORKERS BARED

(By Lloyd Boles)

There are scores of full time Alameda (Nunty employes on welfare, a Tribune
investigation reveal.

Many of these employes--at least 20 by official admisson-are In the welfare
department Itself.

One of these employes is a full time senior social worker whose total income is
alimoit $14,000. She was placed on the Aid to Families With Dependent Children
(AFDC) program by another social worker so that the county would Le liable
for a lion's share of the $300 a month It is costing to keep her son in a private
boy's home.

The 20 full time welfare department employes--there are probably more-are
holding down Jobs as clerks, eligibility technicians and aides. They draw month-
ly AFDC welfare allotment checks in addition to their regular county salaries
which range up to $000.

The Tribune investigation Into the operations of the welfare monolith was
hampered by a welfare director who refused to discuss the specifics of employe-
recipient cases and by various welfare and other county department officials who
believed it was "safer" to remain silent.

But the probe did disclose this:
Dozens of full time county employes-other than those In the welfare depart-

ment-also are drawing county aid in addition to their salaries.
There are now or have been State of ('.llfornia employes on welfare.
There are now or have been federal employes, military personnel and their

dependents on welfare.
'There are now or have been persons holding down Jobs In the various cities

and school districts within the county on welfare.
There are scores of parttime county employes tinder the so-called New Careers

Program drawing welfare grants in addition to their county pay.
There are currently numerous persons gainfully employed In private industry

who are on aid.
And the number of private and public employees on the local welfare rolls is

increasing apace as young single others, primarily, and some not so young
take advantage of loopholes In AFDC regulations to get money from both ends
of the finnaclal spectrum.

There is nothing Illegal, at least on the surface about any person who is cur-
rently gainfully employed and on welfare, says Welfare Director Hrayr Teryian.

"The recipients are becoming increasingly sophisticated on the law. They know
their rights," Terzian said.

For the most part, says Terzian, "these people are on the AFDC rolls because
of liberalized state and federal legislation which allows a drastic exemption of
gross earnings--a reduction which brings their Income to a poverty level and thus
makes them eligible for benefits."

"They are also there," says Terzian, "because of the activities of various
federally subsidized legal centers---such as the Legal Aid Socety-and various
welfare rights organizations. Indeed, our own social workers conduct what is
tantamount to a holy war to place more and more persons on welfare-in many
cases just because the money is there for the taking."

The director, while "sympathetic to the public's right to know what's going
on in my department," refuses flatly, however, to discuss any aspects of the senior
social worker case; he also refuses to discuss the amount of a grant, its jus'Afica-
tion. the determination of eligibility or any other financial aspects of any AFL)C
case in his office.

Terzian, a graying, affable career county servant who presides over the largest
county department-,700 employees--and administers the largest departmental
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liudget--125 million-also refuses to dlseuss the substaintive nature of any case
involving tile 100,000 persons in the county drawing some forin of welfare.

The programs include the $53.7 million AF)C project : the $20.6 million Old
Age Security program; the $18.'3 million Aid to Disabled program ; $2.8 million
for General Relief and $138,000 for Cuban Refugee Relief.

The welfare director says he has a good reason for his silence. To discu.4s any
lit these cases on an individual basis, he says, would violate mni4demeanlor sections
of state and federal laws which prohibit (lisclosure of the identity of any recipient
unless It is for a purpose "directly connected with the admilnlktration" of the
program.

However, other officials in the welfare, probation, and various other county
departments which deal with welfare problems are willing to talk--but only with
anonymity. Said one county employee: "It's high time that the public knows what's
going on, where their t~txes are going-no matter how legal it may be."

For many years now there have been several federally tmlfaied through the
Otice of Economic Opportunity) programs aimed at education, on-the-job-training
and skill training. These programs are designed to train poverty level persons
to a point where they can become gainfully employed.

The majority of these persons, says Terzian, avail themselves (if the training,
quit welfare and enter either public or private employment.

However, says Terzian, numerous persons in private industry and pIarticularly
those involved in the county's New Careers progran-"far too many for my
liking"-took advantage of the education, county job training, graduated into
full time employment-but remained on welfare.

Principally involved are AFDC mjathers with children who have no man in the
home providing support.

"Everything was working out quite nicely," said one county official, "until
passage of the 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act."

The act allowed AFUC mothers under a formula to exempt practically all their
income to a point where they were considered to be (for federal purposes) at a
poverty level.

The formula is this:
$30 off the gross income; one third off the remainder; and from the remainder

deduct various Job related expenses; then from this balance deduct recipient's
"needs" as computed under a formula by a social worker. The amount of the
grant is the amount by which expenses exceed the needs.

Example: An AFDC mother of three works as a New Careers trainee in the
welfare department. She completes her training and is hired as a full time eligi-
bility technician at $600 a mouth.

Under the formula $30 comes off the top of the $600, leaving $3570; one third
comes off the $570 which, for grant computing purposes, leaves $380.

From this the mother can deduct social security, federal taxes, including in-
come tax, union dues and anything else which comes off the pay check, say $100.
From the remaining $280 she is allowed to further deduct work related expenses
such as $75 for a car payment, $30 for gasoline and parking and $80 for baby-
sitting totaling, say $185. This leaves a balazice of $95.

The $95 is the mother's non exempt earnings. This is set off against a budgeted
need of $265 set by the department. The difference between the earnings and the
budgeted needs is $170--which is the amount of the grant. A welfare grant is tax
exempt.

In some instances recipients exempt their earnings down to zero, which means
they're entitled to the full welfare allotment plus their county salaries.

Additionally the mother and children in this case are covered by Medi-Cal for
all medical and dental expenses and, also, participate In the Food Stamp program
which may triple the family's food purchasing power.

The trouble with the federal formula, asserts Terzian, is that there is "no limit
on what an AFDC mother can earn, nor is there a limit on how many exemptions
she can take in order to qualify for continued welfare. Ironically, the more she
earns, the more exemptions she can claim."

The upshot is, says Terzian, "that there is almost no way we can remove these
AFDC mothers from aid under the law. They know it and take full advantage
of It"

Under a board of supervisor's mandate Terzian has launched a survey of all
persons who are at once on welfare and gainfully employed.

"I expect to find that most of these cases are in private industry," the director
said. "But I won't be at all sugrised to find welfare recipients in all fields of
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public enmployment, including the county. I have already found 20 such cases In
my OwNl office."

It's known that some of the reclplent-employes involved are in the hire of
va ri ous (ia kl aad OEO projects.

One of the military llrsons who was formerly on aid was a retirta Army
officer, a welfare office employee recalls.

The senior social worker-we'll call her Mrs. "X"-Is a unilue case. Terzian
won't even adilt that she exists; that she is one of the 60 cases another soial
worker services.

"Ile's quite senslitive about this case-and I don't alame him," said one (county
offlial.

A careful inrestigatioin-amusingly cloak-and-dagger like in the manner in
which the pieces fell together-of the social woker case draws this picture:

Mrs. "X" is a career social worker who lives in a middle class home. She
Is dlivort.ed. has five children, two of them adults and out of the home and two
minors in the home. A fifth minor, a teen-ager, is a ward of the court and is in
a private instit'tion for boys.

At the time the boy was made a ward of the court last fall, informed sources
say, a probation department hearing officer ordered Mrs. "X" to pay about $200
a month towards the $300 a month the county was paying the honte for the boy's
ca re.

Mrs. "X" protested the order but paid it for about five weeks. Suddenly, said a
prolation department source, the case was "whisked out of our jurisdiction and
moved over to the welfare department."

The,-e another senior social worker worked out an arrangement with Mrs.
"X"-as provided by law-for the mother to be an "absent parent" (the teen-
ager was absent in a private institution) and as such to become eligible for an
AFIX grant of $300 a month for the benefit of the child.

Terzian later found out that the social worker who placed Mrs. "X" in her
caseload committed, an informed source says two small "administrative errors."
She failed to notify Terzian. as required. lhal she was placing a county em-
ploye on aid, and she failed to report the mother's liability towards support
of her son.

The liability factor wasn't detected until a few months later and the mother
had to repay the county some $316 that was lost because of the error.

In any event, the effect of moving Mrs. "X" from probation department juris-
diction to the welfare department was that instead of paying $200 a month
toward the $300 county cost-she paid only $73. Added to this was $50 a month
her ex-husband-who draws about $15,000 a year as a University of California
teacher-was paying toward support of the boy and $54 a month the state
contributed.

This left a balance of $123 a month to be paid from county funds.
How did this come about?
Mrs. "X's" gross earnings as a Social Worker III are $841 a month. Her ex-

husband pays her $300 a month alimony and child support, giving her a com-
bined monthly income of $1,141.

Mrs. "X's" social worker drafted a budget which, after all the deductions
and expenses, left her with a gross monthly income of $64--the magic amount
needed to qualify her for APDC aid.

The allowed deductions included retirement, taxes, union dues and health
plan fees-all out of her check.

Additionally, she was allowed to dedut. a work related expense of $40 for
tratsportation-and then clip another $200 off her Income, the amount of a
court ordered repayment to a bankruptcy court.

And then, through a formula which nobody will explain, the welfare depart-
ment decided that she had only the financial ability to pay $73 a month to the
county towards support of her son in the home.

The case was so unique--no other social worker, it's believed, is on welfare-
that the Family Support Division of the District Attorney's Office, the County
Counsel's Office. the welfare director and his top aides studied It at length
before finally deciding it was O.K. under existing federal and state welfare laws.
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(Telegram]
JACKSON, MIss., Augu. t 25, 1970.

Senator RuSSrLL Lo.xo,
U.S. RemnatcFiianc vcommttlcc,
Wa4hington, D.C.

The Community Service Association (CSA) is a federally funded (mn-
nunity action program whose board members represent the city of Jackso.
the county supervisors of Hinds, private soclal security agencies and the low
income people of this county, the most populous in the State of Misidsslppi.

We want to inform your committee of the actions committed by our State
welfare department. This past week we learned that an estimated W, Hilllii
in funds available for medillcaid and welfare to needy Missismilidans apparently
went unused during the first 6 months of this year. More than $5.5 million will
be returned back to our State's general fund. If this $5.5 million had been used
our State would have secured an additional $24.4 million in Federal aid to) help
the poor people of our State, the poorest of any State in the country.

As representatives of a cross section of our community, and its advoiottes of
the poor we feel we must bring this concern of ours to you bet"ause we believe
this action by our State evidences once again, the need for Federal control of
our State's administration of federally funded programs.

While over half of our State's population falls below the poverty level svt
by the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity, and while only 14 percent of the
poor are receiving cash payments under the federally funded programs ini or
State, our State welfare department has seen fit to turn away moneys wihi.ii
would have benefited those people they are suPijsd to serve.

Our elected offl(ials complain that we are too poor a State to afford costly
welfare programs to aid our less fortunate neighbors yet, in truth, our State
stands more to gain economically when our neighbors are given a helping i an(l.
For example, the sales taxes from welfare and medicaid expenditures, with nor-
mal turnover rates in the community, produce more revenue for the State than
the original appropriations voted by our Statte legislature.

Black and poor people in Mississippi, have long understoodl the inade(luate wel-
fare system here as a way to force migration to the North. The 1970 census
shows that we were the only State In our region to lose population since IN;().
Our college graduates within 5 years after completing school leave our State
in ever increasing numbers for lack of opportunities here.

Because of an alleged shortage of funds our State legislature excluded the
mothers of welfare children from receiving medicaid benefits: unemployed par-
ents are excluded from receiving public assistance, as are children over 18 or
those living with someone other than a relative. Poor people eligible to receive
Federal food stamps who are not welfare recipients are excluded from
medical. The list of the excluded Is long. The list of the excluded benefits
which this State could provide under the Social Security Act and amendments
is even longer.

Little protest has come from the people because no mention of this incident
has appeared in the Jackson newspapers, TV or radio stations. The Memphis
Commercial Appeal reported this story August 22 but as of today, August 25.
not one mention of the story has appeared in the local media. The local media
tends to "serve" our State government by not running "embarrassing" stories
until the State agencies in question have had time to work out their own sanitized
Interpretations presented as "the news."

The board of directors, Community Services Associatkan, Jackson, Miss.. 123 E.
Griffith Street, (601) 352-0888.

THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY FOR SOCIAL POLICY AND DEVELOPMENT, INC.,
New York, N.Y., Auigust 17, 1970.

Hon. Russuz B. LoNo,
U.S. Senate,

Wathington, D.C.
MY DEl SENATOR: I am writing on behalf of The National Assembly for

Social Policy and Development, Inc. The National Assembly is a voluntary non-
profit association of Individuals and organizations whose aim is to develop and
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promote policies and programs essential to the so,.ial health anid siailty (of our
nation. This statement is prepared upon the utlhorlty of the Exeiutlve ('via-
mittee acting on previous decisions of The National Assembly. Ve apl-echite
this opportunity to present our observetions on It.t ig11ll.

The National Assembly believes in the necessity for change and reform in our
country's welfare system. The National Assembly deplores the un(onseionlible gult
between current levels of assistance and the poverty level, the inequities ill
standards among the states, and the exclusion from vi' I of many who need it.

The National Assembly has a distinguished Task For e, which is working to
prepare long term recommendations on a broad range of income maintenance
policies and programs. Meanwhile, The National Assembly has aluulyzeil H.R.
16311 and wishes to submit this working ipper to the Committee for its con-
sideration in reviewing this complex piece of legislation.

As a result of this analysis the following aspects of 11.11. 16311 are favorably
regarded and therefore supported :

1. Inclusion in the plan of all needy families with children, Including
thOse with a working father.

2. Full Federal financing of minimum payments on a nationwide basis.
3. Higher earning exemptions as nn added Incentive to employment.
4. Increased provision of training, child care and other services related to

employment.
5. Additional Federal expenditures, estimated at over $4 billion for first

, ear of operation.
The'following aspects of H.R. 1&311 are regarded ad retrogressive, and there-

fore, not supported:
1. Splitting the money paymeilt for families between a limited Federal

program and a weakened state supplementary program. Ninety percent of the
present case load would be (lelendent on the state programs which perpetuate
present inequities among the states and between families headed by a mother
ai:d those with an able-bodied father in the home.

2. More arbitrary work requirements, especially for mothers of school
age children. This negates the values of a mother's work in her own
home and her own best judgment regarding the needs of her children.

3. Fixing benefits at levels which are wholly Inadequate even in present
dollars terms but include no measures of upward adjustments to move
toward adequacy, more equitable treatment among the states, or adjustment
to changing price levels.

4. Inequitable treatment among groups in similar economic situations,
especially childless couples or individuals and families with an able-
bodied male in the hom.

5. Families receiving FAP and state supplementary benefits would be
subject to wider forms of bureaucratic (and potentially discriminatory)
controls than before. These include: Open authority for third-party pay-
ments, unlimited garnishee authority on Federal entitlements of deserting
fathers (including social security) without usual due process protections.
and unlimited responsibility on step-fathers.

6. Complex administrative arrangements which divide certain respon-
sibilitles among various public agencies at Federal, state and local levels.
Such arrangements increase paperwork, place obstacles in the way of speedy
disposition of cases, and become in effect instruments of control over
recipients.

It may be helpful to the Committee if we state those principles which Tho
National Assembly endorses and against which It believes any proposed welfare
reform should be measured.

1. Structural reform is no substitute for adequacy of financing sufficient to
improve the situation of all those who depend upon it.

2. The level of minimum income assurances should be adequate in relation-
ship to cost of living estimates; the Federal plan should be, raised to the poverty
level, either Immediately or through a series of projected transitional stages.

3. Transitional stages must be such as to (a) strengthen Federal standards,
(b) project the higher level of payment while raising the lower, and (c) main-
tain the level of state expenditures necessary ro achieve these endis.

4. Benefits in kind and services extended to those aided by the plan should
not be used to reduce assistance levels.

5. Welfare reform should be such as to move toward greater inclusiveness
and away from categorical distinctions.
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6. The legal and constitutional rights of tht, recipient should lie fully pro-
teeted.

7. No improvements in the public welfare sy.ten should be sul ts ',( reduce
the effectiveness of ineasures to prevent need or obscure the uirgency tIf stuIS for
their Improvement.

The National Assembly blieves t1h1t Ihe plwlshoed leglslatit(n has iriuced a
dIlennma for nany organizations, which may it'coUtit in |lwrt for tite absence of
unqualified organizational support ',1 R! II. 163ll. Weighing the d(lesiraltie and
regressive features of a IinensUiru' Its comllex It Its structural, financial, udiin-
istrative and human provisions as II.R. 1911 produces serious conflicts in
values. For example, do the lncluion of earning fathers andu the (Nuceplt of
underphIning Federal financing (two iajot and allothnirtatnt new provisiois ill
any welfare reform) out weigh inequitable t reatltuet among groups in similar
economic situations, either among the several states, or as between needy faol-
lies with children and chilless couples or Individuals? Should ti t fact that the
proposed legislatlo,. is adequate for tile relief of poverty both in terms of Inelit
levels and coverage take precedence over the fact that the princiles of Federal
responsibility has been established.

The National Assembly cmmends the Administration and the Congrress for
efforts to Introduce needed changes Into the pullhc welfare system. It urges the
Committee to modify II.L 1311 ill ways that will reduce the in,.onsistencies
It pre,;nts. -

Sin(erely yours.
LIMONARD S. SILK, President.

STATEMENT Or TnE AMERICAN RlrAmi. FEKA:R.'r1rON

This statement is presented in behalf of tire 28 national retail association.s of
retailers comprising the American Retail Fvederatimi. "i' rough its .'I.! ,ut
membership, the Federation represents allur4ixinatvly SM.(O) retail estahish-
ments of all types and sizes.

Get'iral statement
Welfare programs are designed to assist those who are unable to help theim-

selves and also to promote eventual self-reliance and independence among those
who are able to help themselves. Rather than furthering these objectives, current
welfare programs have had a demoralizing and debilitating effect on welfare
recipients. Work incentives under current programs are too weak and to Imild
their own self-esteem. In addition, these programs have grown Increa-singly more
expensive to operate. It is clear that greater and greater appropriatioils for tite
present system will only perpetuate the problem. An intelligent innovatiml i.s
needed to lead us out of this morass.

To solve this problem, the Federation supports welfare reforms which lrWvi(ie
basic benefits to low-income families with children and which also) provih
incentives for employment and training to improve the capacity for endoynient
of members of such'families. However, any income supplenment shmld( be rea-
sonable in amount and tied to a meaningful work lrogrin. The Fe(leratiflo
also supports welfare reforms which would achieve greater uniformity of
treatment of recipients ander the Federal-State public assistance programs.

Therefore, the Federatiton supports the concept embodied In the Family As-
Aistance Act of 1970 (H.R. 16311), while, at the same time, recognizing that cer-
tain sections of the bill need clarification and strengthening.

The failure of the wcfare system
In this decade alone, total costs for the four federally aided welfare programs

(Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Ail to the Aged. Aid to the Blind and
Aid to the Disabled) have more than doubled, to a level estimated in 1970 at about
$6.6 billion. In the Aid for Families with Dependent Children program (AFI)C).
costs have more than tripled since 1960 (to almost $4 billion annualiv at the
present time) and the number of recipients has more than doubled (t,' - ,tle 7.1
million persons in November 1069). Since the President first proposed the Family
Assistance Plan in August of last year, another million people have betal added
to the AFDC rolls. Even more disturbing Is the fact that the proportion (of clil-
dren on AFDC is growing. In the 15 years since 1055, tile proportion of children
In the nation receiving assistance has doubled-from 3 children ler 1,000
to about 60 per 1,000 at present.

44-527-70--pt. 3-63
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Prospects for the future show no likelihood for relief from the present upward
spiral. If present trends continue. AFDC costs will almost double again by fiscal
year 1975, and caseloads will increase by N) to 60 percent. Yet, despite these crush-
ing costs, benefits remain below adequate levels in most states.

The present AFDC program is in a crisis because of four characteristics:
First, it is characterized by unjustifiable discrepancies between states. It is

not one welfare system but ,) different systems with no national standards for
benefit levels. AFDC payments now vary from an average of $46 per month for it
family of four in one state to $265 for such a family in another state in another
part of the country. These gross disparities are aggravated by complicated state
by state variations in criteria for eligibility and methods of administration.

Second, under the current system the Federal government has no control over
the allocation of Federal resources. Each state establishes its own benefit levels
and the Federal Government has an open-ended obligation to provide matching
funds for these benefits. The result is not only a potentially unmanageable drain
on Federal resources, but the creation of a system in which the Federal Govern-
ment discriminates sharply in its treatment of equally needy families in different
states.

Third, ADC is Inequitable in its treatment of male-headed families as op-
posed to those headed by a female. While needy female-headed families are eligi-
ble for AFDC, in no state is an intact male-headed family, where the father is
working full-time, eligible for federally aided assistance.

lAstly, our present welfare policy is unfair to the working poor. Without
regard to their financial need, it rules them ineligible to receive assistance just
because they are working full-time.

Rcnefltt ler-s
Under the provisions of MR. 16311, the basic FAl' benefit Is $1,600 per year

for a family of four with no other income. This basic benefit is supplemented by
exclusion of the value of food stamps ($864 for a family of four with the basic
FAP Income of $1,600).

The Department of Health. Education, and Welfare estimates the first-year
cost of the program at $4.1 billion. Some assert tflia the c.: 4if t., ' d
will reach a much hIgher figure. Other& demand benefit levels nnamiy thousands
of dollars higher. As with any new program, cost factors can only be estimated.
On the other hand, unreasonable benefit levels would seriously hamper the
federal budgetary process and hinder the fight against inflation.

Important and far-reaching social legislation requires the balancing of the
risks against the social need. Both those who would oppose ado-tlon of any
benefit level and those who would Impose drastically higher benefit levels under-
mine this balancing process. In a desperate social gamble, they would give us no
program at all, or too much of a p.rogram. Recognizing these crucial ft etors. the
Federation supports the benefit levels provided for in the House-pas!-ed bill, as
a significant contribution toward elimination of poverty in the United States.

Coteraue
H.R. 16311 limits payments to families and makes no provision for childless

couples or single persons. It extends present coverage to families headed by full-
time employed males. According to the administration, FAP will cover 20 million
persons in 1971, compared to 6.7 million currently on AFDC rolls. The Federation
opposes any further extension of coverage to single or childless couples, because
this would add 4.5 million beneficiaries at a cost of $1 billon.

Work requiremet* and ii#nctv"
The most important- asl*ct of this welfare reform proposal is the work re-

quirements and the work incentives. As pointed out before, there is little or no
incentive for a welfare family to become a workfare family.

The family resistance plan contains a requirement to register for work and
Incentives to accept training and employment. Broadly speaking, if a person
fails to register for work, he will not receive benefits; and if he refuses a Job or
training, his benefits will be cancelled. Certain defined groups would be ex-
empted from the registration requirement.

Critics of the FAP claim that the employment Incentive approach will not
work, citing the WIN program as an example. Under the WIN program a great
deal of discretionary power was put in the hands of state social workers to
define who was appropriate for referral to manpower training programs and
employment.
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These wide discretionary powers must be completely elinlnate, by strictly
enforcing the explicit guidelines on exemptlons from the registration require-
nient contained in H.R. 16311. In addition, once a person has registered wllhi
the employment ,ervlce, an individual employability plan should e worked out
specifying what steps ar, necessary to Insure permanent attachment to the latNr
force. A team of speciallsts- should also be responsible for the follow-through on
the plan. Above all, It Is Important that the Secretary of labor and the ('ozgres.s
continuously monitor the programs to determine if they are achieving their in-
tended objective. within the prescrilmd budget allocation. If practicable, the
administration should consider setting up pilot )roJects to mneisure the effective-
ness of the progrant before a full .. alt, commitment is wade.

SUMMARY

The American Retail Federation supportm the concepts einiodled In 11.11. 1(1311.
However, benetit levels should be reasonable in amount and tied to a .4,trog work
re4luirem~ent and incentive program. The operation of the work requirement and
incentive program should be monitored by the Secretary of Labor and the Con-
gress to insure their effectiveness. If possible, pilot projects should be set up
to eliminate problem areas.

NATIONAL ASSOCrIATIO OF SOCIAL WORKERS, INC..
NORTH CENTRAL OHIO CHAPTER,

August 7, 1970.
Senator RUSSELL B. LoNG,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR LTN: We are writing to you In behalf of the North Central
Ohio Chapter of the National Association of ,Social Workers regarding the pro-
posed Family Assistance Plan, H.R. 16311 (Revised). We have carefully ex-
amined the committee print of this bill and have a number of criticisms regard-
ing, what weeco sidvr to be, tLe inadequacies of the present Family Assistance
Proposal.

There are six issues which we consider to be of primary Importance in regard
to H.R. 16311 (Revised) and they are as follows:

1. ADEQUACY OF BENEFIT LEVEL

FAP prov~ion

For families with children and no in-
come, the Federal Benefit level is $500
a year for the first two members and
$300 a year for each additional mem-
be-. For a family of four this Is a
$1t 00 maximum Federal benefit. There
Is no provision in the Bill as to how or
when a more adequate amount will be
achieved.

Our position

Adequate income maintenance, A.I.M,
is a total Association program with
"adequate" being set at the moderate
budget level used by the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics, reflecting what it actu-
ally costs to lve and periodically ad-
justed to cost changes. We favor July
4, 1976 the 200th Anniversary of this
country as the date to achieve this basic
right for all citizens.

2. ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY AND SIMPLICITY

FAP provision

Three options are possible. The Sec-
retary of HEW may sign an agreement
with each State for the Federal Govern-
ment to administer the entire program
plus some other Welfare functions now
run by States or localities.

Or the Secretary may sign an agree-
ment with each State for the State
where applicable the localities), to ad-
minister the entire program.

Our position

We advocate a single system, Feder-
ally administered and fully Federally
funded. This Is the most simple and
efficient method for the client, the Ad-
ministrator, the economy. True reform
of the Welfare system Is only possible
when the complexity, inequity, and In-
adequcy of the present local Initiative
with local decision authority is replaced
by a unitary Federal Administration.
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Or in the ab.svzce of such agreements
the Federal Government will admin-
ister the Federal program, and the
State will run its own program in con-
current efforts. Incentives are offered
to the States If they elect Federal
Administration.

The value of tits NASAV approach i.s
clearly implied by the FAI" proposal but
there Is no assurance or mandate that
this Federal Administration will occur.

3. MAXIMUMIMATION OF INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM-AND TIlE QUESTION ()F "AUITABLEC

EMPLOYMENT"

PA P provision

With certain exceptions (student, age,
Incapacity, caretaker) recipients are
required to register for work (includ-
ing those now "working poor") and
required to accept training, relabilita-
tinn, or employment. By refu.itl the
family loses the first number grant
($500). The program is to be run by the
Department of Labor through the State
employment service. Jobs offered to re-
cipients cannot be refused on the basis
of skills or prior experience unless the
Secretary of Labor is satisfied that
such a job actually exists in the com-
munity and that the recipient has not
had adequate opportunity to obtain it.
This language was changed from previ-
ous wording defining the "suitability"
of employment.

Our position

We support a National Manpower
Policy which provides employment op-
lxortunitles for each person who on his
initiative. Is willing and able to work, to
have full employment assured by job
development in the public service sec-
tor. We also support the concept of the
Government as the "employer of the
first instance" for youth and other new
entrants to the world of work. Any
questions or problems about employment
belong in manpower legislation, which
we believe must be entirely separate
from a needs program such as Welfare
or Income Maintenance. The "suitabil-
ity" language of this FAP provision is
unaccel)table and can only lead to abuse
and human exploitation.,

4. 'UNIVERSITY AND RIGHT TO SERVICE

Individual and family service Our position
provision

Services are provided free for those
persons who have an income below the
poverty Une. For those whose income is
above this level, for those services for
which there is a change, they must pay
on a sliding scale. However, in any area
(geographic) no more than 10% of the
Federal funds allocated to that area may
be spent on such services to individuals
or families with incomes above the pov-
erty line.

We support a universally available
quality system in the public sector avail-
able to all who request or require serv.
ice to receive such promptly as a mat-
ter of right unrelated to ability to pay.
Any program which establishes a
"means test" for services, especially at
the poverty line will inevitably be sub-
ject to the stigma and Isolation that is
characteristic of services to "the pool"
in this society.

5. ADEQUACY OF FUNDING

Jndiridual aund family service
provisions

The entire social services part has a
closed-end authorization. For the basic
grants thf amount is the same as the
FY 1971 expenditure. (The appropria-
tion for FY 1971 has not been made by
Congress. The Nixon Administration
has requested a 10% increase over esti-
mates for FY 1970. With the inflation-
ary pressures this 10% represents al-
nmst no increase.) The basic grant then

Our position

We resist the move to establish a
closed-end to the services authorization
because we believe that people have a
right to services on an "as needed"
basis just as fully as people have a right
to adequate income on an assured basis.
NASW testified before the House and
Senate in opposition to the 10% ceiling
in the FY 1971 Budget request. At that
time wo pointed out that it Is a most
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calls for a 10% set-aside for the Sec-
retary of HEW to use for contacts In
the area of evaluation, monitoring,
training, research, and demonstration.
Such use would be restricted to one-half
these funds. The other half ib to go to
Government officials at all levels to Im-
prove Administration, coordination,
training and performance. Regardless
of Congressional action on appropria-
tion. States will be held in their basic
grants to the same ratio they now have
of total funds. Any appropriation ex-
cess would be allocated in relation to
degree of poverty In the State, or in the
ease of funds for children to the num-
ber of children In the State.

A second authorization is made for
$'M) million to go to those States which
have been spending less than the Na-
tional average for their services pro-
grams. These funds (which the Admin-
istration says it intends to ask for over
three more years--total 200-) are for
~equalization."

A third authorization is for $150 mil-
lion for foster care and adoptions. For
the first time the Federal Government
will pay 100% of the first $800 annu-
ally for costs of each child placed in
foster care.

Finally there is authorization for $1
million for a National Information Ex-
change on children needing adoption,
and potential adoptive parents seeking
children.

The aggregate authorization Is not
stated in the Bill but a close estimate
would be $810 million. It should be kept
in mind that this Is a request for funds
and in the current fiscal situation some
cut-back could be reasonably prepared
for.

inauspicious time to alter the open-end
arrangement since there is every evi-
dence that the initial s'eps to separate
money payments from social services is
just now beginning to pay off. By free-
Ing time of professional people from
paperwork to begin to serve people has
shown an increased quality and de-
mand for service. The FAP program
will more than double the number of
people that public policy is trying to as-
sist to a level of self-sufficiency and
economic and social participation. Such
an "Income strategy" must have an
equal capability In the national "serv-
ice strategy." To so arbitrarily restrict
funds for service at a time when the
income strategy is being expanded is to
severely handicap both prograins. Goals
should be set for each and goals can
be achieved In each If we leave ourselves
open to develop the human capabilities
by providing the adequacy of funds to
liccol plish this.

6. MANPOWER AND SERVICE DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

Indiridual and family aertqtce prov-ision

In those few sections of the Bill per-
tinent (in Ttiles I, II, III) the designa-
tion of manpower, the only personnel
specifically mentioned to carry out the
Family Assistance, the Adult, and the
Social Services programs are: (a) "Em-
ployment of recipients of supplementary
payments and other persons of low in-
come" and (b) the use of non-paid or
partially paid volunteers in a social
service volunteer program."

In those portions of the Bill dealing
with funds available for education,
training, or staff development necessary
to Insure the capacity to provide and

Oar position

The subject of manpower was acted
upon by the 1969 Delegate Assembly to
revise the proposal of NASW to include
responsibility for manpower planning
and development for the range of per-
sonnel-professional, technical and sup-
porting-needed in the provision of such
services. The manpower provisions of
H.R. 16311 do not contain a broad
enough range of personnel nor an as-
sured continuum of competence. The use
of recipients and of volunteers are both
important manpower sources, but for
the most effective use and development
of all manpower there rriust be a range
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Improve services, there Is a lack of of personnel from volunteers, technical
clarity and specificity an to amounts or and professional sources. The funds for
allocations for the range of education all levels of education must be assured
and training programs required. for proper planning and program devel-

opment, hence the necessity for ade-
quate amounts, clearly identifiable.

We are aware that these criticisms are shared by our total national organi-
zation. Our organization represents fifty thousand professional social workers
and their clients, many of whom will be directly effected by the critical issues
that we have enumerated above.

Your careful consideration of these issues will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

WILLIAM F. WALRAVEN,
Prc# dcnt,

Eduoional and Legislattt'e Action Network-14t, Ditrict.
ARMAND Ocmim.-I, ACSW.
JACK BADER.

(The following communication with attachment was forwarded to
the Committee by Hon. Robert 1H. Mollohan, a U.S. Representative in
Congress from the Stte of West Virginia:)

WHEELING, NV. VA., June 1, 1970.
Congressman ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN,
U.S. Houae of Representatiwc,
Waahington, D.C.

DEA.R CONGRESSMAN MOLLOHAN: I am concerned about several million Ameri-
can citizens who have been more or less forgotten but who are in need of atten-
tion. I am referring to our older citizens who are in need of proteet!on because
they are so incapacitated that they cannot--even with supportive help--care for
themselves or manage their affairs sufficiently well to prevent the likelihood of
danger to themselves or others.

I have formulated some definite opinions and recommendations based on the
belief that all people have a fundamental right to live their own lives. In recog-
nition of this right for older people, I see the goal of protection as building on
what capacity the person has for functioning to help him remain in the com-
munity as long as he gains more gratification than pain from doing so. Present
legislation seems to have as its goal the removal of the older incapacitated per-
son from the eyes of the community through some kind of placement, and I be-
lieve this to be unjust. However, I do recognize the need to make decisions for
individuals and to conduct their affairs to the extent that they are truly unable
to do so for themselves.

After giving the matter considerable study, I believe that the biggest boon to
the whole area of protective services for older people would be national legisla-
tion which would, hopefully, influence state legislation to include the following.

(1) Provision for requiring state public welfare agencies to accept responsi-
bility for all older individuals requiring protective services and to directly pro-
vide or pay for these services when the Individuals are without funds. Coupled
with this responsibility should be authority to act Immediately when recourse to
court orders is not possible, authority for the agencies' staff to petition for ap-
pointment of a guardian of the property or the person, or both (including the
agency itself as guardian when appropriate), and for commitment to a public or
private facility or any other service authorized by law.

(2) The development of alternatives to mental hospitals for the care and
supervision of older people together with flexibility to allow for easy transfer
from one facility or service to another, as indicated.

(3) A clear definition of the group affected by the law and a statement that
the need for intervention must be based on the individual's inability -to perform
acts that are necessary for conducting his own affairs, rather than any other
criteria, such as a psychlatric diagnosis. The law should be flexible enough to
allow the agency to legally intervene ouly as much as is necessary. Likewise, the
law should provide for taking away only the rights that the person is incapable
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of exercising for himself. Recognition of the capacity to regain capabilities and
provision for the return of control and rights should also be present.

(4) Separation of guardianship and commitment laws and procedures for
older adults from those of minors, decendents, and incompetents in recognition
of the uniquely different problems presented by older Incapacitated people.

(5) Screening facilities with sufficient time and personnel to facilitate ap-
propriate assessments and development of adequate plans.

(6) Provision for periodic reassessment of the need for the protective fa-
cility or service and regular review of discretionary acts exercised by the repre-
sentatives of the facility or service.

(7) Provision for termination of guardianship, commitment, or other pro-
tective service and full restoration of all civil rights which may be initiated by
the individual or by a third party.

(8) Provision of legal counsel in all proceedings. Impounding of court records
and private hearings to insure confidentiality.

(9) Provision for voluntary fiduciary guardianship and/or other services
to avoid the necessity of planning in crisis situations.

My nine points are certainly not exhaustive oZ the possibilities for this type
of legislation, but they are a beginning. In keeping with your past support of
social legislation, I implore you to introduce appropriate legislation on behalf
of these almost forgotten Americans.

Very sincerely yours,
RONALD C. JOHNSON, ,.S.W.

Wheeling, W. Va., JulI 15, 1970.
Hon. RoM-r H. MOLLOHAN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Wa isgnton, D.C.

DEAs O ONGUmss B MOLLOmN: Thank you for your letter of July 9 and the
materials you have sent me thus far.

I sent my proposals to Congressman Williams and received only a brief form
letter in reply; therefore, I was particularly happy to have the comments which
he sent to you. I have not yet formulated all my comments on his letter, but I
will be writing to you in this regard in the near future. I would welcome a copy
of the hearings being conducted on the "Constitutional Rights of the Mentally
Ill" when they have been concluded.

Regarding Title XX recommended by DHEW as part of the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970, I feel that as long as protective services for the elderly are
entirt-ly optional to states, the legislation- would be Inadequate. From studying
the very sketchy proposal, it Is my impression that they are proposing, in effect.
the same legislation we currently have-that states can offer protective services
to the extent they desire.

I wonder how much support you have received from other constituents re-
garding the introduction of a bill to protect older people.

I enjoyed reading Mr. Martin's position paper entitled Protective Services. It
was gratifying to learn that the goals of a man In his position with regard to
older people are so Identical to my own. As I read his paper, I kept wondering
from what profession he emerged. Of course, I agree with him that the provision
of protective services to elderly people is an extremely complex business (p. 4)
and that the help of several professions is needed. Therefore, I hasten to add to
his list the social worker; because I know that professionally educated social
workers can contribute enormously to "a diagnostic and evaluative review of
the client's situation" (p. 10) as well as to the delivery of ameliorative services.
The social worker of today Is not merely the handmaiden of other professionals
so much for my bias. I wholeheartedly support what he proposes, and I par-
ticularly support the idea of responsible retired people acting as conservators
(p. 11).
I have taken the liberty of enclosing a copy of an eight-page handout on

poverty and welfare which I recently prepared for use with various groups in
bringing the facts about welfare to the attention of the public. I would welcome
any comments you may have.

Best wishes.
Very sincerely yours,

RONALD C. JOHNSTON, M.S.W.
Enclosure.
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POVERTY AND WELFARE FACT SHEET'

(Prepared by Ronald 0. Johnston, M.S.W.)

Poverty is defined as lew than $1,500 annual Income for an individual and
less than $&740 annual income for a family of four.

Of approximately 200 million Americans. 35 million of them live in poverty.
(20% of American families and 45% of unrelated individuals.)

Seventy percent of the poor are white.
The majority of the poor are urban dwellers.

Who are the poor?
33% are children.
25% are aged.
0% are unemployed fathers (able-bodied).

36% are disabled or mothers of dependent children.
Twenty-nine percent of the 35 million poor have ever received public assistance

(3% of total population).

Who are the people on welfare?
Over 95% of all recipients are not capable of self-support because of old

age, disability blindness or child care responsibilities. Only .7% are able-
bodied fathers but they have little education and are unskilled.

There are more unskilled Job seekers than there are jobs for them.
The people on welfare are as honest as other people. A purge of the welfare

rolls in Phoenix, Arizona revealed that only 2 ' deliberately cheated. Other
studies estimate the incidence of fraud as high as 16%. Compare this to IRS
fraud cases in 1959:

Cheaters
Group: (percent)

Farmers. small business, professionals (including doctors and
lawyers) --------------------------------------------------- 28

Receivers of interest ------------------------------------------- 34
Wage and salary earners ---------------------------------------- 3
Receivers of dividends ------------------------------------------ 8
Receivers of pensions and annuities ------------------------------ 29

Fraud Investigations uncover more underpayments than overpayments or in-
eligible cases.

More than 30% of all welfare mothers in the United States go to work on low
paying jobs despite the fact that this, income is deducted from their checks.

Can a family live comfortably on a welfare budget? Judge for yourself.
MoWAlty assistance for a family of four:

Alabama ------------------------------------------------------- $89
Connecticut ----------------------------------------------------- 307
Kentucky ------------------------------------------------------ 187
Mississippi-low -------------------------------------------------- 55
New Jersey-high ---------------------------------------------- 3
New York 8-----------------------------------------------------2
Piennsylvania --------------------------------------------------- 213
West Virginia --------------------------------------------------- 138

2 One state is $244 above the poverty level. All others are below that level.

Only 25% of all children on welfare are illegitimate. Only one in five of all
reported illegitimate children in the nation receives welfare.

Payments for an additional child averages $15 per month. Other family mem-
bers are even more deprived.

Ten percent of welfare costs is for administration.
People are not dependent because of welfare payments; they are dependent

became of poor hedth, old age, no market for their labor, desertion of a mate,
repeated failure, or other problem.

Welfare to a measure of stability. A government study shows that persons
receiving welfare have a better chance of "making it" than needy persons without
welfare.

Increased welfare rolls reflect the increase in the relative number of old people
and children in the population.

2 The original sources of all figures are governmental agencies.
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Among the very poor, only one family in six owns a car. It is many times a
necessity, depending on where one lives.

A few do not manage their money well. The poor are not alone In this. Can we
expect the majority to wait while others become more "deserving" before any
can have enough to live on?

A share of the nation's abundance Is a right to citizens of a country which can
no longer provide a homestead or a job for every citlyen who needs one, yet is
experiencing an affluence previously unknown to the world !

Ten mliil petple go hungry every day In the Vnited States, one of the
world's most affluent nations.

The Food Stamp Program requires a relatively large outlay of cash In order
to receive stamps.

The top 10% of producers of farm products (many large corporations) receive
54.5% of all farm subsidy payments, while 42.7% of the nation's farmers with
Income of less than $2,500 annually receive 4.5% of the subsidies.

In the last ten years, the federal government has paid $55 billion to land-
owners for keeping acreage out of production. In the same period, $25 billion
has been spent on public assistance.

Can we afford to eradicate poverty? Not without changing our national priori-
ties. Of a $195 billion budget in 1970, a little over $5 billion was appropriated
for public assistance.

The percentage of aggregate personal income spent on public assistance
declined from 1% to .7% from 1950 to 1965. We must be willing to taN orselves
sufficiently to eliminate poverty (and to reorganize our priorities).

LOVE must show itself in ACTION.
-I John 3:16-19, NEB.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 11.70 (H.R. 16311)

The Family Assistance Act of 1970 establishes the principle of Federal respon-
sibility, for a national minimum income maintenance payment; uniform nation-
wide eligibility requirements and payment procedures and Incentives for federal
administration of the financial assistance programs.

"First, it combines powerful work requirements and work incentive for
employable recipients."

(a) Working poor (underemployed) would be eligible for family assistance.
(b) Income erettions :

(1) All earnings of a child if regularly attending school;
(2) Infrequently or irregularly received amounts of earned or unearned

income. but not more than $30 a quarter for each type;
(3) Earnings needed to pay for necessary child care;
(4) All earned income of adult members of the family at the rate of $720

per year pas one-half of the remainder.1

(5) Food stamps and other public or private charity. (not including VA
(6) The training allowance for those in training;
(7) The tuition part of scholarships and fellowships; or
(8) Homegrown and used produce.

(o) Ekwh member ot a family would be required to register for employment
or training with a public employment office unless he or she is

(1) Unable to engage in work or training because of Illness, disability
or age;

(2) A mother caring for a child under six;
(8) The mother in cases In which the father registers;
(4) Chring for an ill member of the household; or
(5) A child under 16 or under 21, if In school

"Second, the family assistance plan treats male and female-headed families
equally. All families with children, whether headed by a male or female, will
reive benedt If family income and resource. are below the national eligibility
lees. No lonpr would an unemployed father have to leave home for his
family to qualify for tbenat"

Tiird. the program establishes national minimum payment and national
eligibility stadards and methods of administration."

'A family of four could earn $8,920 annually and still get some amount of assistance.
-benefits).
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(a) National income floor with needy children
$500 per year for each of the first two family members;
$300 per year for each additional family member;
Allowable resources $1,500.

b) National ink-ome floor for aged, blind and disabled adults: $110 per month;
I.e. a couple $2,640 per year, one person $1,3=0.

(o) State Supplementation of PAP.
Bach state whose AFDC payment level in January, 1970 is higher than the

PAP level must agree to supplement the family assistance payment up to that
level or up to the poverty level, if that is lower, in order to be eligible for federal
funds under Medicaid and other welfare programs. Federal matching would be
available, except for the working poor, at a rate of 30%. The matching maximunis
would be the poverty level now In effect, but brought up to date annually by
the Secretary of HEW to reflect increased living costs.

Amount ot spplementary payments: The states would be required to follow
the rules that apply under the PAP in computing payments except that special
rules would apply in disregarding earned Income for purposes of the supple-
mentary payment

Supplementary earned income exemptions: First $720 plus (1) one-third of the
earnings between $720 and twice the amount of the PAP payment which would
be payable if the family had no income, plus (2) one-fifth of any earnings above
that amount

(d) Admniltration: the bill provided three alteruative administrative
arrangements.

(1) Federal government may administer both the Family Assistance Plan
and the State Supplementary Program.

(2) State government may administer both the PAP and the Supple-
netary.

(8) Federal government admintsters the PAP; the State government
administers the supplement.

In the arrangement (1) the Federal government would pay all adminis-
trative costK The arrangement (2) and (3) the Federal government will pay
all the cos of YAP and the Federal and State governments will share
equally the administrative costs of the supplement.

"Fourth, the plan Includes over $600 million for a major expansion of training
and day care opportunities."

(a) Training Program-A completely new program, administered by the
Secretary of LAbor--225,000 slots over present WIN slots 900 federally funded.

(b) Day Oare-450000 slots: 300,000 school age at $400 per child per year,
150,000 preschool at $1,600 per child per year, 100% federal funding.

"Fitth, the family assistance plan provides major fiscal relief for the states."
The bill provides that for two fiscal years after the year in which the supple-

me tary payment provisions become effective the federal government would meet
the excem of ocm-federai expense made necessary by the bill over what the non-
federal expense would have been under present law.

Bffeelve Date
The provisons of the bill (except for authorization for money to support child

care projects which would be effective upon enactment) would be effective on
July 1, 1971, with special provisions for states with statutes that would prevent
them from complying with the bill at that time.

SUG TMTD IISION6 IN THI fAMMY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970 (H.. 16311)

This Bill has pased the House of Representatives.
In order to effect change at this point, write or contact your senator TODAY!
The following are suggestions for revision :
(1) The proposed annual base of $1,600 for a family of four is total inade-

quate considering that the poverty level is set by the Social Security Adminis-
tration at $3,740 and the Bureau of Labor Statistics sets what they call a "mini-
maP' Income for a family of four at nearly $6,000 ($5,915) annually. This means
that many families without employable members will receive only $1,600 ai,-
nually. The minimum level should be set at least at the poverty level and be
revised yearly.
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(2) A major weakness is that no provision is made for several million single
adults and childless couples under 65 who are poor but not disabled. Those people
lack skills and may be termed socially unemployable.

(3) Work requirements make assistance more a subsidy to low-paying and
seasonal industries than a subsidy to families. Remember, we have a national
economic policy which requires that there be a certain p)ercentage of unemploy-
ment. Also, the demand for unskilled employees decreases every year.

A specific recommendation is that no single-parent family be under a require-
ment to work-that each be given the choice of working or staying at home, as
In two parent families.

(4) Also, for clients who do work, there should be federal wage safeguards
established by law so that the program does not subsidize employment or allow
the incidence of underemployment to increase.

(5) Regarding training for employment, such training should be given only
with the assurance that the training is related to the local employment market
and that a meaeiRngfu Job will be available on completion of training. When
sufficient Jobs that pay an adequate wage are not available In the private sector
of the economy, the public sector should be obligated to provide such Jobs to
all who are willing and able to work, thereby implementing the Full Employ-
ment Policy adopted by Congress in 1946.

(6) A comprehensive, inclusive health care program is very essential to the
maintenance of family incomes.

WHAT CAN YOU DO?

(1) Contact your Senator TODAY!
He cares what you think. Ask him to amend the Family Assistance Act.
(2) West Virginians !---cntact your state legislator and ask him to propose

that enough state money be allocated to get federal funds to pay welfare clients
100% of the midmum standard for health and decency established by the De-
partment of Welfare. Clients now receive 51% of this minimum need.

100 gerwet 52 percent
NuMberi n bomhekd Ofed or nedI

i ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. $146 $76
2------------------------------------------------------------------- 146 $763.----------------------------------------.................................... 186 97
4------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 261 1304 ......................................... .................................... M6 138
5 ----------------------------------------.------------------------------- 305 159
L ............................................................................. 333 1737 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 378 218210 orwem ..................................................................... 494 '182

'At rcledves this mount months.
I Mam. I Wed Virl".

The federal government pays 75% of welfare payments-they would pay 75%
of the iter"" I

(3) Tell others the facts and ask them to Do something. Talk to groups or
indlvldual*-speclally in Atefal people.

(4) Apply for a summer job with the Department of Welfare, if you are a
college student. Get some first-hand experience.

(5) Volunteer your time to the Department of Welfare or other agency work-
Ing with the poor. (This should be individual rather than group responsibility.)

(6) Treat the poor people whom you already know with dignity-as you
would have them treat you.

(7) Love others-including the poor.
(8) Oontact your local National Welfare Right Organisatlon and tell them

you want to help the poor. Get to know them and introduce them into your
church and other group--so they can tell their story and seek support In af-
feeting welfare legilation.

(9) Tell your congreman that an annual limit of $10,000 should be set on
farm subsidies for each farm.
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['NIVESiTY O F I)NVER.
TimE (;RADtrATr. Scilto). OF siOci.AI, , oi K.

Uftr'crity Park, Dun ier, (olo., lafrch 19. 1970.
Hon. RUSSELL B. IA)NO,
chairman , Senate Committee on Finance,

1 *.S. Senate BUlding,
Washington, D.O.

IAR SENATOR LONG: I want to call your attention to an item on Page 172 of
the Appendix to the Budget, Fiscal Year 1071, which rends as follows:

"None of the funds contained In this title may be used for payments to any
State for fiscal y 91 for services, staff training and administrative eX-
penses... which, in the aggregate, exceed 110 percent of the aggregate amount
estimated for these purposes for such State for fiscal year 1970, except where
the (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) Secrefary determines
that such a limitation would impair in a significant way the effective olperation
of the program Involved."

In previous years the services, staff training and administrative expenses have
always been financed on an "open ended" basis. Every effort need to he made
to continue them on this basis because the 10 percent Is totally inadequate, not
only in terms of meeting spiraling costs, but the state departments of public
welfare would not be able to expand their lrograims in order to Implement the
President's Public Welfare Bill. We do not know what additional costs will be
involved, but at least the appropriation in thee areas should stay on an open-
ended basis until the Research Staff in I-.E.W. could produce nore accurate
Information concerning projected costs based upon a two or three year period
of experience under the new Public Welfare Act.

The role of the social services Is not a part of the current bill, but are to be
incorporated into a subsequent social service b)ill. Without the social services
to help parents to cope better with such problems as inadequate day care of
children, school drop-outs, physical and emotional health problems, Illegitimacy,
neglected children, abused or beaten up children, delinquency, crime, drug
addiction, alcoholism, immorality, desertion, non-support, etc., we might find
within a year or so that there has been a substantial acceleration of these
problems under the new program,

I wish that I had the secretarial staff to send each member of your Conmmiittee
a copy of this letter, but if you think that my comments should be considered,
I will appreciate it very much if you would read this letter to the members of
your Committee when It is in session.

Yours most aincerely,
E. M. SuNLEY, ACSW, Dean.

TESTIMONY BY THE KENTUCKY ASSOCIATION FOR OLDER PElSONs, DRAFTED BY

DAvm L. BATZXA, KAOP BoAnD MEMBEa, DiwECTOR OF KENTUCKY INTER-FAITH
AGING PaoJECT

The Number One problem for people over 65 is the lack of adequate income.
Nearly 80% of those over 65 (3 out of 10 people) are officially classified as
poor by the Social Security Administration. Many of these people did not become
poor uatil they rtIred.

The poverty and living conditions of rural and urban people have been well
documented over the years. However, little is stated concerning the truly "for-
gotten American": the oqer two million persons over 6 receiving a small old
age assistance (OAA) check each month. The average payment per month in
Kentucky for over 64,000 persons is $53.75 and in the nation $7135 ier month.
The proportion of population per 1,000 people over 65 in Kentucky Is 191. Eastern
Kentucky (49 Appalachia counties) is 355 and all the United StateR is 100
receiving OAA payments.

We commend, In principle, the Congress for placing a minimum Income level
for older people. However, we recommend the following additional changes in
H.I 16811 Title Il-Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled :

(1) Provide a minimum Income level for the single living unit at $160 per
month.

(2) "Earned income" shall include Old-Age Survivors and Disability Insurance
(OASDI) benefits.

(8) See. 1603, 5 and 6, the word State agency "may" disregard changed to
State agency "shall" disregard.
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The rea , onw for the above necessary changes are simple. First, the Inost dis-
advantaged gronp Is women who are widows living in their own h imes. Seconmdly.
the older person who receives a small OASDI benefit has it Included as income
In his total OAA payment.

L WIlY SHOI'11.D) TIIE BE A SPECIAL MINIMUM INCOME l EVEL FOR TIE AINULE LIVING
UNIT AT $110. PER MONTH IN TIHE ADULT CATEGORY?

The Task Force on "Jconiomics of Aging Toward a Full Share in Abundance"
for the Special Committee on Aging of the United States Senate spotlighted the
t-ial eeenomic problems of widows:

"Six Wi ten widows and other aged women living alone are below tie SSA
poverty line. More of the aged in the future will be women, and iost of these
womem will be wldows. Women 65 and older already outnumber men by a ratio
of 134 to 100 and this disproportion Is expected to rise bo 154) to 100 by 1985."'

Nearly two-thirds of the nged are wonn who receive OAA payments. Out of
the 2,119.25 4 old-age recipients in the United States in 195, 68.4% were female
(1,449,014)) and 31.61r were male (670,123).1 In Kentucky 70.8% of the females
were over 72 years old and in the UnIted States 72.5% of the females were over
72 years old.

Widows on Public Assistance are a partvulmrly disadaVaatag d group. Iii
Kentacky 60.6% of the OAA females were widows and In the United States
60.1% were widows. The following vhart for it single older person and a couple
should help to explain why they are a disadvantaged group:

LEXINGTON, KY., 1970

Single older peion Couple

EsUmtted Public assist- Estlimated Public assist.
need once pays need once pays

Fed ---------.................................... $40 $31 $80 $5
ckotnw1 .......................................... is S30 16
Rat ............................................. 1 00 23 120 30
U . .. ------------------------------------------- 25 14 25 16
Noausldi....... .................... 8 4 16 8

-------------------------------. 0o 4 20 8
I-e-- tis ------------------------------- 15 10 30 20

Totl, monthly ------------------------------ 213 94 321 156
Vearly ------------------------------------------- 2,556 1,128 3,852 1.872

The Bureau of Labor Statistics placed needed income in 1966 for a moderate
level of living in a city for an older person living alone at $177.50 pr montth or
$2,130 per year and in 1968 for a couple at $9,? ,,-r month or $4,440 yearly.

,Public Assistance payments for a single older person only falls short $1,012
per year total income based on the Bureau's standard and for a couple only
$2,568 per year.

Many OAA recipients do not have adequate income to provide the essentials
for a livelihood. People suffer from the lack of proper nutrition because they do
not have enough money to purchase needed foods. Money problems cause health
and psychological problems, so people end up in a state of depression and
self-pity.

There is a widening gap between actual living costs and OAA payments.
For a single OAA older person living in a rural area in Kentucky owning his own
home, the maximum total income is $74 per month. Many of the costs are
fixed whether one or two people are living together. These fixed items include
housing repairs, rent, utilities, household supplies, clothing, etc. We can not
overly stress the high cost for one person living alone in his own home.

I Dcowo.Rfcs of Aging: Toward a Full SAare in Abundanee, Hearings before the Special
Cotulnittee on Aging, United States Senate. Ninety-First Congress, First Session, Part I-
Survey Hearing. Apr. 29-30, 1969: U.S. Government Printlrg OMce, Washington, D.C.,p.154 and 1R5.''"P "Part I. Demographic and Program Characteristics", Findings of the 1965 Survey of
Otd-Age Assistaneo Recipients: Data by State and Census Division, Division of Research
Bureau of Family Assistances, Welfare Administration, U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, May 1967, table 3.
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LIVING ARRANGEMENTS FOR FEMALE OAA RECIPIENTS

1in percent)

United States KentuckyIn own home In own home
666 percent 68.3 percent

A A. ......................................................................... 39. 32.1
WihSpm * ......................................................... 12.3 16.9

& ~ ".. .......................................................... 14.7 18.2

9ibid t" 91k

One Important fact to remember is that only 0.5% of all OAA recipients in
Kentucky lived in institutions. (United States 8.7% of OAA recipients).

Older people wish to live independently even at the price of poverty. The
major asset of moot older people is their home. In Kentucky, 53.2% of OAA
recipients owned or are buying their home with only &2% in Public Housing
and 84.3% of the OAA recipients are living in non-metropolitan areas.

From the above facts, we concluded that OAA people tend to be older than
other Americans, more likely to be women, to be poor, and living in rural areas.
One fact stands out : OAA recipients not only lack money, but things that money
can buy!

The poverty level has been defined in H.P 1311 as $1,920. for one person
and $2,460. for two persons The $110. minimum income per month ($1.320. per
year) does not bring an older person living alone up to the poverty level. They
will fall $600. per year short!

On the other hand, $110. per recipient per month will provide a floor under
the older couple. It is $2,640 per year or $180 over the 190) poverty level. When
the law goes into effect, the couple will be Just at the poverty line while about
40% of all OAA recipients who are single living units will fall below the poverty
level by $00. per year.

A special minimum Income level for the single living unit at $160. per month
Is the only answer. Such older people receiving a minimum income of 160. per
month would bring them up to poverty level of $1,920. per year.

IL WHY SHOULD '"LaNED I1'CO3]" INCLUDE OASI BENEFITS IN IT'S DEInNITION?

OASDI benefits should be treated as earned income. Employees under the Fed-
eral Insurance Contributions Act paid a 4.8% Social Security tax. This tax is
based on gross pay. Thus the Social Security tax is considered a part of the
earnings of an employee when withheld.

The basic idea of Social Security is a simple one: During working years em-
ployees, their employers, and self-employed people pay social security contribu-
tutions which are pooled In special trust funds. When earnings stops or are re-
duced because the worker retires, dies, or becomes disabled, monthly cash Ihene-
fits are paid to replace part of the earnings the family ost.'

'The above statement was taken from an official Social Security Administration
publication. The principle Is one of deferred compensation. The employee has
earnings withheld at one point with an equivalent returned at another date from
a common fund.

We feel the government considers the social security tax as earned income
because employee pays federal taxes on It as part of his gross income. Since social
security benefits are based on past earnings, when the retired worker receives his
benefits they must be considered deferred earned income.

We realize social security benefits as earned Income does not fit the legal deft-
niton. However, for the following reasons we support OAA recipients receiving
th- first $00. of their OASDI benefits.

First, we believe OAA recipients are entitled to receive their small monthly
soWal security benefit to live adequately because they worked hard to contribute

4YoUr Social Security. Social Security Administration, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, 181-35, February 1970, p. 5.
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in the fund and should receive it fair share of their vist earntiiigs on top of P1tlilic
Assitance payments.

Secondly, with inflation eroding it 1ixed Invo e rapidly, the evonoinic i o itio
of older people is deteriorating rapidly for tihe OAA recipient, unle." they receive
more than the proposed minimum of $110. per month.

Thirdly, older people, particularly who are over 72 years olui. had probleins
preparing for their retirement years because of two world war.,, a major depres-
sion and wages earned were generally low. Older people should not be, penalized
for living at the wrong time in a nation.

Cochusion
Earned income should include OASDI benefits so the .15.2% of all OAA reel it-

ents can receive a part of their soil security benefits on top of their OAA
payments.

111. WHY SHOULD STATE AOGNQMIs DIOREGARD THE fIRST 360 O EARNED INCOME?

In Section 1603, the aged, blind, and disabled are combined into one category to
make uniform requirements. Then an unfortunate distinction was made between
the blind and disabled, and the aged. It is mandatory for states to disregard for
blind and disabled earned income up to $85 per month plus one-half of the
remainder. However:

(5) if such individual has attained age sixty-five and is neither blind nor
severely disabled, the State Agency may disregard not more than the first $60
per month of earned Income plus one-half of the remainder thereof;

We feel this arbitrary distinction of the disregard should be changed to the
mandatory requirement of disregarding earned income for all aged, blind, and
disabled. The amount earned by 1.4% of OAA recipients In the United States that
was not deducted from their OAA payment averaged $12.24 per month.' More older
people may be encouraged to work full or part-time, if they knew the first $60
of their earnings would be disregarded.

We believe ftw states will choice the optin of the di-zregard based on the
following facts. Under existing law, a state agency may disregard the first $20
of earnings of an older person and one-half of the n rt $0 per month. In 1965,
thirty-two states were not disregarding any earned Income. Out of the over two
million recipients, only 29,742 had earned income disregarded with 37,130 recipi.
ents not having the disregard. In other words, 98.2% of all OAA recipients
received no monthly disregard earned income.

WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF CASH INCOME FOR OAA RECIPIENTS?

I] n peIrcntl

Unit d States Kentucky
87794.2percent percent

No I- I other than assiat e ................................................... 33.6 41.0
OASOIh b feiut ................................................................. 45.2 40.6
Other to Inh ms .............................................................. 7.5 10.8

t rde eAri ............... 1............................................ 1.4 1.8

For many of the same reasons we support the mandatorV disregard of the $7.50
of any income in Section lO03.' Older people who attempted to prepare for retire-
ment should not have aU their income Included in their total OAA income. Older
persons are entitled to a fair share of their small cash Income.

, Many of the older people receiving OASDI and OAA payments were looking
forward to a 15% increase In total Income. In the end, they received only $400
per month increase. Kentucky chose to raise all recipients $C00 per month. Look
what really happened to a widow, ratal area, living alone in own home:

a "Nuanca em OAk Retipients In 1965," Shirlene B. Gray, Weolar to
Revke,, Jul-AWgt 19* S a and Rehablitation Service, p. 17.*"PTilt Ill, NWrJUUcaWl i tanees", lIbd (footnote 2) April 1968, tAble 81.
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1969 1970

Mazm wm t i n me ................................. ............. $70 $74
OASDI w iow's be it ....... .......................... ...................... 55 64
Public aw stance payment ................... ................................. 22 10

Total monthly income ................................................... 70 74

Actually the recipient did re.elve $900 per mouth in st-ial security benefits, of
which $..A0 was mpassed on to the Public Assistance Agency. The OAA recipient
only rt'eived a $4.00 Increase. We believe congresss intended for the full 15%
increase In -Sil Secrity benelts to be received by the older persons on public
assistance.

Conclusion
State Agency hall disregard the flrst $01) per nonth and one-half of thi re-

mainder of earned income and social security benefits.

IV. WHY SIIOULD CONGMCS8 SUPPORT TIE "TRIlLY FORGO(YrrEN AMERiCAN"?

Congress has begun to meet their health needs with Medicare and Medicaid,
but it bats a long way to go to fulfill the t voiultment it made to older people in
the Older Americans Act of 1965:

Older people are entitled to an adeoluate income in retirement in accordance
with the American standard of living.

The loss of dignity can not be dramatized In statistics. They can not measure
the hss of pride, initiative, and self reslect suffered by over two million older
Americans. The "wait" or -wake" from month to month to see it the check will
go to the end of the month continues !

The plight of 28,75S older persons on tblic assistance in rural Eastern Ken.
tucky is even darker and hopeless. Th.se rugged mountain people eat potatoes,
beans, and little lmtalt. live In substandard housing and ivear clotlhes niany yvar:-
old. living Is almost bearable. How cruel van a nation be to Just keep older peo.
pie at the survival level? Older lwople need olioc.

(Congre 11 can help give that hope by including a category for a single living
unit older person at $11g) per nionth and insure they willI receive the first $60 of
their ,xcial Feurlty benefits and eaned income.

The people we tire talking about built this nation economically by their hard
work. They helped to develop our atfluent society. They should have a fair share
in return. CAN WE D0 ANY LISS?

June 18, 1970.

KATFs & SILVER, ATTORNEYS AT LAW,

Berkelcy, Ca Uf., June 1, 1970.

Re effect of Nixon welfare reform bill on linuiting population growth (with two
suggesttd ainendniitj.

Senator RussELu, Lo.NG.
Chairman, Ft., ti" FaanC Comnitte, Scnotc O.0ice Iihling,
Wathinutoa, D.r.

D)w Sia: I applaud the Fiaily Assistance l"lon (FAP) as a much needed
reform of present welfare programs. I urge you, however, to consider it.s side
effect on the presently nmiot urgent single prcbqen fqcirtg our biosphere, unre-
strained population growth. By limlting the PAP to able-bodied adults who are
child related, a simple arid direct incentive Is provided to adults who are un-
omployed, underempoykr, or unemployable. but able-bodied, to conceive anti
have children.

I suggest two alternative possihle suggestions.
The lest solution Is that the law deem etch Individual as the unit of assistance

and provide benefits on a scale graduated by te. Thus. to ii.se presently projected
benefit levets, payments might stirt at $0000 at birth, with ai, additional
*50.00 per year being paid each year from age one to age 20, to $1"000 per year
at hge 21 (or thereafter an loing as the hidtvidual is needy).

A second posplble solution would be to add to the caluit categorical aid pro-
grams (Aid to the Blind, Disabled and Aged), whlch are not otherwlse affected
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by the FAP, a category for the long-term unemployed and/or unemployable.
This category should particularly be so defined as to not exclude the woman who
would be eligible for PAP laymeuts if she produced a child, i.e.. even though she
has no history of connection with the labor force but Is able-lKodied.

Sinc rely,
CAROl. RUTH SILVER.

STATEMENT OF THE WELFARE STUDY COMMIiSSION, STATE OF MICHIGAN,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE

RECOMMENDATIONS ON H.L 1f6311

The Michigan Welfare Study Commission adopted the following recommenda-
tions regarding the Family Assistance Plan (PAP) at its meeting of April 20.
The recommendations are consistent with Governor William G. Milliken's ob-
servations since discussions of the plan began last summer. The recommenda-
tious have been adopted in the belief that the principles of the Family Assistance
Plan are soundly based and will result in fundamental improvements in the
welfare system not only in Michigan but nationally. Nevertheless the Connmis-
sion finds that there is room for further improvements.

1. The Commlilon finds the level of FAP to be inadequate ($1600 for a
family of four). Therefore:

A. The Commission recommends that the level be increased to $2400 for
a family of four but the additional $800 would be payable in Food stamps
rather than cash assistance.

B. The $2400 level should be enacted for the first year and levels should
be increased at the rate of $720 a year for five years until the Bureau of
Labor Statistics low-cost budget st! ndard is reached In fistcal 1975 76.

C. The use of Food Staups as a substitute for cash assistance should be
reviewed after the first year of the plan's operation to determine its
effectiveness.

2. The bill passed by the House of Representatives would provide greater
assistance to families presently receiving assistance than the working lsor.
The Commission concludes that this provision would not decrease the incidence
of family break-up and may be contrary to the Equal Protection Clause of
the Federal Constitution. Therefore:

A. The Commission recommends that states whose present welfare stand-
ards exceed PAP be required to supplement all eligible groupt--including
the working poor-up to $3820 in the first two years of the plan.

R. The federal government would be required to math state supple-
mentary payments with 30 percent of the costs in fIscal 1971-72 and 65
percent in fiscal 1972-73. These matching funds would be In addition to
the wholly federal PAP benefit.

3. There is Increasing evidence that state and local tax systems are inap-
propriate mechanisms for financing income redistribution. In Michigan, large
urimn counties have been forced to make disproportionate fiscal efforts and a
diproportionate share of state funds are expended for public assistance in
those counties. Therefore:

A. The Commission xecommends that the Federal government assume
100 percent of the costs of Income maintenance programs by fiscal 1973-74.

B. Assumption by the Federal government for financing Income mainte-
nance will enable the state to have assurance of fiscal relief and to begin
planning the reorganization of governmental institutions and programs for
dealing with the other dimensions of poverty.

4. The bill takes some Important steps toward the elimination of categorical
programs. However, the Commission finds that muiny remnants of the present sys-
tem remain ilmplict In the bill. Therefore, the Commission recommends that the
FAP concept be extended to all of the poor not Just families with children.

5. The bill requires that all heads of households whether they are working or
not working register with the state employment service. The major exception
to this requirement are fentale headed families with children under six. The
Commission finds that this requirement Is not likely to result in the provision
of meaningful employment opportunities for welfare clients and is likely to be
1imical to children in many cases. Therefore:

44-527-70--pt. 3----61
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A. The Commission recommends that the State Department of Social
Service continue to decide which clients are appropriate for referral to state
manpower agencies and programs until such time as facilities and programs
are available for training and employment opportunities.

B. The Commission further recommends increased federal support for
vocational rehabilitation and vocational education programs.

CoUNcm OF JItWSH IEDEIATIONS AND WELFARE FUNDS, INC.,
Neo York, N.Y.. April 29, 1970.

Hon. RUssmu B. LONG,
Hetate Offoe Buildig,
Washiofon, D.C.

DEAR MR. LONG: One of the most critical needs facing our nation is the urgency
of recasting our public assistance program, and I know that this is being studied
by the Senate Finance Committee.

Our Jewish welfare agencies have an intimate, first-hand knowledge of
these problems, and have pooled their experience and expertness In the rtcom-
mendations embodied in the enclosed resolution, adopted by 1,500 community
leader from al parts of the country at our General Assembly.

We believe that a major and lasting service would be rendered the entire
country by including these principles in the bill being formulated by the
Finance Committe.

Sincerely yours,
MAX M. FIsiHra, President.

REsoLTrzoN ADOPTED BY THE 38TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE COUNCIL OF
JEWISH FEDERATIONS AND WLrARE FUNDS, NOvEMBER 16, 1969, BOSTON, MASS.

RECASTINO PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS

Several actions have been taken In the past year which our Council and others
have sought.

The Supreme Court has Issued its historic decision, consistent with the
amicus curia brief our Council fied, declaring unconstitutional state residence
laws which have limited eligibility for public assistance.

The "freeze" on payments to families with dependent children whose fathers
are absent from the home, enacted by Congress In 1967, was revoked.

Congress defeated proposals to reduce the scope and quality of medical
assistance under Title 19 of the Social Security Act.

But a major recasting of the public assistance laws and programs of the
United States is urgently needed.

A number of the commendable principles enunciated by President Nixon to
reform America's welfare program provide broad guidelines to enhance the
well-being and essential dignity of the poor. They include the proposals to
establish federal minimum standards of assistance, to provide aid to the
working poor, to include aid to families with fathers in the homes, to
Increase levels of social security payments, to use simple affidavit procedures
for applications, and to place the administration of public assistance in the
Social Security system, and to strengthen work training programs.

To translate these principles into reality, and to serve effectively their essential
purposes, will require-

Much higher federal floors on income, in order to meet living costs and to
take people out of poverty-Instead of President Nixon's proposals which
are at levels less than one-half of the poverty line defined by the government
Itself, and which would lift standards In only eight of the 50 states.

Federal aid to all In need, including single persons and married couples
without children.

Federal financing of the basic public assistance programs, which are beyond
the capacity of states to carry.

Freedom of choice for all mothers to determine what is best for their
children, without compulsion to take outside employment.

Provision of uniform standards of assistance, for all who are in need;
and elimination of the differential categories which provide widely varying
and inadequate levels of aid.
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Federal assistance In all States to provide social, health aid legal services
not subject to veto by state governors, that will help bring people to self-
support and lives of decency and dignity.

Meaningful Job training with the essential requirement of post-training
employment, Including provision of employment in public service.

Establishment of federal income standards in work programs to avoid the
forced exploitation of the poor.

Social Security payments at levels that will take the recipients out of
poverty, and provisions allowing greater earnings without reduction of
benefits.

Maintenance and expansion of the Food Utamp Program until assistance
standards reach an adequate level.

Until such time as these necessary federal programs are enacted and Im-
plemented, improvement by the states of their welfare programs, many
of which now exist at deplorably low levels. Such improvements require the
fullest possible utilization of program. and resources now available from
the federal government.

We commend the Canadian Welfare Council for its recent Statement con-
tained in "Social Policy for Canada, Section 1," which emphasizes the need for
a minimum annual income as a matter of right to replace the current fragmented
welfare practices; for rasing the welfare levels so that they reflect cost of living
increases; and for greater emphasis on prevention and rehabilitation.

These measures are essential to achieve the well-being and progress of our
countries and to overcome the suffering and deprivation of the people in heed.
They are long overdue and their passage now should be given the highest priority.

(The following communication with attachment was forwarded to
the Committee by Hon. Robert Dole, a U.S. Senator from the State of
Kansas:)

COMMUNITY COUNCIL,
PLAwNnqG Dmvsxow or tNrrn Comuwrry FUND AND COUNCIL,

Kansas Oity, Kano., April 3, 1970.
Hon. Don DouL,
Seate Offlee Building,
Waetdgtoi D.C.

My DKcA Ma. DOLE: The Legislative Committee of the Community Council has
recently completed the enclosed policy statement on Welfare Reform which has
been approved by the Community Council. Committee members studied the Fam-
ily Assistance Plan now under consideration by Congress. reports from the
Public Welfare Reporting Center and other public and private organizations.

We are sending this policy statement to many community leaders and public
officials. We believe It is important for all citizens to be informed of the facts and
scope of the problem and the need for reform.

We hope you will consider our recommendations and share them with appro-
priate committees.

Siucerly,
SANDRA 

4
IMMONS

Mrs. Donald H. Simmons,
Chairman, Leosla tive Committee.

WELFARE RZuORi

A POLICY STATEMENT OF THE COMMUNITY COUNCIL OF KANSAS CITY, KANS.,

WYANI)OTT COUNTY

Many citizens sincerely believe that people living in poverty are people who
don't want to work--able-bodied loafers. That is a long way from the truth. Of
the 25 million persons in this country living below the poverty line, 15 million are
either under 18 or over 65.

In Wyandotte County apiroximately 88,000 persons live below the poverty
line: of these slightly under 14,000 are "on welfure"-receive assistance payments
through the county welfare department. Eight per cent or 1,100 of the Welfare
recipients are too old to work, and 8,500 or sixty-two per cent are too young. Five
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per cent (OM50 persons) are blind or disabled. Another six per cent are on "General
Assistance" which includes emergency assistance and small supplemental pay-
ments to people working for very low wages. The remaining nineteen per cent or
2.700 persons consist mostly of mothers, many of whom have very young children.
This means there are a few men and sex'eral hundred mothers of school aged chil-
dren who could be eligible for jobs or work training.

Work training and job opportunities must be made available, but these facts
suggest the limits of what we may expect in the way of immediate results from
a work requirement for welfare recipients.

The poverty that makes a welfare program necessary is rooted in a variety of
historical and contemporary conditions: the growth of the urban and ruj-al
slum, discrimination, insufficient Job opl)rtunities due to technological changes
and indequate Job training and retraining, low pay in Jobs not covered by the
minimum wage and inadequate social insurance benefits.

An effective welfare program will help alleviate the pain, but to cure the con-
ditions we shall need education, health and nutrition programs, the creation
of Job opportunities, training programs, and measures to elimluate slum
conditions.

The present disparities in welfare benefits among the states, which may encour-
age migration to areas where paympts are higher, must lw eliminated. Federal
legislation should put a floor under welfare benefits so that payments in tll
states and for all categories of assistance are based on the same criterion of need.
When accurate studies are made of living costs In various parts of the country.
benefits should be set at different levels to reflect regional differences and dif-
ferences between costs in rural and urban areas.

In 70 per cent of the families receiving benefits the fathers are absent from
the home. In helping to create and perpetuate such a situation the present wel.
fare system endangers the fabric of our family-based society.

We recognize we are moving toward more financing and direction of the welfa re
program by the Federal Government. State and local governments with an In-
elastic tax base face Inflation-linked Increases in service expenditures com-
pounded by spiraling welfare costs and demands for additional governmental
s, rvices. Any shifting of the welfare burden to the federal government is one
means of resolving the fiscal dilemmas of state and local government. The fisAal
relief offered by such shifting would enable state and local governments to direct
greater resources to those functions they are best fitted to finance and administer.

We believe that changes in welfare laws should lead ultimately to a system
based on these principles:

1. All people have a right to sufficient income to meet their basic human needs
2. All people who are mentally and physically able should have an opportunity

to work to support themselves. A system of economic security should include op-
portunities and incentives for work and job training.

S. Family stability should be encouraged.
4. The system must encourage, not destroy, self-respect and self-reliance.

Hunman dignity and the individual's right to manage his own affairs should bf
preserved.

5. The system should be reasonably easy to understand and administer.
We believe the proposed Family Assistance Plan is a constructive step toward

such a system and If passed in its original form, would bring about a much
better welfare system.

We further believe that the following additions would greatly strengthen the
proposal:

1. The Family Assistance Plan should make provision for an increase in
benefits up to the poverty levels over a specified period of time.

2. So long as supplementary state benefit payments are a part of the plan,
financial incentives must be provided to the states to increase supplemental
payments to levels commensurate with needs.

We believe the needs of the people would be best served by the federal govern-
ment assuming more financial responsibility at a minimum level for the entire
program, eliminating disparities In states and regions except where justified
by coat of living differences.

8. Assistance should be provided equally to all in need. Benefits including
work and training opportunities should not be denied individuals or married
couples without children. Neither should the "working poor" be denied supple-
mental state benefits, work and trading programs or child care programs.
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4. Work and training programs should offer real Incentives for seeking satis-
factory employment and a status of self-support. All training should be for
Specific skills or types of work. When the "hire first" principle could be aup-
plied--a trainee should be first hired, then trained on the job. In any event.
training of an individual should not begin until an employer has firmly indicated
his Intention to hire him when trained.

There Is a very real risk that Jobs will not be available for all people who
must register for training or employment. Since available training slots in t he
early years of the program may be fewer than the numbers available for train-
Ing, the Congress should fix priorities for entry into training programs.

If employment Is to be compulsory, a more precise definition of "suitable em-
ployment" is necessary. The bill should provide that, for a job to be "suitable,"
it must pay the federal minimum wage or provide a prospect of entry into a
minimum wage job within a reasonable time. The legislation should also specify
job standards and wage rates for "suitable employment."

5. Child care programs should be further strengthened by providing care for
elementary school children after school. All Child Care programs should be
available to children of the working lor. Funds need to be provided for the
construction and operation of new 1 child (re facilities, and for programs to
train day care center workers.

6. The use of an adequate procedure of self-declaration for meeting initial
needs pursuant to eligibility determination should be the flrst step toward total
administration of the assistance program by a single agency. States should turn
over to the federal government the tasks of eligibility determination and king
payments along with associated administrative costs.

Finally, we would suggest that all assistance payments in cash, goods, or
services be treated as any other Income received by a citizen. Recipients of wel-
fare should be required to file income tax returns showing such income, includ-
Ing the cash value of goods and services,* along with earned Income and pay a
minimum filing fee or "tax." Given the same responsibility as other citizens re-
ciplents shold gain self respect and dignity. A form similar to the income tax
form, reporting all income for a given period, might become the basis for de-
termining amount of payments '&'or the following period. The use of a total Income
reporting system by all who need assistance would help to assure equitable
treatment of the working poor.

CONCLUSION

Welfare reform Is not a subject In which only the needy and welfare depart-
ments are interested. Not only public agencies, but also- the voluntary agencies
are vitally concerned. Many people who work with and support the voluntary
agencies realize the inadequacies of our present welfare system. We hope through
our concern we can encourage more people to take an objective look at the pres-
ent welfare system, to learn the facts about persons receiving welfare, and to
realize the consequences of continuing .our present ineffective and in many ways
destructive programs.

We believe the time has come for legislation to initiate the kind of programs
that will, eventually, result in a nation where none need exist without the
means to support himself in health an decency.

PHirAnLgouan, PA., Mal 1, 1970.

Nixon's Socialism: "Welfare reform" plan is class-war "leveling"-Not true
relief but "soak the rich for the poor."

Chairman RusszLL B. Lowo,
Sex~e Fiuw* Committee, the Coapitol,
Wasdmstton, D.C.

D"a OiAlxAN LoNo: L Please include this statement, against the Nixon
'welfare reform" plan, In the record of your committee's hearings in lien of
testimny by me. I write a as member of the N.Y. Bar (rtd.), a writer on
constitutional history and law.

2. The Socialist philosophy and system-of taking from the rich (by taxes)
to give to the poor, separate and apart from genuine relief of the needy-lo the
antithesis of the traditional American philosophy and system of constitutionally
limited government barring such "leveling", as this was termed by The Founding
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Fathers. For instance, this was denounced In a 1768 Resolution of the Massa-
chusetts House of Representatives calling It "despotic and unconstitutional";
also by Hanulton, Madison and Jay In their Joint report in The Federalist
(No. 10) as 'improper" and 'wicked"; while Jefferson decried it as unjust and
violative of the "first principle of association" (by the people under a compact
for self-government). References for these quotations will be supplied on request
The Nixon plan for Federal income-payments to the poor Is anti-American.

& The Nixon plan in also violative of the Constitution's limits on Federal
powers and would, If adopted, be usurpation. Note for instance F. D. Roosevelt's
correct admlsion--in his March 2, 1930 speech as Governor of New York--that
one of the field of power denied to the Federal government by the Constitution
Is "social welfare." No amendment has been adopted since then changing this
sound conclusion, this fact as to Federal power-limits; and no edicts by judges
on the Supreme Court can change the Constitution. What he stated then is
true now.

4. Human nature's weaknesses make farcical the pretense of the Nixon plan
that Federal payment of Income will make the recipients desirous of getting
off of this dole-roll and go to work These weaknesses, as proved by all human
history, guarantee that more and more people will clamor to get on the "gravy
tran"-alded and abeted by all demagogues in public office and seeking office--
with ever mounting out-pourings of Federal monies demanded, and granted, to
this end.

$. It Is fraudulent to pretend, as do the Nixon-plan proponents, that the cost
will be only a few billions It is reasonably predictable that this monstrous scheme
will turn Into a treasury-raiding scandal of colossal proportions costing before
mamy years tens of billion annually (in debased currency, made all the more
wordhles through viciously expanded inflation fostered by the open-end squan-
dering of tax-monles under this destruetive plan. This will fit the pattern of
Harry Hopkins' Infamous "tax-and:tax, spend-and-spend, elect-and-elect"; or
as Jefferson put the historic truth: "With money we will get men, said Caesar,
and with men we will get money." This is fine for demagogues but disastrous for
all of the people (including the poor especially) and Posterity. Any such "Soak
the rich for the poor" scheme is class-war Socialism which defrauds the poor in
last analysis as well as all other Americans, gutting traditional principles which
underlie America's heritage of Liberty against Government-over-Man. This, and
any other such Socialistic scheme, should be defeated.

Yours truly,
HAMILTON A. LO.N.

BAPTIST JoIN' CoMrr- oN PuBic A-rVAMRS,
Washington, D.C., April 28, 1970.

Hon. RussuL D. Lowe,
U.S. Senate,
Wes huox, D.C.

Dras SzXATM LoNe: On March 4, 1970 the Baptist Joint Committee on Public
Affairs adopted the following statement concerning the proposed reform of the
welfare syem:

The Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs, after studying the problem of
reform of current welfare programs, without a dissenting vote declared that:

1. While man does not live by bread alone, he must have bread. We affirm
Christianitfs legitimate concern for the poor and their needs.

2. We endorse in principle the President's family assistance proposal.
8. We find in the President's proposal no apparent Infringement of Consti-

tutional church-state relationships.
4. We recognize the Presi4ent's proposal as a minimal attempt at meeting

mammoth social needs. By common consent, however, we note Inadequacies,
among these, a floor of $1600 for a family of four, and call for careful de-
veoPment of guidelines for Implementation of the proposal.

This Committee is composed of representatives elected from the cooperating
conventions and, while it speaks officially only for itself, is closely attuned to the
interests and desires of those it represents.

As the Finance Committee and, eventually, the entire Senate begins its de-
lberations on this important measure we are certain that you would like to know
a basic Baptist positon on the matter.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN W. BAIKFR.
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SAN Dino, CALIF., April 25, 1970.MMmans OI THE FneNvuC COMurru

DAn Sim: I most emphatically urge you to pass bill 8 3433, the HARRIS bill.
the Basic Income and Incentive Act. I believe it is the answer to alleviate pixv-
erty In this country. As I see it, it would replace all these other complicated and
costly programs to aid the poor.

I also feel something must be done to stop the upward spiral of prices of goods,
food, clothing, rents, housing purchases, etc. and then the resultant strikes,
walkouts, etc for higher wages. ,ZIhis has been going on a long tine, and the people
with fixed small Incomes, such as the retired are having a terrible time of it.
I believe a CEILING OR FREEZE MUST BE PUT ON ALL THE ABOVE, or
the vicious circle will continue.

I also believe the MINIMUM WAGE should apply to ALL in the U.S.A. If these
two things just mentioned were done, then not near es many would need the pay-
ments of the proposed Harris bill. The SOURCE of these difficulties MUST be
dealt with. This would alleviate much of the turmoil in this country, and bring
about a stop of HUNGERI1

Yours truly,
Mrs. BESSE M. SMITH.

TRanao o APrAREL INDUSTRY WOaXKrS, PREPARED BY THE AMALGAMATED
CLOTHING WoaKam oF AMERICA AND THE INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT
Woaxms Uxtox, Sunurrnm sY STANLEY H. TtuT r.NBERG

The basic objective of federal legislation concerned with manpower is to reduce
unemployment that is due to lack of training or to lack of special skills that are
an essential pre-requisite for obtaining a Job. It Is presumed, of course, that
program and projects whih flow from such legislation will not lead to a cur-
tailment or reduction in training activities which have been part of any employ-
er's normal operations. To do otherwise would shift training costs to the federal
government, but It would not Increase training opportunities nor reduce the level
of unemployment.

Viewed against such a backdrop, denial to the use of federal funds for train-
ing in the apparel Industry is the only responsible course. Typically, the prior
possession of skill has never been a pre-requsite for employment In this Industry.
This Is true of the sewing machine operators, the largest occupational group in
the industry, as well as other plant occupations. This fact, despite the understand-
able desire of some apparel manufacturers to garner such subsidies, has led to a
legislative history which makes clear the intention of the Congress to deny-
because it would be disruptive and wasteful-federal financial assistance for
such programs under the Manpower Development and Training Act, the Economic
Opportunity Act, and the Public Works and Eloonomic Development Act. And,
since it was established for the purpose of "utilizing all available manpower serv-
ices, including those authorized under other provisions of law . . .",' it follows
logically that training of apparel workers has been properly proscribed in the ad-
ministration of the Work Incentive Program (WIN).

1. THX LUHLATIVE HISTORY

Moreover, such a prohibition with respect to the WIN Program Is consistent
with the continuing effort of federal manpower agency officials to respond in a
aubeantive way to the oft-repeated calls by the Congress for greater uniformity
in the administration of the proliferating manpower programs. Flowing as they
do from different statutes, three programs have, in too many instances, resulted
in duplicate admlnhlrrative structures, overlapping efforts, and/or unnecessarily
complex procedures. The very concept of "prime sponsor"-which has as its
purpose the commingling of manpower activity funds appropriated under differ-
ent statutes--would be meaningless if contradictory rules were pekrwitted to
govern expenditures from the different soured, Any attempt to unify tae delivery
of services-, that is, to establish a program utilizingg all available manpower
services!"-would inevitably falter If various clients were to be eligible for a

gufleantly varying array of services.
It is Impossile to read the Report of the Senate Committee on Finance, which

accompanied the 1967 social security amendments (through which the WIN
Program was created), without coming quickly to the conclusion that the Senate

I Social Security Act, Title IV, Part C. Section 430.
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Committee was mindful of these problems, and that its intention was to have
the WIN Program tie in closely with on-going manpower activities--and to
avoid any additional administrative and operational duplication and overlap.

Indeed, the prominent role assigned to the Department of Labor in the admin-
istration of the WIN Program stems from amendments that originated in the
Senate Committee. The 1967 work incentive amendments developed in the House
Ways and Means Committee essentially an extension of the Community Work
and Training Program which was created by the 19f2 legislation and lodged
within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The amendments
proposed by the Ways and Means Committee contemplated that the program
would remain within HEW.

The Senate Finance Committee re-cast these proposed amendments to create
the WIN Program In its present form. In its report, the Committee expressed the
belief that "tlhe most effective program can be mounted. in the most rapid fash-
ion. by placing the work incentive programs under the Secretary of Labor." '
It went on to explain exactly why it regarded this as a preferable arrangement:
"By utilizing the full range of manpower services provided under legislative
authorities available through the Department of Lmbor. it will be possible to put
the program into effect a year earlier than the House bill contemplated." -1

Giving "full authority over the work incentive program" to the Secretary of
Labor would produce mere "full-tme job placements and AFDC savings" than
were projected by the House Committee because the Senate version would result
in "increased utfization of the manpower training expertise and resources of the
Department c! Iabor."4

The intent of the Senate Committee to eschew the creation of any new ad-
ministrative or operating entity is further borne out by language in its report
which clearly anticipates that some work Incentive clients might be placed in
Jobs directly, while "Others might be moved immediately Into on-the-job training
sots under eating Federal training programs (where the employer could be
reimbursed for extra costs for training these people." (italic added). With
respect to those in need of institutional training programs, the report of the
senatee Committee advocates that they be "referred to a training course estab.
lished under the Manpower Development and Training Act." '

All of this obviously eonteuplates tieing the work incentive program into the
on-going MDTA operations rather than creating new structures. and-given the
MDTA prohibition with respect to oemupations in the apparel industry-it would
require nothing short of separate procedures and new structures to provide
training in such occupations for work incentive enrollees. To attempt such a
venture would be to contradict the rationale which prompted the Senate Com-
mittee to assign responsibility for the WIN Program to the Department of
LAbor-to reduce duplication and overlap, and to provide for a unified and
efficient administration of the program.

Indeed. the Cmmittee made it quite clear that it was aiming for a program
that would be both efficient and productive. "The purpose of the program." It
said. "t employment, not simply training, and the LIhor Department is en-
couraged to put emphasis on these aspects to assure the highest pomhtle degree
of succesS." This iS no less a stricture with respect to training for Qpparel occu-
pations than are the instructions which call for the WIN Program to be admin-
Istered within the framework of existing programs. For It follows most logically
that. if the prthibition on such training programs under other statutes is qound
manpower policy, such a prohibition In caOni;,tion with the WIN Program
would be equally sound and fnlly consistent v,,ith the Int,'nt of tho Senate Fl-
nonce Committee--to provide jobs. "not simply training."

Rksentially. it is this letter fact--that programs for occupations in the aprarel
Industry would provide training rather than employment-which has Twromnted
Congressional Committees to establish a legislative hitory calling for the dental
of Federal fund for programs in this induqtry.

lonowessional concern over the potential for waste and disruption i rent
in training programs for jobs in Industries which are seasoml and/or which
have a high rate of labor turnover--and in which prior posesion of skill was

8odf4al Reenrtv Amenoinients of 1967: Report of the U.S. Senate Committee on
?lnvn'e-Rport No. 744: Otb Coagr-m. 1st Sesto paW 147.

a ThI&. nste1'an.

M
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never a pre-condition for employment-has been evident almost from the outset
of the expanded manpower activities of the 1960's. In 1963, for example, in con-
nection with the first series of amendments to the Manpower Development
and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA), the chairman the Senate labor Commit-
tee (the late Senator Pat McNamara) made quite clear the view of the Senate
that the MDTA was not intended to be used for such industries, including specif-
ically the apparel industry :

"The bill was designed for situations where there is a demand for labor, but
in which prior training or a specific skill is a substantial pre-requisite for em-
ployment in the given job. It is not intended to cover Industries, suh as the
garment and eipparel Industry, where minimal training is needed, where tradi-
tionally the employer has provided the necessary on-the-job training, and
where there exist a substantial number of experienced and able workers who are
presently unemployed. As I understand it, we do not Intend to give a competi-
tive advantage to one employer over another by having the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act pay costs which usually and traditionally the employer

ns assumed, nor do we intend hereby merely to transfer unemployment from
one area to another. We do not expect use of the Manpower Developnent and
Training Act programs in highly mobile, highly competitive industries where
minimal employee training is needed and now is undertaken by the employer. I
feel that Manpower Developmtent and Training Act assistance In such cases
would only add to industrial dislocation. It would be a waste of manpower re-
sources, and in the long run would serve only to discredit the Manpower )evel-
opment and Training Act and detract from its value." '

A similar sentiment was expressed in the House of Representatives in an
exchange of remarks that occurred between Representatives James O'Hara and
Elmer Holland.'

The legislative history of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is just as
clear. The Senate Committee stated:

"It is the intention of the committee that financial assistance, grants or loans
under this act shall not be made available for projects or facilities in industries
characterized by substantial unemployment and unused plant capacity, for proj-
ects or facilities which utilize industrial homework In their operations, or for
training programs for industries (such as the apparel industry) in which labor
turnover i high and In which specific skill and training is not typically a pre-
requisite for obtaining employment." "

On the House side the same intention was expressed by Congressman Roosevelt
who said, '"The majority of the committee have always intended this to be as
obviously does the other body. I feel confident the overwhelming desires of the
Congress will be strictly adhered to."' 1

The legislative history of the 1967 amendments to the Economic Opportunity
Act reaffirms this policy and shows clearly that it is to be applied to the new
training programs added by the amendments. The Statement of the House Man-
ager on the Conferene Report expresses this policy as follows:

"It would not be in keeping with the purposes of this provision, as it is not in
keeping with the purposes of the Manpower Development and Training Act, to
make available financial assistance or other incentives for work, training and
related programs for industries which are highly mobile, labor intensive, and
vigorously competitive on a national basis, which have high labor turnover, and
in which the prior possession of a specific skill or training is not typically a pre-
requisite for employment." "

The same intention was expressed In the House Labor Committee Report on
the amendments."

This legislative policy is applicable not only to assistance under the Manpower
Development and Training Act and the Economic Opportunity Act, but has been
Just as firmly stated for assistance under the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 196. The Senate Report makes clear that no assistance Is to
be given :

".- . for programs, projects, facllitiep, or purchases to be used by or for highly
umole, intensely competitive Industries. such as the apparel or garment trades
within the textile Industry, in which substantial unemployment and abnormal

'Congresslonal Record, Daily : December 18, 1968: page 23342.
ftagrows tional Record. Bound Volume 109. part 18 pages 24258 and 24261, 19M8.Report No. 1218; 88th Congress, 2nd Semion ; page 38.

"Coeagreeonal Record, Bound Volume 110, part 14; page 18-589. 1964.
"Report No. 1012 ; 90th Congres. 1st Session ; pages 65-66.
I Report No. 860; 90th Congress, lot Session ; pages 18-19.
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unmed plant capacity exists, and in which labor turnover in high and the prior
po~ession of a specific skill or training is not typically a prerequisite for obtain-
ing employment. The act is not intended to give a competitive advantage to one
area over another where it would lead to industrial dislocation." "

Evidence of Congressional concern over the potential for waste and disruption
resulting from the use of Federal funds for training programs in industries such
as the apparel industry has continued Into 1970. Thus, in its report on the Family
Assistance Act of 1970, the House Ways and Means Committee declares :

"The 1967 WIN legislation authorized a comprehensive array of manpower and
employment services. Your committee's bill is equally comprehensive as to the
services made available and gives sufficient authority to the Department of Labor
and the State employment service offices so that they may develop individual
employment plans to meet the needs of individuals who have serious vocational,
social, and educational handicaps. The committee bill will also assure access to
services and opportunities available under existing manpower programs such
as MDTA, CEP, JOBS, and other training programs of nationwide applicability.
Such services and opportunities would include counseling, testing, work experi-
ence, institutional and on-the-job training, upgrading, program orientation, job
development, coaching. job placement, and followup services required to assist
in securing and retaining employment and opportunities for advancement. It is
not intended by your committee that these programs should provide assistance
which would be supportive of firms or industries which have high rates of turn-
over of labor because of low wages, seasonality or other factors.""

On the Senate side, the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in its report
of August 20, 1970 in connection with the Employment and Training Opportuni-
ties Act of 1970--which is the first comprehensive manpower statute reported out
in several years--continues to resist suggestions that funds be provided for
training in an industry such as apparel:

"The committee has included language in the bill providing that no authority
conferred by this act shall be used to enter into arrangements for, or otherwise
establish, any training programs in the lower wage industries In jobs where prior
skill or training is typically not a prerequisite to hiring and where labor turn-
over is high.

The above restriction applies if three findings are made: (1) the training
program proposed is in a lower wage industry; (2) the training is for jobs or a
category of jobs for which prior skill or training is typically not a prerequisite to
hiring: and (8) the training is for jobs or a category of jobs where labor turn-
over Is high. The committee believes that training in such situations would sub-
stitute for introductory training normally undertaken at the employer's expense
and would not provide for the most effective use of funds in seeking to achieve the
goals of the Employment and Training Opportunities Act of 1970.

The committee heard testimony that subsidies have been paid under man-
power training programs for training which was not actually provided or could
not fairly be called training of a substantial nature. It is not enough merely to
issue general guidelines; but, more than assure that this requirement is being
met.

Training may he provided for Jobs in any industries which do typically require
training and kill development." "

2. CIIARACTERISTICS OF THE INDUSTRY

This legislative history concerning proposals to use Federal funds to train
workers for the apparel industry is not the result of frivolous decision-making.
It i. rather, the result of a sound analysis of the characteristics of the industry
and of the Jobs, and of the manner .n which economic forces impinge on this
industry. A review of these factors r-veals the basic logic in the decisions which
have led to the policy of withholding subsidies for the training of apparel work-
ers at a time when a general consensus exists, In which the two apparel unions
Join, in support of manpower and anti-poverty legislation as a means of com-
batting unemployment.

In order to avoid any possible misunderstanding it should be made clear
that the opposition of the ACWA and ILGWTJ to public subsidies for the
training of apparel workers is not based either on a desire to maintain a

14 Report No. 19R: 89th Congrm, 1st Semson; page 14.
Report No. 91-904 ; 91Pt Congre, 2nd Setsion ; page 43.

14 Report 91-1136 ; 91St Congress, let Session; pages 52-53.



special status for their members or on any opptpitlon to the unlimited entry
of new workers into the industry. Nor do the ACWA and ILGWU have any
objection to the training of such workers by and at the expense of their employers,
the traditional method of providing the labor supply of this Industry. In this
connection, Robert E. Solomon, Executive Supervisor of Kurt Salmon Associates,
management consultants in the apparel industry, reports that his organization
finds "that the union in many local markets encourages the idea of training
programs in an effort to expand the local working force." 11 Neither organizaton
imposes any restriction on the entry of workers into the industry, either on the
basis of prior training or experience, prior union membership, family relationship,
race, color or creed. Large numbers of Inexperienced workers enter the apparel
Industry every year and are trained on the Job. The opposition to subsidized
training of apparel workers is based, rather, on the special characteristics of
the apparel industry which make such subsidies, whether in public facilities or
on-the-Job, a useless expenditure of public funds and a disruptive force harmful
to the industry and to the labor standards that the apparel unions have struggled
half a century to establish.

In the apparel industry, the ability to get a Job does not and never did depend
on the prior possession of skill or training. This is due in large measure to the
fact that most of the tasks performed by apparel workers do not fall into the
skilled category. With the development of technology, such skills as may once
have been required in the Industry have been diluted by new production tech-
niques, by minute subdivision of labor, and by the resulting specialization which
calls for the performance of highly simplified tasks. In the case of sewing
machine opetators, for example, the work is subdivided to such a degree that
most operators may do no more than sew single, short-run seams on garment
parts. Once the elementary instruction in the handling of a sewing machine is
given to an inexperienced worker--and it requires very little titu--the rest
of the learning process consists of a progressive and relatively rapid acquisition
of maximum operating speed.

The fact that prior training and the possession of a specific apparel skill is
not an essential requirement for employment in the apparel industry, and that
the tTaining of inexperienced workers by the employer is a normal cost of the
apparel business, can be established not only by an examination of industry
practice. It is demonstrated, also, by the fact that there has been continuous
expansion of the industry in those areas in which there has been no skilled
or experienced apparel labor supply available. This can readily be seen in the
mid-March employment data available in the County Btsiness Patterns pub-
lished annually by the Bureau of the Census. During the decade 1949-1959,
when national apparel employment was commratively stationary (employment
In mid-March 1949 was 1,191,147 and in mid-March 1959 It stood at 1,189,431),
the key areas in which employment increased were those which did not have
a ready supply of trained or experienced apparel workers, but did have an
abundant supply of unskilled labor available. Thus, apparel employment in
the South Atlantic States increased from 109,508 to 154,595; in the East South
Central States, from 50,524 to 103,477; and in the West South Central States,
from 83,005 to 52,715. With the more rapid expansion of the American economy
in the 1960's, nationwide apparel employment also Improved and rose to 1,388,750
In mid-March 1968 Substantially all of the net gain in employment that took
place between 1959 and 1968 occurred in the regions listed above, all which
lacked a ready supply of experienced garment workers. Thus, by mid-March
198, employment in the South Atlantic States rose to 262,896; in the East
South Central States to 168,003; and in the West South Central States to 8O,-
978. Traditionally prominent garment production areas--New York, New Jersey,
Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, Missourt-where experienced workers are concentrated
in the major urban centers showed a decline between 1949 and 1969. and in
most of these areas this decline continued between 195W and 196& It is apparent
from the examination of these data, and any other data on the shifting geography
of the apparel industry, that the unavailability of skilled and experienced ap-
parel workers has not been a barrier to the expansion of the apparel Industry
into areas In which there has been a supply of inexperienced labor that apparel
employers could train.

Those who have sponsored government programs to subsidize the training
of apparel workers have usually had no trouble obtaining a favorable response
from employers, not because the absence of prior skill or training has ever been

I Apparel Manufacturer, March I 967.
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a barrier to employment in the apparel industry, but because the employer rec-
ognizes government-financed training as a money-saving opportunity. A letter
in our files from one of the apparel manufacturers under contract with us puts
the matter succinctly as follows: "We have been training help In our business
for over twenty years anid if we could get the help of the government it would
cut down the expense of this Job considerably."

Since the prior possession of skill has never been and is not now a pre-condition
of employment in the apparel industry, government subsidization of the train-
ing of apparel workers is not required to provide employment in the apparel
industry. Instead of creating Jobs, such training merely shifts to the government
training costs which traditionally have been part of the normal expense of run-
ning an apparel business. For the individual employer, anxious to increase his
profits, the opportunity to transfer his usual cost of training to the public
treasury is most attractive. For the nation, it represents an obvious waste of
government funds.

Although government subsidization of the training of apparel workers does
not create additional employment, It does contribute to disruption in an in-
dustry plagued by unfair competition and instability. In this Industry, labor
cost (including training cost) has always represented a relatively large Ipropor-
tion of total cost. Were this cost subsidized by the government instead of being
paid for by the employer, it would become another factor in unfair competition.
Employers who would be able to shift part of their traditional cost to the public
treasury would obtain a competitive advantage.

Government subsidization of training apparel workers would actually give
differential advantages to employers in areas in which there are relatively large
numbers of inexperienced workers. These workers provide a pool of labor from
which the most rapid workers are normally selected and the rest discarded.
The discharge of workers of average or slower speed and their replacement
by faster workers is facilitated by the piece-work nature of the industry which
make individual performance levels readily visible.

In developing a work force, apparel employers tend to try out many more
persons than they actually need for their production, and weed the slower one.
out through selective firing. So long as the employer has to pay for training.
there is some ceiling on selective firing. If the government subsidizes training,
the practice of selective firing is made costless from the point of view of the
employer. The government would thus, in effect, become a party to this intensi-
fication of unfair competition in the industry in terms of labor cost.

Government subsidies for training apparel workers would also encourage in-
creased instability In an industry that is already highly unstable. The average
plant in the industry is small. Little capital and equipment are needed to start a
business. As a result of low capital requirements and intense competition be-
tween firms, the industry is one of the most mobile and unstable In the mannu-
facturing sector. It is characterized by the relocation of plants in search of
competitive advantages, thus creating Joblessness In one location while generat-
Ing employment elsewhere. The substitution of apparel unemployment in one
area for apparel employment in another is both wasteful and harmful.

The cost to the employer of training a new work fore has, t4) some extent.
been a deterrent to Irresponsible plant relocation and a stabilizing influence in
the industry. Eliminating this deterrent is not sound public policy. Employers
relieved of training costs through government subsidies would obtainn a labor
cost advantage which would tend to increase business mortality and foster
higher unemployment elsewhere. The net effect would he a change in the mttern
of appmrel industry location without any overall reduction In unemployment.
nor any overall gain in employment.

The individual apparel firm tends to view government-financed training of its
labor supply largerly in terms of Its own financial statement. The community,
whether a locality, a city, a state, or a region, likewise tends to see the problem
in terms of Its own particular interests. The problem however, must be viewed
in national terms, taking account of the competitive character of the apparel
industry and the broad social objective of government policy.

The fact Is that spending government funds to train apparel workers will not
create additional Jobs or add to the quarter of a million inexperienceL workers
hired annually by this industry. They will be hired anyway. Government training
subsidies would, however, increase the propensity toward excessive plant relo-
cation in the apparel Industry and cause industrial dislocation by Intensifying
competition on the basis of labor cost. Ultimately, the end result would be to
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weaken the Industry's labor standards which resiposible govern anit lpolicy has
always sought to strengthen as a safeguard agailnt the powerful downward
pressures on wages and working conditions, to wlilch apparel workers are sub-
Jected because of the forces that are at work in this Industry.

The destructive potential of goverunient-subsidizedl training of aploarel workers
has not affected the long-standing interest of the ACWA and the IIAWU in the
possibilities of providing the economically-disadvantaged w ith emldoyment oppor-
tunities in the Apparel industry. Both organizations have 'oven ciscious of the
Important role played by the aplparel industry in provldlag jobs for the urban
and rural poor, and have been working to encourage adeiitioina employment of
the hard-core unemploymed by the industry. Even in the absence of special
programs to provide job opportunities for the disadvantaged, and without refer-
ence to any program for subsidized training, the aparel industry has been a
major source of jobs for a large number of persons for whoii alternative employ-
ment opportunities are limited. Thus. approximately 0 percent of the Industry's
workers are women. Moreover, in 1969, over 12 per,.int of the nation's apparel
workers were nonwhite---as compared to 10 pereent for all manufacturing
industries-and, according to data front the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, the degree of nonwhite participation in this industry within the
nation's popula:ion centers is even greater.

Furthermore, the apparel industry is an employment source for persons with
little formal education. According to 1960 Census data, one out of every four
persons In the industry failed to complete primary schooling and virtually three
out of every four persons did not finish high school.

In an effort to secure a greater number of jobs in the apparol industry for
the hard-core unemployed, the two unions have been working with the National
Alliance of BuPinessmen to set up appropriate pre-vocational training and
orientation programs as part of the government's Concentrated Employment
Program (CWP). This approach makes it possible to concentrate on the elial-
nation and moderation of specific handicaps which interfere with the employ-
ability of chronically unemployed persons. At the same time, it avoids conflict
and confusion with the Issues Involved in .subsidizing training, off or on the job.
of production workers for the apparel industry.

STATn.MENT OF FAY It. GRAvET. Plo.F8srnENT. HEALTH FIUCATI)N SYSTEMS

Mr. Chairman and menibers of the committee, my Time Is Fay It. (Graves. I am
a practicing pediatrician and the President of Health Education Systvio.'. a non-
profit organization formed to seek and apply solutions to those particular proh-
lems now causing overly expensive and inadoiltaite delivery of helth and e(uca-
tional services to the American p oile. In consent rating on this clas( of problents.
It has bcrme very clear that invonie is not the touchstone to their solution: that
Is. income alone will not insure getting reasonably priced and adequate (delivery of
needed services.

The middle-class American is constantly beemoaning the fact that lie (aniiot
secure (or afford) private, 24-hour per pay medical care, le also complains bit-
terly about the inadequacy of his children's education, as miasur(el in reading
and mathematical skills, among other criteria. The proposal I am about to de-
scribe has, against this background of disstisfaction. been designedl for broad
application rather than strictly as an approach to meeting the delivery prol)lem.s
of the poor and disadvantaged. Having said this. 1 1o want to emphasize that it
Is our intent to prove the merit of our approach first in low-Inomie--urlan
ghetto-areas.

More particularly, we propose to deliver a comiprehensive set of serviews which
will measurably:

1. Directly rcdnce the overall cost of publicly Supported itedi.al ns slstance.
2. Reduce the ftan(4al and luvnan ccst.s associated with mental retardation,

premature birth aid Illegitamacy.
S. Increase the altity of cM dren of low-income parents to enter and success-

fully negotiate the educational system.
4. Directly remove a substantial number of fa-milies from thc welfare rolls by

providing career opportunities for adults and teen-agers.
5. Demontrate-with full accountability and rigous cevaluation--a superior

method for delivering medical and educational services to the population at large.
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Iii ires .e tio n y- temt lno aly. I M-1111t to iiii' ha a.1iz,' 40%'(1111 t0ii! iS at t Me Out-,..
Flnt my orgniiZation IN 1irealdy providing ;imla, 4)f the st-rvL. tlt n' ort, tiwi -
prehensive delivery .'ystein shouh do:- we ombine medical services Mil h. for
exanqple. family coujlslling. nutrition and training oif I.t an-agrs for Iayblyg

&raaz-fes, ional ho-olth xervihve joI's. 1 hasten to) ai we art, doing these and either
thfngi without Federal aid, here In the l)istriet. so we- know that our approach
is practical.

Seftond, let we refer to Ipage 102 of yojur C'oznilte, document dealing with
H.R. lM3tl. There HEW states that reall 1f( ann ilegrat-d neighborhood
delivery system for sOKial services has been the goal (f federally funded programs
stli( 1fV; a niajor reason lar the fact that no such system exists today any-
wlere in the Nation is the near lml *ssilility. uing the few administrative tools
avallabhlv of (,onabining all the solal servict,,e programs funded by the depalrt-
rneut, "

Although this quotatlwn quite prtc, o-ly status our own view of what nteeNl to
be done. I do not 6e4l that. as written. H.11. 1(1 will product, any more tangible
results than have the, efforts sine ltH12, On pIage 261 of your Ixuiment. Section
20") (e )- ( 1) spells e(it the ldepartmcnt's (sire for, andl ncelpt of. a couijare-
hent-ive delivery system, a- follows: comprehensivee planning and supervision
on an interdisciplinary basis for the provision of services Inirsuant to health, edti-
cation, or welfare programs . . "

Gentlemen, much more is needed than an increase in "administrative toola."
Specifically. what we need is a carefully designed exercise of your legislative
power which will do the following things :

1. Define what is meant by an integrated. comprehen-muve delivery system. so
that there are no doubts about what the real Job entails.

2.Tidicnte unmistakably the legislative intent to conduct a prescribed number
of delivery system demonstration projtds a8d(1 identify specific funds for use solely
In supfxrt of msch dImonstrations.

S. lmtabliah a single decision-making authority. including any appropriate
administrative guidance, with full pomver to approve and expend funds for the-s.e
demonstration projects and to command other HEW rpsourres in support of
them.

4. Establish a legislative oversight procedure w-hich will insure that HEW
does. In fact. act noir to let us and others prove the efficacy of our proposals on
a rigorous performance basia

I repeat. Mr. ChairmanL these problems canot be solved by tinkering further
with the present system or attacking It uni,-r the present bureaucratic structure.
Your Committee must clearly identify the job to be done, provide adequate powers
,nd funding specifically for that purpose. require the nece--sary admnistrative
arrangements which will allow the job to be done and then make sure that the
powers and funds are used for the stated purpose ill an equitable manner. By
"equitable manner" I mean in such a way that departmental biases do not rule
out Intelligent innovation and that pro-edural or other impediments are not used
to harass system operators.

OUR BASIC APPROACH

We base our system on clusters of neighborhood centers, eacl serving approd-
mately 500 families (2500 persons at usual ghetto densities). There are several
reasons why we have chos-n such a small basic unit. This size service unit and
scale will permit those who deliver the Eervices to work close;l and directly!
with those who need them where the recipients live. In our system, no person
walks more than 2-3 blocks to obtain all of the services we plan to deliver. Our
approach recognizes the fitndanentt inamobility of low-income inhabitants. Our
neighborhood-based system also allows us to employ neighborhood residents to
deliver most of the services. These neighborhood workers have the confildence
of recipients to a degree that cannot be matched at a distant location by harried,
impersAma I professionals.

Our system operates on the basic premise that it Is the ability to effectively
deliver <ewd to induce effective recipient use of services that is the key to reducing
our preently escalating costs for social services. In the system we propose to
create, all of the services I am about to describe will be furnished at these neigh-
borhood centers, at no cost to the recipients. Finding would be on a prepaid basis
for medical and child care, primarily using existing sources, while some portions
of our program would require special funding.
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We propose to furnIsh :
1. ('omprehesive medical servi es plus dentistry.
2. A complementary (and similarly comprehensive) range of family plan-

ning, nutritional, pre- and post-natal, family counselling and mental health
services.

3. A three-phase cotnprehensive child care and development program, (eov-
ering ages 0-3, 3-6 and 6-9.

4. Adult career educat!en In concert with jobs.
Apart from professional supervision, all of these services are actually fur-

nished by neighborhood residents, both adults aud te-n-agers, whom we train and
employ. We believe that our neighborhood centers should focus on the child, be-
cause that Is where the long-term Pmyoffs are, but we also recognize our respon-
sibility to the enttre family, Pnd our system Is designed to meet that
responsibility.

IDELVRY OF MEDICAL SERVICES

To deliver our medical services, we start with our basic cluster of eight (8)
neighborhood (enters, serving a low-income community of 24t-25,00o persons.
T11wo of the eight centers are open 24 hours daily, and every fourth center has
a ten-bed capacity for prehospitallization aud observation I)urlxos.s.

In the course of a day, the full-time medical staff-physicans representing
the various required specialtiee--spend one or more hours per day at each center.
For example, a pediatrician or an OR-GYN will rotate dally among each of
the eight centers; where a specialty is not needed on a daily basis, each of the
centers will receive visits one or more times weekly as appropriate. If a special-
ist Is needed at one center, and he Is working at another, the distances are so
small that he can quickly answer an emergency requirement

In all eases, the patient sees the same doctor on each visit, and the doctor
has continuous individual responsibility for the patient. Thus, our system avoids
the stigma of "charity medicine," by providing each patient with his own doctor
In a reassuring, local setting.

These health centers are manned and supervised by specially trained nurses
and/or physician assistants. We expect to make heavy use of discharged medical
corpsmen In this way. Attached to each center are eight "Neighborhood Health
Representatives," whose home visiting functions are to (1) bring people requir-
Ing medical attention to the center at the earliest possible moment, (2) follow-
up treatment to see that the doctor's instructions are followed, and (3) to in-
struct parents and children in proper health practices. The Neighborhood Health
Representatives are also the point of contact for family planning, maternal and
educational services.

COPREHTENSIVE CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

To overcome the health and educational deficiencies of children from low-
income families, we propose to start with the unborn child and to meet his cire
and development requirements until he has finished the third grade. Gentie-
men, that may sound ambitious, but we sincerely believe that only this type of
effort can answer our fiscal and humanitarian concerns for ending the genera-
tional cycle of welfare dependency.

This effort begins, with the help of the Neighborhood Health Representative, by
discovering as early as possible that a child is on its way, hopefully within a
month or six weeks after conception. The pregnant mother Immediately begins
to receive appropriate prenatal medical and nutritional care, and the Neighbor-
hood Health Representative watches closely to see that the pre-natal regime is
followed properly. This single step will markedly reduce the Incidence and
costly impact of premature births and mental retardation.

After the child Is born, we commence the infant development phase of our early
childhood development program. Here, our aim Is to make certn that the infant
reeetve those fundamental experiences that both clinicians and sensitive par-
ents have discerned are vital to subsequent development. These are delivered at
home, wherever the mother Is willing and able to provide them, after training
If necessary. Where this is not possible, they are provided by specially trained
neighbors, either at home or at the center.

For the &- age group, we propose to greatly improve tLe scope and quality
of services customarily obtainable by ghetto children under conventional child
care programs. Since literacy is the central requirement for "making it" in our
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society, we plan to concentrate on teaching reading and mathematics. For ex-
ample, we expect that our children will be able to read-testably-at the second
grade level at P.ge 5.

In the final and most elaborate phase of our comprehensive care and develop-
ment program, we plan to operate our own neighborhood schools, in substitu-
tion for the existing public schools, covering the equivalent ofthe first three
grades. Our aim is to insure that our 3-5 year-old graduates will not be "turned
off" by the inhospitable elementary school environment that most of these
children can expect to encotnter In inner-city America. Experience suggests that
successful completion of the first three grades, with concomitant superior read-
Ing, math and communication skills, will guarantee a successful educational
career. But let me again note, here, that although I am emphasizing the child,
the system looks to a comprehensive, family-oriented program.

SYSTEM PAYOFFS

I have stressed the fact that any effective solution for controlling the bur-
geoning fiscal and social costs of disadvantage must begin by reducing the abso-
lute number of persons entering the degrading environment of poverty a;A dis-
advantage. Two illustrative system payoffs are a reduction in the number of
unwanted pregnancies and a lowering of the incidence of mental retardation.

Although there is evidence to show that at least 50% of pregnancies nation-
wide are unwanted, and that a relatively large number of first births are il-
legitimate, current family planning programs are grossly inadequate for two
reasons. The first is that contraceptive information and techniques cannot be
transmitted effectively to those who need them most by-again-impersonal pro-
fessionals In a strange, remote location. The second reason is that cbeap, safe,
low-cost out-patient abortions cannot be obtained by the low-income patient un-
less this service is nearby, reasonable priced and available within the first few
weeks of pregnancy. In this respect. the avoidence of teen-age pregnancy is pratic-
ularly critical, since the young mother (rops out of school and is likely to con-
tinue her child bearing.

Cost savings in terms of prevented births, especially to low-income mothers,
are so great as to defy simple exposition. Assuming that our system eliminated
only 250 live births per 25,000 person service area, the first cost saings would
be about $3Z5,000 yearly (based on Medicaid costs of $00/birth, first year post-
natal care costs of $200, and AFDC per child increase of $40/month).

Cutting down the number of mentally retarded children L; another critical
element of any effective solution. Assuming that an IQ of less than 80 is an ac-
ceptable criterion, it can be shown that the incidence of lower-clas. mental re-
tardation is 4-5 times tiat of the middle class, primarily because the lower-
class children (and their mothers) are subjected to inadequate nutrition, miedi-
cal care and early cognitive experiences. Given appropriate birth rates, etc.. a
25,000 polmlation -,rvice area might be expected to produce about 40--50 retarded
children, each of whom. over its lifetime, can ie expected to cost -,oclety at least
$100,000. IU the rate of retardation In a low-income community can be reduced
to equal that of the more fathered aegmeuta of our population., that is, about 10 in
a population of 25,000, the annual net savings (on a lifetime basis) would run
between $8-4 million annually (projected lifetime).

SYSTEM STAFFN0

Each cluster of eight neighborhood centers will employ approximately 100
Neighborhood Health Representatives and 48 clerical persons for medica, service
operations.

Comprehensive child (are and development operations will employ 150 adults
and 150 teen-agers to handle 1500 children in the 0-3 age group; similar num-
bers of each will serve 2000 children in the 3-5 and 0-9 age groups, respectively.

Professional medical staff at the centers includes 15 MD's, 9 Dentists, 30 Phy-
sician As-istants, 30 Nurses and 20 Dental Assistants. Professional staff for
child care and development includes 20 special education teachers, 30 early
childhood development specialists and 30 specially trained instructors for our
reading-mathematics program.

The development program at the center would employ a teacher ratio of
about 1: 80 for the child population of each unit, but the assistant ratio will be
1: 5 for the 0-8 age group, rising slightly to 1: 8 for the two older age groups.
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SYSTEM COSTS

Vtor this part of my'testimony, please refer to the chart on the last page.
First of all, the medical portion of our program runs essentially on Medicaid,
but recall that we are talking prepayment. Funding arrangements for in-
eluding low-income but Medicaid Ineligibles can and must be devised, because a
substantial proportion of the people In the service area fit into this category.

Your staff has particularly Inquired about the cost of our child care and de-
velopment program. We project a total cost of $25 per child per week. The compo-
nents of this weekly coat are $350 for the professional teacher(s), $10 for the
teacher assistant, $10 for facilities and Fupporting services and a pro-rated $1.50
for the time of medical and other professional personnel dedicated to child care
and development.

We project that the total annual coet of an f.center cluster will run about $13
million Medical and educational services run about $8.5 million; hospitalization
runs $20 million; staff training $0.9 million; and dentistry $0.8 million.

Now let's consider the pattern of the present system's costs. I say "pattern,"
because the fragmented nature of the present system makes true accounting
virtually Impossible. Consider some of these major cost items In the light of
our appoaWL

Our system eates, In the community service area, 600 full-time Jobs for neigh-
borhood adults, outtise the welfare rolls immediately by $2.4 million (2000 hours
of employment per year Q $2/hour). Balance our basic health and education
costs of $85 million against both the $2.4 milto welfare redtwtion and $5 mii-
I"e premlid Mfedicd and then take Into account the jymaLbility of prepald child
care. Viewed In this way, I think our proposed program begins to make very
good fiscal sense, although some other major cost items remain, and we should
now look at them.

We propose to run neighborhood-type schools for the 6- age group, but unlike
the usual ghetto school, or indeed most other public schools, our schools will
guarantee performance Guaranteed performance means simply that payment
for providing basic reading and mathematics skills--the skills that count--de-
pends solely on the number of children that reach a predetermined level of
aehlovevmet, as measured by independently administered, standard testing
methodsL In essence, this portion of the system would spend more effetvely the
approximately $L8 million now spent annually in the conventional system (3000
children 0 00/year).

a4stly, we expect to cut Medicaid costs, on an annual basis, by 20% or some
$200 per family for those 5000 families. That $1 million will be available for re-
cycling Into other effective programs for reducing delinquency, retardation, etc.

Since we create good jobs, their Income impact also affects the economics--
the cost-effectiveness--of our system. To summarize the employment Impact, for
each 25,000 person service area, we create 600 adult and 500 teen-age jobs. As I
mentioned a moment ago, each of the adult jobs generates $4000 of annual in-
come, and we estimate that each teen-age Job will generate about $1000. Especially
for the adults, we foresee our jobs as the means of entry Into -- ore sophisticated
careers. We not only expect our neighborhood workers to "graduate" into the
broader employment market, we also make provision for training so that they
can achieve their expectations: each work day consists of six hours of work and
two hours of formal training. In general, our training is aimed at entry Into the
allied health professions and In education.

I want to strew that I consider the participation of teen-agers a centrally Im-
portant part of Our approa& These teen-agers will receive a truly relevant high
school education, an education whose usefulness and meaning will be directly
and immediately apparent and which will be reinforced through work experience
at the centers.

Through their jobs, these young students will make a personal contribution to
family stability and develop a strong sense of personal worth and Independence.
Not least by any means, their work experience will make them better parents-
Itself a highly effective way to terminate the cycle of welfare dependency. Fin-
ally, these Jobs should provide both the educational and fiscal Impetus for these
students to go on to college and advanced career opportunities.

44-52T-O--pt. 3-45
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SYSTEM SUMMARY

In concluding my testimony on our proposal, let me again make one point clea r:
the bulk of our proposed program for comprehensive delivery of social services-
in health, education and child care--entails spending about the same amount of
money that is now being spent ineffectively. We propose to provide needed services
in new and far more effective ways. The kinds and levels of effectiveness we-and
I'm sure others--believe we can achieve cannot be attained today. Innovators
will remain totally frustrated by the fragmentation of authority and adminis-
trative morass that exemplifies the present system.

One final point. A comprehensive delivery system is more than carefully co-
ordinated, cost-effectiveness programs, vital as these are. Our health and welfare
problems will be attacked successfully only if solutions are Illuminated by the
understanding that physical and social health-in the child, the family an4 the
community-must be dealt with in a sensitive, unified way, in a way where the
outcome uhase our public and private actions.

WE RECOMMEND

First, that $100 million per year for two years be made available specifically
and exclusvely for four projects. We think a range of $13-15 million is about
right, but'ezperience in both domestic and military innovation suggests that we
could be wrong by 100%. In addition, a reasonable portion of the funds should
be spent on riprous evaluation. This evaluation should be of two kinds: it should
examine.ti Inherent performance of the systems and their components-do they
deliver tbeigoods as advertised; and this evaluation effort should compare new
system performance with what we have now.

Seco, that legislation should specifically create, or require the Secretary of
HEW to create immediately the post of Program Administrator for Innovation In
the Provision of Social Services, with full statutory and administrative powers
to conduct the four-system demonstration program. This post should be analogous,
in its ability to command and allocate departmental resources of all kinds, to
those managerial positions created to achieve major accomplishments in spnee
and weaponry. The legislation should do two other things. It should make clear
that the-$200 million is to be spent solely by the Administrator on the four proj-
ects, andit should direct the Secretaries of HUD and Labor to provide the fullest
assistance possible to the Administrator in the fulfillment of the demonstration
program.

Third, that there be established direct legislative oversight both of depart-
mental action to carry out the program and of system performance n each of the
four projects.

Thank yon very much for inviting me to testify. My colleagues and I will be
happy touanswer questions.

SYSTEM COSTS
.in millions of di ]l 1
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PRESENTED BY MRS. WAYNE W. HARRINGTON, PRESIDENT, WOMEN I)IvISIO.N,

UNITED MEgrHoDIsT CHURcH

My name is Mrs. Wayne W. Harrngton. I am the Presldent of the Women's
Division of the United Methodist Churvh. The Women's 1)ivislon represents 1.970,-
597 women who are members of Societies of Christian and Wesleyan Service
Guilds The latter consists entirely of employed women In the United Methodist
Church. Staff members in nine regional offices around the country act as liaison
between the local women and the national ofilce. The Women's Division is the only
unit of the United Methodist Church which has a lay constituency, which has ad-
ministrative, interpretative and educational functions, and which makes financial
appropriations to all other units (except one) of the Board of Missions.

Guided by statements of the 1968 General Conference of the United Methodist
Church, the Women's Division Is deeply aware of the need for Christian witness
and active participatio'a in the struggle for economic and social justice. At the
1909 Annual Meeting of the Board of Missions of the United Methodist Church
the Women's Division adopted the following resolution:

The United Methodist Church has been unequivocal in its definition of society's
economic and social responsibility to all its citizens and has noted the Inadequacy
of current welfare and social Insurance programs for meeting that responsi-
billty.1

We commend, therefore, the Nixon administration's welfare proposals insofar
as they are designed to alleviate inadequacies and inequities in the curTent sys-
tem. In particular, we draw attention to the following features: (1) the establish-
ment of a fixed national minimum standard of support, aimed at minimizing wide
variations between state payments; (2) provision of assistance to the "working
poor," thus ending the system of "punishing" a welfare recipient for working by
cutting welfare payments equal to what he earns; (3) ending the need for an
unemployed father to desert his family in order that they may be eligible for
assistance; and (4) simplified procedures for eligibility determination.

Such provisions as these were clearly meant to relieve some of the more
flagrant injustices of the present system. However. while we recognize the
progress these proposals represent, we must also make clear our serious reserva-
tions about several major aspects of the Nixon plan.

First, we question the justice of those features of the proposals which would
require the head of a household to work or to accept job training in order to
receive welfare payments. As there is no guarantee that the recipient would
have any appreciable choice in the work he would do, this seems to us v clear
violation of the principle of self-determination.2 For a mother of school-age
children who is the head of a family, this is a denial of her right to decide what
Is best for her family, in terms of working to earn more money or staying hone.

Second, the administration's manpower training plan would not provide
federal Jobs but would depend solely on the labor market as it exists.4 With
unemployment figures rising now,6 it is highly unlikely that jobs will be avail-
able to those required to work. It has also been pointed out that no attention has
been given to raising the minimum wage level or to the coverage of additional
jobs by the present minimum wage law. It is feared that many recipients could
be pushed into menial underpaid jobs, thus "subsidizing and perpetuating sub-
standard wage levels."'

It is also conceivable that such a program could lead, on a local or state level,
to the coercive use of labor for negative political or economic ends, for example,
using the poor as strikebreakers in controversial labor/management disputes. T

"Health, Welfare, au.n Human Development," The Book o1 Resolutions of the United
Methodist Chuch, 198, pD. 45 -47.

2 Ibid., p. 47 -also, aee Policy Statement of Ouararteed Income of the National Council
of Churches. February 1968, pp. 8 and 6 and Statement of Welfare Reform of the Board
of Christian Soal Concerna z the United Methodist Church, October 1969.

aResolution on A Federal Wat1lly Assistance System of the National Council of
Churches, September 19609. p, 2.

'coueneesiows quarterly, Weekly Report (October 24, 1969), p. 2096.
* "FL-CIO es, Oct. 1, 1969, P. 1. "The nation's unemployment rate soared te Its

highest level in 28 months in September.... The unemployment rate of 4 percent for the
month, announced by the Labor Department, was a fve-tenths of 1 percent Jump. the
largest mohly increase in 9 years.

"'.0ooking Ahead With Respect to Income Maintenance," speech delivered by Ellen
WInston- f4ener eommlsoner of welfare in the Department of Health, Education, and
Wdftre at akAe Juimluska, N.C.. Annual Conference of Board of Christian Social
ComneeeW, Utiited Methodist Church, Oct. ?, 1909.

'Frkofd Committee on Natonal Legislation, Wamn#9tos Nlewsetter, August-Septem-
ber UKS 1. 2.
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Furthermore, the administration expects to provide no money for the Con-

struction of new child care facilities but only funds for rental or rehabilitation
of existing structures. The National Association of Social Workers notes that
such plans are "completely unrealistic .... Experience to date with a similar
authorization in the 1967 public welfare amendments indicates that lack of
construction funds has been a serious block to the development of day-care
programs." a

We particularly question the obvious inadequacy of payments under the new
plan. The National Welfare Rights Organization estimated that a family of four
needs $54,O( per year.' This amount makes pitifully small the administration's
proposed minimum payment of $1,600 for a family of four. And even the maxi-
mum of $3,W20 tbt can be obtained through a combination of work and welfare
Is not up to a realistic level of estimated need. Furthermore, no aid is provided
for the childless and the single poor.

While definitions of what constitutes poverty differ, it is generally conceded
that any welfare or income maintenance program w*,st provide decent food.
clothing, shelter, and health care. Most importantly, it must somehow provide
the leverage which will enable the poor to break the cycle of poverty instead of
Amply continuing to exist within It.

The Nixon administration's proposals, though well-intentioned, are clearly
inadequate for this task. While we cannot offer an alternate comprehensive plan
which would encompass the moLstrous complexities of urban and rural poverty,
we can call upon all Christians to recognize that they are "obligated to develop the
moral foundations for runblic policies which provide every family with the mini-
mum income needed to participate as responsible and productive members of
soetey" B.

We feel that such policies would first of all guarantee a minimum adequate
Income to all Americans as a matter of right, not charity. What constitutes a
ufileient Income would be determined according to realistic appraisals of living

costs and would be revised regularly to meet changing local and national
conditions.

An integral part of an adequate system of income maintenance would be massive
jobs and job training programs. Legislation Is needed which would establish a
system of public service employment designed to open up job opportunities in a
wide range of community, health, welfare, and education programs.

Other approaches to adequate Income maintenance programs might include
extended and upgraded social Insurance programs, unemployment compensation,
a children's allowance, negative income tax, and a system of grants. The food
stamp program should also be continued and liberalized.

Finally, adequate provision should be made for community-controlled social
services, such as job counseling, legal aid, health, day care and social and rec-
reation centers. Such programs, though themselves only a partial approach to
poverty in America will be expensive. However, any truly creative policy which
U designed to end. not perpetuate, poverty can hardly be otherwise.

Tbis resolution was adopted before the Family Assistance Plan was revised
by the A ton. However, our reservations about the bill under considera-
tion are essentially unchanged. We view with alarm the removal of the word
"suitable" from the work requirement description. Although we felt before that
this section was vague and indefinite about protecting the rights of those regis-
teriug for Jobs, the removal of the word makes even more room for the abuse
of this provision.

We also question the provisions regarding unemployed fathers and features of
legislation related to F. A. P. which deal with compulsory health insurance and
housing. First, we feel that abolishing Federal matching assistance for unem-
ployed fathers could unfairly discriminate against males who are unable to
worlL Secondly, while we agree that it is inequitable to exclude from Medi-
caid the working poor which including families headed by females and non-
working males, we feel that requiring a contribution from all participating fami-
lice does not solve the problem, but merely shifts its weight to those who are
poorest. Even a "modest" contribution of 5% is an excessive demand from fami-

0 "S atent of the National Association of Social Workers on the President's Welfare
reoos" in XA4Wes Washington Memorandum, Aug. 28, 9fp.4.

"NW s QU.rat.sd L qt. Incme Plan," published by National Welfare Rigts
Orp~n~sti~. Te Igu was obtained by taking the Bureau of Labor's latest figure for

OT standad "u~t reissued by the Bureau In 1987, and upd~ating It accordtug to
Vmew, k@1180"02= oftheUnited MIfetod~t Church., 1968, p. 16&
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lies whose income might be as little as $1600. Similarly, twenty percent of income
for rent in public housing would be prohibitively expensive for many families
and often higher than current average rents for public housing.'

The Women's Division Resolution on Welfare Reform was adopted nearly a
year ago. It was the result of months of study and discussion among staff and
members of the Women's Division. The strength of our commitment to meaning-
lad welfare reform an,! a concomitant change in national priorities has been
immeasurably strengthened by our working relationship with the National Wel-
fare Rights Organization. As you Lnow, NWRO is a national organization .om-
posed entirely of welfare recipients--mainly mothers--Black, White, Spanish-
American and Indians from every part of the country. We have felt very
fortunate to be able to work closely with these women and consider whatever
hell) we've been able to give through our own channels small recompense for the
awareness about poverty they have brought to as. Because our convictions on
this subject have been so strongly intensified by this relationship with NWRO
we feel a brief history of our work together will help explain our position on the
bill under consideration.

In September 1968, Dr. George Wiley, executive dirctor of NWRO, spoke at
the first organizational meeting of the United Methodist Women's Division in
Cincinnati and, soon after, the officers of the Women's Division voted to meet
for several days with the national officers of NWRO. We felt sharply the need
to find ways in which poor and non-poor people, traditional and nontraditional
organizations could work together effectively for social change, and that new
coalitions between the Women's Division and unfamiliar groups would be neces-
sary not only in the fight for Justice and dignity but for the life of the church
itself.

During the three-day meeting, with national officers of NWRO, members of
both organizations were surprised to learn how much alike we were. Both groups
were made up of women working for Justice in a man's world; both were deeply
concerned for their children and the kind of world they would inherit; both
war.ted to participate fully in American life; both were willing to work very
hard. There were differences, of course. The Women's Division executives were
shocked to hear about the actual conditions of life necessarily endured by their
sisters on welfare-the inadquate diets, poor housing, and lack of educational or
health facilitis.

But even more, we were hocked to hear about the constant harassment women
receiving assistance underwent at the hands of welfare departments---arbitrary
cut-offs of checks with little or no chance for appeal, 4 A.M. raids on their homes
to determine whether or not a man was there, long delays in receiving assistance,
rudeness of personnel and humiliating examinations into their personal lives. It
also became more and more apparent that the welfare system worked primarily
to keep people on the welfare rolls, as any personal Initiative was awarded by
cutting off welfare checks. We were told that almost no means for self-improve-
ment was allowed-professional training and higher education were not per-
mitted. In short, their lives were a constant, debilitating struggle, not only
against poverty, but against the very system which was created to "help"
them.

Since that meeting, welfare rights has become a priority concern for the
Women's Division. NWRO has been our consultant and "sister organization" on
this issue, participating in our annual meeting In January, 1970, a training event
for new offers in April, and at executive meetings. Members of the Women's
Division recently attended NWRO's Annual Conference in Pittsburgh. Much
educational material has been disseminated through the (channels of the Women's
Division and local contacts between United Methodist women and NWRO mem-
bers have been encouraged. Last summer, between 10 and 15 welfare mothers
from NWRO attended each of five regional schools and several more conference
schools where they met and lived with about 2000 local women of the United
Methodist Chureh. At these schools, old stereotypes about welfare recipients
clashed violently with the reality of NWRO members themselves.

Thee encounters have taught us in little more than a year what many
Americans seem not to have learned in their entire lives -that poverty is not

n Ik ttlmany before the Senate Subcommittee on Housing, Jesse Gray. Chairman of
the Natklei Temants Orgasniation, quoted data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics

iestg that 19 pereent of ineose was the average rent in public housing, but that
-tr a " sPoor fqaUy of fouir now paid 16 4 percent of income In all housing. (Tran-
909%4p j "Ne frt July 24, 1970.) ,
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the fault of those wlo art lsmor. mostly. 1ioor iwole are despe-rately anxious to
d meanningful work at wages which will enable theim to livv, dignified lives
and plan for the future. It is the holess circle of isverty-malnutrition, poor
housing. Inadequate sclouolinlg, underpald mienial work (if even that Is available).
little or no health care, and often, the welfare system itself-whh-h creates and
perlRtuat!,s lxwerty often in the sme families for generations.

From our own experienue,, we learned that welfare mothers have as miuch
ambition and energy, often more, as any other group it sovi(ty. According to
a study conducted by the Vity University of New York, 7 out oif 10 mothers (on
welfare who were Interviewed Indicated they would prefer to work rather than
stay at home."' Now, fot many mothers, whether on welfare or living In Scars-
dale. New York, Ning a housewife Is a full-time occupation. For families with-
out a father however, a mother must work even harder. Yet a majority in tite
New York sampling would prefer the douith jobs of house-keeping ai1d working
for money so to improve their families' lives.

Furthermore, those who feel that work is a pmnacea which will solve the wel-
fare problem must be reminded that even where Jobs exist (keeping in mind the
current unemployment rate of nearly 5 per cemt' "a for those without training
or education, the possibilities are dismal. The kind of unskilled jobs mvallali h
do more to guarantee poverty than end it. According to the U.S. Census Burau,
female clerical workers make $4,000 a year, sales workers, $2,000 for females
to $7,000 for males, service workers, $2,000 to $4,900, female household workers.
$800. Grinding poverty is the life style provided by this kind of income."

We feel that the work requirement for welfare mothers rests upon unjust
assumptions about their unwillingness to work. In addition, it reflects a wide-
spread prejudice which Impliea that being a housewife Is a sufficient full-time
occupation only for middle class women. Finally, It suggests an unrealistic assess-
ment of available employment opportunities. Thus, unless adequate provision is
made for vocational and professional training, it is fatuous to claim that "Jobs"
are the answer, when In fact, jobs of any kind are scarce, and the training re-
quired for occupations with any future are out of the reach of most poor people.
In this connection we applaud the recent decision of a Feaeral Court supporting
a welfare mother's claim that the New York City and State Social Services Ie-
partments pay her registration and tuition fees for training as a registered
nurse.n3 Without such realistic professional training the poor continue in un-
skilled jobs, as marginal members of the society, passing on the heritage of pov-
erty to their own descendants.

Another myth exploded for the Women's Division by our association with
welfare mothers Is that welfare provides "a good life." that it Is possible to "live
it up" on welfare by doing nothing. Under the F.A.P., a family of four would
receive a federal minimum of $1600. With food stamps this would be brought ro
$2460." However, the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that the average
family of four needs $W567 to achieve a minimal "low living standard." " Further-
more. the poor get none of the benefits which middle class people take for
granted---clean, modern schools, well-built, attractive housing, superior health
facilities, playgrounds and parks. adequate police protection. Even public trans-
Iortation and sanitation are far superior to that which poor people endure. In
December, 1969, many United Methodist women attempted to live on a welfare
budget for one week. Even while remaining in their own middle class homes and
neighborhoods, and suffering no additional deprivations, simply trying to buy
food and necessities on about $.59 per day per person was extraordinarily diffi-
cult and frustrating. Most could not last a week on what welfare recipients must
live on.

23 From a study titled "Families on Welfare in New York" (p. 171 by Lawrence Podell.
Center for the Study of Urban Problems, Graduate Division, Baruch College, City
University of New York. 257 Park Avenue South. New York. New York 10010

M"In the second quarter of 1970 . . . the Jobleea rate averaged 4.8 perceitt for adult
men . . .. 4.7 percent for Adult women, and 14.9 percent for teenagers . . ." From "The
Employment Situation: June 1970," Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of
Labor (News release dated July 2. 1970.)

14"Income Growth Rates in 1939 to 1968 for Persons by Occupation and Industry
Groups. for the United states," U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
Series P-40, No. 09. April 6, 1970; p. 82." New York T4.es, July 5. 1970."'"Background Paper. Junp 1970 Amendments to F.A.P.," Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, June 10, 1970. p. 5.

" 'Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four Persons," U.S. Department
of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, March 19T0.
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We learned that no solution to the problems of loverty Is possible as long as
p's)r people are not allowed the same opportunities as the rest of this society.
Therefore, while we applaud the principle in this bill which guarantees an in-
come floor for every American family, we feel that anything less than a guaran-
teed adequate income as well as meaningful professional and[ vocational training
will only serve to reinforce the vast interlocking poverty systems which now suf-
foc-ate at least 25.4 million American citizens.w'

We recognize that any program which begins to attack the root problems of
poverty with the aim of providing welfare recipients the help they must have to
become self-supporting will cost a great deal of money. However the cost to society
of maintaining at least 12.8 percent of the population In poverty Is infinitely more
expensive in terms of crime, mental illness and incapacity, drug addiction and
the loss to this nation of a huge reservoir of creative human beings.

Furthermore, we find it Ironic that so many Americans are unaware of the
cost of other "welfare" programs for the rich, such as farm .subsidies, oil deple-
tion allowances. capital gains exemptions, defense contracts, insurance company
reserves and so on, which amount to billions of dollars every year. Ave find it
ironic that the government can consider subsidizing IA)ckheed Aircraft Corpora-
tion for $300 million " or the Penn Central and other railroads for $750 million ; ",
that Congress can authorize hundreds of millions each year on technology of
dubious value such as the SST and the ABM. and billions for an adventure to
the moon; indeed, that the budget for the war in 11)70 Is $79.5 billion ' while the
far more critical investment in the lives of fellow citizens Is. as usual, slighted.

Obviously, to afford any meaningful welfare reform. spending priorities will
have to be changed. As long as defense spending, Including costs for past wars.
uses over 60 percent " of the federal budget, there will not be enough money to
meet any domestic needs, poverty included. Thus even a bill as inadequate as
the one under consideration, will cost '"too much" unless this, the richest nation
ill the world, becomes also more humane.

JEwisH LABOR COMMrtTI..

NEW YORK, N.Y., May 19, 1970.

Subject : H.R. 16311. Fa mil.% Assistance Act of 1970.
Senator RUSSELL B. LONG.
Chair nn. Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, New Scnate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.
DFUR SENATOR LONG: We wish to express a positive view toward the basic prin-

ciple of a nationally guaranteed minimum Income standard as embodied In H.R.
16311. However, we regard the amount of the minimum established in this legisla-
tion as totally inadequate.

Tlrefore, while H.R. 16311 accepts the principle of a nationally guaranteed
minimum income, which we strongly support: and would also reform our pres-
ent welfare system, which is In need of major reform, in many respects: we
believe that the bill is grossly deficient in meeting human needs, and in other
aspects. Hence, the Jewish Labor Committee believes the bill needs serious modi-
fication. and urges the Senate to consider the following alterations:

1. The minimum income in H.R. 16311 should be more than doubled. Under
this at, a family of four would receive a $133,33 monthly income which provides
a poverty level of existence. The poverty cuv off for a non-farm family of four has
been let at $3,5&3 by the government. Evn th' amount does not provide for
lavish living.

",Poverty In the United States 10.59 to 1969." T.S. Dpurtment of Commerce, Burnu
of the Cen s ; Series P-60. No. 6. Dec. M. 1969: p. 1. The poverty level Is set at $35,31
for a family of four. over $..000 less than the Bureau of Labor Statistics sets as the
minimum ammnt to achieve their "low living stawlard."

S '"Twenty-Four Banks Agree on Plan for Lockheed Financing", New York Times,
Jnlr 22 1970.

201ngre. Hurries To Help the Pennsy". New York Times, July 2.3. 1970.
"The Budget in Brief", Executive Offlce o; the President/Bureau of the Budget.

Feb. 2 1970 P. 32.
3'"[he Nixon Administration clakno that 41 perctnt of its budget will be spent on

'human resource'. .36 rent on 'national defense'. But it lumps trust funds such as Socl-i
Securiv (for whih the government is simply the caretaker), veterans' benefits. and even
the c,*tF of the Selective Service System under 'human resources'. When these misleading

orot'4 are put where they belong. only 17 percent nf the proposed budget will go for 'human
rewpures'. 64.8 percent for 'national defense' and the cost of past wars. In reality, we will
sowpnd almost as much on the cost of past wars as on 'human resources'." Based on an
aeresa by Senator Mark Hatfield. Corvallis, Oregon, Feb. 10, 1970, printed by SANE,
A Citizens Organization for a Sane World.
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2. Mothers of children over 6 years of Age should not be compelled to register
for work or training. This should be voluntary. Instead, mothers of such children
should be provided with information and training to enable them to function
more effectively as heads of their households. The social benefits of such training
are of greater significance to the community than getting them into the labor
market. By forcing mothers into the labor market, we run the risk, in in-
numerable situations, that young children will receive inadequate parental
supervision.

3. Social security benefits should be increased by 50% with a minmum of $100
a month. Over 5,000,000 persons 65 years of age are classified as being within
poverty income levels. The recent social security increase is insufficient.

4. The minimum wage should be increased to $2.00 an hour, and its coverigf
should be extended. By this measure alone 8 million Americans would be brought
out of poverty income levels. The working poor would not need government
allowances if they received decent wages. H.R. 16311 may, in effect, be suhbsldWnlr
employers who pay Inadequate wages and would create a cheap labor pool.

5. Federal standards and supervision of manpower training music be main-
tained. The Federal Government cannot simply turn over training to state
and local governments. Training must be a partnership between the federal,
state and local governments to help make for greater mobility, and if necessary
the resettlement of those trained where the Jobs exist.

6. The government must accept the responsibility to serve as the employer
of last resort if the private sector is unable to absorb all who want to work and
are unable to be absorbed by business and industry. There are many jobs in
the public sector which are not being done. Our schools, hospitals, city, state
and federal governments can use millions of workers in jobs which will enhance
the quality of our lives. Some exnmples of personnel needed are: teachers'
assistants, nurses' aides, recreation workers, sanitation workers, hospital tech-
nicians, etc.

7. Many states and cities now carry staggering welfare costs. They desperately
need relief from this burden which can only come from the federal government.
The federal government should assume complete welfare costs.

8. A nationwide job opportunity inventory survey is needed on an ongoing
basis to determine specific occupational opportunities for training, as well as
the geographical regions where these opportunities exist so that training is
related to current and projected manpower needs. We really do not have much
firm data at present.

9. We must maintain a full employment economy. The poor among us will
continue to decline so long as our economy booms. Any steps by government
which will decrease employment must be viewed with alarm. On the contrary,
government policy should be directed towards Increasing employment
opportunities.

We must not view the problem of welfare in isolation. Many government
economic programs should be re-examined, which in our view must include
reorganization of the social security system, liberalization of unemployment
compensation, upward revision of minimum wage laws, and an increase in
Job creating social programs, such as housing, transportation, health care,
anti-pollution enforcement and expansion of educational and hospital facilities.
And as we indicated above, expanded employment and the use of the government
an the employer of last resort offers other opportunities for reducing the size
of the welfare rolls.

The Senate must take a total view-a commitment to full employment and an
acceptance of the principle that the nation must use the instruments of planning;
so that all of the nation's resources can be put to work on behalf of all of the
people.

Sincerely yours,
EMANIqUL MURAMVCIK.

Executive Director.

TzTimonY or AM=CAx F=NanD Suvica COMMFITrE, SUBMITTED BY BARBARA
W. MoWWT, 8mcwrAnY, CoMMUNrY R=ATioW8 Dvsmrox

The American Friends Service Committee appreciates the opportunity to
present this statement to the Senate Finance Committee as it considers legisla-
tion on Income maintenance programs. This statement is on behalf of the AFSC
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and represents the views of many like-minded Friends. No single body can speak
officially for the Quakers, the Religous Society of Friends.

For more than 25 years, the AFSC has carried on programs in many communi-
ties of poor people in the United States. Present programs involve us with, among
others, farm workers in the east coast migrant stream, black dwellers in the
Chicago ghetto, fishing Indians in the Northwest, and Mexican-Americans in
California and Texas. We do not speak for these people and these communities,
but we would like to speak of them, and to present our views, growing out of this
grass-roots experience, about what our country should do in order to end the
economic deprivation which divides our nation.

The goal toward which our small efforts are aimed is precisely that which we
would urge upon our government. All our people should have an adequate
standard of living, whether they can hold Jobs or not, whether their parents can
hold Jobs or not; all should be enabled to maintain a stable family life, to develop
their own capacities and, as much as possible, to build a base of self sufficiency
for themselves, their families and their communities. Achieving these purposes
requires building a floor under the income of every American, and providing for
those who can and should have Jobs outside the home the positive incentives of
training and employment opportunites. In our eagerness to encourage people to-
ward economic self-sufficiency, we must avoid the trap of utilizing deprivation
to punish those who do not have Jobs, including the many who are too old, too
young, handicapped or otherwise unable to escape the punishment.

CBRITEIA

Our field experience indicates that certain standards should be met by any
legislative program aimed at eliminating poverty in America---and we believe
that any lesser aim is Improper and unworthy of our country.

Very briefly, our criteria call for:
1. coverage determined by need, with no categorical exemptions;
2. nothing less than an income sufficient to maintain a decent standard of

living;
3. recognition of freedom from want as a human right;
4. elimnation of red tape and demeaning procedures;
5. full availability of all anti-poverty benefits;
& training and job opportunities in private and government employment;
7. no forced work or exploitive pay and working conditions;
& protection against misuse of income programs to block civil rights and

political activities;
9. protection of family life;
10. administrative separation of income support from other government

programs that deal with social issues.

1. ALL WHO ARE IN NEED SHOULD BE ENABLED TO RECEIVE INCOME SUPPORT

The only question should be whether income measures up to a specific level
of adequacy, and not whether an individual or family fits into a certain category
of age or family composition or sex of family head, work status or place of resi-
dence. Sorting people into arbitrary pigeon holes not only compounds human prob-
lems, but also subverts public and private efforts aimed at solving social and
economic problems. It is bizarre to say that a child's hunger should be ignored
by the government because his unemployed father is home, that a sickly couple
should be denied aid as soon as their youngest child reaches the cut-off age
whether or not there is any income-producing capacity, that a man and wife work-
ng long and hard for money far below the poverty level should find their family's

need of no concern to. the nation, or that deprivation is more acceptable in one
part of the country than in another.

From a town of California, our staff writes, 'Il e most ignored group with
the most tragic needs are those whose children, if th'y had an;', are grown and
who are too young for old age assistance and whose infirmities aren't enough to
qualify them for aid to the totally disabled. There are at 'east token gestures
for helping the elderly, the blind, those with children, thoes who've dropped out
of sehool-but there in nothing but county relief, which is always limited, for
these people. Some may be capable of some kinds of work, but they are extremely
unlikely to wet hired. Here In R , the county welfare office has a branch, but
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it's only for family assistance. Even to get certified for food stamips, single iir
childless adults must go to another town. A complicated trip. involving four
buses, and a wait of several hours at least In the welfare office might get their
certified"

Staff working with farm laborers in Florhla tells of insoluble problems result-
ing from the unevenness of services from county to county, at miro('osm of the
differences between states. Many families living in P- t'unty would like
to move to I -, which Is closer to their work, and where they can get ade
quate housing at a reasonable price through the AFSC program. -lint there are
no food stamps, there Is no health clinic, four a long time there has been no doctor
any closer than 20 miles and these doctors are very reluctant and sticky when It
comes to charity cases. This leaves people in a terrible dilenima. They call get
housing in I- but hesitate to move because, on their very meager incomes,
in order to survive, they need recourse to food stands or commodity foo<ds occa-
slonally and they need the services of the health clinicss that are available to)
them in P- County."

2. BENEFIT LEVELS MUST ASSUSE AN AIDEQU'ATF LIVING STANDARD

A minimum adequate budget for a family (if four Is $ .jKt0). according to ite
Bureau of Labor Statistics. For most families lacking any other source of in-
come, this amount should allow an adequate level of nutrition, shelter. clothing
and medical care, unless there are special medical or nutritional needs. Below
this figure, by definition, a family of four cannot achieve an adequate standard
of living.

We therefore believe that the adequacy of any income support program should
be measured against the BLS standard, keyed to family size. prompt achieve-
ment of this standard is well within the capabilities of the U.S. Any program
setting income levels lower than the BLS standard should include an explicit
plan for reaching the standard, with adjustments for changes in the cost of
living.

The hopelessly low income levels now provided to those poor people who fit the
categories of the welfare system are so well known that they seem to have lost
the capacity to shock. We would like simply to cite a few examples of what It
can mean to be caught in poverty.

"As a teacher (in southern New Jersey) I have seen dozens of tizses where
children have been marked for failure at a tender age not because of tile lack of
ambition or brains, but because of the lack of physical provisions to keel) them
In school on a regular basis.

"One of the most frequent problems was that of providing eye glasses. Some-
times service clubs like Lions would provide glasses for needy children. Iut not
always. And many rural areas are without such clubs. . . . Dental care is lill
a luxury among the working poor. I have known pupils to iw absent from school
intermittently for months because of tooth aches. When they (id manage to come
to school, the pain was often so severe they were unable to concentrate on school
work. The final solution was always abstraction, the tooth being decayed beyond
repair.

'Perhaps the most frequent cause of absence was the lack of proper clothing.
especially in the winter. The lack of fully soled smoes or boots kelit many chil-
dren out of school on snowy days.

"Often poor children have no sleeping pajamas and sleep In their underwear.
More than likely they sleep with a younger brother or sister who may wet the
bed. School age children are ostracized and motcked by the others because they
'smell bad.' The eventual dropping out of school assumes many forms and ex-
pre-sslons, but the uncomfortable feeling among their peers may have Ieen rooted
many years back."

Starting in 1964 the AFSC has worked with farm laborers in the east coast
migrant stream. According to the 1969 Report of the Senate Subcommittee ol
Migratory Labor, the 1967 yearly earnings of migratory farm workers who en-
gaged exclusively in farm labor averaged $122: those who were able to add non-
farm employment averaged about $2,100. These are people who work long and
hard for their pay, who travel long, unpaid journeys to find and wait for work.
who live In terrible conditions. One camp in upstate New York was particularly
bad. q he complaints were urgent: no screens, open toilets. files and mosquitoes,
no showers, bed bugs, 'raining In the rooms,' stoves out of order, no hot water,
low pay- and high prices. It was, said the laborers, no plhkce for families. They re-
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Ix)rted that they were.int nlilhted, lioth verbally and l'iysically. 't-riods, of walt-
lng for work were long, using till all their nionvy." The averaKe worker ont a gid
day on this farm earned alout $5.0, out of \which 2.5 cents was dedlhct(l fill-
'soclal security' (which the tcrvw leaders jicKketud ) and three ieals it day at %Z)
cents each took $2... The work sehedle (1il( not allow for a day of rest an -l a
worker who took a day off was Il, danger of eviction fromn the cat np.

People who are tilL Ipoor often cannot t ake advantage of efforts to cailat
loverty; they are too piwr. In one cnty of ]iilvi ha. onltly one-qua ti itf
those entitled to buy food stili i.i actually dc , dip hte efforts Ip ' iblicize, lhe
plrograin. 'The director tf the 'social servhIes delpartiment sitys that lieope ffiven
cannot tie uip their lnhted cash for a lintlih Ili advmte, 1110klllg tlhen li \'t'evi Iimi '
helpless in the event of an emergency.

For lkxr Iople, the need to pliy for a (ill) to take a sick child to tl, dmlt .ir Is ;,it
emergeitcy, fraying a bondsman to keep an arrested soi out (if jail lienllng Irial
an impsibtill Ity and rains which hold up work on a harv'esl a disaster. Xi ade-
(plate Income program woild enable families to deal with thils klnd o ' sl vihil
linanilal demland: sll 'ill aid shoul Ibe available to Ihelli 144t nmiajOr i 01 ng-

g-o tIni i p lerg;envies.

3. ADIVQVATE INCOME SH1O1'ID BE ES I'., II III1 A-
, 

A\ R6111f

We regard freedom from walit a5 f1 'a|ic ha lilalc rltght, anid prhli if 11:at
freedom as a responslbhlity of the national goverlniiieltt. We elaie\ve tlhat ev',ery
family and every Illjviduljl .sh1l he gnuiranteed the essentials ftor .iirvihal.

4. PROCEIIURES SHOULD BE SIMPLE, EQ4'ITAI14. ANIi REsi'E'ITk I.

Present welfare procedures often seem aimed at keeping ns inany ]w4)qe
as possible from getting their benefits and at iiaking the sitthutat11 as5 1111iliasa. :t
and complicated as possible for those who do receive assistance. Mechanisms tire
complicated, applicants are presume(] to be untrustworthy, and welfare officials
are given wide scope for the exercise, of class lias, racial prejudice mlid self-
Intere-t.

We recommend a federal system, In which eligibility is estalllshed tiri'gh
a tylZ of affidavit, confirmed by randoin cheeks and other cliecks where indicated.
The use of this procedure has been tested sufficiently In various parts oif tie,
country to demonstrate that it works well. The margin of error (which includes
fraud as well as mistakes) Is approximately the sa leit as in the old and far niore
costly system of universal prior Investigation, a ntl COmpares favorally with
the exlrlence of the Internal Revenue Mervice with income tax returns. lhqist y
is as prevalent among low Income people as among other classes.

Benefits should not be denied or terminated without a hearing. The right to
apical unfavorable decisions must be fully protected with guarantees of pomliit
hearings and prompt decisions. Areas of administrative discretion shmul ibe
subject to regular review by competent authority in order to prevent patterns of
inequity and to avoid placing upon recipients ill the burden of discovering and
opposing incorrect pract ices.

Our field experience shows that insults, humiliations and delays are built Intol
the mechanism of assistance programs in most states and that more Insulls,
humiliations and obstacles are added gratuitously by functionaries elphhoyed
to deliver the assistance. The experience In one California county can he' cited as
an example of all too common practices In the fool stamp program. "ite pro-
grant can involve degradation at every step-froin the four-hour wait in the
crowded welfare office to get certified, then having to stand in long, Special lines
at banks to purchase the stamps, sometimes at outside wl1idows in the sun or
rain, and then at the grocery store where recipients are likely to fave lol011
comments about the user's purchase and about how they couldn't afford suvuh
and such for their families, but then they have It bands who work."

In South Jersey the price of seeking support for her child can be the deanaid
tlit an unwed mother answer, sometimes in public. detailed question about
intima te relationships.

In Maine, Indian clients can have the privacy of their bomes ar:d outbuildings
Invaded by a social worker investigating an application.

In one county In western Maryland, It is generally ielleved am iowliere
publicity contradicted that If a child gets a free hunch it means lie hasn't got a
father.
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In another part of Maryland, an old rma, diabetic, senile, illiterate, collalsed
on the e reet. The hospital treated him, and wrote a prescription, but the drugstore
wouldn 1. fill it because his medical card had expired. A friend called the welfare
9ffice, located In another town 10 miles away, and was told that the only way
the old man could get a new card was to come to the office. The fact that he was
too sick, and the fact that lie had no way to get there anyway, were certainly
not welfare's fault.

5. AlI MUST BE TRULY AVAILAUI.E

We are constantly struck at the tendency to judge the success of assist-
ane programs by the wrong standards. Low welfare rolls and low expenditures
are seen us evidence of success. But in fact they indicate failure if needs are
left unmet because people do not know that they are entitled to benefits or Ib-
cause of geographic or procedural obstacles. The true test of a successful as-
sistance program is the extent to which the poverty is eliminated. Affirmative
action by the responsible agencies is required, to assure the achievement of this
goal.

In 1969, AFSC teams, in a program known as CRASH, studied the operations
of federal food programs in 35 counties across the nation. Trying to determine
wh5 so few people participate in food programs, the teams found that the key
answers were lack of information, language barriers, fear, stigma of welfare,
lack of transportation and rigid regulations.

"CRASH found few food program administrators who felt that part of their
Job was to inform people of the existence of their programs and their operation.
In fact, few administrators had any idea of who the target audience for such
information might be. In every area in which CRASH operated, we asked those
officials administering the food programs how many people were eligible. In
every instance, the officials either said they bad no idea or gave us the figures
indicating how many families were receiving public assistance. No official offered
the number of people or families officially below the poverty Income as the
potential eligibility figure for food programs .... If attempts to inform people
about the food stamp and donated commodities program are minimal, such
attempts with relation to free or reduced price lunches are almost non-
existent-"

In Florida, our program attempts to deal with the failure of agencies to make
their benefits known. Over the years our staff hs helped hundreds of people to
get their social security benefits; they had not known that they were eligible
or. if they suspected that they were, did not know how to go about getting the
benefits.

G. INCENTIVES TO ENABLE PEOPLE TO CLIMB AND STAY OUT OF POVERTY SHOULD BE
PROVIDED

Most poor people ,vork. Of the rpt. tle great majority cannot be self-sulpporting
because most people are old, Ill, dJsabld, (w young or rsponsible for the care
of young children. For those who could work outside the home, unavailability of
jobs Is a serious and growing problem. But jobs are no answer to poverty if they
provide below poverty level wages and offer no chance of advancement.

The key word is enable. When people are healthy, have some skill and can find
decent Jobs, they almost Invariably want to work. To ablebe 1*o1;le to become
self-sufficient, therefore, efforts need to be made, separately from the Income
support program, In such varied areas as nutrition of expectant mothers, health
care of mothers and children, adequate education, developmental day care scrv-
ices, job training programs related to available jobs, and the creation of useful
job opportunities in public service and the private sector. Such jobs should involve
meaningful work at the prevailing wage or the minimum, whichever is higher.
with opportunities for advancement. Nondiscrimination should be assured in all
phases of the Incentive program.

Those who are able to work should be enabled to bring home the fruit of their
labor in the form of increased income. Gross income from employment should not
be confused with real income because of work-related expenses. Therefore, the
Income support program should allow people to keep substantially more of their
earnings than work-related expenses use up. Such an arrangement is a real
work incentive for those who can take advantage of it.

In a time when unemployment Is rising, a "work Incentive" program that chiefly
puniMhes people who cannot work or who cannot find jobs is a hoax. Similarly, a
program that puts people through "Job training" programs, sometimes over and
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over, without doing what may be necessary to provide jobs, Is wasteful of tax
money and destructive of that key element in incentive, the element of hope.

During the summer of 1970, thirty-one large cities had from 0 to 9% of their
work force out of work. Of youths between 16 and 21, almost 16% were out of
work; and for Negro youth, the unemployment rate was over 30%.

Too often officials refuse to recognize the poverty that exists among people
who are unable to work or unable to find jobs. A county welfare director told our
staff In Florida that food stamp and commodity food distribution programs were
unnecessary because people could get work on the farms. Our staff was able to
document 1200 names of old people, children, disabled and blind people, who were
on welfare and need help, people who could not work even if work were available.
Most of the time there are not nearly enough jobs available for those who can
work.

In a southeastern Pennsylvania county, we are told, "There are women who
have been through three or four training programs. for teachers aides, nurses
aides. iower sewing machine operators. beauticians, etc., who still have no jobs.
The problem in some cases may be child care. But mainly it is that there are no
Jobs available where they can reach them. No public transportation, for example,
to the local County Home which might employ nurses aides, if registered (in the
right political party). The beauticians' union limits the number of shops and
licenses so no new ones can open, etc."

The leader of a large training and manpower program estimated that the main
flaw in the program is that while the great majority of trainees were women, the
great bulk of available jobs were for men.

7. TO PREVENT THE ECONOMIC EXPLOITATION OF TIlE POOR, FREEDOM OF ECONOMIC
CHOICE SHOULD BE PROrECT D AND ADEQUATE COMPENSATION SHOUI.D BE ASSURED

Among the criteria for a valid employment program should be protection
against economic exploitation, including requirements that at least the federal
minimum wage be paid, that minorities be given equal access to jobs and training,
that job creation programs be established in locations accessible to poor people,
and that acceptance of employment be a matter of choice, not coercion.

In connection with our Family Aid Fund, which operates throughout the South,
we find that wages for domestic and laundry work can be as low as $15 or $20 per
week. We have already referred to the below-subsistence pay received by many
farm workers. In the hands of some welfare offices, the weight of the United
States government can become the force behind a den.and that a mother work for
a pittance, leaving her home and children untended in order to free other women
from the demands of home and child care.

In a small town in Virginia, the local welfare office serves as a source of do-
mestic help. A young black woman sought aid for her baby. Instead she was
referred to a job: three hours a day, $1.00 an hour, cooking, cleaning and caring
for an Invalid. The job was three miles from her home; she had no transportation
and would have had to walk both ways. She refused the job and because of this
was turned down for assistance. She appealed to the state welfare board and, at
a hearing, her claim was upheld. But the local welfare official refused to abide by
the decision.

8. THE CIVIL AND POLITICAL RIGHTS OF RIr4IPIENTS MUST HE ZEALOUSLY GUARDED

To the extent that income support payments are increased, and to the extent
that they free people from the arbitrary and retaliatory control of local officials,
new proposals are desirable. To the extent that they place people under the thumb
of local officials, permitting benefits, even higher benefits, to be withheld for
political activity or driving activists Into coerced labor, they take away more than
they give.

Since 1965 the AFSC has carried on a program providing "sufferings grants"
to families who were in financial need as a result of their Involvement In the
struggle for equal rights in the South. One form of retaliation faced by these
families has been denial, cancellation or cuts In welfare benefits. A report on
our Family Aid Fund speaks of "the depersonalized contempt often directed to-
ward Negro applicants, the unexplained cuts and terminations occurring after
recipients' bids for civil rights (even just to the extent of enrolling children In
'white' schools), the lack of satisfaction from complaints." When a Mississippi
mother with six children registered two girls in the previously all white school
in 1965, her welfare checks were reduced; several cuts resulted in a final redue-
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tion from $58 to $29 per month. "Tu\o top officers of tei American Iublic Health
As nationon reported that a woman n houston had her welfare ('heck cut from
$123 to $23 a month because her children partielpated In a demonstration against
hunger. iWASHINGTON POST, 11/\/69).

1. FAMILY LIFE lOIOAL BE PROTECTED

It is contrary to the traditions of o r country to sacrifice family stability to
Ipirely economic Interests. Income mainf nance programs can enhance the quality
of family life in two ways: first, by enal ing families to stay together when faced
with economic adversity and second, b1- providing to parents real options in
protecting the best interests of their child In, Including the decison as to whether
the mother should work outside the hot e. With result to the first of these
goals, the President in his meszuige on A' Ifare Reform of August 1969 pointed
out that denial of assistance to families ht ded by unemployed men or by work-
ing fathers regardless of how little lie ear is, has been "a cause of dependency.
(and) results in a policy that tends to for tile father out of the house." Speak-
Ing of the Family Assistance Program as twn proposed, the President went on:
"The new plan rejects a policy that under Ines family life. It would end the
substantial financial incentives to deserton. It would extend eligibility to all
dependent families with children, without regard to whether the family is
headed by a man or woman. The effects of th- se changes upon human behavior
would be an Increased will to work, the survil I of more marriages, tile greater
stability of families."

With respect to the decision on working o itside the home, mothers must
consider the needs of individual children and also the reality of hostile and
demoralizing environments. Economic necessity os indeed force many mothers
to leave their children in the care of elderly n ighbors or of older sisters or
brothers and to permit their youngsters to return to empty and neglected homes
after school. The necessity of taking these risks ould be lifted from mothers.
In many instances, adequate day care facilities will a boon to mothers of young
children. However, they will not help with the a ter-school situation of most
school age children, or with the problems of mother. who must work at night. In
urban areas, hospitals are a major source of employ ent for Negro women who
work, at wages approximating the poverty level, in j bs requiring them to work
night shifts. The worst shift, from the point of view f children, Is probably the
3 to 11 shift. Mothers often must let children run the treets or be alone and un-
protected at home.

10. ANY INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAM SHOULD BE ADMINISTRATIVELY SEPARATE
FROM BUT CONSONANT WITH OTHER ESSENTIAL SERVICES AND ANTI-POVERTY

PROGRAMS

We feel this criterion is essential if income supplements are to be supportive
and not degrading, free of coercion and simply administered.

We believe that most of the disabilities of poverty would be removed if people
simply had enough money to pay for the goods and services they need. However.
we recognize that some problems demand measures unrelated to income programs.

Paramount among these problems is the shortage of housing for low and
moderate income people. Without affirmative government programs to increase
the housing supply, an adequate Income policy could meaa radical inflation of the
cost of existing housing.

Second in Importance is the area of medical care, in which supply and delivery
systems require government involvement and support. Experience has already
shown abuses of programs aimed to help the aged and the poor. Not only more
careful controls, but also rapid expansion of the facilities are nece sary in order
to aslsure that shortages of services are not translated into burdensome costs.
Also, varied and innovative services will continue to be needed.

Carefully designed employment programs and policies are needed in order to
help develop our human resources to their full potential. Among the elements
should be: extension of the federal minimum wage to all workers, setting and
keeping the minimum wage above the poverty level, training for available jobs,
public employment opportunities geared to such pressing needs as health care
and education and the development of adequate child care arrangements.

Also, regulations regarding eligibility for housing, health care and other serv-
ices will have to be adJusted so that increased incomes are not wiped out by loss
-of necessary services. A Mexican-American family in Florida living in L leaky
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shack had searched long for a house they could rent. They learned of new housing
under a special FHA long-term low-interest mortgage arrangetAent, scraped to-
gether the down payment, only to be turned down because the combined Income
of the mother and her oldest son put the family over the income limit. The son
decided to set up house on his own so that the rest of the family would qualify
for decent housing; this time they were turned down because their incimae was
too low.

EVALUATION OF PROPOSED PLANS

In the light of the above criteria we would like to examine the several plans
which have been placed before the Senate Finance Coxnniittee.

H.R. 16311, the Family Assistancc Plan, is not a national income maintenance
plan, but is rather a welfare reform package. However. it would offer significant
advantages over the existing welfare system in certain respects: (1) it would
include the working poor in its coverage, (2) it would set nationwide standards
of financial eligibility and (3) the proposed payment scale wouhl mean Increased
benefits for people in the few states now paying lower amounts. The Administra-
tion also recognized a need for increases and adjustments in other federal pro-
grams, including increases in child care services, expansion of training and man-
power programs, and elimination of some financial disincentives contained in tile
present payment and elgibility structure of some health care, housing and social
service programs. H.R. 16311 includes some of these changes; others are to be
embodied in separate proposals. Aside from these gains, the PAP offers no imi-
provements and in fact would be worse than the present system in some important
respects. It does not meet any of our criteria fully.

Thus the bill fails to fulfill our first standard, calling for inclusion of all who
need income support. The FAP ignores single people, childless couples and couples
or widowed parents whose children are grown, no matter how poor they may be.
no matter how impossible it may be for them to find or to take employment. The
bill would take one forward step by including male-headed families among the
working poor. But it would take a backward step by increasing the disparities
between states in the treatment of male-headed families where the father is un-
employed. The measure would not significantly improve the widespread dis-
parities between state benefit levels.

The PAP also fails the test of adequacy. The PAP does not pretend to set bene-
fits sufficient to do more than keep people barely alive. Even to stay alive on
these benefits, people would have to be fortunate enough not to have special
physical problems or emergencies. While the FAP would raise the disgracefully
low benefits now paid in the lowest few states, it would not raise, indeed encour-
ages lowering, the benefits offered by most other states under the current system.
Furthermore, there is no protection against the erosion of benefits by rises in
the cost of living, nor a provision for step by step raises in the income floor
toward a level of adequacy.

The PAP falls far short of meeting the third standard which calls for estab-
lishment of income support as a right. The FAP would set nationwide standards
of financial eligibility. However, implementation would be essentially local, and
there are no national standards of administrative competence or equity.

The PAP fails to provide simple, equitable and respectful administrative
procedures as required by criterion number four. In his August 1969 speech an-
nouncing the ]AP, President Nixon said, "The new system will lessen welfare
red tape anid provide administrative cost savings. To cut out the costly investi-
gations so bitterly resented as 'welfare snooping,' the Federal payment will be
based upon a certification of Income, with spot check sufficient to prevent abuses.
The program will be administered on an automated basis, using the information
and technical experience of the Social Security Administration .... " Unfortu-
nately, none of these advantages is embodied in the PAP bill. It would pqrmit
continuance of the present fragmented system with its wide variations in pro-
fessional competence and standards, from locality to locality. It would mean the
same humiliating treatment, the same misuse of authority and the same arbi-
trary and inequitable Judgments by officials. The advantages of certification by
declaration, supplemented by random checks and Investigations where evidence
points to error, are ignored. In one important respect, procedures would be less
desirable than now. Clients would find that they have lost a portion of existing
rights to appeal unfavorable administrative decisions, because of the provision
that administrative findings of Tact are not subject to review.
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The PAP Is completely silent with respect to our fifth standard. assurance
that aid is fully avaiable to those who are covered by law. No attention Is given
to accessibility or to publicity.

Work 4inostees, covered In criterion number six, are put forward as a major
claim to merit in the PAP, and the bill contains the desirable feature of per-
mitting the working poor to retain a portion of their earnings. The remainder
of the supposed work incentives of the FA. consist only of training requirements
without creation of Jobs and work requirements without protection against
exploitation.

A real work program Is needed, not as part of an income support package,
but as part of a broad program of public service job development. Such job
development should establish useful and meaningful work and provide Jobs with
chances for advancement, decent working conditions and pay scales adequate to
pay workers above the poverty line.

One of the most serious and dangerous demerits of the PAP concerns our
seventh criterion, which calls for protection against economic exploitati on. Under
the PAP people would be exposed to greater exploitation than at present, because
they could be required to accept any Job that was offered, Including low paid jobs
not protected by minimum wage legislation. A mother could be required to place
her children In day care faeli~tles, approved by local officials; no standards for
such facilities are established. A mother could be required to accept training or
employment, regardless of her Judgment as to effects on her children.

The PAP also would have a negative Impact with respect to ci-il and po-
litioal rIghts, covered in criterion number eight. In some parts of the country,
this bill would provide new opportunities for silencing or punishing those who
are active in the struggle for human rights In such areas as education, employ-
ment and the welfare system itself.

Our ninth criterion relates to the protection of family life. The FAP is ret-
rogressive in two respects. First, It fails to meet the need stated by the
President, and recognized for many years by everyone close to the welfare
situation, to help fathers stay with their families. The PAP would make It
economically beneficial in many states for the father to leave home. See-
ond, the FAP would take mothers away from their homes and families, re-
gardless of their Judgment as to their needs. It is as though there were two
kinds of families in our country, one the affluent where we expect mothers to
stay home and care for their children, castigating them for neglect If they
do not, and the other the poor, where mothers are required to leave their
school-age children and their homes.

The final standard concerns the question of facilitating other programs and
polices needed to eliminate poverty. Administration spokesmen have given
long-needed attention to the fate that arbitrary eligibility cut-offs serve to
penalize advances toward economic self-sufficiency. However, the recommended
solution would undercut the purposes of the income maintenance program,
by requiring many poor people to pay for certain kinds of assistance they
now are entitled to without cost. No attention is given in the FAP or in other
legislative proposals tied in with the PAP to the urgent need for large-scale
low cost housing construction, expanded and well-planned heatlh care, train-
ing and job development programs and coverage of the presently exempted
ranks of the working poor under minimum wage and compensation programs.

S. 3780, submitted to the Senate by Senator McCarthy, is a far more ade-
quate response to the need for income support. Eliminating the categorizing
of people, it would cover al who are in need of one federal system, regardless
of work status or family status. Publicity concerning the law and rules and
regulations and a requirement that the convenience of applicants be considered
in the placement of offices would make aid more widely available. Adequate
income Is established as a right. The benefit levels are set at $5,500 for a fam-
ily of four.

This represents the BLS low range budget, less than $400 for the value
of Medicare. Adjustments would be made for changes in the cost of living.
for special family needs and for emergencies. Incentives for financial inde-
pendence are created by permitting retention of a portion of net income, but
assistance is not denied to those who are not employed outside the home.
The prooeur established a nationwide system, based on certification of In-
come, t assistance Is not denied to those who are not employed outside
the home. The Prooeduree establish a nationwide system, based on certifica-
tion of income, and with opportunities for complete and prompt appeals. None
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of the neative effects on family life of the present welfare or of the FAP
are present in this bill, which, by furthering family stability and well being,
would tend to strengthen the family. This measure is a true income mainte-
nance bill; it does not touch upon manpower, housing, child care and other
Issues which are properly the subject of other legislation. (As we pointed out
earlier, many special means-related services would not longer be necessary,
once people have sufficient income to deal on the open market for services they
require. However, housing and medical care present special economic prob-
lems and require large-scale and carefully conceived federal involvement.)

8. 33,. proposed by Senator Harris, may be discussed very briefly. The major
weakness of the bill Is that benefits are too low, being pegged to the poverty
level, which by definition is far less than adequate income. However. it contains
some of the desirable features of S. 3780. It would create a nationwide, federally
administered system, would allow adequate eligibility and appeals procedures.
It would apply to all Americans. Retention of portions of earnings would consti-
tute for those who could find and fill Jobs, an incentive to work. Work require-
ments are allowed, but the measure would include protection against exploitative
wages and working conditions, and would exempt mothers of preschoolers or
children attending school.

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

The Administration's plan has confronted all concerned with eliminating pov-
erty with a difficult decision. Should we support the bill, with all Its drawbacks,
as the start of a new and largely better approach to government's responsibill-
ties toward the poor, planning to fight for improvements over the years? Or should
we conclude that the advantages offered by the present bill are outweighed not
only by its drawbacks, but also by the probability that passage of the bill will be
heralded as having solved the problem, that it will be seen as actual and not
merely potential improvement in the lot of most of our poor people, thus pre-
venting the changes that are really needed? In considering the argument that
it would be enough to get a foot in the door for the idea of adequate income
guarantees, we noted the remarks made in 1935 by Representative Connery, a
supporter of the National Labor Relatione Act: "If we can get this bill through
and get it working properly, there will be opportunity later, and I hope soon, to
take care of agricultural workers." (Quoted in MALNE LAW REVIEW. V. 12,
No. 1, 1970.) Thirty-five years later, in August of 1970, the President signed a law
extending coverage under the NLRA to nearly five million more workers, but
farm workers are still not covered. For most of the poor people we know in all
parts of the country, in cities and the country, thirty-five years from now is not
later, It is never.

The American Friends Service Committee was torn at first between a weak
measure and none, since we believe that at present only the PAP would have
a chance of passage. Meanwhile we watched the bill's progress through Congress.
What we saw was a further weakening of the plan. For example, a universally
recognied draimoack in existing welfare procedures is the tendency to force
unemployed fathers to desert their families, and one widely trumpeted asset of
the proposed PAP was that it eliminated this drawback. But this advance has
been eliminated, and benefits would actually be lowered for families with unem-
ployed fathers in many states. Other changes have substantially reduced the
work incetive aspect by lowering net gain from earned income.

elucn , we must conclude that passage of the PAP as now conceived
would hurt many more people than it will help and that it would not hasten, but
rather delay the day when our country really attacks poverty. The PAP tinkers
with welfare, instead of making needed fundamental changes. It would benefit
hard-pressed state budgets, rather than people. We therefore oppose pmasage of
H.R. 15311, and iwge Oongm s to eo"der eMtablgsklag a truly new program.

DEOOMMiNDATIONS

We reeomnmnd scrapping the concept and struc-ture of welfare and replacing
it with a federal system of guaranteed incomes for all families and individuals,
mainta"Anglevels adequate to free all Americana from the misery and constraints
at pove .

The adequacy levels should be based on figures developed by the Bureau
of Labor fttise, whkh currently would call for approximately M,900 for a

44-627-70-pt.-4
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family of four. IAvels should [w revised at least once a year to refleet not only
changes in price levels but also rising standards of living In our country.

Eligibility should be determined by a simple afildavit, similar to that used in
filling an Income tax return.

Work Incentives should be build Into the program to allow families to raise
themselves significantly above a minimum level of adequacy.

The administrataive structure of the present public as-istance system %houhl
he eliminated, and should be supplanted by a federalized system utilizing iiecha-
Inisms of the Interral Revenue Service for certification and examination of
return. and the Soial Security System for conveyance of benefits.

In February 1970. the American Friends Service Committee published Ma
a)#d the Econotmy: the Socini lmplimwtions of Economic Patternti. a comprehensive
effort to locate the factors which keep some men apart from the general affluence
and to ask how the economy can serve all men. One of our key answers to that
question is a federal guarantee of adequate income to all Americans. Man and the
Eeonotit ends with this thought:

"Before we can decide how to accomplish the goal of eliminating poverty, or
whether we can afford to do the job, we must first decide that we want to do it-
that we will no longer expect children to fill hungry bellies with Kool-Aid and
candy, to be the prey of rats. to be weakened by tuberculosis, to grow up amid
filth and organized vice, to be taught In deteriorating classrooms by teachers
who have lost hope, and that we -ll1 no longer allow old people to huddle in
lonley. heatless rooms, living on pennies, unable to afford needed medicines and
services.

"Se*cond. we must decide that we are willing to make the sacrifice necessary
to eliminate poverty-not so much the financial sacrifices, if any, but the over-
turning of old presuplposltions. old fears, old ways of proceeding and old priv-
I lege's

"In the hope that these de islons will indeed be made, we have offered our
thoughts and recommendatiom., Our interest is not in structures, but in hutman
values, In making the system capable of serving man."

PULLEN MEMORlAL BAPTIST CHURCH,
Raleigh, N.C., September 30, 1970.

The SF- .ATE FINANCE CoMMrrrEE,
The New Senate Ofoe Building,
Washington, D.C.
(Attention of Mr. Tom Vail, Chief Counsel).

GWRIMEN: I am grateful and honored, as a minister in a Southern alaptist
Church in Raleigh, N.C. to submit for your consideration a brief statement in
support of the intent and desired effect of the President's recommendations re-
garding welfare reform. I have been impressed and encouraged by the measure
of favorable vote this matter has received in the House of Representatives
which quite accurately reflects, in my Judgment, the climate of approval through-
out the nation. Our country, as you are well aware, has for a number of years
lagged far behind other leading countries in Western Civilization, including
Canada, in placing a minimum standard of human decency and dignity on the
income of family units.

I do not need to remind you that in the national priorities adopted by our
Founding Fathers is the phrase, "to promote the general welfare." I have always
lived and.served in that area of the country where we have the largest per-
centage, even today, of those people described by a former President of our coun-
try as "Ill housed, ill fed, Ill clothed." As much as we honor our economic stru-
tures and traditions, these people, please believe me, will never "make it" under
the system alone. As a matter of fact, the system, in their eyes, which has en-
riched so many others, has deprived them!

Be that as it may, I would think primarily of the children of these people, and
of their children's children, who are the future of our nation, and who must be
rescued from the blight and the shame and the cycle of poverty. I want these
families shielded from the punitive and vindictive attitudes and the calculated
chinchiness of those who administer the welfare program. I want them, in short.
to be liberated, to become free and self respecting and unanxious citizens. A
guaranteed minimum Income would go far in the direction of achieving these
ends.
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As a clergyman I am under no Illusions regarding the faulty of all of us and
of the way that people let us down. Nevertheless I would submit to you that. us
has been proven elsewhere, a minimal and predictable guarantetl income tends
to, and does have, the effect of restoring rightful pride and independence atd
self reliance and hope to despairing millions in their homes. In supporting such
legislation you gentlemen will not only be re~deeming the commitment of our
federal government to promote the general welfare but also its dedication to
establish Justice and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and to our
posterity.

W. W. FINLATOR, Minister.

43CVE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION.
Washington, ).'., ept'm-bCr 18, 1970.

lion. RUSSrLL B. Lo,o,
Chairman. Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washinpton, D.C.

DEA SINATOR LONG: I am very pleaded to be able to write to you In reference
to HIL 16311, the Family Assistance Act, not only as General President of
Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO which represents over 4270,000
members (including social service workers in a number of states), hut also 11s a
member of the Commission on Income Maintenance Programs which was ap-
pointed by President Johnson and which completed its two year study on No-
vember 12, 1969. The main recommendation of the President's Commission. call-
lug for "the creation of a universal income supplement programm financed and
administered by the Federal Government, making cash payments to all members
of the population with income needs" is the goal sought by this legislation.

I am sure that you have already studied Poverty Amid Plent f--The A merican
Paradox, the report of the President's Commission on Income Maintenance Pro-
grams, but for your information I am enclosing a copy of this report and would
like to direct attention to the supplementary statement which I submitted and
which is set forth at page 86.

In that statement I set forth my view that even the $2,400 income supplement
level proposed by the Commission was insufficient and argued that that level
ought to be set at no less than the official "poverty line" figure. Obviously I still
hold that view and feel that the $1,600 level proposed in H.R. 16311 is totally
inadequate.

In that same statement I also pointed out the value of the minimum wage as a
weapon In the fight against poverty and as a means to help the "working poor".
I do not believe that your committee should consider the placement of any persons
in any employment at levels below the minimum wage.

I do not want to attempt to comment here on each of the many facets of the
problems your committee is considering. My views have already been set out in
the report of the President's Commission and In my supplementary statetment.
Rather, let me' offer encouragement to you and the members of your committee
in your task of developing an effective Family Assistance plan for the American
people. Such a program is badly needed to correct the unnumbered inequities of
our present patchwork welfare system.

There Is one aspect of this subject about which I have grave concern in my
capacity as General President of this union. As I noted, ,-e represent many
thousands of social service workers and would urge that your committe insure
that any proposal for federal administration of a Family Assistance Program
not destroy the working conditions and collective bargaining rights any of
these employees presently enjoy. Rather your committee should fix affirmative
guidelines for the Secretary of HUIW to follow in approving contracts trans-
fering state and local health and welfare programs to the federal government.
You have already heard similar testimony on this same point offered by the
AFL-CIO.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I must congratulate you and your committee for the fine
work that you are doing in helping to bring the Family Assistance Program into
Teality.

We would ask, Mr. Chairman, that you accept this letter as our testimony in
reference to .]L. 16811, the Family Assistance Plan.

Sincerely,
DAVID SULLIVAN,
General President.
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STATEMENT Or MAwrrn L. THOMPSON, Esq., DIrEC-ro, AND ERIC IIRSCIIIIORN, ESQ.,
STAFF ATToaxsc, MFY LEGAL SERVICES, INC., NEW YOUK CITY

Mr. Chairman, MFY Legal Services, Inc., is a grantee agency of the Legal
Service Program of the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity.' Fully funded by
the O.E.O. through Community Action for Legal Services, we operate six store-
front office on the Lower East Side and the Upper West Side of Manhattan.
Each year, our twenty-seven attorneys represent hundreds of public assistance
recipients in their dealings with local welfare authorities.

We are quite familiar with the day-to-day, grass roots problems of the wel-
fare system. We are painfully aware of the need for change and improvement
in this area.

We are deeply pleased by the interest of the Administration and the Congress
in enacting meaningful reforms in the welfare field, and appreciate the oppor.
tunity to offer our comments on the bill under consideration by this Committee.

Our iipecifie comments on Titles I, II, and III of H.& 16311, the Family
Assistance bill, are as follows:

TITLE I-FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

There are many areas of the welfare system in which the Family Assistance
Plan makes or seeks to make improvements. The gross variations in aid from
state to state will be lessened. Aid to the working poor will be provided to a
somewhat greater degree than previously. Financial assistance and services will
be separated more than ever before. But the most crucial aspect of any reform
of the welfare system in the United States is money, and in this all-important
area, FIP fails to make the grade.

Under the bill, no family will receive an annual income of less than $1600
(some now receive as little as $552),' but this is far less than is needed for even
the bare essentials of life. The Labor Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics
estimated in March, 1970 that a family of four in which there is no wage earner
requires approximately $5,000 per annum to exist at a "low living standard." I
This is felt to represent the minimal level at which a family can exist as decent
human beings. The Family Assistance Act itself defines the poverty level as
$3720 for a family of four (453[c]),* yet that is the maximum which will be
required to be paid in any state, with states which were paying less than that
level in J'anuary 1970 being permitted to continue without any increase " (452[a 1).
Thus, families in the few states 6 which presently pay less than $1600 will receive
an increitse to that level and families in the majority of states, which paid greater
than $1600 as of the beginning of 1970, will not receive any increase at all, even
though they may fall far below both the BLS lower living standard and the
poverty level set by FAP.

The spectre of the abysmally low level of income under PAP is bad enough
when considered alone, but it is even worse when considered relative to the
amounts to be paid to aged, blind and disabled individuals. Under those pro-
grams, 4ich Individual will receive a minimum income of $1320 per annum
(160[b]). Thus, a family of four persons receiving benefits under FAP would
receive a minimum of $1600 per annum, while that same family would receive
a minimum income of $5280 if all of its members were receiving aid in the aged,
blind or disabled categories. A rationale might be conceived which will support
some diferential between PAP and AABD levels, but a chasm of this enormous
magnitude cannot possibly be justified.'

While the concept of giving a family a definite sum of money without inquiry
as to the family's specific needs is a laudable one, it encounters serious diflicul-
ties In practice, given the low level of PAP benefits. Most families will have

Sectiott 2 (a) (8), Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C.1 SSO [a~rl 8).
Average annual AFD~payment to a family of four In Mississippi.

o bre Standards of ~in for an Urban Family of Four Persons," U.S. Department
of XLbor, iureau of Labor Statistics, March 1970.

*Unle otherwise noted, all citations In parentheses are to new or amended sections
of the Soetal Seurity Act which would be enacted by the bill under consideration.

-lD-p@tV that PAP's $1600 minimum payment will assure that each family receives at
least that much.

eightt statm.--A.bana Arkansas Arisona, Louisiana, Missmlippi, South Carolina
.....-- less than $o0 per annum as of July 1960.

ete XV1 Social Smrlty Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1881-85) ; revision of this program
uAder the faailhly Aotnee Aet Is discussed is/m.

T It is the witheme belief that only a very small differential can be Justified on the
badis of actual living eos.



2315

roughly similar needs, but there will be many which have recurring needs of a
special nature, and almost all families will encounter one-shot special need situa-
tions from time to time. Examples of the former situation are provided by In-
dividuals who require special diets for medical reasons or by families whose
living quarters do not have cooking facilities; typical of the latter is the case of
a family whose belongings or cash have been lost through theft or fire. In both
cases, special, additional expenditures will be required. While the family serv-
ices section of the Family Assistance Act" (2001-2031) provides for temporary
emergency assistance, there is nowhere a clear statement as to which Individuals
will be eligible therefor, and under what circumstances 1 0 (2002[5]).

The bill's requirement that family assistance benefit payments begin as of the
date the application is filed falls to provide for cases in which, e.g., an eligible
family applies late for a good reason and has run up a backlog of debts for
essential services in the interim (442(cd). The revision's deletion of HEW's
power to ume its discretion in such instances leads to unwarranted inflexibility,
and discretion to provide for special situations should be reinstated.

The provisions relating to exclusion of items from income and resources com-
putations are insufficient and unduly vague (443[b], 444). For example, the
costs of day care are excluded, while other work-related expenses are not; AABD
recipients, who will almost surely not work, are specifically permitted to have
an automobile, while FAP recipients, who may need a car to get to work, will
apparently not be allowed to own one " (444[a], 1603[a] ).

Insofar as eligibility for assistance under both the PAP and AABD programs
is concerned, the requirement that a needy person fit into a sharply defined
category in order to qualify for assistance is continued under the Administration
plan. Thus, under the "reform" program, as under the existing program, poor
adults without children will be unable to receive aid unless they are over sixty-
five years of age, blind, or severely disabled.

The definition of a family for PAP purposes excludes from membership a
common-law father, despite the fact that many minority and ghetto families in-
clude such individuals on a permanent, stable basis" (445[a]). Siblings and
parents of the mother and father are also excluded. In light of the fact that one
purpose of the Family Assistance Act is "to strengthen family life" (441), it
would seem more appropriate to define "family" in a manner which will include
all of the bona fide members of a household, regardless of whether a legally
recognized relationship connects them to one another.

HEW's discretion to make benefit payments to an interested individual who is
not a member of the recipient family Is entirely too broad and too easily subject
to the kind of caseworker abuse which has done so much to make a travesty out
of the present welfare system (446(a]). As Is presently the case with AFI)C."
alternative payment in this manner should be carefully limited to cases in which
the adult member or members of the family have seriously mismanaged funds.
Nor would It be appropriate to make alternative payments in all cases wherein
the adult member or members of the family have refused to register or to work.
Behavior of this nature Is in no way indicative of a predilection to use the fam-
ily's income for other than the family's benefit (447a]).

As is presently the case with AFDO, overpayments (particularly those not
obtained due to willful misrepresentation by the recipients) should be recoverable
only where they are actually available to the raciplent at the time at Which
recovery Is sought" (446[b]). By definition. fan,.y assistane benefit payments
are Just enough to meet current needs; any deduction therefrom will ipso facto
reduce a family's Income below the amount required to meet current needs, un-
less the funds previously paid in error are still available.1 '

*Other special expenses tnelb.de, e.g., household moving expenses deposits for rent and
utilities. and repair and replacement of appliances, furniture and clothing due to wear
and tear In normal use.

* Family Assistance Act, Title III (to be Title XX of the Social Security Act).
', In New York. for example, emergency assistance is not available for the replacement

of cash funds lost through theft, fire or other disaster. 18 New York Codes, Rules and
Regulations (N.Y.C.R.R.) 1 972.(e).

1 It o conevabe, but by no means apparent or certain that ownership (if fin auto
might be permitted under the rubric of other property which Is essential to the family's
Meof ipeff-srupport" (4441&1).

SThisituatio is due In no small measure to the limited grounds for, and the high cost
of divor" ia most JurisdlCtIons
= f)leton 406(b). go" Security Act 142 U.S.C. 1 06h[b).
u IV Federal amdbook of Public Assistance Administration, is 8120, s181(7).

I Nor would it be appropriate to preenme that th. overpaid funds remain avsilabl.
See. P.g., 45 C.P.U.L 1302. Cf., Kbsg V. Sith, 892 U.S. 809 (1988): Lrw(. v Mort*a

-U.S. - -0OS. CL 1292 (170).
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The provision for hearing prior to reduction or termination of assistance ap-
pears to comply with the Supreme Court's mandate an to the requirements of
due proLss in such a situation"' (446[c]). Unsolved by Goldbrg--and by the
Family Assistance Act-Is the problem of the family which Is initially found to be
Ineligible and which then seeks a hearing. If the status quo ante is maintained
pending the outcome of the hearing, and the initial determination was Incorrect,
the family may literally starve in the meantime if temporary assistance is not
furnished, If temporary assistance is furnished In a case such as this and the
initial determination is found to have been correct, the funds are recoverable as
overlmywents " and the total loss to the government would be small in relation
to the overall expenses of FAP. Furthermore, the criminal provisions of the
Social Security Act ' will act as a deterrent to fraudulent applications

Although there is a right to counsel at review hearings, it is limited to retained
council, with HEW given the power to met counsel fees (which are to be taken out
of the benefit payments, if any, awarded on review). Counsel is often essential
to the protection of this Important right, and should be provided without charge
to the recipient in all instances in which an administrative determination is
being challenged (446[d]).

The provision which forbids the courts from reviewing HEW's findings of fact
is ill-advised and quite possibly unconstitutional. With the exception of a nar-
rowly limited group of administrative acts, usually Involving crucial questions
of national defense." administrative findings of fact may be overturned by re-
viewing courts if they are not supported by substantial eviden(v in the record.'

Article Ill of the Constitution gives to Congress the power to make exceptions
and regulations regarding the jurisdiction of the federal courts, but this power
Is circumscribed by the due process clause of the Fifth Amendment.' In the
case of Battaglia v. General Motor, Corp.." the United States Court of Appeals
for the secondd Circuit wrote that "while Congress has the undoubted power to
give, withhold, and restrict the Jurisdiction of courts other than the Supreme
Court, it must not so exercise that power as to deprive any person of life,
liberty or property without due process of law . .." and in Yakus v. United
Statc a. the Supreme Court indicated that due process requires that there be
provision for Judicial review of all administrative action somewhere, at s o

time.' On the grounds of both reason and the Counstitution, the "substantial evi-
dence" standard of review, presently in the original bill submitted by the Ad-
ministration, should be reinstated.

A simplified determination method. involving fewer collateral Inquiries and
verification of only a sampling of applications. is to be instituted for AABD re-
cipients but HEW retains the power to keep the burdensome, unpleasant and
unnecessary system of full verification and large-scale collateral investigation
for families receiving FAP benefits (446[el). This discrimination, like various
others of a like nature contained In the bill, is inappropriate and unnecessary,
and should be removed." Also with respect to the determination and verification
of applications and other information, the requirement that other federal agen-
cies provide Information to HEW on individuals seeking or receiving FAP
benefits violates the confidentiality provisions surrounding much of the data
in the Iprgession of these agencies ' (446(f]).

The exceptions to the registration requirement are rather narrow in .meop.
and should be loosened considerably (447[b]). Even If adequate day care facili-
ties are made available, six years Is a rather tender age. and something more

1 " ldberg v. Kell. 397 U.S. 254 (1970).
17 In this Instance. the funds might be recoverable without regard to whether they are

actually available to the family, unless recovery would be contrary to equity or good
consw4ene.

"Sections 208 (b). (c). (d) and (e) (42 U.S.C. If 408 [b], fel. [d], and [el) will apply
to VAP in the mne way they apply to OASDI (462).Is e. e.g.. 50 V.S.C. App. 4 460h(b) (3) (selective iervle'I.

2Tatfe. Judickl Rediew of Administrative Action (1965), page 596; 5 U.S.C. 1 700
(2) (1) : 42 U..C. i 405(a).

" rowell v. Beso*, 281S U.S. 22 (19321 : St. Joseph Rtockyards Co. v. United States,
298 U.R. 38 (1986) : Battaglia v. General Motors Corp.. 169 F. 2d 254 (2 Cir., 1948).

"109 V. 20 214 (2 Cir., 1948).
* 169 F. 2d. at 21S7.
"3 R21 y.R. 414 (1944).
2Bee, Hart and Wechsler. The Federal Courts and the Federal Syatem (1958). pp. 328,

329; Profewor Jafie has stated that "the enforcement of a right of considerable interest to
the proponent cannot be made subject to a power of completely free evaluation of the
evidence." Jaf, oa ctit . 6OR.

ISee. Reich, "Midfght Welfare Searches and the Social Security Act," 72 Yale L.J.
1347 f1962).

'Bee, e.g., 13 U.B.C. §9 (Census) ; 26 U.S.C. 17513 (Internal Revenue).
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like ten might be more reasonable. Alternatively, the statute or regulations might
provide that the mother of a child between the ages of six and ten will not be
required to work more than halftime, in which case she could be home by the
time of the child's return from school." While there may be Justification for the
premise that a sixteen year old who is not attending school and Is receiving YAP
benefits should do something,* he should at the very least be given the option of
attending vocational training rather than going directly out to work, for It is
unlikely that he will by this age have developed the skills necessary for a pro-
ductive, creative or challenging employment experience. If the provision exempt-
ing an individual whose presence at home is required because of the incapacity of
another person in the household (.447) is construed to include as a "person" a
nonmenmer of the FAI "'family," such as a grandparent or a common-law
spouse living in the home. it is both proper and acceptable.

The requirement that day care services be provided represents not even a bare
minimum of what is necessary for the children of mother,, who are compelled to
work (447[c], 436). The bill should require that adequate child care services, super-
vised by licem.d, profesional teachers or social workers. be provid-M. and
should further provide that the absence of such services be good cause for it
mother's refusal to participate in manpower or vocatioml rehabilltttion activi-
ties. To the end that the employment of mothers should be encouraged ( though
not compelled), day care should be without cost to all families who arte eligible
for benefit payments under FAI (436[cI).

The criteria for the alternative requirement of participation in a vocational
rehabilitation program are left too much to HEW's discretion (447{d) o. ('om-
pulsory participation in this program should be specifically limited to an indi-
vidual whose incapacity is clearly treatable and likely to be removed within a rell-
sonable time.' It would be inappropriate to compel an individual not meeting
these criteria to participate In vocational rehabilitation, and would provide& a
fertile ground for caseworker abuse of incapacitated individuals.

The four grounds which are specified as good cause for refusal to participalte
in manpower or vocational rehabilitation programs are appropriate ones, but it
should be made clear that "good cause" is not limited to these few specifics. The
provi-or" which permits an Individual to refuse a Job if he has the present ability
to handle an available better one represents a severe disincentive to entrance upon
training programs for more skilled employment. The provision having to do with
wages, hours and working conditions as good cause for refusal appears to require
individuals to work for less than the local minimum wage * if they are engaged
in employment not covered by minimiun wage statutes. If we are going to compel
an individual to work in order to eat, the very least we owe hin is to pay him com-
pensation which equals or exceeds the minimum wage.' If this portion of the bill
is not greatly strengthened, the possibility exists that It will be used to provide
domestics and other marginal employees not covered by minlinitu wage laws-
hardly likely to aid or encourage anyone to become self-supporting, independent
or self-respecting (448[b]).

go far as they extend, the requirements for the state plan under FAP are
acceptable. but many important Items which should be required have been
omitted. For one thing, states should be required to provide each recipient
;family with a full description of its rights with regard to benefits and
services under PAP. with such information to be sent to each family at least once
a year." Also, the bill should make a clear and unequivocal statement that recipi-
ents may not be required to permit home visits by caseworkers as a condition of
the receipt of benefits.'

s Furthermore, appropriate exceptions for periods when school Is not In session should
be provided

'*Though the same is not required of the son of a farmer who Is drawing substantial
benefits for not planting crops.

' The training and employment of para-proftesional workers, drawn, insofar as pos-
sible from minority groups identical to the children participating in the program. should
also be required.

This might further be specified as twelve or eighteen months' time.
I.e., whichever of the federal, state or local requirements is highest at the place In

quftion.
I Proposed 1 430 speaks of the purpose of the manpower and vocational rehabilitation

program as restoring Individuals -to self-supporting. independent and useful roles in their
communi"tes"

Se the present section 402 (a) (13) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. I 602[a]
I1a1).

8.e, Jome& v. Goldbem, 303 F. Supp. 935 (8.D.N.Y., 1969), prob. jurrisd. noted,
U8 - 90 S Ct. 921 (1970) ; Reich, op. cit. upra, at n. 26.
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As has recently been proposed" with respect to the present procedures relating
to conformity hearings,' client groups and individual clients should have the
opportunity-if not the right," as it is they who are the most directly affected-to
intervene as parties in conformity proceedings. In fact, they should be entitled to
Initiate proceedings before HEW dobb % prima face showing of substantial non-
compliance with the requirements of the plan. The extension of HEW's remedies
in the case of nonconformity to permit lawsuits to compel conformity Is welcome
and long overdue (454, 435b]).

While giving HEW the flexibility to engage in demonstration projects In which
any or all of the IAP requirements are waived is a good idea, such projects may
lead to serious and unwarranted deprivations, and should at least be subjected
to a Congressional overriding. in the manner of certain executive reorganiza-
tious and federal court rules,' where they will Involve the waiver of any pro-
cedures intended to protect recipients, or any reduction in the amount of benefits
to any families (463[b]).

The provision for recovery of payments made to the spouse or child of an
Individual who deserts his family should make clear the fact that no such
recovery may be had unless and until a court of competent jurisdiction renders
a judgment for the funds In question. The government has no right to recover
or even freeze such funds, whether through the reduction of other government
benefit payments or any other means, in the absence of a competent judgment.*
As Is the case with overpayments in general under the bill, such recovery should
not be made if it would run counter to equity or good conscience (464).

Permitting a "checkoff" of food stamp allotments is a good idea. Hopefully,
it will save recipients additional trips to welfare centers and will cut adminis-
trative overlapping and red tape to some degree as well. Since one aim of the
bill is to encourage the use of food stamps. it might he well advised to consider
only. say, sixty-five percent of family assistance benefits received in determining
the amount of food stamps which a family may purchase (the bill would take
into account the full amount of such payments) (465).

In enumerating the various opportunities and programs which the DOL must
provide under the manpower program, the bill lists relocation assistance which
will assist individuals in moving to areas where they may obtain suitable employ-
ment. If this provision be construed to permit DOI, to require an individual or
family to move, it is almost surely unconstitutional. As there is a protected right
to travel," so there must be a right not to travel. This relocation assistance will
apparently not be available unless the work sought in the new location is consid-
ered "suitable," but the bill sets forth no standard for determining what sort
of employment is suitable, and the provisions providing for hearings do not
appear to provide administrative redress In the case of a denial of benefits under
such a situation (431(c).

Insofar as "special work projects" are concerned, the bill is unclear as to
whether DOL may require a registered Individual to participate. If DOL indeed
is empowered to do this, the protections against abuse are grossly inadequate
and must be rewritten. As is the case with regard to employment in general. the
bill permits sub-minimum wages for work in Jobs not covered, by the minimum
wage statutes. DOL is required to have "assurances" that projects of this sort
will include the maintenance of adequate health and safety standards. "reason-
able" working conditions, and provision for workmen's compensation coverage.
Also. they must be such as to improve the employability of the participants.
These standards are extremely vague, and there is no redress to the individual.%
involved If the assurances which DOL obtains turn out to be Illusory. The failure
of a project to meet any-of the above-mentioned standards should give an
Individual the good cause required to refuse or quit such a position (431 [c], [d] ).

With the exception of Individuals receiving training allowances under section
203 of the Manpower Training and Development Act, FAP recipients who
participate in non-YAP training programs way not receive the allowances paid
under those programs If the said allowances are in excess of the $30 per month

a 35 P.R 12180 (July 29. 1970). Ree, Natiosal Welfare Rights Organization v. Finch,
- r. 2d - (D.C. Cir.. 1970).
W5eetiou 404. SacIal Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1604).

SRe., National Welfare Rigt Orgasfration v. Pinch, eupra. (f1, Rosado v. Wyman,
307 T.S. PT 402,-OM (1970.

E.g.. 5 U.S.C. 1 906; 20 U.S.C. 52072.
*Sid cA v Psaw/i ?u*oe ri orp. o Bo View, 895 U.S. 837 (1969).

Shpfre v. Thomps , 394 U.S. 618 (1969) ; Edwards v. €alfjornka, 814 U.S. 160 (1941).
If 446(c) (1). 448(a).

*42 U.S.C. I 2583.
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provided under FAP's training programs. Individuals should be entitled to
receive the larger available amount wherever they are eligible for allowazes
under both FAP and another training program (432).

TrTLE I-AJD TO THE AGaD, BLIND AND DISABLED

Relative to the present AABD program, the proposal is an Improvement. With
respect to those elements which the two have in common, the AABD proposal is
also far superior to the FAP proposal. As has been previously noted, the disparity
between payments required under the AABD proposal and those required under
FAP is irrational, unjustifiable and inexcusable. The same is true with regard
to keeping the burdensome application requirements for AF)(' practically un-
changed in the FAP proposal's requirements, while mandating the use of a
simplified system, with only spot cheeks of applications and cases under AMID.
The limitations upon inclusion of income of persons other than the recipient
Is a reasonable one-so reasonable, in fact, that it should also be utilized iii
place of the proposed analog in the FAP plan."

As is hereinbefore recommended with respect to the recovery of overpayments
under VAP; overpayments--particularly those not obtained due to willful mis-
representations by the recipient-should be recoverable only to the extent that
they are actually available to the recipient at the time recovery is sought. The
protections specifically afforded to AABD recipients whose payments are sought
to be made to an interested third person are reasonable, except that the funds
in question should not be diverted until after the recipient has been afforded
the opportunity to contest the determination at s fair hearing." The same pro-
tections should be made available to FAP recipients as well.

TrrILz Ill-TINDIVIDUAL A"D FAMILY SzaVICzs AND CONSOLIDATED HEALTH,
EDUCATION AND WELFARE PLANS

The concept cf tying family services to financial assistance while- keeping the
two independert' of one another is a good one, though this might not be the
case If the service were required to be accepted (either as a matter of policy
or of practice). The statutory provision regarding temporary emergency assist-
ance is woefully inadequate and should spell out in far greater detail a plan
which will provide aid to families facing extraordinary expenses of all sorts, in-
cluding both recurring and one-shot special situations. (2002[51).

As has been stated with respect to those plans previously discussed, clients
and client groups should have the right to intervene in comformity hearings and
even to institute them on their own initiative. (2006[a], 2021[c]).

The proviso which permits grants for experimentation into methods of improv-
ing the administration and delivery of family services is a good one, but no
protections for recipients are provided. (2408[c]). In any case wherein a demon-
stration or experimental project will in any way decrease or' otherwise signifi-
cantly alter the substance or procedure with respect to services, the plan should
be submitted to Congress, which would have the power to block it by acting
affirmatively within a specific time limit"

CONCLUSION

Much of the philosophy, and many of the practical aspects of this bill repre-
sent an improvement in our nation's ramshackle welfare system. However. we
believe that a manber of changes must be made in order to render the bill
acceptable.

The level of assistance provided for does not even meet the bare minimiun
required for a decent human existence. In some instances, it will even permit
states to decrease their current levels of payment. The Bureau of Labor Statistics'
Lower aving Standard should determine the minimum level of assistance.

Exemptions of income and resources from the budget computations of indi-
vidual families should be expended, and provision should be Liade for special
needs situations. The statutory definition of "family" should encompass the dc
facto, ratber than just the do Jure members of a household.

Rectpkents seeking administrative hearings should be provided with counsel at

NUu. Kipg v. ftwitk, supr-; Lewis v. Martin. eu,nra.
*Ree, Joldberp v. klh. &*arn.

See, e.g., 5 U.S.C. 90 ; 28 U.S.C.5 2072.
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wivernivelt exinse, and Judicial review of adnainistrut lve act iis shluhld e tend
toa questions af fact as well as questions of law.

The requirenlents its to registration and eniployeint shouhi lii carefully Or-
uniscrilied by strong protection against sulstandard wages and working mon-

ditions The program's emphsis should be ot training fbr skilled jobs. railher
than Immediate employment in unskilled. dead-end plowetins. 1)y care services
must be adequate and under strict professional supervision.

Unless inost or all of these basic shortcomings of this lill are corrected, we
must reamtnieuld that It not be approved.

Thmk you for your attention and your interest.

LU'TIERAN ('OUNCTI. IN THE UNITED STATES or A\NIFRI'A.
Ni'c )'r . N. 1'., .unc 2I . 1970.

Hoel. RUSSELL B. TA)NO.
Chairnm. Carom 11trice on Finalncc,

V.S. , en ate,
Waxhing.on,. D.C.

] )Ar S N'ATOR Lo'o: The Lut heran Council In Ile U.S.A. at Its Annual Meeting
on Feitauary 3-4, 1970, adopted a position statement entitled. "The Role of Gov-
eriunenlt in Social Welfare." Because this statement is addressed to issues related
to public welfare now under study by the Committee on Finance. 1 ant attaching at
copy for your information as well as distributing copies to other members of the
committee.

I believe I should also direct your attention to testimony on H.R. 14173, The
Family Astsistance Plan. which was presented by the Lutheran Council In the
U.S.A. before the House Ways and Means Committee on November 2. 1969. oin
twhalf of the churches participating In the Council. A copy of this testimony is
also attached and being sent to other members of the Committee.

We believe there is considerable unanimity in the nation for change in the pro-
grams of public welfare for the poor. Though it is granted that the groups call-
Ing for change may differ as to their motivation for change, there is wide agrev-
ment that the present financial assistance programs are in drastic need of
revision.

The Luthern Council in the U.S.A. is a common agency serving the following
Lutheran church bodies.

Mem berph ip

The American Lutheran Church ---------------------------------- 2. 567,027
Lutheran Church in America ------------------------------------ 3, 288, 037
The I.utheran Church-Missouri Synod ---------------------------- 2, 847. 425
Synod of Evangelical Lutheran Churches --------------------------- 20. 556

The Council was organized In 1966 and has among its functions, as stated in
the Constitution : "To represent the Interest of the Council. and the interests of
a participating body so requesting, in matters which require common action
before:

1.-----------
2. The national government - -- "

Let we highlight several of the issues which are considered in the statement.
"'ite Role of Government in Social Welfare."

You will note that the statement urges that consideration be given to factors
in a number of areas whieh we believe to be of crucial importance. May I under-
score tho,;e which are particularly germane to substantive matters in the pro-
posed Family Aslstanee Plan.

1. Elimination of the categories in the social ass i.tanrc progrants and e.tuldish-
ment of the single criterion of financial need.
Lack of financial resources cre rates a situation of poverty alike for all persons

affected whether they he mnarried. aged. a child or any other social situation.
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Our statement rejects the Judgment that a distinction should be made between
persons assisted on the basis of their social situation. We find no moral Justilh'a-
thin for discriminating between people because they are old, young, married,
unimarried or any ot her po-,sible category.

2. Adequate protelslons for assuring incentices in nortng off public assistane
for those for whom this is possible.
From every possible point of view we must devise a program which gives as.

surance that incentives are provided in helping people move off pu|hilc assistance
wherever possible. Here human considerations happily coincide with economic
concerns. The proposals now before Congress embody a significant new principle
as they endeavor to encourage and assist those who are able to do so. to i1ove
off public assistance. The inclusion of the working poor for the first tite, with
recognition given to graduated levels of income, is a real step forward.

3. Prorlslo- of a basic floor of financial benefits by the federal government at
(a adequate level for health and decency.

Though we do not take a x)sition with respect to a specific dollar figure, we
do affirm that the benefit should be of such an amount as to make it possible
for the loor to achieve a level which assures both health and decency. We are
pleased to note that proposed provisions would authorize the federal government
to maintain a flt-or toT financial assistance. We urge that every consideration
be given the IstdbIlity of maintaining programs of income millntenance at such
levels as to make unnecessary food -tamp operations or distribution of footl
products. That level should be calculated In the context of justice and prudence.

4. Derelopumknt of effective job training programs and related services such as
day care centers, homnenaker services, family planning, health maintenance ,
and vocational counseling.
If the tragic cycle of poverty is to be effectively broken, not only must adequate

financial assistance be assured but provision must also be made for certain
related services. We list here a few which we believe to be of importance. Such
services, available to those who need them, would go far to assist the poor out
of their critical situation.

5. .issurancc that a mother with sole responsibility for children will not be
required to accept employment against her own best judgment as to that
which is best for the welfare of the children. Protection against possible
abuse of mandating employment.

Every effort should be made to strengthen the relationship of mother and
children and on the contrary nothing should be done which would place in
jeopardy that relationship. A mother should be given the opportunity of making
the decision as to how she can best provide for the welfare of her children-
taking employment or remaining at home.

Closely related here is the concern we affirm, namely, that adequate protec-
tion be provided against possible abuse of mandating employment.

The remainder of the statement sets forth additional areas leading with the
role of government in social welfare.
, Before closing, we wish to affirm our concern that this nation rise to a new

level of moral commitment to the well being of all its citizens. People arf. the
nation's most precious resource and their welfare must be our first priority. All
Americans wherever they live in this land, whatever their circumstanes of
birth, their social situation--children, the poor, the deprived, the aged, the
handicapped-all should be "nabled to walk in dignity and peace as responsible
participating members of our national community.

Respectfully yours,
HENRY J. WHITING.

Secretary for Soeial Research and Planning.
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THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT oF 1969

Joint Testimony Lutheran Council in the U.S.A.

On the request of the presidents of The American Lutheran
Church, Lutheran Church in America and The Lutheran Churrh.Mis-
souri hatred in behalf of their respectfve boards of social ministry. the
Lutheran Counol in the U.S.A. presented the testimony reproduced
below on proposed amendments to the Socvial ,ecurity Act. The testi-
mony dealing with House of Representatircs Bill #14173 and Semttte
Bill #986 was presented before the Hoase Ways and Means Com-
mittee on Norember 4. 190.

Looa5 Lutheran church groups and social welfare agencies are
encouraged to use this statement as a resource as contracts may be
mode weith Congressional delegations from states and districts.

INTRODUCTION

I am Henry J. Whiting, Secretary for Social Research and Planning, Division
of Welfare Services, Lutheran Council in the United States of America. Asso-
elated with me in the presentation of this testimony are Dr. Robert Van Deusen,
Director, Offce of Public Affairs, Lutheran Council in the U.S.A. and -the Rev.
Rufus Cuthbertson. Associate Secretary, Board of Social Ministry, Lutheran
Church in America.

This testimony is submitted by the Lutheran Council in the United States
of America at the request of and on behalf of the duly authorized officers of its
participating bodies whirh Include:

Membership
The American Lutheran Church ------------------------------ 2, 567, 027
Lutheran Church in America --------------------------------- 3,288,037
The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod --------------------------- 2, 847, 425

This council was organized in 1966 and has among its functions, as stated in
its Constitution: "To represent the interest of the Council, and the interests of a
participating body so requesting in matters which require common action he-
fore... (2) the national government . .."

VOREWOOD

Throughout the history of our nation. we Antericesi have developed three
broad types of response to people in need, namely, individual, voluntary asso-
ciational, and governmental.

In the days of colonization and, indeed, also as pioneers and new immigrants
pressed the westward expansion of the country, the hazards aud hardships of life
made necessary the neighborly response of one individual to another individual's
need. Without such neighborly assistance, life would have been intolerable and
survival impossible.

As ever larger groups of people gathered together into towns and cities, in-
dividuals banded themselves together into voluntary associations for mutual
protection and assistance. Such associations were generally established upon
one or the other of a number of different bases, among which the more common
were religion, nationality, labor, business, and fraternal orders.

Government has also responded to the needs of people from the earliest days of
settlement. Beginning with the colonial governments, towns. cities, counties.
states and later the federal government itself, each filled important roles in the
broad field of social welfare.

In this testimony. we wish to affirm the continuing validity and the necessary
presence of each of these three basic forms of response to people in trouble in a
free democratic society-individual, voluntary association and government.

SOME COMMENTS ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

We very quickly sought the opportunity to present testimony on this proposed
legislation for we have a conviction that the action taken by Congress. will be
of deep significance to the well-being of millions of our fellow Americans who are
daily experiencing the grinding pain of deprivation and poverty.

We. therefore, place before you some judgments and comments on this critically
important subject.
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I. Need for Review of Present Programs
The present gove. sta oW assistance programs are in need of eritfaJ

ret*w and revisions so that the cycle of poverty may be broken and the poor
enabled to become full participants in the privileges and responsibiltie of society.

Out of all the nation's poor, the federal government has selected for financial
assistance only those who match certain defined categories: the aged (Old Age
Assistance) ; blind (Aid to the Blind) ; disabled (Aid to the Permanently and
Totally Disabled); children (Aid to Families with Dependent Children). It Is
true that states and local governmental units have developed programs of general
assistance but this represents only a fraction of the total need. For each of these
programs, there are separate and distinct eligibility requirements and each state
and territory has established its own program policies within the framework of
federal and state laws.

One tragic result of this categoricr.l approach to human need is that many
of the nation's poor are completely neglected or receive minimum assistance.
How can we select only certain groups In our society as somehow more worthy of
assistance then others whose need may well be just as crucial and hurtful?

Moreover, the present programs of public assistance in order to conform to
legislation enacting the programs and providing budgetary support have set up
a mase of administrative procedures and practices to be followed by staff in
establishing eligibility, checking resources, approving requests for special grants,
etc., so that little time remains for giving supportive, protective and rehabilita-
tive services. It must not be overlooked that such administrative procedures rep-
resent substantial dollar costs--part of which dollars could likely be more help-
fully used in money grants or services to persons in need of them.

It is recognized that many persons presently on the rolls of public assistance
will undoubtedly have to continue to look to society for financial assistance. Any
prospect of being able to get off public assistance rolls through rehabilitative
services is undoubtedly quite remote If not Impossible. This is particularly true
of the aged, the handicapped and the disabled. The demands of our mechanized,
industrialized society make their participation in the economy through employ-
ment quite unlikely. In the case of the AFDC, it is possible that through genuine
family assistance plans, particularly if the employed poor and unemployed were
included with adequate grants, the poverty cycle could be broken.

As the present public assistance program is reviewed and revisions are pro-
posed, we urge that consideration be given the following program elements:

I. Elimination of the categories in the Social Assistance program and
establishment of the single criterion of financial need.

2. Adequate provisions for assuring incentives in moving off public assist-
ance for those for whom this is possible.

& Inclusion of the working poor with exemption of graduated levels of
earned income and careful attention given to protection against any possible
support of inadequate wages.

4. Provision of a basic floor of financial benefits by the federal government
at an adequate level for health and decency.

5. Development of effective job training program and related services such
as day care centers, homemaker services, family planning, health mainte-
nance and vocational counselling.

8. Aasuranee that a mother with sole responsibility for her children will
not be required to accept employment against her own best judgment as to
that which in best for the welfare of the children.

7. Protection against possible abuse of mandating employment by forcing
acceptance of jobs which offer no constructive opportunity for development
or which are not consistent with the worker's abilities.

II. Strngthenin and Satening Socal Insurance Program
The social nesrance program should be strengthened and extend" witA re-

spe t to pers not now included and beneftis paid.
The present social insurance program has proved Itself to be an effective In-

strumentality by which government, employer and employee can enter into a
partnership for preparation against certain hazards of life. In a very real way,
It is a first line of defense in warding off poverty which formerly resulted from
illness, disability, unemployment, and old age.

We must, however, review this program and make necessary adjustments from
time to time so that It may continue to serve the people of this nation.



2324

The critical problem faced by persons who are dependent on a fixed income,
such as a pension, during a period of rising prices is well known. Steps should
be taken immediately to raise the minimums to reasonable levels and to Increase
the benefits. We note with satisfaction that there is near general support for such
an increase with debate centered only on the amount. We urge Congress to pro-
vihle the maximum possible within the framework of the present and potential
resources of the program.

It this connection, we applaud the efforts to tie the benefit schedule to the
sost of living. If provision could be made for such automatic adjustments, it
would help to give genuine security to older citizens who presently are restricted
to a fixed income. Related here are two other proposals which merit general
support, namely, (1) an Increase In allowable earnings without reduction of
benefits and (2) an increase In the wage base for computing the tax In order to
keep the benefits in relation to earnings as well as to protect the fiscal soundness
of the program.

Although the great majority of workers are now Included In the program,
there remain some who are excluded. We urge Congress to continue to provide
for the Inclusion of additional classifications of workers. Society must stand by
and provide protection for the citizen against those risks which arise In the
social system.

II1. The Development of Comprehensive Sooal Servict-s
Comprekentire social series should be developed and made rcatly avail-

able to tsose in. need with full conuideration given to programs of public agencies
and those under private auspices.

We recognize that the. legislation on which hearings are now being held deal
essentially with Income maintenance programs through the mechanisms of social
insurance and public assistance. Nevertheless, we believe that any discussion
of Income, maintenance should include some reference to the relationship of
such programs to others dealing with social services. We believe that these two
essential programs under public auspices should be so structured and admin-
istered that where the client needs social services along with income maintenance,
he can secure them but In those instances where the need is for the one and
not the other, be. can receive that which he needs. Financial need may or may not
be related to personal or family problems. The person whose essential needs is
financial should be free to come to a public welfare agency and receive considera-
tion with respect to that need and that need alone. He should not be placed in
a position of being expected to accept a social service when, In his mind at least,
his need is exclusively for a money grant.

Then there are persons in our communities who need social services but who
have no money needs. Many individual and family problems occar without any
relationship to money needs, and persons with such difficulties should be able to
secure the social services they need.

But there are persons who require financial assistance and special services
concurrently, and these needs are interrelated. Such persons, notably the aged,
the handicapped, and children In families undergoing crisis should get the help
they need.

We believe that voluntary agencies continue to perform valuable services to
people in trouble and that there will always be a significant role for such volun-
tary agencies in a free democratic society. We also believe that government, since
It alone has the requisite massive resources and structures, has a fundamentally
requisite role to play. As governmental programs are developed, full attention
should be given to existent and potential services available under voluntary
auspices.

Much study needs to be given to ways by which we can improve the organiza-
tion and delivery sytems by which a comprehensive system of social services is
made available to people. As plans are developed for comprehensive service pro-
grams, the interrelationships between governmental and. voluntary agencies
should be clarified and strengthened and provision made for the ready availability
of social services to people when and where they are needed.

IV. Improving Mechanisms for Federal, State and Local Cooperation in the
Planning and Maintenance of Program

Federal, state and local governments all have necesary roles to play in the
development and maintenance of adequate social celfarc programs but there is
need for improvement of the mechanisms by which these units plan, formulate
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and admitlMter *uck programs and for the more equitable distribution of natural
and ecmomic resources to support them properly throughout the etatire nation.

Since the inauguration of the Social Security programs in the 1930s, there Is
emerged in this country a partnership of federal, state and local units in provid-
Ing social assistance programs to people. Though we affirm the continuing validity
of such partnership, we must also recognize the need to continually study and
review the arrangements by which these governmental units plan, develop aind
administer effective social welfare programs.

We are now at the time where we are able to define and articulate broad goals
for human and social development In our society and to develop concrete steps
toward their attainment.

The Increasing mobility of our people, the varied economic resources aniong the
regions of our nation, and the inter-relatedness of many problems throughout
the country place upon the federal government an Inescapable responsibility for
leadership and for provision of necessary resources. We note with approval the
growing assumption of this responsibility by the federal government. The fetteral
government should use its broad taxing power to bring about a greater degree
of equality among the states in funding social welfare services and financial
grants to those In need. AU Americans are citizens of this nation and none should
be deied or limited In their struggle to realize their full potential because of the
circumstances of birth or residence in a particular geographical region.

V. St*msde~s for Public Social Security Programs
Stomfsdde for public social assistance, social insurance, and social service pro-

gram* shoulM be 0le1eloped ad enforced by the federal government.
As the federal government, in cooperation with the states, sets broad siail

goals, and mobilizes and distributes the fiscal resources of the nation equitably,
It follows that it must also responsibly exercise its role in the development of
national standards.

A national standard of public assistance payment, adequate for health and
dignity, below which no state may fall should be established and the present wide
ranpo of Oflblic assistance among the states and territories should be corrected.
We ;-,te the Administration's proposals on welfare provide for a floor of $1600
In the Family Assistance Plan and $90 monthly in the adult categories. We
express the judgme, t that these proposed minimum grants are excessively low
and urge that consideration be given to placing them at a higher level consistent
with health and decency. Although consideration is being given to extending the
Food Stamp program which if put into effect would bring some measure of re'ief
to the poor, we believe that this should be undertaken only as a diet supplement
program and not be a substitute for adequate money grants.

It should also be noted that the diversity and range of public assistance pay-
ments represents both variation in economic capacity among the states, Indeed a
critical ftetor, and prejudicial attitudes toward the poor which are too often
present. Payments by many states are tragically low and in many cases even
below that which the state itself has established as its own standard level.

In considering the proposals for developing the Family Assistance Plan, every
effort should be made not only to assist the poorer states but also to devise means
by which the several states can be encouraged to move beyond the national floor
which is to be established. Just as the proposed legislation recognizes the need to
encourage the recipient who has the potential to work his way out of poverty by
setting up earnings exemptions, so it should develop a system for encouraging
the states to raise their levels of participation in meeting the needs of the poor.

But standards of program operation are also necessary. Programs should be
operated in such a way that the rights, dignity, and personhood of all people in
our nation are recognized and accepted without regard to race, color, creed, resi-
dence or circumstances of birth.

Manpower in adequate numbers and competence is the essential base upon
which the necessary programs to help people must rest. Standards dealing with
the procurement and maintenance of personnel in public welfare programs are
critical for without skilled and competent staff programs necessarily operate at
minimal, largely ineffective levels.

VI. The Development of Social Research
1te retoure of government should be utilized in more extensive development

of research i social welfare.
We note with genuine approval that the proposed legislation authorizes the

Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to conduct research into or sponsor
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demonstrations of ways of better carrying out the purposes of the Family Assist-
ance Plan. We fully support this provision and urge financing at levels com-
mensurate with the need for them.

It is critically urgent that resources of government be made available to
provide leadership and funds for the development of research in social welfare.
Science, industry, communication and other fields are devoting vast resources
to research. But in the field of social welfare, an area committed to the well being
of the nation's children, youth, families, and aged the provision for research
has always been minimal.

With the resultant knowledge In causative factors in Individual and family
breakdown, dependency, anti-social behavior and other related personal anid
social ills, society will be the better equipped to develop protective, preventive,
and rehabilitative services to individuals as well as those social measures de-
signed to deal with such problems. As we seek solutions to such problems as
poverty and dependency, we need more research to assist in pointing the way
to new forms and patterns for helping people in trouble and keeping them out
of trouble.

In comclusion, we affirm the need of this nation to rise to a new level of moral
commitment -to the well being of all Its citizens. People are the nation's most
precious resource and their welfare must be our first priority. All Americans
wherever they live in this land, whatever their circumstances of birth, their
smeial situatton--chlldren, the poor, the deprived, the aged, the handicapped-
all should be enabled to walk in dignity and peace as responsible participating
members of our national community.

THEt ROL Or GOVmNME.NT IN SoczAL WELFAR--A LO/USA STATEMLNT

A POTMOM WrATEM"ET

The Luther Council in the United States of America at is FourtA
A.4aua Meetin, February 3-4, 1970, adopted the following position
steement on the role of govermneW in social welfare. The etate-
meat orlqinsted 4 the Diviso of Welfare Servioes whch reoos-
mended the document to the cowscii for adopton s a public posdion
statement.
Partioimaing chwakes of the Lutheran Cou cic in the U.SA. are
The America Luthera* ( 'uroh, the Lutheran Church in Amerkio,
The Lutheran 0mhuoh-Missouri Ovood, ssd the Svnod of Ev.Sgei-
oI Lutheran Churches. Asvended to the statement is a lit of re-
source uwterftb produced by these churches ad re l ed to the
issue of the role of goverament i ocety.
Sigle copia of the "Luthera Council in the U.S.A. Statement on
the Roe of Goverment in Books Welfare" are available on re-
quest without charge. Additional oopes may be obtaied a0 10 oents
each.
Single copie of "A Background Study on te Role of (ot'ewnent
t* Books Welfare" ore available on request without c large. Addi-
tioW copies may be obtained at O cents each. This stud4j has been
prepard by the Division of Welfare Service, LU/USA, as a on-
tribution to Ohe study of the role of govenwunent in social welfare.
Please o.d romittanoev with orders to the Divio of Welfare
Hervioes, Lutheran Council in the U.S.A., 315 Park Avenue South,
Neo York, Neo York 10010.

FORMwA"

Throughout the history of the United States, there have been three broad
categories of response to human need: individual, voluntary association, and
government.

In the early days of the nation's development and, Indeed, also as pioneers
and immigrants premed the expansion of the cmntry, the rigors of life required
a neighborly response of one individual to &nother's need. Without such spon-
taneous responses, life would have been intolerable and, in many cases, sur-
vival impossible

With the growth of population and the gathering together of people into
ever larger communities, individuals organized themselves together into voluntary
associations. Such associations were established upon one of a number of different
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bases-religion, nationality, ethnic origin, business, labor, or fraternal orders
were the more common. Pluralism, a significant characteristic of this country,
accounts for the great number and variety of such voluntary associations.

Government has also responded to the needs of people from the earliest days
of settlement. Beginning with colonial governments, towns, cities, counties, states,
and the federal government itself have had important roles to play in the field
of social welfare.

These have been the historic forms of response to Iwople in trouble in this
nation-individual, voluntary associations, and government-federal, state, and
local. This affirmation declares the continuing validity and necessary presence
of settlement. Beginning with colonial governments, towns, cities, counts, states.
focus will be on the roie of government in social welfare.

CIVIL AUY1 ORITY IN THE SOCIAL ORDKR

In the interests of justice and order, there must be civil authority which,
according to the New Testament, is divinely ordained. This does not imply,
however, that a particular government necessarily enjoys God's approval. Nor
does such a concept preclude the existence of government by consent of the
governed--the citizens.

Civil authority is derived from God. Therefore, It does not exist in its own right
nor does it depend alone upon the will of the people. It Is always subject to the
will and authority of God. This is the necessary safeguard against the deification
of the state on the one hand and anarchy on the other.

The eaaent'al functions of the state, under God. are to establish and maintain
civil Justice, protect the rights of the people, and promote the well-being of all
etisens

It Is further the duty of the state to provide the proper framework in which
other social Institutions can freely carry on their appropriate functions. The
state must not take on the functions of these institutions but rather assure a con-
text In which all may fulfill tLeor proper roles.

An important consideration ot this affirmation is the relationship between the
church and the state. The church and the state are to be regarded as separate
institutions under God. The state Is not over the church (secularism), and the
church is not over the state (clericalism) ; but both are under God, each with its
functions and tasks. This does not imply an absolute separation as if there could
be no interaction between them. Rather, the relationship can be described as
institutional separation and functional Interaction.

Recognizing the development of Justice through civil authority as part of the
creative work of God, Christians will participate both individually and through
their various corporate relationships with other men of good will in the political
processes which are available in a democratic society. It is in this arena that
public policy Is studied, debated, and formulated and involvement In this political
process Is an Important activity for the Christian in which he can work In concert
with men of good will in promoting the general welfare. Here the Christian
citizen may strive with others to achieve social change in the implementation of
justice by reviewing present laws, enacting new laws, and amending or repealing
laws. It must not be overlooked, however, that although in a democratic society
we live under the rule of the majority, full and adequate provision must be made
at all times for appeal and dissent by the minority.

THE BOLE OF GOVERN MEN1T IN SOCIAL WELFARE

It Is a proper function of the state, under God and in the furtherance of justice,
to promote the general welfare. Since man does not always naturally and readily
seek the good of his neighbor, the guarantee and enforcement of law is required.

A distinction must be made, however, between the view which sees the state
as an omnipotent power giving out of beneficence and that which sees It as a
responsible government seeking human welfare in Justice and equity. The for.
mer might be capricious while the latter would be consistent and dependable.

As a contribution to the present debate in the Unted States on governmental
programs In social welfare, the Lutheran Council in the U.S.A. sets forth the
following affirmations:

I. The present governmental social assistance programs are in need of critical
review and revisions so that the cycle of poverty may be broken and the poor
enabled to become full participants in the privileges and responsibilities of
society.

44-52"7-T0-pt.&--6
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In the review called for in this affirmation, we urge that consideration be
given the following:

1. Elimination of the categories in the social assistance prograu6 and
establishment of the single criterion of financial need;

2. Adecuate provisions for assuring Incentives in moving off public as-
slitance for those for whom this is possible;

I. Inclusion of the working poor by making grants supplementary to earn-
ings on a gradually reducing basis to encourage the poor to become self-
maintaining and eliminate inequity of treatment between those who work
and those who do not;

4. Provision of a basic floor of financial benefits by the federal government
at an adequate level for health and decency;

5. Development of effective Job training programs and related services such
as day care centers, homemaker services, family planning, health mainte-
iauce, and vocational counselling;
6. Assurance that a mother with sole responsibility for her children will

uot be required to accept employment against her own best Judgment as to
that which is best for the welfare of the children;

7. Protection against possible abuse of mandating employment.
I1. The social Insurance program should be strengthened and extended with

respect to persons not now included and with respect to benefits paid.
111. Comprehensive social services should be developed and made readily avail-

able to those In need with full consideration given to programs of public agencies
and those under private auspices.

IV. N~deral, state, and local governments all have necessary roles to play In
the development and maintenance of adequate social welfare programs, but there
is need for improvement of the mechanisms by which these units plan, formulate,
and administer such programs and for the more equitable distribution of natural
and economic resources to support the programs properly throughout the entire
nation.

V. Standards for public social assistance, social insurance, and social service
programs should be developed and enforced by the federal government.

VI. The resources of government should be utilized in more extensive develop-
ment of research in social welfare.

VIII. It is a proper role for government to develop standards, grant or with-
hold licenses, participate in Joint planning, and enter Into fiscal agreements with
voluntary agencies. Any such financial arrangements as may be entered into
should be surrounded by safeguards which assure that the proper development
of governmental programs is not negated and that all voluntary agencies are
treated equally on a non-preferential basis.

Rsouicz MATERIAL

OFFICIAl. SOCIAL STATEMENTS

The American Lutheran Church
"Church-State Relations in the U.S.A." Commended by General Convention,

1964. Adopted, 1966.
"Federal Aid for Church Institution&" General Convention, 1962.
"Social Security Coverage for Ministers." General Convention, 1962.
"Christians in Politics." General Convention, 1966.
"Pastors and Political Participation." General Convention, 1968.
"The Christian in His Social Living." Compilation, Board for Christian Social

Action, 1960.

Lutheran Church in America
"Church and State--A Lutheran Perspective." General Convention, 1966.
"The Church and Social Welfare." General Convention, 1968.
"Poverty." General Convention, 1966.

The Lutheran Church-Mirsouri Syrod
"Church-State Relations." General Convention, 1962.
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STUDY Sh RS

TAw American Lutheran Church
"Bases for Lutheran Social Action." Commission on Research and Social Action.

1965.
"The Church's Role in Society." Operation Speak Up. Commission on Reseaaseh

and Social Action, 1967.

Lutheran Church in America
"'Social Ministry. Biblical and Theological l'erspectives." Board of Social Mlin.

istry, 1908.
"The Church and the Relief Client." Board of Social Ministry, 1968.
'The Church in Social Welfare." Christiftn Social Responsibilities Series. Board

of Social Ministry, 1964.
"Medicare." Board of Social Ministry, 19066.

The Lutheran Churc*-Miseouri Synod
"The Christian and Social Concerns." By Rudolph F. Nordt-n. Board of Parismh

Education, 1987.
"Church and State Under God." Edited by Albert G. Huegli. Concordia lPub-

lishing House, 1964.

(Reprinted with permission from the Summer 1970 issue of Luthcran Soc.iai
Wdtfare, published quarterly by the Lutheran Social Welfare Conference of
Americat, 315 Park Avenue South. New York, New York 10010.)

STAT'ZMiENT OF THE CATHOLIC BIsHOPS OF NEW YOK STATE, ISSUED BY 1Is
EMINENCE TEENCE CAIDINAL COOKE OF NEW YORK

The Family Assistance Plan now before the U.S. Congress deserves wide-
spread support. We urge the Senate Finance Committee to act now on the bill
and the Senate to vote favorably for the passage of the program as the House
ha, already done.

We consider it timely that this major welfare reform plan is being given
wide public consideration in these days of rising expectations among the poor.

We Are Impressed particularly by those provisions which:
(1) separate financial assistance from social services;
(2) establish federal responsibility and stadards for family assistan(e;
(3) commit the nation to the concept of guaranteeing to its citizens at

irreducible minimum of subsistence;
(4) include the "working poor" among those eligible for help when

needed.
While we have reservations regarding some few provisions of the Family As-

sistance Plan and regret the absence of some other provisions, we see it as a
major step forward in the reform of our welfare system and urge Its support
and passage.

CATHOLIC BISHOPS OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Terence Cardinal Cooke, New York City. Bishop Edwin B. Broderick, Albany.
Bishop Francis J. Mugavero, Brooklyn. Bishop James A. McNulty, Buffalo.
Bishop Stanislaus J. Brzana. Ogdensburg. Bishop Joseph L. Hogan. Rochester.
Bishop Walter P. Kellenberg, Rockville Centre. Bishop 1). F. Cunningham.
Syracuse.

Bishop Charles R. Mulrooney Bishop John W. Comber
Bishop Joseph P. Denying Bishop James E. McManus
Bishop J. J. Boardman Bishop William J. Moran
Bishop Stephen J. Donahue Bishop Edward D. Head
Bishop John J. Maguire Bishop Patrick Ahern
Bishop John M. Fearns Bishop P'us A. Benincasa
Bishop J. M. Pernicone Bishop Edward J. Maginn
Bishop J. F. Flannelly Bishop John E. MeCafferty
Bishop P. J. Furlong Bishop Dennis W. Hickey
Bishop Edward E. Swanstrom Bishop Vincent J. Baldwin
Bishop Edward V. Dargin Bishop Bernard J. McLaughlin
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NEW YORK STATE CATHOLIO COMMITrEE,
Albany, N.Y., Tuesday, October 6.

The Family Assistance Plan which reforms the United States Welfare system
received a boost this week as the Catholkl Bishops of New York State endorsed
the program and urged Congress to pass It.

Addressing themselves to the Senate in particular, (since the bill is now be-
fore the Senate Finance Committee), the state's Catholic Bishops call the plan
a "major step forward In reform" and urgel the Senators to "vote favorably for
the passage of the program as the House has already done."

The Bishops thus join the National Conference of Catholic Blshops, and na-
tional interfaith welfare an* religious organizations in lending their support
for what has been called the N.zon Welfare Plan.

Specifically it establishes a minimum subsistence floor.for a family of four
and makes it a national lolicy to grant incentives to those on welfare so they
can keep what they earn (when they do return to the working force) and thus
lift themselves out of the welfare nbyss and back Into the mainstream of
Amerkan working society.

The Bishops were not universal in their praise, however, citing "reservations
regarding some few provisions" of the bill. (Most important among the
reservations It is believed Is the requirement that once a child Is of school age
his mother must seek work . .. this provision Is universally frowned on by most
social service groups) and has drawn fire from representatives of national repre-
sentatives of Oatholie Welfare and religious groups when testifying on the merits
of the bilL

The Bishops say while it is not the best of all possible plans, it is "a major step
forward in the reform of our welfare system" and as such they urge "support
and passage" for the plan.

In citing their approval, the Bishops named four aspects most deserving of
special notice. They praised in particular the provisions which:

(1) separate financial assistance from social services;
(2) establish federal responsibility and standards for family assistance;
(3) commit the nation to the concept of guaranteeing to its citizens an

Irreducible minimum of subsistence.
(4) include the "working poor" among those eligible for help when needed.

Basically the Family Assistance Program establishes for the first time in
history a minimum Income level below which no one should be forced to live.

The first standard is $1,000 for a family of four, hardly enough to keep body
and soul together... but more than is available In some states.

Other provisions include employment registration and retraining as part of
the whole package. It is in this area where the Biships have most serious reserva-
tions since it requires a mother receiving assistance to register for employment
as soon as her youngest child is over six (unless her husband or head of the
household Is already working).

One provision that has drawn high praises is the work incentive plan that
encourages people to remove themselves and their families from the welfare rolls.

In the past when a man (or woman) went to work gradually what he earned
replaced what he received In assistance so there was no incentive for him to
remove himself from the rolls.

Under the Family Assistance Plan the worker may keep receiving a portion
of welfare aid until his income reaches $3,290. (Uner the old plan his assistance
would have ended as soon as he was earning $1,60( for his family of four).

Although not cited by the Bishops in their statement there is widespread belief
among social welfare workers that the time is "now" to pass this legislation.
Their feeling is that it is already through the House, and if it can get out of the
Senate Finance Committee it has a good chance of passage.

The Bishops statement comes, then, at a critical time. adding strength to the
belief that this change in direction for assistance is a major step forward in
welfare reform for this country.

For New Yorkers the key people to write to are Senator J. Javits and Senator
C. Goodell, as well as the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee now hold-
ing the hearings, Senator Russell B. Long of Louisiana.
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Tax FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN AND THiE ELIMINATION OF INEQUALITY

STATEMENT Or HERERT J. O&NS*

SUM MARY

I support many provisions of the Administration's Family Assistance Plan
(PAP) but I also support Senator McCarthy's Adequate Income Act of 1970. Con-
sequently, I believe that the Administration's FAP should be amended to increase
benefits for the prototypical nonfarm family of four on annual basis so that
within three years, the minimum yearly income grant for this prototypical family
is, for reasons explained below, equivalent to 60 percent of the median income
of all families In the United States. In 1199, this equivalent was $5659.

Because the present work incentive provisions of the PAP cannot be imple-
mented until jobs are available, I also support the proposal by Senators Fred
Harris and Abraham Riblcoff for incorporating a Job creation program in the
PAP, and If Senator Ribicoff's proposal for an experimental FAI' is passed, I
would urge that experiments be made to compare the effects of the income grant
figre in FAP with that proposed in the Adequate Income Act of 1970.

THE GOALS OF THIE IPA

My conclusions are based on the assumption that the main goal of the PAP, as
of welfare reform in general, is to do what existing welfare schemes have failed
to do: eliminate poverty in America--or at least to make certain that the children
of today's poor--especially the people now on APC, Home Relief, etc.-will be
able to break out of the poverty cycle. Achieving this goal will be expensive in
the short run because it requires high Income grants to the poor and iA Job crea-
tion program, but it will be cheaper in the long run, because the people who have
escaped poverty will be able to contribute to the economy and the tax base, and
because they will no longer suffer from the many pathologies which result from
poverty and are so costly both for the victims and the taxpayers.

The Administration's PAP is an important and worthy piece of legislation;
for the rst time in America it establishes the principle that the federal govern-
ment has some responsibility for providing an income grant to working and non-
working poor. For this principle alone, the Administration bill deserves passage.
However, If the goal of the PAP is to move toward the elimination oi! poverty,
then the maximum grant of about $2400 to eN unemployed non-farm family of
four is clearly the wrong means, for nowhere in urban America can anyone live
on such a low income today. Thus, it is qiute likely that families who must live on
$92400 will remain firmly embedded In poverty nd will not be able to help their
children escape the poverty cycle.

I realize, of course, that if PAP recipients work, thfy will be able to earn up
to about $4000, but even this is hardly enough. Moreover, only a tiny proportion
of those eligible are currently employable, and even if Ihe proportion were larger,
the Jobs for which their skills make them eligible arc Just not available. For this
reason, the job creation scheme proposed by -Senators Harris and Ribicoff is es-
ential. Also, the more jobs that can be created, especially for the husbands and
absent husbands of women now on AFDC, the greater the likelihood that their
families can stay together or be re-united, that their children will be able to
escape poverty, and that the number of people who need to be helped by the PFAP
will decline sharply in the future. Until the federal government is willing and
able to develop job creation programs for the employed, underemployed and lin-
derpald poor, however, FAP Income grants must be raised to a level that will
achieve the goal of eliminating poverty in the next generation.

How high must income grants be to achieve this goal? At present, we do not
know, and I would urge that the Office of Economic Opportunity be enabled to
expand Its current experiments with Income grants so that we can find out. But
there is one useful first clue from a knowledgeable source, ordinary Americans.
themselves.' Over the years, the Gallup poll has been asking people "what is the
smallest amount of money a family of four needs each week to get along in this

*Professor of Sociology and Planning. Department of Urban Studies and Planning,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology: and Faculty Associate, Joint Center for Urban
Studies of M.I.T. and Harvard University.

I Some of the ideas and many of the data that follow are taken from a thoughtful
unpublished paper by Lee Rainwater. Harvard University, "A Decent Standard of Living:
From Subsistence to Memberwhip."
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community?", and in 1969, the figure was $6240 a year." This is 66 percent of the
median family income in the U.S. that year.

Poor people, who know better than anyone else how to get along on the least
income and are more modest in their aspirations as well, suggested a lower
minimal income; in 1964, Gallup poll respondents earning under $3000 said they
needed $3800 a year, 58 percent of America's median family Income this year, or
49 percent of the median Income for all four person families. (Poll respondents
earning between $3000-45000 that year thought they needed $4066, 62 percent of
the median income and 53% of the median income of four person families. )

POVERTY AS INEQUALITY

In describing the amount of money people think they need to get along, I have
referred not only to dollar figures but also to proportions of the national median
income. I have done so because I am convinced that in America today, poverty
cannot be defined solely by an absolute figure, such as in the federal poverty line.
but that such a figure must be based on a relatime definition of poverty, i.e., a deft-
nition based on a proportion of the median income.

The federal poverty line figure, now about $3750 for the prototypical nonfarm
family, 's based on food and other budgets which are calculated to do little moIre
than assure the physical or biological survival of the family and its members.
Underlying these calculations is the historic absolute definition of poverty as the
inability to survive as a biological organism, but for many reasons this definition
is Inadequate in today's America. First, in most urban areas, at least, most of the
poor are fairly free from hunger and have a roof, if a slummy one, over their
heads; most are surviving physically. Second the poor can no more be defined
as biological organisms than the rich; like everyone else, they are also social
organisms and in order to survive in society, they must have the material and
non-material necessities required for social survival. And third, physical survival
does not reduce the many pathologies that stem from poverty. This is well illus-
trated by events of the last decade. During the 1900's, the number of people below
the federal poverty line decreased sharply from 22.2 percent in 1960 to 12.8 per-
ent in 1968, and using an absolute definition of poverty, the number of poor

people In America was almost cut in half. Yet during these same years, there
was no equivalent decline in the pathologies associated with poverty, e.g. crime.
delinquency, mental Illness, alcoholism and drug addiction. In fact, there was a
sharp increase in many forms of pathologies, as well as in protest by the poor
against their condition.'

The seeming paradox between the reduction in poverty and the rise in pathol-
ogy is resolved if on shifts from an absolute to a relative definition of poverty,
and WU at the changes in the number of people who earned less than half the
mdlan income at the beginning and end of the 1960's. In 1960, that proportion
was 202 percent; by 1968, It had declined only slightly. to 18.3 ercentL In other
words, though Incomes rose for everyone during the 1960's, including the poor,
the number of people who earned les than half of the median income did not de-
crease significantly. In short, at the end of the decade, the poor were far behind
the average American family as ever. In fact, their position has not really changed
in the last generation, even though for many people those years brought about
the greatest increase in affluence In American litstory. In 1947, 19 percent of
Americans earned less than half the median income; in 1957, 20 percent; in 1967,
1&7 percent' Thus, one possible explanation for the fact that the pathology as-
sociated with poverty has not declined is that the number of people whose in-
come places them so far below everyone else has nit declined, or to put it an-
other way, that the number of people who are unable to get along or to achieve
social survival has not declined.

This explanation derives additional support from the belief of many poverty
researchers that the most deleterious effects of poverty stem from the inequal-
ity of the poor vim a vim other Americans, from their unequal ability to partici-
pate in the mainstream of American life, and from the feelings this inequality
engenders the poor.* Being unequal means feeling inferior and this in turn geu-
erates feelings of inadequacy and self-bate or anger. Feelings of Inadequacy help

2 Ibld, p. 19.
9Ibid, p. 20. 8. also George Gallup. "Poverty by Consensus," in H. Miller. ed., Poverty

Amerca Style, Wadsworth 1966. pp. 87-89.

'Rainwater, %14 ., p.
* See e.g. S. Miller and P. Roby, The Future of Inequality, Basic Books. 1970, Chap. 1.
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to produce the mental Illness, alcoholism and drug addiction that are so frequent
mong the poor; feelings of anger result in crime, delinquency, and political
protest.?

But inequality affects more than the minority of the poor who escape from
their Inferiority through pathology; it also creates damage among the rest. For
example, in order for a poor child to do well in school, he needs to live in a home
which gives him his own bed, enough privacy so that he can sleep 8-10 hours a
night, and a good breakfast so he does not go to school sleepy and hungry. But
as studies of slum children have shown, he needs more than that. He must have
clothes whkh are clean, neat and In good repair, not to protect him from the
elements, for a flotubag made into a suit can serve this purpose, but so that he
need not feel embarrassed in front of the teacher and his fellow-students. We
know that often, children refuse to go to school if their clothing marks them as
unequal, and that mothers are ashamed to send them in this condition.

Similarly, I think every child in America today needs a working TV set, for
In order to be a pert of society, one must have the opportunity to watch TV.
Since children are avid TV viewers and since a large proportion of their pre-
school education comes fromn TV, and child who has not had a chance to obtain
that education will be unequal to the other students. In fact, thanks to the great
popularity of "Sesame Street", it may soon be true that any child who does not
have a TV set which can receive this program will be behind his fellow students
when he enters kindergarten.

But a child needs more than a TV set and clothes that are acceptable to his
fellow students to feel equal and do well In school; he must have a family which
feels itself to be a part of society and can instill in him a belief that if he
works hard in school, he to will be a part of society when he becomes an adult.
If, on the other hand, his father is unemployed because Jobs are scarce, he will
question whether there is any benefit in doing well in school, and even more so
if his teachers treat him as Inferior because he Is poor.

John Kenneth Gaibraith identified poverty with inequality when he wrote
some twelve years ago that "people are poverty-stricken when their income, even
if adequate for survival, falls markedly behind that of the community. Then
themy cannot have what the larger community regards as the minimum necessity
for decency and they cannot wholly escape therefore, the Judgment of the larger
community that they are Indecent. They are degraded, for In a literal sense, they
live outside the grades or categories which the community regards as respect-
able." 8

It Is this definition of poverty that poor people have in mind when they answer
Gallup's question about how much they need to get along, and I would argue
that if we want to eliminate poverty In the United States, we must begin to
think of poverty as a kind of Inequality, and must find ways v! reducing that
inequality. How this is to be done depends on two criteria: how much equality
we want to achieve, and how equality and inequality ought to be measured. The
development of these criteria will require a considerable amount of policy-
oriented research, but i would like to suggest a preliminary answer that cau also
help to Indicate how igh income grants should be set for the FAP.

A MORE EGALITARIAN FAP GRANT

How much equality we want to achieve as a nation is a fundamental philo-
sophical and political question, hut I shall answer it here by suggesting that
initially, we must have enough equality to eliminate the most deleterious effects
of inequality, particularly the pathologies that hurt both the poor and the
taxpayers, and the social and economic forces that perpetuate the poverty cycle
from generation to generation.

At present. we do not know how much Inequality must be reduced to achieve this
goal, but If we assume that it bears some relationship to the income people say
they need to get along In this society, we can come up with at least a preliminary
answer. Drawing on the 1964 Gallup poll data cited above, I would suggest as a
first general guideline that people seem to need an income of at least 60 percent
aC the median Income to get along-this being the midpoint between the 58

IM nt figure mentioned by poll respondents earning less than $3000 and the 62
percent mentioned by those earning $8000-5000.

f I do M amn to auggst hwe that political protest is a form of pathology.
41J. IL 4Lkirth, The Affluent Soefe, Houghton WIffin, 1958, quoted In Rainwater,

op. Cit., p. M.
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In 1969, the meditim family income it-is $9-133, aind if U IIa 101'.11 9rant ier
aet at 60 percent of the media, It would comec to $5J59.' This flturc s nol uch
higher than the $2400 in the Adminitration'. .I'. but not muc'h difft-rint from
that In cnator Mc('arthy's Ni1-an intcrsting ,oin ild' ie si vc hi. roposii!
is not bated on mcdion income considerations.

AITEIINATIVE NMitHODS OF COMPUTING TIlE FAP GR?_ANT

The proposed FAII grant of $54959 Is a first estimated of how mnuch every Aineri-
can family needs to get along, not what the poor need to e.wale poverty. More-
over, the proposal is based on data front a six-year old Gallup poll, and Is a very
general figure which (toes not take family size, into account. Clearly ) e eit(ed
more detailed and larger-santide surveys to find out how much different kinds
of poor people in different areas of the country ieed to get along. Also, we t-ed
to test different ways of conlipt lug the Itcome grant figure. For example, one could
argue that it ought to be a propo~rtion of the me'an rather than the m:cin family
Income, since lneome initUality is a conseiluenue of average itcone ier se, rather
than of the income of the average faintly. In 19). mean family income was
$10,577, resulting li a FAP figure of $6306. One could also argue that many
FAP figures should be comniputel. de ending on what different households,
families, and individuals need to get along, so that for the prototypical non-farm
family of four, it would be a proportion of the median or inean income of all non-
farm families of that size. The 1964 Gallup survey suggested that the prototypical
family needed half the median income of all four Ierswi non-farm families to
get along; in 196, the latest year for which such data are available, this would
result in a PAP figure of $4974. half the median int,ome of $9948 for all four
peron non-farm families. If mean income were the criterion, the 1968 PAP
figure would hr.ve been $5495.

I must note that I have based all FAI estimates on what the poor Gallup poll
respondents miy they need1 to get along. If inequality reduction Is the goal how-
ever, one could argue that the IAl' figure should Ie based ont the propK)rtion of
median family Income the arcrage American needs its a minimum to get along.
Various Gallup polls asenibled by Rainwater suggest that in the last generation
this proportion has been about 70 percent; in 1947, it was 73 Percent; itt 1957, 75
percent : in 197, 66 percent andi In 1969, 69t) percent. This would suggest that the
FAP income figure should he 70 percent of the median income. Such a figure Is
also probably closer to what the poor need to escape poverty rather than just to
get along.

Clh-,irly all of these alternatives need to be tested out, both to determine what
they would cost and to determine their impact on the ixx3r. This could be done by
expanding O.M.O.'s current research on negative inconie tax-like payments, but
If Senator Riblcoff's proposal for an experimental FAl' Is passed, some of these
tests could be carried out at that time. I would irge that at the least, there be
a comparison of the effects of the Administration F.A' grant of $2,400 and of the
higher figures proposed by Senator McCarthy and It this statement on poor
recipients.

POVERTY AS A NATURAL BYPRODUCT OF THE AMERICAN ECONOMY

My argument that the FAI' should provide for a much higher incteoni grant than
presently proposed violates a fundamental value of most Americans-that if peo-
pie cannot work they should not be allowed to earn more than the barest mini-
mum. In principle, I thoroughly agree with this value, as do most poor people,
and if the federal government instituted a massive job creation program to bring
about full employment at a living wage, it would be easier to support the $2,400
income grant In the PAP.

However, the concept that the non-working poor who live in the less affluent
or less generous regions of the U.S. should receive only $2,400-or even less than
needed for physical survival-rests on two other assumptions about poverty that
strike me as indefensible. The first assumption has It that If income grants to the
poor are minimized, they will 1e forced to work. This assumption may have been
defensible In the days when there vas full employment for the unskilled, but it is
indefensible and even dangerous today when such Jobs are not available. As I

'The 1970 grant figure it based on 1969 median income because no litter data are avail-
able. All medan and mean income figures are taken from Current Populaiotn Report#,
Series P-40. Bureau of the Census.

10 Rainwater, op. cit., p. 19.
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noted earlier, the only result is that the presently non-working px)or Inust remain
luwor, will raise another generation of poor, and will continue to express their
feelings of self-hate and anger in Vathoolgy and protest-all at high cost to the
sarme taxpayO who thinks he is saving money by favoring low Income grants.

The second assumption, which both the present welfare program and the
Administration's VAP share, is that poverty Is the fault of the poor, whereas In
reality, poverty Is a natural byproduct of the Americai economy. That economy
has produced more affluence than any other In the world for the majority of the
population, but only by also producing a minority that must remain iNuor. Our
economy has produced this affluence by making intensive capital lnvestments per
worker. either in machine or education, by paying high wages and salaries to
skilled workers, and by relying on government subsidies to assure its continuing
expansion. At the same time, however, the economy has discouraged labor-inten-
.,re production and is eliminating the use of people with lesser skills. These peo-
ple, e.g. farm workers, manual services workers and the unemployed, must there-
fore live in poverty or near-poverty. If they had to be Incorporated In the economy
as full members, they would reduce the affluence of the rest of the population.
Thus, the only way the majority can be affluent Is or a minority to be poor.

This is why American poverty is a natural by-product of the American econ-
omy, just as air pollution Is a natural by-product of our automobile-centered
transportation system. That system gets more people around to more places with
more freedom of movement than any other system in the world, but at the prhe
of polluting the air of the cities. Even so, we do not deal with this by-product as
we deal with poverty; we neither blame the cars nor minimize the amount of
gasoline we supply them so that they cannot function. Instead, we are now trying
to change the motors so as to eliminate the by-product. Similiarly, if we want to
eliminate poverty-and welfare-we need to convert the motor of the American
economy so that it works more equitably for the entire population and not just
the majority.

This is not the place in which to discuss changes In the American economy, but
until we develop a traly full employment economy for everyone, we ought to pro-
vide equitable income grants for those who are kept out of the affluent economy.
Indeed, one could argue that we ought to provide such grants gratefully, for no
other reason than that the poor make it possible to maintain an economy that
produces affluence for the majority of Americans.

TICsTIMONY OF GENzviExvz T. HILL. DEAN, A7LANTA UNIVERSITY. SCHtOOL OF
SOCIAL WORK

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Genevieve T. Hill.
I am Dean of the School of Social Work at Atlanta University. The School of
Social Work is one of the five schools that make up Atlanta University, a
privately endowed institution. It was organized in 1920 as an Independent
professional school, and became affiliated with the University in 11147.

Inherent in the philosophy of the school is the principle that a democratic
society has an obligation through its social organization to develop and modify
structures whereby man in his social relationships can achieve self realization
as an individual and as a contributing member of the social order. Social work
as a profession and a social institution also has an obligation to contribute
through social action to the treatment, control and prevention of problems
In social functioning of Individuals, groups and communities. The School of
Social Work as a social institution is cognizant of its responsibility to partici-
pate in changing the existing social order to insure man's optimum chance
to achieve self realization.

It is within this context and with this sense of responsibility that my com-
ments are made on the proposed Family Assistance Plan.

I agree with the underlying concepts and assessment of need put forth by
the President In his Welfare fltform Mesage to Congress and in the bill It-
self. It Is quite pointed o-t that the existing welfare system is in shambles
and has obvioasly fa ,ied to meet the needs of the people it is Intended to
serve. The numbers and circumstances surrounding the social welfare con-
sunaw population has drastically changed in the last thirty-five years. The
premat webiare system and laws are inadequate to deal with the problems.

I sOupmort a replacement of the present system rather than a piece-meal at-
tsip at swfora.

44- 52T-7--pt. 3-_.4
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The fact that IH.R. 16311 has addressed itself to the establishment of a
federal floor and the Inclusion of the working poor is a step In the right di-
rection. However, the proposed federal floor (if $1,600 is inadequate for a fam-
ily of four. My recommendation Is that the federal government should assiure
every family no less than $5.915. The Bureau of Latbor Statistics states that
this Is adequate for a modlerate budget. lrovisions 2.h11l be made for iiuite-
matie adjustments as the cost of living changes. Also, program alrthil(pa-
tion should be based on need rather than the c-ouilloosition of the family. Needy
families without children should also be eligible.

Food stamps and commodities should not be considered as financial inomne.
These commodity subsidy measures should ie phased out and thesw moit.s
added to cash aibyments.

The 'workfare" provisions do not allow for individual choice nor di Ihey
guarantee workers protection of suitable career-ladder employment. This as-
pect of the Act could lead to forced labor and in essence would subsidize sub-
standard employment. An option should be given to any single parent fam-
ily with school age children to remain in the home or go outside to work.

Since one of the objectives of the Act is to move families out of psverty,
the work incentive provisions should be increased. The ceiling should be re-
fleetive of the mnodlerate budget of the Bureau of Labor statistics that I oiln
suggesting as a federal 0o'or.

If a parent elects to work, there should be adequate day care facilities.
These centers should be so designed to provide pathways for excellent op-
portunities for social and educational advancements. In order to meet these
needs. increased provisions must be provided. The Present allocations it the
Act are far too low to set up any type of comprehensive day care facilities.

In the area of administration, I recommend, for the sake of efficiency and
economy, that payments be handled completely on the federal level. The need
for centralized administration Is evident In the diverse and not always equitable
systems existing across the country.

In keeping with the decision to separate assistance from services, I support a
revamping and updating of services offered to meet the needs of not only the
consumers of the assistance plan but, rather, making services available to every-
one on a universal basis. Explicit in this idea is that services should be avail-
able and unrelated to kind of "means test." This will help to alleviate some of
the stigma that has long been synonymous with the present system.

Clearly defined allocations should be made available to graduate schools of
social work and undergraduate social welfare programs to upgrade the education
and training opportunities needed in the field. Consumers of services should be
assured a role ir. developing and participating in such programs.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I would like to thank you for
this opportvaity to make these comments.

Box 23,
Rolla, N. D)ak., October 13, 1970.

TOM VAIL,
('hicf Council Senote Finance Committce, 2227 New S'enatc Office Building,

11ashingto6 D.C.
DEAM M. VAxIL: The President of the United States informed us (Indians) in

his July 1970 message t-st we (Indians) shall have a voice in programs con-
cerning our Welfare and Rights as American Indians.

In reference to your telegram sent to us on September 23, 1970, we are re-
questing 100% Basic Need Assistance, because of the weather of which we have
9 months of winter at 30 to 40 degrees below zero, and there is no employment
for our Indian people in this area.

We cannot survive on the program Mr. Nixon has made for us of $1,600.00 a
year. Unlike our fathers, we cannot survive on Rotten Salt Pork!

"The first American-Indians-are the most deprived and most isolated mi-
nority group in Our Nation." Quote Mrs. Richard M. Nixon.

'herefore we are requesting to be represented by an Indian for Oral Presentation
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before the Senate Finace Committee. We no longer wish to be represented by
"Paper" an we have been In the Past!

We the Underspiers demand to have a copy of all your welfare legislation.
Sincerely,

The Ilttle Shell OJibewca Band of the Turtle Mt. Indian Reserva-
tion, at Belcourt, N. Dak., N.W.ILO., Chapter Chairman, Alice
Christioha Mary, Cornelius State Rep., N.W.R.O. Mrs. Delimac
Decoticue, Dist. I chairman, N.W.R.O., Belcourt, N. Dak. Mrs.
Bernice Peltier, Dial No. 1, Chairman, N.W.R.O., Becourt,
N. Dak. Belva Decoteau, N.W.R.O., Belcourt, N. Dak. Htasean
De Long, N.W.R.O. Chairmen, Belcourt, N. Dak. Shirley Counts,
Dist. 4 Chairman, N.W.R.O. Dunseith, N. flak. Mrs. Eleanor
La Fontain, Rt., DiaL 8, Chairman, N.W.R.O. Belcourt, N. lDak.

STAT.MZNT r THE SoctAL Woax ACrqON FOR WrLFARE RioiTs

TESTIMONY AGAINST THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Social Work Action for Welfare Rights is a group of New York City social
workers, mainly professionals, working for an adequate income for welfare
and wage earning families. In the last four years, SWAWR has carried out a wide
range of activities: organizing and educating social workers around welfare
rights; sponsoring forums and conferences on new legislation (like Nixon's
Family Assistance Plan); demonstrating against regressive welfare I)licles;
lobbying; raising funds for the welfare rights movement; and publishing informa-
tion and analysis of welfare problems. Currently, SWAWR is campaigning against
the Nixon plan'; and recently SWAWR, iolced an editorial reply on WCBS con-
cerning the Family Assistance Plan. Carole Doneghy, Community Organization
Division at Harlem Hospital is the present chairwoman.

Social Work Action for Welfare Rights believes that President Ni:xon's Family
Assistance Plan ignores the basic economic causes of the welfare, crisis and
proposes p. cure which will not work.

With its emphasis on putting the poor to work, the Family Asslstan(e Plan
perpetuates the myth that people are on welfare by choice. The facts point tv other
causes for the welfare crisis: rising unemployment, low wages, and the spiraling
coot of living.

President Nixon's plan fails for the following reasons:
1 Its income level Is pitiful. President Nixon proposes $80/week for those who

can't work. A working family can receive at most $71/week, when the Bureau of
Labor Statistics minimum is $140 weekly.

2. The Family Assistance Plan requires all able-bodied recipients (unemployed
and employed) to report to the unemployment office weekly and take available
Jobs at prevailing wages. But because unemployment is rising, this requirement
will insure marginal employers a sour(e of cheap lat)r, and the opportunity to
lower wages further.
& States are not required by the plan to help any working family beyond $30.77

weekly. More Important, the plan will hurt most working famille. by raising their
federal taxes.

4. The Family Assistance Plan in no way relieves the tax burncn on working
people, who pay the lion's share of taxes on all levels of government. It Ignores
the responsibility of big business and banks for the welfare crisis. They control
investment, but have not created decent-paying, vital jobs in reas like housing
and health.

The Nixon PAP states that the Secretary of HEW in consultation with the
Bureau of the Budget would determine the poverty level. This does not hold the
Administration to any standard which refects ACTUAL NEED. At pre-.Ent the
only standard based on an evaluation of need is the Bureau of Labor Statistics
figures. Therefore. grant levels should be measured for adequacy against the BIAS
standard.

The Nixon FAP does not even set a goal of adequacy to be obtained. While
presenty it may not be politically realistic to set minimum Income level similar
to BLS standard. any income raintenanee proposals must make provisions for a
grndual falling of benefits to reflect the rise in the cost of living and mu4 be tied
to the low living standard set by BLS.
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0. Jobs In the public sector, taught and performed at technologically advanced
levels, paid with a comfortable living wage, and q1early having a credited social
puroe are probably the only authentic inducement to bring recipients, of their
own volition Into the labor market. Yet the Nixon plan Ignores these factor. For
example, recipients will be, entering a labor market marked by rising unemploy-
met, increasing rates of rLentry by wotaen with previous child-rearing responsi-
bilities, and, (we are promised) cutbacks in military personnel Competition for
Jobs will be intense; and it is reasonably fair to assume that unless otherwise
prnvidQ - for, recipients will be shunted toward low-paying, unskilled Jobs in
factories and domestic employment.

1o take a second example; evidence that federal manpower training programs
barely assist workers from rising above their low income status is borne out by
the $1.73 per hour average rate for those who have completed MDTA institu-
tional training courses through-out the country.

irAP does little or nr.thing to insure the creation of productive jobs and Job pro-
grams to remedy the above condition. It should be pointed out, that FAI' lacks
these job provisions at a time when the needs of our soqlety are painfully obv!ous.
To look at some statistics: We must increase our health care person nel 45%
by 1975 or we will not be able to meet existing health needs (according to the
Bureau of Labor Statistics). We must build or rehabilitate ten million housing
units in the next ten years, or we will not be able to shelter our popultion ade-
quately (according to the Department of Housing and Urban Development).
We need in New York City alone 28 new high schools and 45 new elementary
schools to bring the student-teacher ratio 20:1.

7. In addition to the serious omission of an adequate job program. FAIP Includes
som#; discriminatory and regressive provisions concerning work and women.
Elizabeth Wickenden states "arbitrary work requirements are prescribed with
the intent of reducing the rolls. But there are only 70,00 unemployed fathers on
AFDC In the whole country and the newcomers., . are, for the most part. already
working. These work requirements qan only be intended for mothers. Experience
to date with enforced employment of mothers has been generally poor. dispro-
portionately expensive, and often harmful to children." Provtsons alco discrimi-
nate against mothers where thie father is not present. "The mother with a father
In the house is not required to register for work, while a woman with -imlar
family responsibility but no husband to help her Is so required."

S. SWAWR supports the creation of an adequate da.l care center program. How-
ever. we fear any stipulation that child care factltle.s must serve recipient-
working families exclusively. If this happens, the consequence wil be de facto
segregated centers for poverty-income children. Furthermore. a more subtle but
Insidious consequence would be the heightening of hostility already felt by some
working people toward the welfare population. New York City now has a 1:1
ratio between children served in its public, group-centered child care facilltfeg
and children on waiting lists. Most of the chidren on these watiug lst- come fr m
working families who would be by-passed by the new "recipient-only" faciilfI-s.

9. FinIliy SWAWU emphasi-s again who will pay for the propo-4d Pa ily
Asslatan * Plan. We feel that as the Plan now stands. it is clear that wage-earning
tax paye -m will bear the major burden. It is true, that Nixon's plan would increase
the contribution of federal tax revenue to state assistance costs. BecauSe of the
confusing standards of reimbursement, the variation in state payments, and tie
unpredictability of the growth of welfare rolls under the plan. It is difficult to
say how much individual states will benefit. The important fact Is that although
states may be politically relieved of a financial burden, the wage-earning tax-
payers 'ill pick up the Increased cost. this in Federal revenues.

SWAWR believes that the welfare cost should be carried not by wirqev corner
but by those corporations who make substantial profits without investing In vital
areas of human need. We state the following facts to support our belief:

A. T!e le than 1% who own more than 701% of all productive property in
the UA, pay only 14% of all taxes. (Lundberg, Thme Rich and the Ruper
Rich).

B. All corporate taxes are passed on to consumers, where corporations are
making the average return of investment: the only way to avoid this is to
levy taxis on a corporation's total property and income. not on "net

C. Corporate Income. for tax purposes is Income minus aflcosts in-
cluding unreal costs i e depreciation.
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1). Median rates of profit on actual capital investuieut are estimated to be
between 9-16% (Lundberg, 1Pl); yet, 6-7%/ is usually guaranteed in
regulated Indumtriei."

'. Where non-taxation of corporations Is practiced in order to encourage
a certain kind of investment (as In housing subsidies and tax-free state and
municipal bonds), the result is deteriorating public services, hlgh cost, and
Inadequate production.

We believe that the important thing about taxing corporations is not so much
to hold down individual executive Incomes. but to direct where the nation's wealth
is Invested. This is exat-tly what corlsrations want to avoid; for. it Is their
sourc of power.

In sum, we believe that President Nixon's proposed "solution" wIll only expand
government subsidies to big business at the expense of the rest of the population.
The Family A,sistance Plan takes no steps toward full employment or toward
pindueing the goods and services whose shortage has caused Inflation. It supports
low wag s and the present tax system. It gives no one an Income adequate for a
healthy, productive life.

President Nixon's welfare plan must be defeated.

FOauM ON SOCIAL ISSUES AND POLICIES, PHILIP BERNSTEIN, CHAIRMAN

TH3 NATIONAL ASSEMBLY FOR SOCIAL POLICY AND DEVELOPMENT

Joint Statement on H.R. 16311 the Family Assistance Bill of 1970

The Forum on Social Issues and Policies functions as an lade-
pendent group of social welfare organizations and individuals
concerned with social policy, under the auspices of the National
Assembly for Social Policy and Development, for the purposes of:
(1) exchanging views on lInding social welfare policy issues. (2)
Identifying areas of common viewpoint on such issues and (3) coop-
cratIng on joint statements on specific issues at the option of each
signatory organization and individual. This statement on pending
proposals for welfare reform is the result of such a process and re-
flects the Judgments of those organizations and individuals listed
as its sponsors.

This Joint statement on recommended changes in HR 16311, the Family As-
sistance Bill of 1970 as adopted by the House of Representatives, represents the
views of those who have signed it in behalf of their organizations or as in:
dividuals engaged in the social welfare field. It has been developed and cir-
culated for signature through the Forum on Social Issues and Policies of The
National Assembly for Social Policy and Development. The Forum is an in-
strument for such voluntary pooling of viewpoint fnd permits those of like
mind to speak with one voice to Congress on their common concerns.

These recommendations are based on a Statement on Ooals of Pible IVelforc
Reform adopted by Forum members in June, 1909 setting forth seven principles
against which subsequent proposals for welfare reform might be evaluated.

The proposal now pending before the Senate which most nearly Incorporates
these principles Is the National Basic Income and Incentive Act. S 3433, Intro-
duc d by Senator Fred Harris and a number of other Senators. Since, however.
HR 16311 is the bill now pending before the Senate. our comments are directed
to that bill in the hope that our views may be useful to the Senate In Its delib-
eration. Each of these principles is discussed in terms of its relationship to H1R
16311.
1. Str wltural reform is no substitute for adequacy of flnanefng euflrcicnt to im-

prove the siuation of all those YMo depend upon It
Vonunint.-HR 1611 adds substantially to the Federal financial investment

in aid to low income people, especially in terms of broadened coverage. On the
4mmo- hand it does nothing to Improve the financial situation of the 82% of
99OmUt AFDC recipients living in the forty-two states now paying benefits above
the Proposed Federal floor ($1600 a year for a family of four.) There are no
Inimautives to raise or equalize the supplementary benefits above the grossly

lta ._.ev vailing in January 19M0. Unless the Federal role and financing
lb t there Is danger that the situation of some may be actually
weakened by the division of the program into two separate components.



2340

S. The ilcel of mttmus income assurances should be adequate in relationsli(p
to coast of lit*4ng estimates

Comment.-The basic floor provided by HR 16311 falls far sort even of the
official poverty standard (let alone the lowest standard of the Bureau of Labor
8tatistiel.) The Federal floor should be raised to the poverty level, either in.
mediately or through a series of projected transitional stages.

3. These tranAit(ohai stages must be such as to (a) atrengthcn Federal staptdardx.
(b) protect the higher lerel of payment while raising the loicr. ard Ic)
maintain the level of state rrpenditure mecssary to achieve these ends

('ommet.-HR 16311 contains It ) pinvislons pro'Jecting such a plan for future
upward adjustment of staiidards for tie state supplementary program suplmorted
by an Increasing assumption of Federal responsibility on which the states call
plan and no provisions for such maintenance of state expenditures up to the point
where a full poverty level of assistance Is achieved. We rei-ommend the addition
of s.uch provisions.

4. Bnm-fits in. kind annd serrices (e.rtcnde-d to thov. aided bly the plan should not
be used to reduce assistance levels

C(npmment.-HR 16311, as interpreted by the ('onm'ttee rel)or(, am-u-nes a
major reduction In public assistance by work, training and rehabilitation re-
quirements supported by the provision of day care and other supportive services.
We strongly support the extension of these services on a voluntary basis but be-
lieve that mothers should be permitted to exercise their own judgment as to
whether their children's best interest requires their presence in the home. Re-
habilitative and other services cannot fulfil their proper function If they are
imis-oed under'threat of reduction of discontinuance of essential aid. Similarly
child welfare services, Including those related to parental support, should he ad-
ministered in the best interest of the child under existing provisions of state
law.

5. Welfare reform should be such as to more toward greater inclusirencss and
away from categorical distinctions

Conment.-HR 16311 Improves the present situation for needy families by
Including those with both parents in the home insofar as the basic Federal bene-
fit is concerned. It. however, lrpetuates incentives to family breakdown and
underemployment by failing to Include Federal matching in the supplenentary
payment for families with a fully employed parent In the home. The same cover-
age should be mandated for both programs.

It also makes no pro-ision for childless couples and single individuals. This
should be added.

It also perpetuates present disparities of aid as between the adult categories
and children by mandating a monthly $110 minimum net lncomie per Individual
for the former and only $25 monthly for children (beyond the first two members
of a family group.) We do not find the adult standard too high but the children's
standard too low.

The fragmented administration among a po.silbe five agencies -rovided by this
bill is a major danger to responsible administration and a probable source of
hardshlp and confusion to the potential or actual beneficiary. At the very lea-.t.
we recommend that a plan of unified administration for the basic Federal and
suDpementary state family assistance program be mandated.

6. 21h4 le'l and constitutional rights of recipients should be fully protected

-osmiet .- We see great dangers for the coercive and discriminatory appli-
cation of the requirements of this bill which condition Federal aid oi manda-
tory work requirements for mothers, mandatory work registration and assign-
uet for those already working full time, mandatory vocational rehabilitation.
a Federal liabiitty on dterting father beyond the application of state laws and
the pkaebiu of a lien on an f ture Federal payments to such fathers,, an unliml-
ted &utior" for thir party payments, and a mandatory obligation to repay
lnt rb hene. received penud1in the outcome of a fair hearing which is adverse

to the person appealing. We recomand the deletion or modification of all these

4 . .
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7. No improv'ements in the public welfare system should be such as to reduce the
eifectit'eneas of nc.sures to prerepot need or obscure the urgcney of steps for
their impro cement

Comment.-It would be a tragedy if this or any other welfare measure served
to dull the sense of urgency that should lead to strengthening and extending
those basic measures of ecLonomic and social reform that prevent poverty Iwfore
it occurs. Supplementation of full-time wages points up the need for a higher
minimum wage; new provisions for training and child care, the need for ex-
ipuslmn of the job market; higher old age assistance, the need forI more adeuate
social security benefits; rising medicaid rolls, the need for univer.ally available
and rationally organized health services. These and other basic social reforms art-
the way to reduce the ultimate cost of welfare and are, therefore, relevant to this
bill.
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NEw Tovx., N. DAK., October 12, 1970.
Mr. ToM .N AL..
Chief ('otennci.
&-notc Fin'iice ('onamittcc. I'axhin!/ton l).C.

DFAR M. VAIL : I am an interpreter of a lot of the Welfare recipients and truly
know what the cases are actually almut so therefore. I do not need any endorse-
ment of any family to these statements.

The Welfare Syste;a an Ft. Berthold Reservation is Involved with .5 counties
as follows: McClean. ,Mountrail. MeKenzle. Mercer and Dunn. Front the heads
of these cmnty agencies our employees which consist of 3 receive their instruc-
tions when if it were done locally It would simplify matters tremendously regard-
lug transportation, time Just as well as expenses. etc. These people that sit behind
their desks and set the rules really do not knew what the situation is with these
families other than the reports they rec' on piper which shows nothing. I feel
that the Welfare agencies should actually make home visits and see the living
conditions that exist with these people.
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One of tb rules I will refer to is that when these Indian people rec' Income
from their !an leases or soute other source through the Ft. Berthold Agency
and wish to draw it out to meet expenses needed for their school children's
tuition, for furniture, for maybe remodeling or repairing their homes, for cloth-
ing and all the extras the amount that is drawn out is deducted from their
monthly welfare checks so because of the high cost of living which definitely
exists in our community the amount of the monthly welfare checks should
always stay the same regardless of the Income drawn out from leases, etc. Con-
sidering all these extras and the high cost of living I feel that their budgets
should be raised also. Many that do not own cars or any means of transportation
still have to haul their fire wood and water adding another expense because
they have to hire someone to do this.

Another thing is that when children are taken and put in foster homes the
white family rec's more pay than the Indian family that takes in the same which
leads me to believe that prejudice and discrimination is involved along the way
so 1 demand equal pay for white and Indian in such an instance.

Referring to a news item recently in some papers in N. D. recently there was
a story concerning Illegitimgcy Wing of high rate in a certain reservation or
something to that effect. We feel that trash like that about Indians should not
be published in any paper and that the Health, Fducation and Welfare Dept. Is
responsible' to curtail this kind of pviblicatlon. We Indians do not believe in birth
control as we consider what we are-human beings and not a bunch of animals.

And since I am on thL sub.,ect an unwed mother who is having a child should
be required to disclose the father's name at the time of birth so as to eliminate
confusion and enrollment requirements in our agency.

One other thing is a welfare family is allowed $2M0. for a casket when death
occurs to a member which we feel is very cheap cmsidering the respect we have
for our dead so the allowance should be raised to at least $500.00 to $700.00.

This is only a small part of what welfare recipients complain about so if the
system could be improved it would be grently appreciated.

Yours truly,
Mrs. RosE CRow FLIEs HIOH.


