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H.R. 16311-THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 29, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
COMII'IIE ON FINANCE,

Wlash ington, 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, Aii(erson, Talhnadge, Ribicoff, Harris,
Byrd, ,Jr., of Virginia, Williams of Delaware, Curtis, Miller, Jordan
o? Ida ho, and Hansen.

Also present.: Senator Cooper.
The Cmr.AlIMAN. This hearing will come to order.
Today, we aNe beginning hearings on Il.R. 16311, the Family Assist-

ance Act of 1970.
This bill represents the most extensive, expensive, and expansive

welfare legislation ever handled by the Committee on Finance. It
proposes to make at least 14 million persons eligible for welfare in addi-
tion to the 10 million persons now on the rolls, at. an announced addi-
tional cost of $4.4 billion.

It proposes to strengthen the work incentive features of the welfare
law, although there certainly is some question whether it can actually
achieve its announced goals.

The Committee on Finance has attempted on past occasions to deal
with the problem of increasing dependency on welfare. In 1962, legis-
lation was enacted to increase Federal suplport, for services to prevent
and reduce dependency. Unfortunately, that legislation failed to stem
the tide of rising dependency.

In 1967 Congress tried once inore to halt, the trend to welfare de-
pendency. We wrote into law the work incentive program which pro-
vides broad authority for the training and placement of welfare re-
cipients. It was the congre-mnal goa to reduce, welfare by training
recipients to perform ga;inful employment and to help them find suit.
able jobs, thereby addrig a dignity to their existence, which welfare
cannot provide.

The performance of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. and of the Depaitment of Labor in implementing the work incen-
tive program has raisd serious questions about their ability to admin-
ister a program aineed at reducing dependency through work training
and employment. Undu1 )rPwent law, the welfare agency must, develop
a plan for each family receiving aid to families with dependent
children, designed to lead Ciat. family to independence through
employment.



Yet the regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare give the welfare recipient an absolute veto over the plan. If
the don't like the plan, they may simply reject it.

Similarly, a mother has an absolute veto over whether she will agree
to the provision of day care for her children. If she fails to agree, t en,
contrary to the statute, she cannot be referred for training, since the
law requires that child care must be provided as a condition to work
or training.

As a matter of fact, the regulations of the Department do not even
require that any mothers be referred for training or employment.
With this kind of laxity in the administration of the program, we can
fairly doubt whether the welfare expansion proposal before us today
can ever lead to a reduction in dependency.

To the contrary, these administrative indiscretions seem to have
subordinated the 1967 Act to the desires of welfare militants who
oppose work or training for welfare recipients and have aided them
in making good on a boast to stay off the work program, in their words,
* * 'til hell freezes over."
Frankly, without a sharp change in administrative attitudes, it is

difficult to see how reenactment of the work incentive program-and
on the work-training side, that is about all H.R. 16311 proposes--
can do more than repeat. the failures of the existing law.

Members of the Committee on Finance will be most interested in
the Department's estimate of the cost of the bill and the assumptions
on which the cost estimates are based. The committee has already
taken a preliminary look at the Department's cost estimates and has
found what can only be considered unrealistic and contradictory as-
sumptions. Cost is going to be a si nificant factor in the committee's
consideration of H.R. 16311; and 1or that reason, we need hard, re-
liable data. Up to now, the Department has been unable to supply it.

In an effort to provide the committee with facts about the impact
of this welfare bill, I am today directing a telegram to the Governor
of every State in the Union, asking him a series of questions about the
coverage and cost impact of the bill in his State. I am hopeful the
information we will learn from this primary source of welfare data
will aid us in acting intelligently on the bill.

During this hearing, and later in executive session, the committee
will also explore with the Secretary the reasons why the bill contains
significant provisions to discourage a person from work. In most cases,
a father working full time at low wages would have a lower total in-
come under the bill than if he only worked part time. In many cases.
his total income working full time at low wages would be less than his
welfare payments under the bill if he quit work entirely. Now, that's
not an estimate-that's a fact.



For example, in a State with a $3,000 needs standard and payment
level for a family of four, a father in a family of four who is com-
pletely unemployed would receive $3,000 in welfare. If the father
works full time at $1.70 an hour, his earnings would total $3,536. If
his work expenses are $420, his net income would be $3,116. A family
assistance payment of $192 provided under the bill would bring his
total net income up to $3,308. If he finds a job at the same wage for
only 20 hours a week, his earnings would fall to $1,768 But under the
bill, his family's welfare allowance would rise to $2,301. If his work
expenses are $210, his total net income would be $3,859-an increase of
$551 above his net income if he worked full time.

Work disincentives are a feature of the present law which we should
certainly try to remove. Unfortunately, H.R. 16311 does little more
than perpetuate and enlarge upon these work disincentives.

Just a few weeks ago, the Senate passed a bill making major im-
provements in the Federal-State unemployment compensation pro-
grams. We are now waiting for the House conferees to set a meeting
time with us so we can settle our differences and send that bill on to
the President. Among other things, that bill would create a program
of extended unemployment benefits when a worker exhausts is regu-
lar benefits.

M.R. 16311, however, undermines our unemployment insurance sys-
tem, so much so that I doubt the relationship between the two bills has
been fully analyzed by the administration. Under the family assist-
ance bill unemployment compensation would be subtracted dollar by
dollar from family assistance payments. This means that in most cases
an unemployed father would be better off simply not applying for un-
employment compensation, but instead applying only for family as-
sistance and State supplementation. And yet the unemployment com-
pensation program is intended to be the basic program for persons
temporarily unemployed.

This committee believes in the concept of "workfare, not welfare,"
the concept on which this bill has been advanced. We believe that the
"welfare generation" can end only when the dignity of employment is
understood by those who today must endure the indignity of welfare.
I am hopeful that with the cooperation of the administration, we can
work together to break the weIfare cycle; and in doing so, solve one
of the most perplexing domestic issues of our time.

We will include in the record at this point a copy of the committee's
press release announcing these hearings, a copyo the bill, H.R. 16311,
and the committee print entitled "aterial elated to H.R. 16311"
which was prepared by the staff for these hearings.

(The press release follows. The bill appears at p. 7 and the com-
mittee print at p. 107. Hearings continue on p. 158.)



PRESS RELEASE*

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
April 17, 1970 UNITED STATES SENATE

2227 New Senate Office Bldg.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM HEARINGS
ANNOUNCED BY FINANCE COMMITTEE

Senator Russell B. Long (D., La.), Chairman of the Committee on
Finance, announced today the Committee's plans to begin consideration of
H. R. 16311, the FamilyAssistance Act of 1970. The bill was passed by the
House of Representatives on Thursday, April 16, by a vote of 243 to 155.

The Chairman noted that major provisions of the bill would:

1. Authorize a family assistance plan providing basic
benefits to low income families with children;

2. Provide incentives for employment, and for training
to improve the capability for employment, for mem-
bers of such families; and

3. Achieve greater uniformity of aged, blind and disabled
recipients under the Federal-State public assistance
programs.

Senator Long stated that as the first step in the consideration of the
bill, the Committee would receive a briefing by its staff in executive session
on Wednesday, April 22.

Public Hearinm; . -. The Chairman also announced that on Tuesday,
April 28, and Wednesday, April 29, the Committee would hear Administration
witnesses testifying in support of the Family Assistance Plan.

. The honorable Robert H. Finch, Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, will be the lead-off witness. His testimony
will be received on Tuesday, April 28.

The Honorable George P. .hults, Secretary of Labor, will testify
on Wednesday, April 29.

These hearings will be held in Room 2221, New Senate Office
Building, and will begin at 10:00 a. m.

Public Witnesses . -- Senator Long said that the Committee would
hear testimony from public witnesses beginning Tuesday, May 5, and he esti-
mated the hearing would cover about two weeks. He stated that interested
groups wishing to testify on the bill should make their request to Tom Vail,
Chief Cowswel of the Senate Finance Committee, 2227 Now Senate Office
Building later than Tgesday, April 28.

*For later press release suspending consideration of H.R. 16311, the Fuaily

Assistance Act of 1970, see appendix C, page 395.



The Chairman noted that because of the nature of the bill, an unusually
large number of witnesses are expected at the hearing. For this reason, he
stated that it would be necessary to very carefully control the time allotted for
oral presentations before the Committee.

Legislative Reorganization Act . -- In this respect, the Chairman
observed that the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, re-
quires all witnesses appearing before the Committees of Congress --

"to file in advance written statements of their proposed
testimony, and to limit their oral presentations to brief sum-
maries of their argument."

The statute also directs the staff of each Committee to prepare
digests of all testimony for the use of Committee members.

Senator Long stated that in light of this statute and in view of the
large number of witnesses who desire to appear before the Committee in the
limited time available for the hearing, all witnesses who are scheduled to
testify must comply with the following rules:

(1) All statements must be filed with the Committee
at least two days in advance of the day on which the witness
is to appear, If a witness is scheduled to testify on a
Monday or a Tuesday, he must file his written statement
with the Committee by the Friaay preceding his appearance.

(2) All witnesses munt include with their written
statement a summary of the principal points included
in the statement.

(3) The written statements must be typed on letter-
size paper (not legal size) and at least 50 copies must be
submitted to the Committee.

(4) Witnesses are not to read their written state-
ments to the Committee, but are to confine their oral
presentation to a summary of the points included in the
statement.

Witnesses who fail to comply with these rules will forfeit their privilege to
testify.

Consolidated I estimony . -- The Chairman also stated that the Com-
mittee urges all witrdsses who have a corrnon interest and a common position
in a provision in the family assistance plan to consolidate their testimony and
designate a single spokesman to present their common viewpoint orally to the
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Committee. He stated that this procedure would enable the Committee to
receive a wider expression of views on the total bill than it might otherwise
obtain. He praised witnesses who in the past have combined their statements
in order to conserve the time of the Committee, and he urged very strongly
that all witnesses exert a maximum effort to consolidate and coordinate their
statements, not only to conserve the time of the Committee, but also to avoid
repetitious testimony.

Staff Digests . -- The Chairman emphasized that the Committee
staffs had been instructed to fully digest all statements submitted to the Com-
mittee so that every important point made by any witness w . .ild be called to
the Committee's attention. He stated that these digests would be made avail-
able to the Committee members each morning before the witnesses involved
actually appears before the Committee.

Written Subnissions . -- The Chairman observed that the Com-
mittee would be pleased to receive written statements in lieu of a request
for oral presentation. He also invited persons whom the Committee would
be unable to schedule for oral testimony to submit a written statement of their
views on the bill. He said these written statements, 5 copies of which must
be received by the Committee not later than the close of business on Friday,
May 22, 1970, would be given the same close consideration as though the
writer had testified orally.



91swr CONGRESS

2DSESSION H R. 16311

IN TlE, SENATE OF THE UNITE!) STATES

Arni, 21, 1970

U under the order of April 20, 197T, received, considered as having been read
twice, and referred to the ('omiittee on Finance

AN ACT
To authorize a family assistance plan providing basic benefits

to low-income families with children, to provide incentives

for employment and training to improve the capacity for

employment of members of such families, to achieve greater

uniformity of treatment of recipients under the Federal-State

public assistance programs and to otherwise improve such

programs, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted 'by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 ties of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act, with the following table of contents, may be

4 cited as the "Family Assistance Act of 1970".

II
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2 ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE 'PLAN

3 SE. 101. Title IV of the Social Security Act (42

4 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amended by adding after iart C

5 the following new parts:

6 "PART D-FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN'

7 "APPROPRIATIONS

8 "SEC. 441. For the purpose of provi(ling a basic level

9 of financial assistance throughout the Nation to needy

'0 families with children, in a manner which will strengthen
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1 family life, encourage work training and self-support, and

2 enhance personal dignity, there is authorized to be appro-

3 priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out this

4 part.

5 "ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

6 BENEFITS

7 "Eligibility

S "Si.c. 442. (a) Each family (as defined in section

9 445)-

10 "(1) whose income, other than income excluded

II pursuant to section 443 (b), is less than-

12 "(A) $500 per year for each of the first two

13 members of the family, plus

14 "(B) $300 per year for each additional mem-

15 ber, and

16 " (2) whose resources, other than resources ex-

17 eluded pursuant to section 444, are less than $1,500,

IS slialI, ii accordance with and subject to the other provisions

19 of this title, be paid a family assistance benefit.

20 "Amount

21 "(b) The family assistance benefit for a family shall

22 be payable at the rate of-
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1 "(1) $500 per year for each of the first two mem-

2 bers of the family, plus

3 "(2) $300 per year for each additional member,

4 reduced by the amount of income, not excluded pursuant

5 to section 443 (b), of the members of the family.

6 "Period for Deternination of Benefits

7 "(c) (1) A family's eligibility for and its amount of

8 family assistance benefits shall be determined for each quar-

9 ter of a calendar year. Such dletermination shall be made on

10 the basis of the Secretary's estimate of the family's income

1 for such quarter, after taking into account income for a pre-

12 ceding period and any modifications in income which are

13 likely to occur on the basi, of changes in conditions or cir-

14 cumstances. Eligibility for and the amount of benefits of a

15 family for any quarter shall be redetermined at such time or

16 times as may be provided by the Secretary, such redeter-

17 mination to be effective prospectively.

18 " (2) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the

19 cases in which and extent to which the amount of a family
a

20 assistance benefit for any quarter shall be reduced by reason

21 of the time elapsing since the beginning of such quarter and

22 before the date of filing of the application for the benefit.

23 "(3) Tb, Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

24 tions, prescribe the cases in which and the extent to which



1 income received in one period (or expenses incurred in one

2 period in earning income) shall, for purposes of determining

3 eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits, be

4 considered as received (or incurred) in another period or

5 periods.

6 "Special Limits on Gross Income

7 "(d) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

8 tions, prescribe the circumstances under which the gross

9 income from a trade or business (including farming) will be

1o considered sufficiently large to make such family ineligible

it for such benefits.

12 "Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

13 "(e) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

14 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

15 "INCOME

16 "Meaning of Income

17 "SEC. 443. (a) For purposes of this part, income means

18 both earned income and unearned income; and-

19 "(1) earned income means only-

20 "(A) remuneration for services performed as

21 an employee (as defined in section 210 (j) ), other

22 than remuneration to which section 209 (b), (c),

23 (d), (f), or (k), or section 211, would apply; and

21 " (B) net earnings from self-employment, as
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1 defined in section 211 (without the application of

2 the second and third sentences following clause (C)

3 of subsection (a) (9)), including earnings for serv-

4 ices described in paragraphs (4), (5), and (6)

5 of subsection (c) ; and

6 "(2) unearned income means all other income,

7 including-

8 "(A) any payments received as an annuity,

9 pension, retirement, or disability benefit, including

10 veteran's or workmen's compensation and old-age,

11 survivors, and disability insurance, railroad retire-

12 ment, and unemployment benefits;

13 "(B) prizes and awards:

14 "(C) the proceeds of any life insurance policy:

15 "(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support and

16 alimony payments, and inheritances; and

17 "(E) rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.

18 "Exclusions From Income

19 "(b) In determining the income of a family there shall

20 be excluded-

21 " (1) subject to limitations (as to amount or other-

22 wise) prescribed by the Secretary, the earned income of

23 each child in the family who is, as determined by the

24 Secretary under regulations, a student regularly attend-

25 ing a school, college, or university, or a course of voca-
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1 tional or technical training designed to prepare hin

2 for gainful employment;

3 "(2) (A) the total unearned income of all inein-

4 bers of a family in a calendar quarter which, as de-

5 tennined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the

6 Secretary, is received too infrequently or irregularly to

7 be included, if such income so received does not exceed

8 $30 in such quarter, and (B) the total earned income

9 of all members of a family in a calendar quarter which,

10 as determined in accordance with such criteria, is rge-

11 ceived too infrequently or irregularly to be included, if

12 such income so received does not exceed $30 in such

13 quarter;

14 "(3) ai amount of earned income of a member of

15 the family equal to all, or such part (and according to

16 such schedule) as the Secretary may prescribe, of the

17 cost incurred by such member for child care which the

18 Secretary deems necessary to securing or continuing in

19 manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, employ-

20 ment, or self-employment;

21 "(4) the first $720 per year (or proportionately

22 smaller amounts for shorter periods) of the total of

23 earned income (not excluded by the preceding para-

24 graphs of this subsection) of all members of the family

25 plus one-half of the remainder thereof;
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1 "(5) food stamnps or any other assistance (except

2 veterans' pensions) which is based on need and fur-

3 nished by any State or political subdivision of a State

4 or any Federal agency, or by any private charitable

5 agency or organization (as determined by the Secre-

6 tary) ;

7 "(6) allowances under section 432 (a)

8 "(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellowship

9 received for use in paying the cost of tuition and fees

10 at any educational (including technical or vocational

11 education) institution; and

12 "(8) home produce of a member of the family

13 utilized by the household for its own consumption.

14 "RESOURCES

15 "Exclusions From Resources

16 "Sc. 444. (a) In determining the resources of a family

17 there shall be excluded-

18 "(1) the home, household goods, and personal ef-

19 fects; and

20 "(2) other property which, as determined in ac-

21 cordance with mid subject to limiitations in regulations

22 of the Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of

23 self-support as to warrant its exclusion.
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1 "Disposition of Resources

2 "(b) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations appli-

3 cable to the period or periods of time within which, and the

4 manner in which, various kinds of property must be dis-

5 posed of in order not to he included in determining a fain-

6 ily's eligibility for family assistance benefits. Any portion

7 of the family's benefits paid for any such period shall bo

8 conditioned upon such disposal; and any benefits so paid

9 shall (at the time of the disposal) be considered over-

10 payments to the extent they would not have been paid

11 had the disposal occurred at the beginning of the period for

12 which such benefits were paid.

1:3 "MEANING OF FAMILY AND OHILD

14 "Composition of Family

15 "SEc. 445. (a) Two or more individuals-

16 "(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or

17 adoption,

18 "(2) who are living in a place of residence maii-

19 tained by one or more of them as his or their own home,

20 " (3) who are residents of the United States, and

21 "(4) at least one of whom is a child who (A) is

22 not married to another of such individuals and
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1 (B) is in the care of or dependent upon another

2 of such individuals,

3 shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this part and

4 parts A, C, and E, A parent (of a child living in a place

5 of residence referred to in paragraph (2) ), or a spouse of

6 such a parent, who is determined by tho Secretary to be

7 temporarily absent. from such place of residence for the

8 purpose of engaging in or seeking employment or self-

9 employment (including military service) shall nevertheless

10 be considered (for purposes of paragraph (2) ) to be living

11 in such place of residence.

12 "Definition of Child

13 "(b) For purposes of this part and parts C and E, the

14 term 'child' means an individual who is (1) under the age

15 of eighteen, or (2) under the age of twenty-one and (as

16 determined by the Secretary under regulations) a student

17 regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a

18 course of vocational or technical training designed to prepare

19 him for gainful employment.

20 "Determination of Family Relationships

21 "(c) In detenining whether an individual is related

22 to another individual by blood, marriage, or adoption, appro-

23 priate State law shall be applied.

24 "Income and Resources of Noucontributing Adult

25 "(d) For purposes of determnining eligibility for and the
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1 amount of family assistance benefits for any family there shall

2 be excluded the income and resources of any individual,

3 other than a parent of a child (or a spouse of a parent),

4 which, as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed

5 by the Secretary, is not available to other members of the

6 family; and for such purposes such individual-

7 " (1) in the case of a child, shall be regarded as a

8 member of the family for purposes of determining the

9 family's eligibility for such benefits but not for purposes

10 of determining the amount of such benefits, and

11 "(2) hi any other case, shall not be considered a

12 member of the family for any purpose.

13 "Recipients of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and

14 Disabled Ineligible

15 "(e) If an individual is receiving aid to the aged, blind,

16 and disabled under a State plan approved under title XVI, or

17 if his needs are taken into account in determining the need of

18 another person receiving such aid, then, for the period for

19 which such aid is received, such individual shall not be re-

20 garded as a member of a family for purposes of determining

21 the amount of the family assistance benefits of the family.

22 t PAYMENTS AND PROCEDURES

23 "Payments of Benefits

24 "Sim. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits shall be

25 paid at such tine or times and in such installments as the
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1 Secretary determines will best effectuate the purposes of this

2 titlo.

3 "(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any

4 family may be made to any one or more members of the

5 family, or, if the Secretary deems it, appropriate, to any

6 person, other than a mieniber of such family, who is in-

7 terested in or concerned with the welfare of the family.

8 "(3) The Secretary mnay by regulation establish ranges

( of incomes within which a. single amount of family assistance

10 benefit shall apply.

I "Overpayments and Underpayments

12 "(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that more or less

13 than the correct amount of family assistance benefits has

14 been paid with respect to any family, proper adjustment or

15 reovery shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

16 subsection, be made by appropriate adjustments in future

17 payments to the family or by recover), from or payment to

18 any one or more of the individuals who are or were members

19 thereof. The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds

20 appropriate in the case of payment of more than the correct

21 amount of benefits with respect to a family with a view to

22 avoiding penalizing members of the family who were without

2:3 fault in connection with the overpayment, if adjustment or

24 recovery on account of such overpayment in such case would

25 defeat the purposes of this part, or be against equity or
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1 good conscience, or (because of the small amount involved)

2 impede efficient or effective administration of this part.

3 "Hearings and Review

4 "(e) (1) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice

5 and opportunity for a hearing to any individual who is or

6 claims to be a member of a family and is in disagreement

7 with any determination under this part with respect to

8 eligibility of the family for family assistance benefits, the

9 number of members of the family, or the amount of the

10 benefits, if such individual requests a hearing on the matter

It in disagreement within thirty days after notice of such deter-

12 mination is received. Until a determination is made on the

13 basis of such hearing or upon disposition of the matter

14 through default, withdrawal of the request by the individual,

15 or revision of the initial determination by the Secretary, any

16 amounts which are payable (or would be payable but for the

17 matter in disagreement) to any individual who has been

18 determined to be a member of such family shall continue to

19 be paid; but any amounts so paid for periods prior to such

20 determination or disposition shall be considered overpay-

21 ments to the extent they would not have been paid had such

22 determination or disposition occurred at the same time as

23 the Secretary's initial determination on the matter in

24 disagreement.

25 "(2) Determination on the basis of such hearing shall be
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1 made within ninety days after the individual requests the

2 hearing as provided in paragraph (1).

3 "(3) The final determination of the Secretary after a

4 hearing under paragraph (1) shall he subject to judicial

5 review as provided in section 205(g) to the same extent

6 as the Secretary's final determinations under section 205;

7 except that the determination of the Secretary after such

8 hearing as to any fact shall be final and conclusive and not

9 subject to review by any court.

10 "Procedures; Prohibition of Assignments

11 "(d) The provisions of sections 206 and 207 and sub-

12 sections (a), (d), (e), and (f) of section 205 shall apply

13 with respect to this part to the same extent as they apply

14 in the case of title II.

15 "Applications and Furnishing of Information by Families

16 "(e) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations ap-

17" plicable to families or members thereof with respect to the

18 filing of applications, the furnishing of other data and mate-

19 rial, and the reporting of events and changes in circumstances,

20 as may be necessary to determine eligibility for and amount

21 of family assistance benefits.

22 "(2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events

23 and changes in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or

24 amount of family assistance benefits, and more accurate

25 estimates of expected income or expenses by members of
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1 families for purposes of such eligibility and amount of bene-

2 fits, the Secretary may prescribe the cases in which and the

3 extent to which-

4 "(A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or

5 "(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished

6 by the members and on which the estimates of income or

7 expenses for such purposes are based,

8 will result in treatment as overpayments of all or any

9 portion of payments of such benefits for the period involved.

10 "Furnishing of Information by Other Agencies

11 "(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide

12 such information as the Secretary needs for purposes of

13 determining eligibility for or amount of family assistance

14 benefits, or verifying other information with respect thereto.

15 "REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR

16 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT

17 "Smc. 447. (a) Every individual who is a member of

18 a family which is found to be eligible for family assistance

19 benefits, other than a member to whom the Secretary finds

20 paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (b)

21 applies, shall register for manpower services, training,

22 and employment with the local public employment office

23 of the State as provided by regulations of the Secretary of

24 Labor. If and for so long as any such individual is found by
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1 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to have

2 failed to so register, he shall not be regarded as a

3 member of a family but his income which would otherwise

4 be counted under this part as income of a family shall be so

5 counted; except that if such individual is the only member

6 of the family other than a child, such individual shall be

7 regarded as a member for purposes of determination of the

8 family's eligibility for family assistance benefits, but not

9 (except for counting his income) for purposes of determina-

10 tion of the amount of such benefits. No part of the family

11 assistance benefits of any such family may be paid to such

12 individual during the period for which the preceding

13 sentence is applicable to him; and the Secretary may, if

14 he deems it appropriate, provide for payment of such bene-

15 fits during such period to any person, other than a member

16 of such family, who is interested in or concerned with the

17 welfare of the family.

18 "(b) An individual shall not be required to register

19 pursuant to subsection (a) if the Secretary determines that

20 such individual is-

21 "(1) unable to engage in work or training by

22 reason of illness, incapacity, or advanced age;

23 "(2) a mother or other relative of a child under

24 the age of six who is caring for such child;

25 "(3) the mother or other female caretaker of a
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1 child, if the father or another adult male relative is in

2 the home and not excluded by paragraph (1), (2),

3 (4), or (5) of this subsection (unless the second sen-

4 tence of subsection (a), or section 448 (a), is applicable

5 to him) ;

6 " (4) a child who is under the age of sixteen or

7 meets the requirements of section 445 (b) (2) ; or

8 "(5) one whose presence in the home on a sub-

9 stantially cLatinuous basis is required because of the ill-

10 ness or incapacity of another member of the household.

I1 An individual who would, but for the preceding sentence,

12 be required to register pursuant to subsection (a), may, if

13 he wishes, register as provided in such subsection.

14 "(c) The Secretary shill make provision for the fur-

15 nishing of child care services in such cases and for so long

16 as he deems appropriate in the case of (1) individuals reg-

17 istered pursuant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to such

18 registration, participating in manpower services, training, or

19 employment, and (2) individuals referred pursuant to sub-

20 section (d) who are, pursuant to such referral, participat-

21 ing in vocational rehabilitation.

22 " (d) In the case of any member of a family receiving

23 family assistance benefits who is not required to register

24 pursuant to subsection (a) because of such member's in-

25 capacity, the Secretary shall make provision for referral of

44-527 0--O--pt. 1-3
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1 such member to the appropriate State agency administering

2 or supervising the administration of the State plan for vo-

3 cational rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

4 Rehabilitation Act, and (except in such cases involving per-

5 manent incapacity as the Secretary may determine) for a

6 review not less often than quarterly of such member's inca-

7 parity and his need for and utilization of the rehabilitation

8 services made available to him under such plan. If and for so

9 long as such member is found by the Secretary to have re-

10 fused without good cause to accept rehabilitation services

11 available to him under such plan, he shall be treated as an

12 individual to whom subsection (a) is applicable by reason

13 of refusal to accept or participate in employment or trainbig.

14 "DENIAL OF BENEFITS I CASE OF REFUSAL OF MANPOWER

15 SERVICES, TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMENT

16 "Smc. 448. (a) For purposes of determining eligibility

17 for and amount of family assistance benefits under this part,

18 an individual who has registered as required under section

19 447 (a) shall not be regarded as a member of a family, but

20 his income which would otherwise be counted as income of

21 the family under this part shall be so counted, if and for so

22 long as he has been found by the Secretary of Labor, after

23 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing (which shall

24 be held in the same manner and subject to the same conditions

25 as a hearing under section 446 (c) (1) and (2)), to have
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1 ref ed without good cause to participate or continue to pax-

2 ticipate in manpower services, training, or employment, or

3 to have refused without good cause to accept employment

4 in which he is able to engage which is offered through the

5 public employment offices of the State, or is otherwise offered

6 by an employer if the offer of such employer is determined

7 by the Secretary of Labor, after notification by such em-

8 ployer or otherwise, to be a bona fide offer of employment;

9 except that if such individual is the only member of the

10 family other than a child, such individual shall be regarded

11 as a member of the family for purposes of determination of

12 the family's eligibility for benefits, but not (except for

13 counting his income) for the purposes of determination of

14 the amount of its benefits. No part of the family assistance

15 benefits of any such family may be paid to such individual

16 (luring the period for which the preceding sentence is ap-

17 plicable to him; and the Secretary may, if lie deems it

18 appropriate, provided for payment of such benefits during

19 such period to any Ierson, other than a member of such

"2 family, who is interested in or concerned with the welfare

21 of the family.

22 " (b) No family shall be denied benefits under this

23 part, or have its benefits under this part reduced, because

24 an individual who is (or would, but for subsection (a), be)
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1 a member of such family refuses work under any of tihe

2 following conditions:

3 "(1) if the 1,osition offered is vacant due directly

4 to a strike, lockout, or other labor dispute;

5 " (2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or con-

6 (itions of the work offered are contrary to or less than

7 those prescribed by Federal, State, or local law or are

8 substantially less favorable to the individual than those

9 prevailing for similar work in the locality;

10 " (3) if, as a condition of being employed, the in-

11 dividital w(ld lbe required to join a company union

12 or to resign from or refrain from joining any bona fide

13 labor organization; or

14 " (4) if the individual has the demonstrated capa-

15 city, through other available training or employment

16 opporttinifies, of securing work that would better enable

17 him to achieve sclf-sufliciency.

18 TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-TIHE-JOB

1) TRAINING PROGRAMS

20I "SEC. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the

21 extent provided by agreement with the Secretary of Labor,

22 pay to the Secretary of Labor amounts which he estimates

23 would be paid as family assistance benefits under this part to

24 individuals participating in public or private employer corn-
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1 pensated on-the-job training under a program of the Secre-

2 tary of Labor if they were not participating in such training.

3 Such amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such

4 programs.

5 "PART Ej---STA',m SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

6 ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

7 itPAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX

8 CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

9 "SEC. 451. In order for a State to be eligible for pay-

10 ments pursuant to title V, XVI, or XIX, or part A or B

11 of this title, with respect to expenditures for any quarter

12 beginning on or after the date this part becomes effective

13 with respect to such State, it must have in effect an agree-

14 ment with the Secretary under which it will make supple-

15 mentary payments, as provided in this part, to any family

16 other than a family in which both parents of the child or

17 children are present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the

18 male parent is not unemployed.

19 "EI IOIBIITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMERNTARY

20 PAYMENTS

21 "SEC. 452. (a) Eligibility for and amount of supple-

22 mentary payments tinder the agreement with any State under

23 this part shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

24 section, be determined by application of the provisions of,
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1 and rules and regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2), (c),

2 and (d), 443 (a), 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Secre-

3 tary deems appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application

4 of the standard for determining need under the plan of such

5 State as in effect for January 1970 (which standard complies

6 with the requirements for approval under part A as in effect

7 for such month) or, if lower, a standard equal to the applicable

8 poverty level determined pursuant to section 453 (e) and in

9 effect at the time of such payments, or such higher standard

10 of need as the State may apply, with the resulting amount

11 reduced by the family assistance benefit payable under part

12 D and further reduced by any other income (earned or tuin-

13 earned) not excluded under section 443 (b) (except para-

14 graph (4) thereof) or under subsection (b) of this section;

15 but in making such determination the State may impose lim-

16 itations on the amount of aid paid to the extent that such liii-

17 nations (in combination with other provisions of the plan) are

18 no more stringent in result than those imposed under the plan

19 of such State as in effect for such month. In the case of any

20 State which provides for meeting less than 100 per centum of

21 its standard of need or provides for considering less than 100

22 per centum of reqirimenits in determining need, the Score-

23 tary shall prescribe by regulation the method or methods for

24 achieving as nearly as possible the results provided for under

25 the foregoing provisions of this subsection.
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1 "(b) For purposes of determining eligibility for and

2 amount of supplementary payments to a family for any period

3 pursuant to an agreement under this part, in the case of earned

4 income to which paragraph (4) of section 443 (b) applies,

5 there shall be disregarded $720 per year (or proportionately

6 smaller amounts for shorter periods), plus-

7 (1) one-third of the portion of the remainder of

8 earnings which does not exceed twice the amount of the

9 family assistance benefits that would be payable to the

10 family if it had no income, plus

11 (2) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by regula-

12 tion so pres-cribes) of the balance of the earnings.

18 For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin

14 Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

15 "(c) The agreement with a State under this part shall-

16 "(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political

17 subdivisions of the State;

18 "(2) provide for the establishment or designation

19 of a single State agency to carry out or supervise the

20 carrying out of the agreement in the State;

21 "(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair

22 hearing before the State agency carrying out the agree-

23 nent to any individual whose claim for supplementary

24 payments is denied or is not acted upon with reasonable

25 promptness;
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1 "(4) provide (A) such methods of administration

2 (including methods relating to the establishment and

3 maintenance of personnel standards on a merit basis, cx-

4 cept that the Secretary shall exercise no authority with

5 respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensa-

6 tion of any individual employed in accordance with

7 such methods) as are found by the Secretary to be

8 necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the

9 agreement in the State, and (B) for the training and

1 ) effective use of paid subprofessional staff, with par-

11 ticular emphasis on the full- or part-time employment of

12 recipients of supplementary payments and other persons

13 of low income, as community service aides, in carrying

14 out tho agreement and for the use of nonpaid or partially

15 paid volunteers in a social service volunteer program

16 in providing services to applicants for and recipients of

17 supplementary payments and in assisting any advisory

18 committees established by the State agency;

19 "(5) provide that the State agency carrying out

20) the agreement v, ill make such reports, in such form and

21 containing such information, as the Secretary may from

22 time to time require, and comply with such provisions

23 as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary

24 to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

25 "(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use or



27

1 disclosure of information concerning applicants for and

2 recipients of supplementary payments to purposes di-

3 rectly connected with the administration of this title;

4 and

5 "(7) provide that all individuals wishing to make

6 application for supplementary payments shall have op-

7 portunity to do so, and that supplementary payments

8 shall be furnished with reasonable promptness to all

9 eligible individuals.

10 "tPAYMENTS TO STATES

11 "SEC. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to any

12 State which has in effect an agreement under this part, for

13 each fiscal year, an amount equal to 30 per centum of the

14 total amount expended during such year pursuant to its

15 agreement as supplementary payments to families other than

16 families in which both parents of the child or children are

17 present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the male parent

18 is not unemployed, not counting so much of the supple-

19 mentary payment made to any family as exceeds the amount

20 by which (with respect to the period involved) -

21 "(A) the family assistance benefit payable to such

2" family under part D. plus any income of such family

23 (earned or unearned) not disregarded in determining

24 the amount of such supplementary payment, is less than
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1 "(B) the applicable poverty level as promulgated

2 and in effect under subsection (c).

3 "(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State

4 an amount equal to 50 per centum of its administrative costs

5 found necessary by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-

6 ment,

7 "(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at

8 such time or times, in advance or by way of reimbursement,

9 and in such installments as the Secretary may determine;

10 and shall be made on such conditions as may be necessary

11 to assure the carrying out of the purposes of this title.

12 "(c) (1) For purposes of this part, the 'poverty level'

13 for a family group of any given size shall be the amount

14 shown for a family group of such size in the following table,

15 adjusted as provided in paragraph (2) :

"FAMILY 8IZE BASIC AMOUNT

One --------------------------------------------------- $1,920
Two -------------------------------------------------- ,460
Three ------------------------------------------------- 2,940
Four -------------------------------------------------- 31720
Five -------------------------------------------------- 4,440
Six --------------------------------------------------- 4,980
Seven or more ------------------------------------------ 6,120

16 "(2) Between July 1 and September 30 of each year,

17 beginning with 1970, the Secretary (A) shall adjust the

18 amount shown for each size of family group in the table in

19 paragraph (1) by increasing such amount by the percent-

20 age by which the average level of the price index for the
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1 months in the calendar quarter beginning April 1 of such

2 year exceeds the average level of the price index for months

3 in 1969, and (B) shall thereupon promulgate the amounts

4 so adjusted as the poverty levels for family groups of various

5 sizes which shall be conclusive for purposes of this part for

6 the fiscal year beginning July 1 next succeeding such

7 promulgation.

8 "(3) As used in this subsection, the term 'price index'

9 means the Consumer Price Index (all items--United States

10 city average) published monthly by the Bureau of Labor

11 Statistic&

12 FAILUREE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH AGREEMENT

13 "Src. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

14 opportunity for hearing to a State with which he has an

15 agreement under this part, finds that such State is failing to

16 comply therewith, he shall withhold all, or such portion as he

17 deems appropriate, of the payments to which such State is

18 otherwise entitled under this part or part A or B of this title

19 or under title V, XVI, or XIX; but the amounts so with-

20 held from payments under such part A or B or under title

21 V, XVI, or XIX shall be deemed to have been paid to the

22 State under such part or title. Such withholding shall be

23 effected at such time or times and in such installments as the

24 Secretary may deem appropriate.



30

I "PAR'T F-ADMINSTRATION

2 "AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

3 "SEC. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agree-

4 ment with any State under which the Secretary will make,

5 on behalf of the State, the supplementary payments provided

6 for under part E, or will perform such other functions

7 of the State in connection with such payments as may be

8 agreed upon, or both. In any such case, the agreement shall

9 also (1) provide for payment by the State to the Secretary

10 of an amount equal to the supplementary payments the State

11 would otherwise make pursuant to part E, less any payments

12 which would be made to the State under section 453 (a), and

13 (2) at the request of the State, provide for joint audit of pay-

14 ments tnder the agreement.

15 "(b) The Secretary may also enter into an agreement

16 with any State under which such State will make, on behalf

17 of the Secretary, the family assistance benefit payments

18 provided for under part D with respect to all or specified

19 families in the State who are eligible for such benefits or will

20 perform such other functions in connection with the adninis-

21 tration of part D as may be agreed upon. The cost of carry-

22 ing out any such agreement shall be paid to the State by the

23 Secretary in advance or by way of reimbursement and in

24 such installments as may be agreed upon.
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1 "PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

2 "SEc. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than

3 paragraph (a), shall apply with respect to benefits tinder

4 part D and allowances under part C, of this title, to the same

5 extent as they apply to payments under title I.

6 "REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCII AND DEMONSTRATIONS,

7 AND TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

8 "SEc. 463. (a) The Secretary shall make an annual re-

9 port to the President and the Congress on the operation and

10 administration of parts D and E, including an evaluation

11 thereof in carryhig out the purposes of such parts and recom-

12 mendations with respect thereto. The Secretary is authorized

13 to conduct evaluations directly or by grants or contracts of

14 the programs authorized by such parts.

15 " (b) The Secretary is authorized to conduct, directly or

16 by grants or contracts, research into or demonstrations of

17 ways of better providing financial assistance to needy per-

18 sons or of better carrying out the purposes of part D, and

19 in so doing to waive any requirements or limitations in such

20 part with respect to eligibility for or amount of family

21 assistance benefits for such family, members of families, or

22 groups thereof as he deems appropriate.

23 "(c) The Secretary is authorized to provide such
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1 technical assistance to States, and to provide, directly or

2 through grants ol, contracts, for such training of personnel

3 of States, as he deems appropriate to assist them in more

4 efficiently and effectively carrying out their agreements

5 under this part and part E.

6 "(d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor,

7 such portion of any appropriation to carry out part D or E

8 as the Secretary may determine, but not in excess of $20,-

9 000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be available to him to carry

10 out this section.

11 OBLIGATION OF DESERTING PARENTS

12 "SEc. 464. In any case where an individual has de-

13 sorted or abandoned his spouse or his child or children and

14 such spouse or any such child (during the period of such

15 desertion or abandonment) is a member of a family receiv-

16 ing family assistance benefits under part D or supplementary

17 payments under part E, such individual shall be obligated

18 to the United States in an amount equal to-

19 "(1) the total amount of the family assistance bene-

20 fits paid to such family during such period with respect

21 to su,'h spouse and child or children, plus the amount paid

22 by the Secretary under section 453 on account of the

23 supplementary payments made to such family during
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1 such period with respect to such spouse and child or chil-

2 dren, reduced by

3 "(2) any amount actually paid by such individual

4 to or for the support and maintenance of such spouse

5 and child or children during such period, if and to the

6 extent that such amount is excluded in determining the

7 amount of such family assistance benefits;

8 except that in any case where an order for the support and

9 maintenance of such spouse or any such child has been

10 issued by a court of competent jurisdiction, the obligation of

11 such individual under this subsection (with respect to such

12 spouse or child) for any period shall not exceed the amount

13 specified in such order less any amount actually paid by such

14 individual (to or for the support and maintenance of such

15 spouse or child) during such period. The amount due the

16 United States under such obligation shall be collected (to the

17 extent that the claim of the United States therefor is not other-

18 wise satisfied), in such manner as may be specified by the

19 Secretary, from any amounts otherwise due him or becoming

20 due him at any time from any officer or agency of the United

21 States or under any Federal program. Amounts collected under

22 the preceding sentence shall be deposited in the Treasury as

23 miscellaneous receipts.
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1 "TREATMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS AS INCOME

2 FOR FOOD STAMP PURPOSES

3 "SFw. 465. Family assistance benefits paid under this

4 title shall be taken into consideration for the purpose of de-

5 termining the entitlement of any household topurchase food

6 stamps, and the cost thereof, under the food stamp program

7 conducted under the Food Stamp Act of 1964."

8 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, CHILD

9 CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PROGRAMS

10 SEC. 102. Part C of title IV of the Social Security Act

11 (42 U.S.C. 630 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

12 "PART C-MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOY-

13 MENT, CIID CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PIo-

14 GRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

15 BENEFITS OR SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

16 "PU.UPOs

17 "SEC. 430. The purpose of this part is to authorize pro-

18 vision, for individuals who are members of a family receiving

19 benefits under part D or supplementary payments pursuant

20 to part E, of manpower services, training, employment,

21 child care, and related supportive services necessary to train

22 such individuals, prepare them for employment, and other-

23 wise assist them in securing and retaining regular employment

24 and having the opportunity for advancement in employment,

25 to the end that needy families with children will be restored
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1 to self-supporting, independent, and useful roles in their

2 communities.

3 "OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND

4 HMPLOYMBNT PROGRAMS

5 "SEC. 431. (a) The Secretary of Labor shall, for each

6 person registered pursuant to part D, in accordance with

7 priorities prescribed by him, develop or assure the develop-

8 ment of an employability plan describing the manpower

9 services, training, and employment which the Secretary of

10 Labor determines each person needs in order to enable him

11 to become self-supporting and secure and retain employment

12 and opportunities for advancement.

13 " (b) The Secretary of Labor shall, in accordance with

14 the provisions of this part, establish and assure the provision

15 of manpower services, training, and employment programs

16 in each State for persons registered pursuant to part D or

17 receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E.

18 " (c) The Secretary of Labor shall, through such pro-

19 grams, provide or assure the provision of manpower services,

20 training, and employment and opportunities necessary to

21 prepare such persons for and place them in regular employ-

22 ment, including-

23 " (I) any of such services, training, employment,

24 and opportunities which the Secretary of Labor is author-

25 ized to provide under any other Act;

44-527 O-70--pt. 1-4
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1 "(2) counseling, testing, coaching, program orienta-

2 tion, institutional and on-the-job training, work experi-

3 enoe, upgrading, job development, job placement, and

4 follow up services required to assist in securing and re-

5 taining employment and opportunities for advancement;

6 "(3) relocation assistance (including gre.ws, loans,

7 and the furnishing of such services as will aid aa involun-

8 tarily unemployed individual who desires to relocate to do

9 so in an area where there is assurance of regular suitable

10 employment, offered through the public employment of-

11 fices of the State in such area, which will lead to the

12 earning of income sufficient to make such individual and

13 his family ineligible for benefits under part D and supple-

14 mentary payments under part E) ; and

15 "(4) special work projects.

16 "(d) (1) For purposes of subsection (c) (4), a 'special

17 work project' is a project (meeting the requirements of this

18 subsection) which consists of the performance of work in the

19 public interest through grants to or contracts with public or

20 nonprofit private agencies or organizations.

21 "(2) No wage rates provided under any special work

22 project shall be lower than the applicable minimum wage for

23 the particular work concerned.

24 "(3) Before entering into any special work project

25 under a program established as provided in subsection (b),
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1 the Secretary of Labor shall have reasonable assurances

2 that-

3 "(A) appropriate standards for the health, safety,

4 and other conditions applicable to the performance of

5 work and training on such project are established and

6 will be maintained,

7 "(B) such project will not result in the displace-

8 ment of employed workers,

9 "(C) with respect to such project the conditions of

10 work, training, education, and employment are reason-

11 able in the light of such factors as the type of work, gee-

12 graphical region, and proficiency of the participant,

13 "(D) appropriate workmen's compensation pro-

14 tection is provided to all participants, and

15 "(E) such project will improve the employability

16 of the participants.

17 "(4) With respect to individuals who are participants

18 in special work projects under programs established as pro-

19 vided in subsection (b), the Secretary of Labor shall period-

20 ically (at least once every six months) review the employ-

21 ment record of each such individual while on the special work

22 project and on the basis of such record and such other infor-

23 mation as he may acquire determine whether it would be

24 feasible to place such individual in regular employment or in

25 on-the-job, institutional, or other training.
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1 "AiLLOWANCFS FOR INDIVIDUALS UNDERGOING TRAINING

2 "SFC. 432. (a) (1) The Secretary of Labor shall pay to

3 each individual who is a member of a family and is partici-

4 pating in manpower training under this part an incentive

5 allowance of $30 per month. If one or more members of a

6 family are receiving training for which training allowances

7 are payable under section 203 of the Manpower Development

8 and Training Act and meet the otl'er requirements under

9 such section (except subsection (1) (1) thereof) for the re-

10 ceipt of allowances which would be in excess of the sum of

11 the family assistance benefit under part D and supplementary

12 payments pursuant to part E payable with respect to such

13 month to the family, the total of the incentive allowances per

14 month under this section for such members shall be equal to

15 the greater of (1) the amount of such excess or, if lower,

16 the amount of the excess of the training allowances which

17 would be payable under such section 203 as in effect on

18 March 1, 1970, over the sum of such family assistance bene-

19 fit and such supplementary payinentc and (2) $30 for each

20 such member.

21 "(2) The Secretary of Labor shall, in accordance with

22 regulations, also pay, to any member of a family participat-

23 ing in manpower training under tbis part, allowances for

24 transportation and other costs to him which are necessary to

25 and directly related to his participation in training.
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1 "(3) The Secretary of Labor shall by regulation provide

2 for such smaller allowances under this subsection as he deems

3 appropriate for individuals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-

4 lands, and Guam.

5 "(b) Allowances under this section shall be in lieu of

6 allowances provided for participants in manpower training

7 programs under any other Act.

8 "(c) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any member

9 of a family who is participating in a program of the See-

10 retary of Labor providing public or private employer com-

11 pensated on-the-job training.

12 UTILIZATIONN OF OTHER PROGRAMS

13 "SEC. 433. In providing the manpower training and

14 employTmnt services and opportunities required by this part

15 the Secretary of Labor, to the maximum extent feasible, shall

16 assure that such services and opportunities are provided in

17 such manner, through such means, and using all authority

18 available to him under any other Act (and subject to all

19 duties and responsibilities thereunder) as will further the

20 establishment of an integrated and comprehensive manpower

21 training program involviyjg all sectors of the economy and all

22 levels of government and as will make maximum use of exist-

23 ing manpower and manpower related programs and agencies.

24 To such end the Secretary of Labor may use the funds appro-

25 priated to him under this part to provide the programs
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1 required by this part through such other Act, to the same

2 extent and under the same conditions as if appropriated under

3 such other Act and in making use of the programs of other

4 Federal, State, or local agencies, public or private, the See-

5 retaxy may reimburse such agencies for services rendered to

6 persons under this part to the extent such services and oppor-

7 tunities are not otherwise available on a nonreimbursable

8 basis.

9 "RULES AND RFAIULATIONS

10 "So. 434. The Secretary of Labor may issue such rules

11 and regulations as he finds necessary to carry out his respon-

12 sibiities under this part.

13 "APPROPRIATIONS; NON FEDERAL SHARE

14 "SEc. 435. (a) There is authorized to be appropriated to

15 the Secretary of Labor for each fiscal year a sum sufficient

16 for carrying out the purposes of this part (other than sections

17 436 and 437), including payment of not to exceed 90 per

18 centum of the cost of manpower services, training, and

19 employment apd opportunities provided for individuals reg-

20 istered pursuant to section 447. The Secretary of Labor shall

21 establish criteria to achieve an equitable apportionment

22 among the States of Federal expenditures for carrying out

23 the programs authorized by section 431. In developing these

24 criteria the Secretary of Labor shall consider the number of

25 registrations under section 447 and other relevant factors.
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1 "(b) If a non-Federal contribution of 10 per centum of

2 the cost specified in subsection (a) is not made in any State

3 (as required by section 402 (a) (13)), the Secretary of

4 Health, Education, and Welfare may withhold any action

5 under section 404 on account thereof and if he does so he

6 shall instead, after reasonable notice and opportunity for

7 hearing to the appropriate State agency or agencies, with-

8 hold any payments to be made to the State under sections

9 403 (a), 453, 1604, and 1903 (a) until the amount so with-

10 held (including any amounts contributed by the State pursu-

11 ant to the requirement in section 402 (a) (13)) equals 10

12 per centum of such costs. Such withholding shall remain

13 in effect until such time as the Secretary of Labor has assur-

14 ances from the State that such 10 per centum will be contrib-

15 uted as required by section 402 (a) (13). Amounts so with-

16 held shall be deemed to have been paid to the State under

17 such sections and shall be paid by the Secretary of Health,

18 Education, and Welfare to the Secretary of Labor.

19 "CHILD CARE

20 "S . 436. (a) (1) For the pu;,s.,-e of assuring that

21 individuals receiving benefits under part D or supplementary

22 payments pursuant to part E will not be prevented from

23 participating in training or employment by the unavail-

24 ability of appropriate child care, there are authorized to

25 be appropriated for each fiscal year such sums as may bo
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1 necessary to enable the Secretary of Health, Education,

2 and Welfare to make grants to any public or nonprofit private

3 agency or organization, and contracts with any public or

4 private agency or organization, for part or all of the cost nf

5 projects for the provision of child care, including necessary

6 transportation and alteration, remodeling, and renovation

7 of facilities, which may be necessary or appropriate in order

8 to better enable an individual who has been registered pur-

9 suant to part D or is receiving supplementary payments

10 pursuant to part E to undertake or continue manpower

11 training or employment under this part, or to enable an

12 individual who has been referred pursuant to section 447

I:; (d) to participate in vocational rehabilitation, or to enable a

14 member of a family which is or has been (within such pe-

15 riod of time ts the Secretary may prescribe) eligible for bene-

16 fits under such part 1) or payments pursuant to such part E

17 to undertake or continue manpower training or employment

18 under this part; or, with respect to the period prior to the

19 date when part D becomes effective for a State, to better

20 enable an individual who is receiving aid to families with

21 dependent children, or whose needs are taken into account in

22 determining tie need of any one claiming or receiving such

23 aid, to participate in manpower training or employment.

24 "(2) Such grants or contracts for the provision of

25 child care in any area may be made directly, or through
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1 grants to any public or nonprofit private agency which is

2 designated by the appropriate elected or appointed official or

3 officials in such area and which demonstrates a capacity to

4 work effectively with the manpower agency in such area (in-

5 tluding provision for the stationing of personnel with the

6 manpower team in appropriate cases). To the extent appro-

7 priate, such care for children attending school which is pro-

8 vided on a group or institutional basis shall be provided

9 through arrangements with the appropriate local educational

10 agency.

11 " (3) Such projects shall provide for various types of

12 child care needed in the light of the different circumstances

13 and needs of the children involved.

14 " (b) Such sums shall also 1)e available to enable the

15 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to make grants

16 to any public or nonprofit private agency or organization,

17 and contracts with any public or private agency or orga-

18 nization, for evaluation, training of personnel, technical

19 assistance, or research or demonstration projects to determine

20 more effective methods of providing any such care.

21 "(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

22 may provide, in any cuse in which a family is able to pay

23 for part or all of the cost of child care provided under a

24 project assisted under this section, for payment by the family
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1 of such fees for the care as may be reasonable in the light of

2 such ability.

3 "SUPPORTIVB SERVICES

4 "S. 437. (a) No payments shall be made to any State

5 under title V, XV1, or XIX, or part A or B of this title,

6 with respect to expenditures for any calendar quarter begin-

7 ning on or after the date part D becomes effective with re-

8 spect to such State, unless it has in effect an agreement with

9 the Secretary of Health, Education, awl Welfare under

10 which it will provide health, vocational rehabilitation, coun-

11 seeing, social, and other supportive services which the See-

12 retary under regulations determines to be necessary to per-

13 mit an individual who has been registered pursuant to part

14 D or is receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part

15 E to undertake or continue manpower training and employ-

16 nuent under this part.

17 "(b) Services under such an agreement shall be pro-

18 vided in close cooperation with manpower training and em-

19 ployment services provided under this part.

20 "(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

21 shall from time to time, in such installments and on such con-

22 ditions as be deems appropriate, pay to any State with which

23 he has an agreement pursuant to subsection (a) up to 90

24 per centumn of the cost of such State of carrying out such

25 agreement. There are authorized to be appropriated for each
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1 fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to carry out this

2 section.

3 itADVANCIE FUNDING

4 "SEC. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequate

5 notice of funding available under this part, appropriations

6 for grants, contracts, or other payments with respect to indi-

7 viduals registered pursuant to section 447 are authorized to

8 be included in the appropriation Act for the fiscal year

9 preceding the fiscal year for which they are available for

10 obligation.

11 "(b) In order to effect a transition to the advance fund-

12 ing method of timing appropriation action, subsection (a)

13 shall apply notwithstanding that its initial application will

14 result in enactment in the same year (whether in the same

15 appropriation Act or otherwise) of two separate appropria-

16 tions, one for the then current fiscal year and one for the

17 succeeding fiscal year.

18 "EVALUATION AND RESEARCH; REPORTS TO CONGRESS

19 "Sm. 439. (a) (1) The Secretary shall (jointly with

20 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare) provide

21 for the continuing evaluation of the manpower training and

22 employment programs provided under this part, including

23 their effectiveness in achieving stated goals and their impact

24 on other related programs. The Secretary may conduct re-
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1 search regarding, and demonstrations of, ways to improve

2 the effectiveness of the manpower training and employment

3 programs so provided and may also conduct demonstrations

4 of improved training techniques for upgrading the skills of

5 the working poor. The Secretary may, for these purposes,

6 contract for independent evaluations of and research regard-

7 ing such programs or individual projects under such pro-

8 grams, and establish a data collection, processing, and

9 retrieval system.

10 "(2) There are authorized to be appropriated such

11 sums, not exceeding $15,000,000 for any fiscal year, as

12 may be necessary to carry out paragraph (1).

13 " (b) On or before September 1 following each fiscal year

14 in which part D is effective with respect to any State-

15 "(1) the Secretary shall report to the Congress on

16 the manpower training and employment programs pro-

17 vided under this part in such fiscal year, and

18 "(2) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

19 fare shall report to the Congress on the child care and

20 supportive services provided under this part in such fiscal

21 year."

22 CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ASSISTANCE

23 FOB NEEDY FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

24 Smc. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Security Act

25 (42 U.S.C. 601) is amended-
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1 (1) by striking out "financial assistance and" in

2 the first sentence; and

3 (2) by striking out "aid and" in the second sen-

4 tence.

5 (b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 402 of such Act (42

6 U.S.C. 602) is amended-

7 (A) by striking out "aid and" in the matter pre-

8 ceding clause (1) ;

9 (B) by inserting, before "provide" at the be-

10 ginning of clause (1), "except to the extent permitted

11 by the Seoretary,";

12 (0) by striking out clause (4);

13 (I)) (i) by striking out "recipients and other

14 persons" in clause (5) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "persons", and

16 (ii) by striking out "providing services to ap-

17 plicants and recipients" in such clause and inserting in

18 lieu thereof "providing services under the plan";

19 (B) by striking out clauses (7) and (8);

20 (F) by striking out "aid to families with dependent

21 children" in clause (9) and inserting in lieu thereof

22 "the plan";

23 (0) by striking out clauses (10), (11), and (12);

24 (H) (i) by striking out "section 406 (d)" in clause
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1 (14) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 405 (c) ",

2 (if) by striking out "for each child and relative

3 who receives aid to families with dependent children, and

4 each appropriate individual (living in the same home as

5 a relative and child receiving such aid whose needs

6 are taken into account in making the determination

7 under clause (7))" in such clause and inserting in lieu

8 thereof "for each member of a family receiving assist-

9 ance to needy families with children, each appropriate

10 individual (living in the same home as such family)

11 whose needs would be taken into account in determining

12 the need of any such member under the State plan (ap-

13 proved under this part) as in effect prior to the enact-

14 tnent of part D, and each individual who would have

15 been eligible to receive aid to families with dependent

16 children under such plan", and

17 (ii) by striking out "such child, relative, and in-

18 dividual" eech place it appears in such clause and insert-

19 ing in lieu thereof "such member or individual";

20 (I) by striking out clause (15) and inserting in

21 lieu thereof the following: "(15) (A) provide for the

22 development of a program, for appropriate members

23 of such families and such other individuals, for prevent-

24 ing or reducing the incidence of births out of wedlock

25 and otherwise strengthening family life, and for imple-
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1 menting such program by assuring that in all appropriate

2 cases family planning services are offered to them, but

3 acceptance of family planning services provided under

4 the plan shall be voluntary on the part of such members

5 and individuals and shall not be a prerequisite to eligi-

6 bility for or the receipt of any other service under the

7 plan; and (B) to the extent that services provided

8 under this clause or clause (8) are furnished

9 by the staff of the State agency or the local agency

10 administering the State plan in each of the political

11 subdivisions of the State, for the establishment of a

12 single organizational unit in such State or local agency,

13 as the case may be, responsible for the furnishing of such

14 services;"

15 (J) by striking out "aid" in clause (16) and

16 inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families

17 with children";

18 (K) (i) by striking out "aid to families %'ith de-

19 pendent children" in clause (17) (A) (i) and inserting

20 in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with chil-

21 dren",

22 (ii) by striking out "aid" in clause (17) (A) (ii)

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance", and

24 (iii) by striking out "and" at the end A clause
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1 (i), anid adding after clause (ii) the following new

2 clause:

3 " (iii) in the case of any parent (of a child

4 referred to in clause (ii) ) receiving such assistance

5 who has been deserted or abandoned by his or her

6 spouse, to secure support for such parent from such

7 spouse (or from any other person legally liable

8 for such support) , utilizing any reciprocal arrange-

9 ments adopted with other States to obtain or enforce

10 court orders for support, and";

1I (L) by striking out "clause (17) (A)" in clause

12 (18) and inserting hi lieu thereof "clause (11) (A)";

13 (M) by striking out clause (19) and inserting in

14 lieu thereof the following: "(19) provide for arrange-

15 ments to assure that there will be made a non-Federal

16 contribution to the cost of manpower services, training,

17 and employment and opportunities provided for indivi-

18 duals registered pursuant to section 447, in cash or kind,

19 equal to 10 per centun of such cost;";

20 (N) by striking out "aid to families with depend-

21 ent children in the form of foster care in accordance

22 with section 408" in clause (20) and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "payments for foster care in accordance with

24 section 406";

25 (0) (i) by striking out "of each parent of a
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1 dependent child or children with respect to whom aid

2 is being provided under the State plan" in clause (21)

3 (A) and inserting in lieu thereof "of each person who

4 is the parent of a child or children with respect to

5 whom assistance to needy families with children or

6 foster care is being provided or is the spouse of the

7 parent of such a child or children",

8 (ii) by striking out "such child or children" in

9 clause (21) (A) (i) and inserting in lieu thereof "such

10 child or children or such parent",

11 (iii) by striking out "such parent" each place it

12 appears in clause (21) (B) and inserting in lieu thcrcof

13 "such person", and

14 (iv) by striking out "section 410;" in clause (21)

15 (C) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 408; and";

16 (P) (i) by striking out "a parent" each place it

17 appears in clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof "a

18 person",

19 (it) by striking out "a child or children of sich

20 parent" each place it appears in such clause and inserting

21 in lieu thereof "the spouse or a child or children of such

22 person",

23 (iii) by striking out "against such parent" in such

24 clause and iusertinlg in lieu thereof "against such per-

25 son", and
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1 (iv) by striking out "aid is being provided under

2 the plan of such other State" each place it appears in

3 such clause and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to

4 needy families with children or foster care payments are

5 being provided in such other State"; and ,

6 (Q) by striking out "; and (23)" and all that

7 follows and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

8 (2) Clauses (5), (6), (9), (13), (14), (15), (16),

9 (17), (18), (19), (20), (21),and (22) of section 402

10 (a) of such Act., as amended by paragraph (1) of this

11 subsection, axe redesignated as clauses (4) through (16),

12 respectively.

13 (c) Section 402 (b) of such Act is amended to read as

14 follows:

15 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-

16 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a), except that

17 he shall not approve any plan which imposes, as a condition

18 of eligibility for services under it, any residence requirement

19 which denies services or foster care payments with respect

20 to any individual residing in the State."

21 (d) Section 402 of such Act is further amended by

22 striking out subsection (c).

23 (e) (1) Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42

24 U.S.C. 603) is amended-
25 (A) by striking out "aid and services" and insert-
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1 ing in lieu thereof "services" in the matter preceding

2 paragraph (1) ;

3 (B) by striking out paragraph (1) and inserting in

4 lieu thereof the following:

5 "(1) an amount equal to the sum of the following

6 proportions of the total amounts expended during such

7 quarter as payments for foster care in accordance with

8 section 406-

9 "(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not

10 counting so much of any expenditures with respect

11 to any month as exceeds the product of $18 multi-

12 plied by the number of children receiving such

13 foster care in such month; plus

14 "(B) the Federal percentage of the amount

15 by which such expenditures exceed the maximum

16 which may be counted under subparagraph (A),

17 not counting so much of any expenditures with

18 respect to any month as exceeds the product of

19 $100 multiplied by the number of children receiv-

20 ing such foster care for such month;";

21 (C) by striking out paragraph (2) ;

22 (D) (i) by striking out "in the case of any State,"

23 in the matter preceding subparagraph (A) in para-

24 graph (3),

25 (ii) by striking out "or relative who is receiving aid
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1 under the plan, or to any other individual (living in the

2 same home as such relative and child) whose needs

3 are taken into account in making the determination

4 under clause (7) of such section" in clause (i) of sub-

5 paragraph (A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu

6 thereof "receiving foster care or any member of a family

7 receiving assistance to needy families with children

8 or to any other individual (living in the same home

9 as such family) whose needs would be taken into ac-

10 count in determining the need of any such member

11 under the State plan approved under this part as in

12 effect prior to the enactment of part D",

13 (ill) by striking out "child or relative who is apply-

14 ing for aid to families with dependent children or" in

15 clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) of such paragraph

16 and inserting in lieu thereof "member of a family",

17 (iv) by striking out "likely to become an applicant

18 for or recipient of such aid" in clause (ii) of subpara-

19 graph (A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu

20 thereof "likely to become eligible to receive such

21 assistance", and

22 (v) by striking out " (14) and (15)" each place it

23 appears in subparagraph (A) of such paragraph and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "(8) and (9) ";

25 (E) by striking trot all that follows "permitted"
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in the last sentence of such paragraph and inserting in

lieu thereof "by the Secretary; and";

3 (F) by striking out "in the so of any State," in

4 the matter precedingjb ragraph (A) in paragraph

6 ()- by striking out "section 406 (e)" each place

7 it appears in paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "section 405(d) "; and

9 (H) by striking out the sentences following para-

10 graph (5).

11 (2) Paragraphs (3) and (5) of section 403 (a) of

12 such Act, as amended by paragraph (1) of this subsection,

13 are redesignated as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively.

14 (f) Section 403 (b) of such Act is amended-

15 (1) by striking out "(B) records showing the

16 number of dependent children in the State, and (C)"

17 in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof "and

18 (B)"; and

19 (2) by striking out "(A)" in paragraph (2), and

20 by striking out ", and (B)" and all that follows in such

21 paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

22 (g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 604) is

23 amended-

24 (1) by striking out "(a) In the case of any State
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plan for aid and services" and inserting in lieu thereof

"In the case of any State plan for services"; and

(2) by striking out subsection (b).

(h) Section 405 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 605) i.

repealed.

(i) Section 406 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 606) is redes-

ignated as section 405, and as so redesignated is amended-

(1) by striking out subsections (a) and (b) and

inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(a) The term 'child' means a child as defined in sec-

tion 445 (b).

"(b) The term 'needy families with children' means

families who are receiving family assistance benefits under

part D and who (1) are receiving supplementary payments

under part E, or (2) would be eligible to receive aid to fam-

ilies with dependent children, under a State plan (approved

under this part) as in effect prior to the enactment of part D,

if the State plan had continued in effect and if it included

assistance to dependent children of unemployed fathers pur-

suant to section 407 as it was in effect prior to such enact-

ment; and 'assistance to needy families with children' means

family assistance benefits under such part D, paid to such

families.";

(2) by striking out subsection (c) and redesignat-
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1 ing subsections (d) and (e) as subsections (o) and

2 (d), respectively;

3 (3) (A) by striking out "living with any of the

4 relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a place of

5 residence maintained by one or more of such relatives

6 as his or their own home" in paragraph (1) of subsec-

7 tion (d) as so redesignated and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "a member of a family (as defined in section 445 (a)) ",

9 and

10 (B) by striking out "because such child or rela-

11 tive refused" and inserting in lieu thereof "because such

12 child or another member of such family refused".

13 (j) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is

14 repealed.

15 (k) Section 408 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 608) is re-

16 designated as section 406, and as so redesignated is

17 amended-

18 (1) by striking out everything (including the head-

19 ing) which precedes paragraph (1) of subsection (b)

20 and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

21 "FOSTER CARE

22 "SEC. 406. For purposes of this part--

23 "(a) 'foster care' shall include only foster care which is

24 provided in behalf of a child (1) who would, except for his
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1 removal from the home of a family as a result of a judicial

2 determination to the effect that continuation therein would

3 be contrary to his welfare, be a member of such family re-

4 ceiving assistance to needy families with children, (2) whose

5 placement and care are the responsibility of (A) the State

6 or local agency administering the State plan approved under

7 section 402, or (B) any other public agency with whom the

8 State agency administering or supervising the administration

9 of such State plan has made an agreement which is still in

10 effect and which includes provision for assuring development

11 of a plan, satisfactory to such State agency, for such child as

12 provided in paragraph (e) (1) and such other provisions as

13 may be necessary to assure accomplishment of the objectives

14 of the State plan approved under section 402, (3) who has

15 been placed in a foster family home or child-care institution

16 as a result of such determination, and (4) who (A) received

17 assistance to needy families with children in or for the month

18 in which court proceedings leading to such determination

19 were initiated, or (B) would have received such assistance

20 to needy families with children in or for such month if appli-

21 cation had been made therefor, or (C) in the case of a child

22 who had been a member of a family (as defined in section

23 445 (a)) within six months prior to the month in which such

24 proceedings were initiated, would have received such assist-

25 ance in or for such month if in such month he had been a
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! member of (and removed from the home of) such a family

2 and application had been made therefor;

3 "(b) 'foster care' shall, however, include the care de-

4 scribed in paragraph (a) only if it is provided-";

5 (2) (A) by striking out "'aid to families with de-

6 pendent children"' in subsection (b) (2) and inserting

7 in lieu thereof "foster care",

8 (B) by striking out "such foster care" in such sub-

9 section and inserting in lieu thereof "foster care", and

10 (C) by striking out the period at the end of such

11 subsection and inserting in lieu thereof "; and";

12 (3) by striking out subsection (c) and redesignat-

13 ing subsections (d), (e), and (f) as subsections (c),

14 (d), and (e), respectively;

15 (4) by striking out "paragraph (f) (2)" and "see-

16 tion 403 (a) (3) " in subsection (c) (as so redesignated)

17 and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraph (e) (2)" and

18 "section 403 (a) (2)" respectively;

19 (5) by striking out "aid" in subsection (d) (as

20 so redesignated) and inserting in lieu thereof "services";

21 (6) by striking out "relative specified in section

22 406 (a) " in subsection (e) (1) (as so redesignated) and

23 inserting in lieu thereof "family (as defined in section

24 445 (a)) "; and

25 (7) by striking out "522" and "part 3 of title V"
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1 in subsection (e) (2) (as so redesignated) and inserting

2 in lieu thereof "422" and "part B of this title", re-

3 spectively.

4 (1) (1) Section 409 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609) is

5 repealed.

6 (m) Section 410 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 610) is re-

7 designated as section 407; and subsection (a) of such section

8 (as so redesignated) is amended by striking out "section 402

9 (a) (21)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 402 (a.)

10 (15) ".

11 (n) (1) Section 422 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended

12 by striking out "section 402 (a) (15)" and inserting in lieu

13 thereof "section 402 (a) (9) ".

14 (2) Section 422 (a) (1) (B) of such Act is amended by

15 striking out "provided for dependent children" and inserting

16 in lieu thereof "provided with respect to needy families with

17 children".

18 (o) References in any law, regulation, State plan, or

19 other document to any provision of part A of title IV of the

20 Social Security Act which is redesignated by this section

21 shall (from and after the effective date of the amendments
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1 made by this Act) be considered to be references to such

2 provision as so redesignated.

3 CHANGES IN HEADINGS

4 Sio. 104. (a) The heading of title IV of the Social

5 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended to read

6 as follows:

7 "TITLE IV-FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS,

8 STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS, WORK

9 INCENTIVE PROGRAMS, AND GRANTS TO

10 STATES FOR FAMILY AND CHILD WELFARE

11 SERVICES".

12 (b) The heading of part A of such title IV is amended

13 to read as follows:

14 "PART A--SERVICES TO NEEDY FAMILIES WITH

15 CHILDREN".

16 TITLE II-AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND

17 DISABLED

18 GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIWD, AND

19 DISABLED

20 SEC. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42

21 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:



62

1 "TITLE XVI--GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO

2 THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

31 "APPROPRIATIONS

4 "SRo. 1601. For the purpose of enabling each State to

5 furnish financial assistance to needy individuals who are

6 sixty-five years of age or over, blind, or disabled and for the

7 purpose of encouraging each State to furnish rehabilitation

8 and other services to help such individuals attain or retain

9 capability for self-support or self-care, there are authorized

10 to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to

1.1 carry out these purposes. The sums made available under this

12 section shall be used for making payments to States having

13 State plans approved under section 1602.

14 "STATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCB AND SERVIOES

15 TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

16 "SMc. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the aged, blind,

17 and disabled must-

18 "(1) provide for the establishment or designation

19 of a single State agency to administer or supervise the

20 administration of the State plan;

21 "(2) provide such methods of administration as are

22 found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and

23 efficient operation of the plan, including methods relat-

24 ing to the establishment and maintenance of personnel

25 standards on a merit basis (but the Secretary shall exer-
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1 cise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of

2 office, and compensation of individuals employed in

3 accordance with such methods) ;

4 "(8) provide for the training and effective use of

5 social service personnel in the administration of the plan,

6 for the furnishing of technical assistance to units of State

7 government and of political subdivisions which are fur-

8 nishing financial assistance or services to the aged, blind,

9 and disabled, and for the development through research

10 or demonstration projects of new or improved methods

11 of furnishing assistance or services to the aged, blind,

12 and disabled;

13 "(4) provide for the training and effective use of

14 paid subprofessional staff (with particular emphasis on

15 the full-time or part-time employment of recipients and

16 other persons of low income as community service aides)

17 in the administration of the plan and for the use of non-

18 paid or partially paid volunteers in a social service vol-

19 unteer program in providing services to applicants and

20 recipients and in assisting any advisory committees

21 established by the State agency;

22 "(5) provide that all individuals wishing to make

23 application for aid under the plan shall have opportunity

24 to do so and that such aid shall be furnished with reason-

25 able promptness with respect to all eligible individuals;
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1 "(6) provide for the use of a simplified statement,

2 conforming to standards prescribed by the Secretary, to

3 establish eligibit'ty, and for adequate and effective meth-

4 ods of verification of eligibility of applicants and recip-

5 ients through the use, in accordance with regulations

6 prescribed by the Secretary, of sampling and other

7 scientific techniques;

8 "(7) provide that, except to the extent permitted

9 by the Secretary with respect to services, the State plan

10 shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State,

11 and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them;

12 "(8) provide for financial participation by the

13 State;

14 "(9) provide that, in determining whether an in-

15 dividual is blind, there shall be an examination by a

16 physician skilled in the diseases of the eye or by an

17 optometrist, whichever the individual may select;

18 " (10) provide for granting an opportunity for a

19 fair hearing before the State agency to any individual

20 whose claim for aid under the plan is denied or is not

21 acted upon with reasonable promptness;

22 "(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-

23 tions of the State plan, not less often than annually, in

24 accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary,

25 and the furnishing of annual reports of such evaluations



1 to the Secretary together with any necessary modifica-

2 tions of the State plan resulting from such evaluations;

"(12) provide that the State agency will make such

4 reports, in such form and containing such information,

5 as the Secretary may from time to time require, and

6 comply with such provisions as the Secretary may from

7 time to time find necessary to assure the correctness

8 and verification of such reports;

9 "(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use or

10 disclosure of information concerning applicants and re-

11 cipients to purposes directly connected with the adminis-

12 tration of the plan;

13 "(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to or on

14 behalf of individuals in private or public institutions, for

15 the establishment or designation of a State authority or
16 authorities which shall be responsible for establishing and

17 maintaining standards for such institutions;

18 "(15) provide a description of the services which

19 the State makes available to applicants for or recipients

20 of aid under the plan to help them attain self-support or

21 self-care, including a description of the steps taken to

22 assure, in the provision of such services, maximum

23 utilization of all available services that are similar or

24 related; and
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1 "(16) assure that, in administering the State plan

2 and providing services thereunder, the State will observe

3 priorities established by the Secretary and comply with

4 such performance standards as the Secretary may, from

5 time to time, establish.

6 Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 1962,

7 and on the date on which a State submits (or submitted) its

8 plan for approval under this title, the State agency which

9 administered or supervised the administration of the plan of

10 such State approved under title X was different from the

11 State agency which administered or supervised the admin-

12 istration of the plan of such State approved under title I and

13 the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-

14 ministration of the plan of such State approved under title

15 XIV, then the State agency which administered or supervised

16 the administration of such plan approved under title X may be

17 designated to administer or supervise the administration of

18 the portion of the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and

19 disabled which relates to blind individuals and a separate

20 State agency may be established or designated to administer

21 or supervise the administration of the rest of such plan; and

22 in such case the part of the plan which each such agency

23 administers, or the administration of which each such agency

24 supervises, shall be regarded as a separate plan for purposes

25 of this title.
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1 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which

2 fulfills the conditions specified in subsection (a) and in

3 section 1603, except that he shall not approve any plan

4 which imposes, as a condition of eligibility for aid under the

5 pla&-

6 "(1) an age requirement of more than sixty-five

7 years;

8 "(2) any residency requirement which excludes

9 any individual who resides in the State;

10 "(3) any citizenship requirement which excludes

11 any citizen of the United States, or any alien lawfully

12 admitted for permanent residence who has resided in

13 the United States continuously during the five years im-

14 mediately preceding his application for such aid;

15 "(4) any disability or age requirement which ex-

16 cudes any persons under a severe disability, as deter-

17 mined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the

18 Secretary, who are eighteen years of age or older; or

19 "(5) any blindness or age requirement which ex-

20 eludes any persons who are blind as determined in

21 accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary.

22 In the case of any State to which the provisions of section

23 844 of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 were

24 applicable on January , 1962, and to which the sentence

25 of section 1002 (b) following paragraph (2) thereof is

44--2 O--70- pt. 1----6
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1 applicable on the date on which its State plan was or is

2 submitted for approval under this title, the Secretary shall

3 approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and

4 disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not

5 meet the requirements of section 1603 (a), if it meets all

6 other requirements of this title for an approved plan for aid

7 to the aged, blind, and disabled; but payments to the State

8 under this title shall be made, in the case of any such plan,

9 only with respect to expenditures thereunder which would

10 be included as expenditures for the purposes of this title

11 under a plan approved under this section without regard

12 to the provisions of this sentence.

13 "DETERMINATION OF NEED

14 "Sio. 1603. (a) A State plan must provide that, in

15 determining the need for aid under the plan, the State agency

16 shall take into consideration any other income or resources

17 of the individual claiming such aid as well as any expenses

18 reasonably attributable to the earning of any such income;

19 except that, in making such determination with respect to

20 any individual-

21 "(1) the State agency shall not consider as re-

22 sources (A) the home, household goods, and personal

23 effects of the individual, (B) other personal or real prop-

24 erty, the total value of which does not exceed $1,500,

25 or (C) other property which, as determined in accord-



69

1 ance with and subject to limitations in regulations of the

2 Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of self-

3 support as to waiTant its exclusion, but shall apply the

4 provisions of section 442 (d) and regulations thereunder;

5 "(2) the State agency may not consider the

6 financial responsibility of any individual for any appli-

7 cant or recipient unless the applicant or recipient is the

8 individual's spouse, or the individual's child who is under

9 the age of twenty-one or is blind or severely disabled;

10 "(3) if such individual is blind, the State agency

11 (A) shall disregard the first $85 per month of earned

12 income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85

13 per month, and (B) shall, for a period not in excess of

14 twelve months, and may, for a period not in excess of

15 thirty-six months, disregard such additional amounts of

16 other income and resources, in the case of any such indi-

17 vidual who has a plan for achieving self-support ap-

18 proved by the State agency, as may be necessary for the

19 fulfillment of such plan;

20 (4) if such individual is not blind but is severely

21 disabled, the State agency (A) shall disregard the

22 first $85 per month of earned income plus one-half of

23 earned income in excess of $85 per month, and (B)

24 shall, for a period not in excess of twelve months, and

25 may, for a period not in excess of thirty-six months, dis-
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1 regard such additional amounts of other income and re-

2 sources, in the case of any such individual who has a plan

3 for achieving self-support approved by the State agency,

4 as may be necessary for the fulfillment of the plan, but

5 only with respect to the part or parts of such period dur-

6 ing substantially all of which he is undergoing vocational

7 rehabilitation;

8 "(5) if such individual has attained age sixty-five

9 and is neither blind nor severely disabled, the State

10 agency may disregard not more than the first $60 per

11 month of earned income plus one-half of the remainder

12 thereof; and

13 "(6) the State agency may, before disregarding any

14 amounts under the preceding paragraphs of this subsec-

15 tion, disregard not more than $7.50 of any income.

16 For requirement of additional disregarding of income of

17 OASDI recipients in determining need for aid under the

18 plan, see section 1007 of the Social Security Amendments

19 of 1969.

20 "(b) A State plan must also provide that --

21 "(1) each eligible individual, other than one who

22 is a patient in a medical institution or is receiving insti-

23 tutional services in an intermediate care facility to which

24 section 1121 applies, shall receive financial assistance

25 in such amount as, when added to his income which is
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1 not disregarded pursuant to subsection (a), will provide

2 a minimum of $110 per month;

3 "(2) the standard of need applied for determining

4 eligibility for and amount of aid to the aged, blind, and

5 disabled shall not be lower than (A) the standard ap-

6 plied for this purpose under the State plan (approved

7 under this title) as in effect on the date of enactment of

8 part D of title IV of this Act, or (B) if there was no

9 such plan in effect for such State on such date, the stand-

10 ard of need which was applicable under-

11 "(i) the State plan which was in effect on such

12 date and was approved under title I, in the case of

13 any individual who is sixty-five years of age or older,

14 "(i) the State plan in effect on such date and

15 approved under title X, in the case of an individual

16 who is blind, or

17 " (iii) the State plan in effect on such date and

18 approved under title XIV, in the case of an individ-

19 ual who is severely disabled,

20 except that if two or more of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii)

21 are applicable to an individual, the standard of need

22 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

23 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

24 applicable plans, and except that if none of such clauses

25 is applicable to an individual, the standard of need
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1 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

2 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

3 State plans approved under titles I, X, and XIV which

4 were in effect on such date; and

5 "(3) no aid will be furnished to any individual

6 under the State plan for any period with respect to

7 which he is considered a member of a family receiving

8 family assistance benefits under part D of title IV or

9 supplementary payments puruant to part E thereof, or

10 training allowances under part 0 thereof, for purposes of

11 determining the amount of such benefits, payments, or

12 allowances (but this paragraph shall not apply to any

13 individual, otherwise considered a member of such a

14 family, if he elects in such manner and form as the Sec-

15 retary may prescribe not to be considered a member

16 of such a family).

17 "(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

18 the Vir in Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

19 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND,

20 AND DISABLED

21 "SBo. 1604. From the sums appropriated therefor, the

22 Secretary shall pay to each State which has a plan approved

23 under this title, for each calendar quarter, an amount equal
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1 to the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts

2 expended during each month of such quarter as aid to the

3 aged, blind, and disabled under the State plan-

4 "(1) 90 per centum of such expenditures, not

5 counting so much of any expenditures as exceeds the

6 product of $65 multiplied by the total number of recipi-

7 euts of such aid for such month; plus

8 "(2) 25 per centum of the amount by which such

9 expenditures exceed the maximum which may be counted

10 under paragraph (1), not counting so much of any

11 expenditures with respect to such month as exceeds the

12 product of the amount which, as determined by the See-

13 retary, is the maximum permissible level of assistance per

14 person in which the Federal Government will partici-

15 pate financially, multiplied by the total number of recipi-

16 ents of such aid for such month.

17 In the case of any individual in Puerto Rico, the Virgin

18 Islands, or Guam, the maximum permissible level of assist-

19 ance under paragraph (2) may be lower than in the case

20 of individuals in the other States. For other special provisions

21 applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see

22 section 1108 (e).
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1 "ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS

2 TO INDMDUALS

3 "SEo. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement

4 with a State under which he will, on behalf of the State,

5 pay aid tc the aged, blind, and disabled directly to individuals

6 in the State under the State's plan approved under this title

7 and perform such other functions of the State in connection

8 with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case

9 payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604

10 and the agreement shall also provide for payment to the

11 Secretary by the State of its share of such aid (adjusted to

12 reflect the State's share of any overpayments recovered under

13 section 1606).

14 "OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

15 "Sm. 1606. Whenever the Secretary finds that more or

16 less than the correct amount of payment has been made to

17 any person as a direct Federal payment pursuant to section

18 1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the

19 succeeding provisions of this section, be made by appropriate

20 adjustments in future payments of the overpaid individual

21 or by recovery from him or his estate or payment to him.

22 The Secretary shall make such provision as be finds appro-

23 private in the case of payment of more than the correct amount

24 of benefits with a view to avoiding penalizing individuals

25 who were without fault in connection with the overpayment,
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1 if adjustment or recovery on account of such overpayment

2 in such case would defeat the purposes of this title, or be

3 against equity or good conscience, or (because of the small

4 amount involved) impede efficient or effective administration.

5 "OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

6 "SEC. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

7 opportunity for hearing to the State agency administering

8 or supervising the administration of the State plan approved

9 under this title, finds-

10 "(1) that the plan no longer complies with the

11 provisions of sections 1602 and 1603; or

12 "(2) that in the administration of the plan there is

13 a failure to comply substantially with any such provision;

14 the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such

15 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

16 will not be made to the State or individuals within the State

17 under this title (or, in his discretion, that payments Will be

18 limited to categories under or parts cf the State plan not af-

19 fected by such failure), until the Secretary is satisfied that

20 there w ill no longer be any such failure to comply. Until he

21 is so satisfied he shall make no such further payments to the

22 State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall

23 limit payments to categories under or parts of the State plan

24 not affected by such failure).
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1 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND

2 ADMINISTRATION

3 "SEc. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State approved

4 under section 1602 provides that the State agency will make

5 available to applicants for or recipients of aid to the aged,

6 blind, and disabled under the State plan at least those services

7 to help them attain or retain capability for self-support or

8 self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such State

9 shall qualify for payments for services under subsection (b)

10 of this section.

11 "(b) In the case of any State whose State plan ap-

12 proved under section 1602 meets the requirements of sub-

13 section (a), the Secretary shall pay to the State from the

14 sums appropriated therefor an amount equal to the sum of

15 the following proportions of the total amounts expended dur-

16 ing each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for the

17 proper and efficient administration of the State plan-

18 "(1) 75 per centum of so much of such expendi-

19 tures as are for-

20 "(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to

21 subsection (a) and are provided (in accordance

22 with subsection (c)) to applicants for or recipients

23 of aid under the plan to help them attain or retain

24 capability for self-support or self-care, or

25 "(B) other services, specified by the Secretary
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1 as likely to prevent or reduce dependency, so pro-

2 vided to the applicants for or recipients of aid, or

3 "(0) any of the services prescribed pursuant to

4 subsection (a), and any of the services specified in

5 subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, which the

6 Seoretary may specify as appropriate for individuals

7 who, within such period or periods as the Secretary

8 may prescribe, have been or are likely to become

9 applicants )r or recipients of aid under the plan,

10 if such services are requested by the individuals and

11 are provided to them in accordance with subsection

12 (c), or

13 "(D) the training of personnel employed or

14 preparing for employment by the State agency or

15 by the local agency administering the plan in the

16 political subdivision; plus

17 "(2) one-half of so much of such expenditures (not

18 included under paragraph (1)) as are for services pro-

19 vided (in accordance with subsection (c)) to applicants

20 for or recipients of aid under the plan, and to individuals

21 requesting such services who (within such period or

22 periods as the Secretary may prescribe) have been or

23 are likely to become applicants for or recipients of such

24 aid; plus

25 "(3) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.
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1 "(c) The services referred to in paragraphs (1) and

2 (2) of subsection (b) shall, except to the extent specified

3 by the Secretary, include only-

4 "(1) services provided by the staff of the State

5 agency, or the local agency administering the State plan

6 in the political subdivision (but no funds authorized

7 under this title shall be available for services defined as

8 vocational rehabilitation services under the Vocational

9 Rehabilitation Act (A) which are available to individ-

10 uals in need of them under programs for their rehabilita-

11 tion carried on under a State plan approved under that

12 Act, or (B) which the State agency or agencies admin-

13 istering or supervising the administration of the State

14 plan approved under that Act are able and willing to

15 provido if reimbursed for ie cost thereof pursuant to

16 agreement under paragraph (2), if provided by such

17 staff), and

18 "(2) subject to limitations prescribed by the Seo-

19 retary, services which in the judgment of the State

20 agency cannot be as economically or as effectively pro-

21 vided by the staff of that State or local agency and are

22 not otherwise reasonably available to individuals in need

23 of them, and which are provided, pursuant to agreement

24 with the State agency, by the State health authority or

25 the State agency or agencies administering or supervis-
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1 ing the administration of the State plan for vocational

2 rehabilitation services approved tnder the Vocational

3 Rehabilitation Act or by any other State agency which

4 the Secretary may determine to be appropriate (whether

5 provided by its staff or by contract with public (local)

6 or nonprofit private agencies).

7 Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be

8 provided only pursuant to agreement with the State agency

9 or agencies administering or supervising the administration of

10 the State plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved

11 under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

12 "(d) The portion of the amount expended for admin-

13 istration of the State plan to which paragraph (I) of

14 subsection (b) applies and the portion thereof to Which

15 paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) apply shall be

16 determined in accordance with such T -11hods and procedures

17 as may be permitted by the Secretary.

18 "(e) In the case of any State whose plan approved

19 under section 1602 does not meet the requirements of

20 subsection (a) of this section, there sha! l be paid to the

21 State, in lieu of the amount provided for under subsection

22 (b), an amount equal to one-half the total of the sums

23 expended during each quarter as found necessary by the
24 Secretary for the proper and efficient administration of the
25 State plan, including services referred to in subsections (b)
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1 and (o) and provided in accordance with the provisions of

2 those subsections.

3 "(f) In the case of any State whose State plan in-

4 eluded a provision meeting the requirements of subsection

5 (a), but with respect to which the Secretary finds, after

6 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State

7 agency administering or supervising the administration of

8 the plan, that-

9 "(1) the provision no longer complies with the

10 requirements of subsection (a), or

11 "(2) in the administration of the plan there is a
12 failure to comply substantially with such provision,

13 the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such

14 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

15 will not be made to the State under subsection (b) until

16 he is satisfied that there will no longer be any such failure

17 to comply. Until the Secretary is so satisfied, no such fur-

18 ther payments with respect to the administration of and

19 services under the State plan shall be made, but, instead,

20 such payments shall be made, subject to the other provisions

21 of this title, under subsection (e).

22 "COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

23 "19Bo. 1609. (a) (1) Prior to the beginning of each

24 quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the amount to which a
25 State will be entitled under sections 1604 and 1608 for
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1 that quarter, such estimates to be based on (A) a report

2 filed by the State containing its estimate of the total sum

3 to be expended in that quarter in accordance with the pro-

4 visions of sections 1604 and 1608, and stating the amount

5 appropriated or made available by the State and its political

6 subdivisions for such expenditures in that quarter, and, if

7 such amount is less than the State's proportionate share of the

8 total sum of such estimated expenditures, the source or

9 sources frwi, which the difference is expected to be derived,

10 and (B) such other investigation as the Secretary may find

11 necessary.

12 "(2) The Secretary shall then pay in such installments

13 as he may determine, the amount so estimated, reduced or

14 increased to the extent of any overpayment or underpay-

15 meant which the Secretary determines was made under this

16 section to the State for any prior quarter and with respect

17 to which adjustment has not already been made under this

18 subsection.

19 " (b) The pro rata share to which the United States is

20 equitably entitled, as determined by the Secretary, of the

21 net amount recovered during any quarter by a State or

22 political subdivision thereof with respect to aid furnished

23 under the State plan, but excluding any amount of such aid

24 recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient which is not
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1 in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political

2 subdivision thereof for the funeral expenses of the deceased,

3 shall be considered an overpayment to be adjusted under

4 subsection (a) (2).

5 "(c) Upon the making of any estimate by the Secre-

G tary under this section, any appropriations available for

7 payments tinder this title shall be deemed obligated.

8 "DEFINITION

9 "SEC. 1610. For purposes of this title, the term 'aid to

10 the aged, blind, and disabled' means money payment's to

11 needy individuals who are 65 years of age or older, are blind,

12 or are severely disabled, but such term does not include-

13 "(1) any such payments to any individual who is

14 an inmate of a public institution (except as a patient in

15 a medical institution) ; or

16 " (2) any such payments to any individual who has

17 not attained 65 years of age and who is a patient

18 in an institution for tuberculosis or mental diseases.

19 Such term also includes payments which are not included

20 within the meaning of such term under the preceding sen-

21 tence, but which would be so included except that they are

22 made on behalf of such a needy individual to another indi-

23 vidual who (as determined in accordance with standards
24 prescribed by the Secretary) is interested in or concerned

25 with the welfare of such needy individual, but only with
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1 respect to a State whose State plan approved under section

2 1602 includes provision for-

3 " (A) determination by the State agency that the

4 needy individual has, by reason of his physical or mental

5 condition, such inability to manage funds that making,

6 payments to him would be contrary to his welfare and,

7 therefore, it is necessary to provide such aid through pay-

8 ments described in this sentence;

9 "(B) making such l)ayments only in cases in which

10 the payment will, under the rules otherwise applicable

11 under the State plan for determining need and the

12 amount of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled to be paid

13 (and in conjunction with other income and resources),

14 meet all the need of the individuals with respect to whom

15 such payments are made;

.16 "(C) undertaking and continuing special efforts to

17 protect the welfare of such individuals and to improve.

18 to the extent possible, his capacity for self-care and to

19 manage funds;

20 "(D) periodic review by the State agency of the

21 determination under clause (A) to ascertain whether

22 conditions justifying such determination still exist, with

23 provision for termination of the payments if they do not

24 and for seeking judicial appointment of a guardian, or

25 other legal representative, as described in section 1111,

44-527 O7O---pt. 1-7?
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1 if and when it appears that such action will best serve

2 the interests of the needy individual; and

3 "(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State

4 agency on the determination referred to in clause (A)

5 for any individual with respect to whom it is made.

6 Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled shall be

7 determined for purposes of this title in accordance with

8 criteria prescribed by the Secretary."

9 REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND XIV OF THE SOCIAL

10 SECURITY ACT

11 SEC. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

12 Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq., 1201 et seq., and 1351 et

13 seq.) are hereby repealed.

14 ADDITIONAL DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI RECIPI-

15 ENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR AID TO TME AGED,

16 BLIND, AND DISABLED

17 SEC. 203. Section 1007 of the Social Security Amend-

18 inents of 1969 is amended by striking out "and before July

19 1970".

20 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING O' OVERPAYMENTS

21 AND UNDERPAYMENTS

22 SEc. 204. In the case of any State which has a State

23 plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

24 Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this see-

25 tion, any overpayment or underpayment which the Secretary
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1 determines was made to such State under section 3, 1003,

2 1403, or 1603 of such Act with respect to a period before

3 the approval of a plan under title XVI as amended by this

4 Act, and with respect to which adjustment has not already

5 been made tinder subsection (b) of such section 3, 1003,

6 1403, or 1603, shall, for purposes of section 1609 (a) of such

7 Act as herein amended, be considered an overpayment or

8 underpayment (as the case may be) made under title XVI

9 of such Act as herein amended.

10 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DEFINITIONS OF

11 BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY

12 SEC. 205. In the case of any State which has in operation

13 a plan of aid to the blind under title X, aid to the permanently

14 and totally disabled under title XIV, or aid to the aged, blind,

15 or disabled under title XVI, of the Social Security Act as

16 in effect prior to the enactment of this Act, the State plan of

17 such State submitted under title 'VI of such Act as amended

18 by this Act shall not be denied approval thereunder, with

19 respect to the period ending with the first July 1 which

20 follows the close of the first regular session of the legislature

21 of such State which begins after the enactment of this Act,

22 by reason of its failure to include therein a test of disability

23 or blindness different from that included in the State's plan

24 (approved under such title X, XIV or XVI of such Act)

25 as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.
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1 TITLE III--MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING

2 AMENDMENTS

3 AMENDMENT OF SECTION 228(d)

4 SEC. 301. Section 228 (d) (1) of the Social Security Act

5 is amended by striking out "I, X, XIV, or", and by striking

6 out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "receives pay-

7 ments with respect to such month pursuant to part D or E".

8 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XI

9 Smc. 302. Title X [ of the Social Security Act is

10 amen1vded-

11 (1) by striking out "I,", "X,", and "XIV," in sec-

12 tion 1101 (a) (1);

13 (2) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in section 1106

14 (c) (1) (A);

15 (3) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and XVI"

16 in section 1108 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI",

17 and

18 (B) by striking out "section 402 (a) (19) " in see-

19 tion 1108 (b) and inserting in lieu thereof "part A of

20 title IV";

21 (4) by striking out the text of section 1109 and

22 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

23 "Sc. 1109. Any amount which is disregarded (or set

24 aside for future needs) in determining the eligibility for and

25 amount of aid or assistance for any individual under a State
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1 plan approved under title XVI or XIX, or eligibility for

2 and amount of payment!, pursuant to part D or E of title

3 IV, shall not be taken into consideration in determining the

4 eligibility for and amount of such aid, assistance, or payments

5 for any other individual under such other State plan or such

G part D or E.";

7 (5) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and" in sec-

8 tion 1111, and

9 (B) by striking out "part A" in such section and

10 inserting in lieu thereof "parts D and E":

11 (6) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in the mat-

12 ter preceding clause (a) in section 1115, and by strik-

13 ing out "part A" in such matter and inserting in lieu

14 thereof "parts A and E",

15 (B) by striking out "of section 2, 402, 1002,

1(3 1402," in clause (a) of such section and inserting in lieu

17 thereof "of or pursuant to section 402. 452,", and

18 (C) by striking out "3. 403, 1003, 1403, 16303,"

19 in clause (b) of such section and inserting in lieu thereof

2o "403, 453, 1604, 1608,";

'21 (7) (A) by striking out "l, X, XIV," in subsec-

22 tions (a) (1), (b) , and (d) of section 1113, and

23 (B) by striking out "4, 404, 1004, i404, 1604,"

2t in subsection (a) (:) of sich section and inserting in

25 liei thereof "4)4. 1607. 16)8.":
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1 (8) by repealing section 1118;

2 (9) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in section

3 1119,

4 (B) by striking out "part A" in such section and hi-

serting in lieu thereof "services under a State plan ap-

6 proved mnder part A", und

7 (C) by striking out "3(a), 403(a), 1003(a),

8 1403 (a) , or 1603 (a) " in such section and inserting in

9 lieu thereof "403 (a) or 1604"; and

10} (10) (,k) I,3 striking out "a plan for old-age as..st-

11 ance, approved under title I, a plan for aid to the blind,

12 approved under title X, a plan for aid to the pernnently

V and totally disabled, approved under title XIV, or a plan

14 for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled" in section 1121

15 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "a plan for aid to the

16 aged, blind, and disabled", and

17 (B) by inserting " (other than a public nonmedical

18 facility) " in such section after "intermediate care facili-

19 ties" the first time it appears.

20 AMRNDAI),NTS TO TITLE XVIII

21 SEC. 303. Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is

22 amended-

23 (1) (A) by striking, out "title I or" in section 1843

24 (b) (1),
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1 (B) by striking out "all of the plans" in section

2 1843 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "the plan",

3 and

4 (C) by striking out "titles I, X, XIV, and XVI, and

5 part A" in section 1843 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu

6 thereof "title XVI and under part E";

7 (2) (A) by striking out "title I, X, XIV, or XVI

8 or part A" in sectio" 1843 (f) both times it appears and

9 inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI and under part E";

10 and

11 (B) by striking out "title I, XVI, or XIX" in such

12 section and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI or XIX";

13 and

14 (3) by striking out "I, XVI" in section 1863 and

15 inserting in lieu thereof "XVI".

16 AMENDMENT TO TITLE XIX

17 SEC. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security Act is

18 amended-

19 (1) by striking out "families with dependent chil-

20 dren" and "permanently and totally" in clause (1) of

21 the first sentence of section 1901 and inserting in lieu

22 thereof "needy families with children" and "severely",

23 respectively;
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1 (2) by striking out "I or" in section 1902 (a) (5)

2 (3) (A) by striking out everything in section 1902

3 (a) (10) which precedes clause (A) and inserting in

4 lieu thereof the following:

5 " (10) provide for making medical assistance

6 available to all individuals receiving assistance to

7 needy families with children as defined in section

8 405 (b), receiving payments under an agreement

9 pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid to the

10 aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan ap-

11 proved under title XVI; and-", and

12 (B) by inserting "or payments under such part E"

13 after "such plan" each time it appears in clauses (A)

14 and (B) of such section;

15 (4) by striking out section 1,02 (a) (13) (B) and

16 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

17 " (B) in the case of individuals receiving assist-

18 amce to needy families with children as defined in

19 section 405 (b) , receiving payments under an agree-

20 ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid

21 to the aged, blind, and disabled miuder a State plan

22 approved under title XVI, for the inclusion of at

23 least the care and services listed in clauses (1)

24 through (5) of section 1905 (a), and";

25 (5) by striking out "aid or assistance under State
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I plans approved under titles I, X, XIV, XVI, and

2 part A of title IV," in section 1902 (a) (14) (A) and

3 inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with

4 children as defined in section 405 (b), receiving pay-

5 ments under an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV,

U or receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under a

7 State plan approved under title XVI,";

8 (6) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under the

9 State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or

10 part A of title IV," in so much of section 1902 (a) (17)

1l as precedes clause (A) and inserting in lieu thereof

12 "assistance to needy families with children as defined in

13 section 405 ()), payments under an agreement pursuant

14 to part E of title IV, or aid under a State plan approved

15 under title XVI,",

16 (B) by striking out "aid or assistance in the

17 form of money payments under a State plan approved

18 under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title

19 IV" in clause (B) of such section and inserting in

20 lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with children

21 as defined in section 405 (b), payments under an agree-

22 ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid to the aged,

23 blind, and disabled under a State plan approved under

24 title XVI", and

25 (C) by striking out "aid or assistance under such
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1 plan" in such clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "assistance, aid, or payments";

3 (7) by striking out "section 3 (a) (4) (A) (i)

4 and (ii) or section 1603 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii)" in

5 section 1902 (a) (20) (C) and inserting in lieu thereof

6 "section 1608(b) (1) (A) and (B)";

7 (8) by striking out "title X (or title XVI, insofar

8 as it relates to the blind) was different from the State

9 agency which administered or supervised the adminis-

10 tration of the State plan approved under title I (or title

11 XVI, insofar as it relates to the aged), the State agency

12 which administered or supervised the administration of

13 such plan approved under title X (or title XVI, insofar

14 as it relates to the blind)" in the last sentence of see,

15 tion 1902 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI,

16 insofar as it relates to the blind, was different from

17 the agency which administered or supervised the ad-

18 ministration of such plan insofar as it relates to the aged,

19 the agency which administered or supervised the admin-

20 istration of the plan insofar as it relates to the blind";

21 (9) by striking out "section 406 (a) (2)" in sec-

22 tion 1902 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "section

23 405 (b) ";

24 (10) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

25 A" in section 1902 (e) and inserting in lieu thereof
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1 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

2 (11) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

3 A" in section 1903 (a) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof

4 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

5 (12) by repealing section 1903 (c) ;

6 (13) by striking out "highest amount which would

7 ordinarily be paid to a family of the same si::e without

S pny income or resources in the form of money payments,

9 under the plan of the State approved under part A of

10 title IV of this Act" in section 1903 (f) (1) (B) (i) and

11 inserting in lieu thereof "highest total arnoliit whioh

12 would ordinarily be paid under parts D and E of title IV

13 to a family of the same size without income or resources,

14 eligible in that State for money payments under part E

15 of title IV of this Act";

16 (14) (A) by striking out "the 'highest amount

17 which would ordinarily be paid' to such family under the

18 State's plan approved under part A of title IV of this

19 Act" in section 1903 (f) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof

20 "the 'highest total amount which would ordinarily be

21 paid' to such family", and

(B) by striking out "section 408" in such section

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "section 406";

24 (15) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, of

25 part A" in section 1903 (f) (4) (A) and inserting in
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1 lieu thereof "XVI or under an agreement under part

2 E"; and

3 (16) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under

4 the State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV,

5 or XVI, or part A of title VI, who are-" in the

6 matter preceding clause (i) in section 1905(a) and

7 inserting in lien thereof "payments tinder part E of title

8 IV or aid under a State plan approved under title XVI,

9 who are--",

10 (B) by striking out clause (ii) of such section and

11 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

12 "(ii) receiving assistance to needy families with

13 children as defined in section 405 (b), or payments pur-

14 suant to an agreement under part E of title IV,",

15 (C) by striking out clause (v) of such section and

16 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

17 "(iv) severely disabled as defined by the Secretary

is in accordance with section 1602 (b) (4) ," and

19 (D) by striking out "or assistance" and "I, X,

20 XIV, or" in clause (vi), and in the second sentence of

21 such section.

22 TITLE IV-GENERAL

23 EFFECTIVE DATE

24 SEC. 401. The amendments and repeals made by this Act

25 shall become effective, and section 9 of the Act of April 19,
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1 1950 (25 U.S.C. 639), is repealed effective, on July 1,

2 1971; except that-

3 (1) in the case of any State a statute of which

4 (on July 1, 1971) prevents it from making the supple-

5 mentary payments provided for in part E of title IV of

6 the Social Security Act, as amended by this Act, and

7 the legislature of which does not meet in a regular ses-

8 sion which closes after the enactment of this Act and on

9 or before July 1, 1971, the amendments and repeals

10 made by this Act, and such repeal, shall become ef-

11 fective with respect to individuals in such State on the

12 first July 1 which follows the close of the first regular

13 session of the legislature of such State which closes after

14 July 1, 1971, or (if earlier than such first July 1 after

15 July 1, 1971) on the first day of the first calendar quar-

16 ter following the date on which the State certifies it is

17 no longer so prevented from making such payments; and

18 (2) in the case of any State a statute of which (on

19 July 1, 1971) prevents it from complying with the

20 requirements of section 1602 of the Social Security Act,

21 as amended by this Act, and the legislature of which

22 does not meet in a reglar session which closes after the

23 enactment of this Act and on or before July 1. 1971,

24 the amendments made by title II of this Act shall be-
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1 come effective on the first July 1 which follows the

2 close of the first regular sess.;on of the legislature of

3 such State which closes after July 1, 1971, or (subject

4 to paragraph (1) of this section) on the earlier date

5 on which such State submits a plan meeting the require-

6 ments of such section 1602;

7 and except that section 436 of the Social Security Act, as

8 amended by this Act, shall be effective upon the enactment

9 of this Act.

10 SAVING PROVISION

11 SEC. 402. (a) The Secretary shall pay to any State

12 which has a State plan approved under title XVI of the Social

13 Security Act, as amended by this Act, and has in effect an

14 agreement under part E of title IV of such Act, for each

15 quarter beginning after June 30, 1971, and prior to July 1,

16 1973, in addition to the amount payable to such State under

17 such title and such agreement, an unoumt equal to the excess

18 of-

19 (1) (A) 70 per cuntum of the total of those pay-

20 ments for such quarter pursuant to such agreement which

21 are required under section 451 and 452 of the Social

22 Security Act (as ,' xded by this Act), plus (B) the

23 non-Federal share of expenditures for such quarter re-

24 quired under title XVI of the Social Security Act (as

2' amended by this Act) as aid to the aged, blind, and
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1 disabled (as defined in subsection (b) (1) of this

2 section), over

3 (2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which

4 would have been made during such quarter as aid or

.5 assistance under the plans of the State approved under

6 titles I, IV (part (A)), X, XIV, and XVI had they

7 continued in effect (as defined in subsection (b) (2) of

8 this section).

9 (b) For purposes of subsection (a)-

10 (1) the non-Federal share of expenditures for any

11 quarter required under title XVI of the Social Security

12 Act, referred to in clause (B) of subsection (a) (1),

13 means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-

14 penditures for such quarter under the plan approved un-

15 der suc'a title as aid to the aged, blind, and disabled which

It) would have been included as aid to the aged, blind, or dis-

17 abled under the plan approved under such title as in effect

18 for Juiie !07i4 plus so much of the rest of 3uch expendi-

19 tures as is required (as determined by the Secretary) by

20 reason of the amendments to such title made by this Act,

21 and (B) the total amounts determined under section

22 1M04 of the Social Security Act for such State with re-

23 spect to such expenditures for such quarter; and

24 (2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which
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1 would have been made during any quarter under ap-

2 proved State plans, referred to in subsection (a) (2),

3 means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-

4 penditures which would have been made as aid or assist-

5 ance (excluding emergency assistance specified in see-

6 tion 406(e) (1) (A) of the Social Security Act and

7 foster care under section 408 thereof) for such quarter

8 under the plans of such State approved under title I,

9 IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI of such Act and in

10 effect in the month prior to the enactment of this Act

11 if they had continued in effect during such quarter and

12 if they had included (if they did not already do so) pay-

ments to dependent children of unemployed fathers au-

1 1 thorized by section 407 of the Social Security Act (as in

15 effect on the date of the enactment of this Act), and (B)

16 the total of the amounts which would have been deter-

17 mined under sections 3, 403, 1003, 1403, and 1603, or

18 under action 1118, of the Social Security Act for such

19 State with respect to such expenditures for such quarter.

20 SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, THE VIROIN

21 ISLANDS, AND GUA-M

22 SFEC. 403. Section 1108 of the Social Security Act is

23 asnended by adding at the end thereof the following new

24 subsection:

25 "(e) (1) In applying the provisions of sections 442 (a)
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1 and (b), 443(b) (2), 1603 (a) (1) and (b) (1), and

2 1604 (1) with respect to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,

3 or Guam, the amounts to be used shall (instead of the $500,

4 $300, and $1,500 in such section 442 (a), the $500 and

5 $300 in such section 442 (b), the $30 in clauses (A) and

G (B) of such section 443 (b) (2), the $1,500 in such section

7 1603(a) (1), the $110 in such section 1603(b) (1), and

8 the $65 in section 1604(1)) bear the same ratio to such

9 $500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30, $1,500, $110, and

10 $65 as the per capita incomes of Puerto Rico, the Virgin

11 Islands, and Guam, respectively, bear to the per capita

12 income of that one of the fifty States which has the lowest

13 per capita income; except that in no case may the amomts

14 so used exceed .uclb $500. $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30,

15 $1,500, $110, and $65.

16 "(2) (A) The amounts to be used under such sections

17 in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shall be pro-

18 nmlgated by the Secretary between July 1 and September

19 30 of each even-numbered year, on the basis of the average

20 per capital income of each State and of the United States for

21 the most recent calendar year for which satisfactory data are

22 available from the Department of Commerce. Such proinul-

23 gation shall be effective for each of the two fiscal years in the

24 period beginning July 1 next succeeding such promulgation.

25 "(B) The term 'United States', for purposes of sub-

44-527 O-70--pt 1- 8
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1 paragraph (A) only, means the fifty States and the District

2 of Columbia.

3 "(3) If the amounts which would otherwise be promul-

4 gated for any fiscal year for any of the three States referred

5 to in paragraph (1) would be lower than the amounts pro-

6 mulgated for such State for the immediately preceding period,

7 the amounts for such fiscal year shall be increased to the ex-

8 tent of the difference; and the amounts so increased shall

9 be the amounts promidgated for such year."

10 MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

11 SEC. 404. As used in this Act and in the amendments

12 made by this Act, the term "Secretary" means, unless the

13 context otherwise requires, the Secretary of Health, Educa-

14 tion, and Welfare; and the term "fiscal year" means a period

15 beginning with any July 1 and ending with the close of the

16 following June 30.

Passed the House of Representatives April 16, 1970.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,

Clerk.
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CHART I -- AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Virtually all Federally shared cash assistance to families
with children under present law is paid under the program of Aid
to Families with Dependent Ch-ldren (AFDC). Under Federal law
families can qualify for cash assistance if the father is dead, in-
capacitated, absent from the home, or at the State's option, if
the father is unemployed. At the present time 23 States have
elected to have a program for the families of unemployed fathers.

Although Federal law and regulations establish limitations
and requirements for Federal matching, the States establish their
own standards of need for the determination of eligibility for AFDC.
They also determine the amount of the payment which is actually
made to recipient families.

In fiscal year 1969 the Federal Government contributed 54
percent of the total cost of AFDC payments. In recent years the
percentages have been: 1965 - 55 percent, 1966 - 58. 4 percent,
1967 - 55.7 percent and 1968 - 54.9 percent. In-1970, the Federal
percentage will be an estimated 55 percent.

Although Federal law requires all States to disregard
specified earnings in determining the amount of the payment which
an individual family will receive, it prohibits the States from dis-
regarding earnings in making the initial determination of eligibility.
Thus, for example, a woman with three children whose monthly
earnings are $300 will be ineligible for AFDC if the State's needs
standard is $250.
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CHART ONE

Aid to Families with Dependent
Children

PRESENT LAW:

* Families eligible because father is
-dead
-absent from home
- incapacitated
-unemployed (23 States)

#State determines needs
standard, amount of payment

* In f.y. 1969, Federal Govt. paid
547o of cost national ly

*Generally, all income counted
in determlning initial eligibility
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CHART 2 -- AFDC: CAUSE OF CHILD'S DEPENDENCY

Under the program of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, a child may receive assistance on the basis of the
father's death, incapacity, or absence from the home. Since
1961 States have also been able to receive Federal matching
funds to provide assistance to children in families in which
the father is unemployed; 23 States now do so.

The program was originally designed to provide
assistance primarily for fatherless homes, and in the early
years of the program this type of family was the one most
commonly assisted. Since the early years of the program,
the number of families eligible because of the death of the
father has actually decreased as more families have become
eligible for survivor benefits under the Social Security
system.

Although the number of children eligible because of
the father's incapacity has increased steadily over the years
(increasing from 227, 000 in 1940 to 711, 000 in 1969), the
really significant growth has been in the category of children
receiving assistance because of the father's absence from the
home. The number of children in this group has grown from
826, 000 in 1951 to 3,515,000 in 1969, with half of that growth
occurring since 1965. In 1951 this category of children
represented about half of all children on AFDC; in 1969 it
represented more than three-fourths of all children.

The category of absence from the home includes
families in which there is divorce, separation, desertion,
illegitimacy, or imprisonment. Of all families receiving
AFDC in 1969, about 28 percent were families in which the
father was not married to the mother, and about 16 percent
were families in which the father had deserted. Nearly 14
percent were in families which were divorced, and nearly
14 percent were families in which the parents were separated
with or without a court decree.
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CHART TwoAFDC: Cause of Child's Dependency

4.Qril.

Number of
children receiving
AFDC

3.5

Mil

Fatherabsent from
1.6 ril. the home

0.8il.

Father dlead, incapacitated, or
unemployed

1951 1969
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CHART 3 -- FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The Family Assistance Plan (FAP) would provide a basic
benefit level of $500 a year for each of the first two members of a
family, and $300 for each additional member. Thus, a family of
four with no other income would be eligible to receive $1600, all
of which would be paid from Federal funds.

The Plan also includes requirements for registration with
the employment service. In general, all heads of households, with
certain exceptions, would be required to register as a condition of
receiving assistance.

Unlike present law, which provides assistance only to families
in certain circumstances (if the father is dead, incapacitated, absent
from the home, or in some States, unemployed), FAP would cover all
families with children which have countable income which is less than
the FAP payment levels. Thus, it would cover the so-called "working
poor, " a group which under present law is not eligible for Federally
shared assistance payments.

In determining what is countable income, both for purposes
of eligibility and the amount of the payment, all unearned income
would generally be counted, while a portion of earned income would
be disregarded as a work incentive. Specifically, the following
income would not be countable:

$720 annually in family earnings plus one-half of
additional earnings;

earnings of children;

the cost of child care necessary for training or
employment;

training allowances;

the value of home produce;

the value of food stamps or other assistance based on need;

the amount of a scholars) ip used in paying tuition and fees;
and

irregular or infrequent income (up to $30 a quarter).
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CHART THREE

Family Assistance Program

*$500 each for irst2 family members

.$300 for each additional member

* 100% Federal funds

*Generally, head of family must
register for work or training

-Any family with countable income
less than

.Generally,

FAP payment eligible

all unearned income
is counted

•Special rules for earned income
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CHART 4 -- STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

In most States, payments to families with no income under AFDC are

presently higher than what they would be under the Family Assistance Plan.

These States would be required to supplement the Federal Family Assistance

payments to the extent necessary to maintain January 1970 AFDC payment levels.

States would, however, be permitted to reduce this present standard as necessary

to bring them down to the poverty level as defined in the bill ($3720 for a family of

four). State supplemental payments would be required for all families ift the cate-
gories presently eligible for AFDC, as well as families with an unemployed father

in those 27 States which do not now have unemployed father programs. An estimated

quarter million persons in families with an unemployed father would become eligible

for assistance for the first time under H. R. 163 11. Supplemental payments would

not be required for families in which the father is employed (the so-called "working
poor").

States would be reimbursed by the Federal government for 301, of their ex-

penditures for supplemental family payments. There would be no Federal sharing,
however, in that portion of the cost of supplemental payments related to a needs

standard in excess of the poverty line, and no Federal matching would be provided
for supplemental payments to the working poor by any State which might choose to

make such payments.

In determining eligibility for State supplemental payments and the amount

of such payments, States would be required to disregard a certain amount of earned
income (generally $720 per year plus 1/3 of earnings above $720). Thus a woman
with 3 children whose earnings total $300 monthly will be eligible for State supple-
mentation if the State's monthly AFDC needs standard is $250 in January 1970, even
though the family would not be eligible for AFDC today.

By making the disregard apply to initial eligibility determinations as well as

to payment computations, the bill will require States to extend eligibility for assistance
to an estimated million persons not presently eligible for AFDC.
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CHART FOUR

State Supplementary Payments

*State must supplement FAP up.
to lower of
-level of Jan. 1970 AFDC payment
-poverty level

•P30% Federal matching (up to

poverty level)
Required when father unemployed

*Not required when father employed

• Portion oF earned income
disregarded both in determining
eligibility and amount of payment

• More than one million recipients
added to State welfare rolls
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CHART 5 -- IMPACT OF H.R. 16311 -- STATE A

This chart gives examples of welfare payments under
present law and under H. R. 16311 for a family of four persons in

a State which presently provities AFDC payments which are sufficient

to bring the family's income to $3, 000 (some 15 States have needs

standards at about this level). Under AFDC the amount of earnings

disregarded is $30 per month, plus 1/3 of earnings above $30 per

month, plus an amount equal to the recipient's work expenses. Under

the Family Assistance Plan and the State supplemental plan, the

amounts disregarded are $60 per month plus part of earnings above

$60 per month (1/2 in the case of the Family Assistance payments

and, generally, 1/3 in the case of supplemental State payments).

The first example shows a family composed of a working
mother with three children with earnings at $2, 000 per year, and

with monthly work expenses of $30. (The decrease in this family's

net welfare payment under H. R. 16311 compared with present law

is a result of the differences in the provisions relating to the dis-

regard of earnings.)

The other examples concern a family of four headed by a

father. It is assumed that this is one of the 23 States which now

aids families with an unemployed father. Under regulations of the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, any father working

less than 30 hours a week must be considered unemployed; a State

may consider a father unemployed if he works less than 35 hours

a week.

In the examples on the chart, under both present law and

under the provisions of H. R. 16311, the family with a father who

has no earnings fares somewhat better in terms cf total income

than a family in which the father is fully employed at very low

earnings.

A family with a father who is considered unemployed but

has part-time earnings fares considerably better than if he were

employed full-time at low earnings.
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CHART FIVE

Impact of H.R. 16311 -StateA
Needs standard for family of 4-- 3,000;
full need met; families with unemployed
fathers now aided

Fa mil y o 4 Income under Inome under
headed by- present law, H.P- 16311
Motherearmings of AFDC 42267 FAP '960
$2,000, work Eamings .0 SuppIt 1,187
expenses 430 per mo. 4,67 EArni 4,147____ ___ __ ___ ___4,14'7

Unemployed father, AFDC 43,000 FAP ",600
no earnings S,000 uppQ't 3

_________3,000

Unemployed father, AFDC i2,752 FAP #i,460
part time earnings of Earnings 11000 Suppl't 1,353
1,000, work expenses 3753 Earnings ,000'tOO, ork 3,813

415 per month 73Erig ,1

Employed *her, Earnirs $2000 FAP '960
earnings of $2,000, 4000 Earnings 2,000
work expenses 260
430 per month

Unemployed father,
earnings of $2,000,
work expenses
$30 per month

AFDC $2267
Earnings 2,000

4,267

FAP
Supp't
Earning

490
1,187

s200
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CHART 6-- IMPACT OF H. R. 16311 -- STATE B

This chart presents examples using the same families as in
Chart 5. In this case, however, the State described provide AFDC
payments based on a needs standard for a family of four of $2200.
This State is also one which does not provide AFDC payments for
families with an unemployed father.

As in the preceding chart, the female-headed family receives
the same total welfare payments under present law as under H. R. 16311
except for a slight difference attributable to changes in the earnings
disregard provisions. The incomes of families headed by an unem-
ployed father, however, are substantially increased under H. R. 16311
since these families, which are now ineligible for any welfare payment
in this State, would become eligible for both a Federal Family As-
sistance payment and a supplemental State payment. (Although the
chart shows no Federally shared assistance for a family with a totally
unemployed father, the family may be receiving assistance from some
other source such as a State general assistance plan operated with no
Federal funding). H. R. 16311 would also increase the income of
families with an employed father since they would be eligible for a
Federal Family Assistance payment although not for a State supple-
mental payment.

Under H. R. 16311, a family with a father who was fully
employed and earning $2000 per year would have slightly less income
than the family of an unemployed father with part-time earnings of
$1000 and about $400 less income than a family in which the father
earned the same $2000 but on a part-time rather than full-time basis.
If the father were totally unemployed with no earnings, his family
would have an income of $2200.
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CHART SIX

Impact of H.. 16311 -State B
Needs standard for family of 4 -2,200;
full need met; families with unemployed
fathers not now aided

Family of 4 Income under ncm=We under
headed by- present law H.R. 16311

Mother,eardrmns of AFDC 41,467 FAP 1960
#2,000, work Earnings 2 SuPpl't 387
expenses 430 per 3,467 E4r"nns 20
month 3,347

Unemployed father FAP $1,600
no earnings None support 600

2,200

employed father. Earnings €,000 FAP .1,460
part time. eArniSngs of 553part~~rrmeaminEarniog 1,000$,O0
$1,000,workexpensec . ..
4s per month 3,013

Employed father, earrino f2,000 FAP "960
earnings of 42,000, 2,000 Eaflrjs 2_
work expenses 2960
$30 per month ..... . .

Unemployed father
earnings of 42,000,
work expenses
$30 per month

Earnings 2000
200

FAP 4960
Suppl't 387
Ernings

3,347
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CHART 7 -- IMPACT OF H.R. 16311 -- NEW YORK CITY

This chart gives examples of welfare payments under
present law and under H.R. 16311 for different families in New
York City. Since the New York needs standards exceeds the
poverty line as defined in the bill, no Federal matching would
be provided for that part of the State payment related to the
portion of the needs standard which exceeds the poverty line.
These unmatched payments are shown in this chart as "State
funds. "

The first example describes a family composed of a
mother and three children in which the mother is employed on
a full-time basis for the minimum wage of $1.60 per hour,
earning a total of $3320 per year. This family would get close
to $500 less per year under H.R. 16311 than it gets now. This
reduction would result from the elimination of the present $60
allowance for work expenses as a separate item in computing
the amount of earnings to be disregarded.

In each of the other three examples the payments under
present law and under H.R. 16311 would be the same. This is
substantially different from the results for similar families in
the States described in the preceding two charts. New York,
unlike most States, not only provides AFDC payments for
families with unemployed fathers but also makes payments to
low-income families headed by a fully employed father. This
general assistance program is financed entirely with State
funds.

In this New York example, under both present law and
H.R. 16311, a family of four with a father working full-time for
the minimum wage wo~ld have an income of $10 per month more
than if the father worked sporadically and earned only $600.
Full-time earnings of $3320 would give this family a net increase
in annual income of $720 over what it would have if the father
were not working at all.
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Impact of H.R. 16311 - NewYork City
Needs standard for family of 4 -- $3,960;
full need met; families with both employed
and unemployed fathers now aided
Family of 4 Income under Income under
headed by- present law H.R. 16311
Motherearnngs of AFDC *2,707 FAP $300
$3,320, work expense Earnngs 3,320 Suppl% 1,667E rnlns 3,320
allowance 460 per 6,027 ,. 240
month

5,547
Unemployed father, AFDC $3,60 FAP s, 6 0 0
no earnings 3,960 Sup'n 2403,960 staefn 24o

3,960
Unemployed father, - AFDC $3,960 FAP $1,O0
part time earnings of Earnings 00 Suppl't 2,120
$600,work expenses 4,560 Ermin's 600
4 15 per month Stte unds 240

1 1 4560
Employed father,
earnings of $3,320,
work expense
allowance ¢60 per ro.

Earnings 4 3,320
State 1nd ,360

4680

FAP $300
Earnings 3,320
St te fs t,060

4680
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CHART 8 -- TREATMENT UNDER H.R. 16311 OF
THE NON-WORKING AND WORKING POOR

Both the non-working and the working poor would
be eligible for the basic Family Assistance payment.

In addition, the non-working poor would be eligible
for supplementary payments from the States. However,
H. R. 16311 would not require the States to supplement
the basic FAP payment for the working poor, and would
not provide for Federal matching for those States which
might elect to provide supplements to this group.

In addition, the non-working poor would be eligible
for Federally aided Medicaid, but the working poor would
not be.
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CHART EIGHT

Treatment under H.R. 16311 of

non-working
poor

#Eligible for FAP

.State
supplementaion
required (in
most States)
•Eliible for
Medicaid

workingpoor

• Eligible for FAP

• State
supplementation
not required

*Not el igi ble for
Medicaid
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CHART 9 -- FAMILIES RECEIVING PAYMENTS

This chart compares projections which have been made by
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, concerning the
number of families with children who would be receiving cash
assistance payments under present law and under the proposed
Family Assistance Plan. Families eligible for Family Assistance
would, in general, include all those eligible for AFDC and many
who are not eligible (primarily, families of the working poor).
The AFDC projection shows an increase in the number of families
eligible while the Family Assistance Plan shows a decrease over
the same period.

The projected increase in the present AFDC program is
from 2. 2 million families in 1972 to 3. 1 million families in 1976.
This projection is based on an assumption that experience of tl-e
past 3 years with respect to the growth of the welfare rolls--
whether from social causes, population growth, or increases in
payment level- -will continue.

The projection of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare concerning the Family Assistance Plan indicate a
decrease in the number of families receiving payments from 3. 7
million families in 1972 to 2. 7 million in 1976. This projected
decrease is based not on past experience under present welfare
programs but on an assumption that the income of families will
rise over the 5-year period removing many of them from eligi-
bility. The unemployment rate is assumed to remain constant
at 3. 5 percent, and there is no assumption that persons poten-
tially eligible will, as a result of the new program, increase
or decrease their work effort or otherwise change their behavior
to a sufficient extent to affect the estimated number of persons
eligible.

The projections of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare are based on data developed for 1967 and 1968. In
those years, the rate of unemployment was generally close to
3. 5 percent. It should be noted, however, that in recent months
the unemployment rate has risen to over 4 percent.
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CHART NINE

Families

3.7twil.

2.2
mil.

Receiving Pay ments

mil.

1972 1976
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CHART 10 -- FEDERAL COST OF PAYMENTS
TO FAMILIES

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has esti-
mated the cost to the Federal Government of payments to families
under H. R. 16311 at $4.7 billion for fiscal year 1972. This is $1.8
billion more than the Department's projection of AFDC costs for that
year. Under their projections and assumptions, however, it is esti-
mated that by 1976 the Federal cost of payments to families under
H.R. 16311 would be less than the projected $5 billion Federal cost
of AFDC.

In arriving at future cost figures for AFDC, the Administra-
tion has merely projected the increases which the program has ex-
perienced over the last three years. Between fiscal years 1970 and
1971 the AFDC rolls are estimated in the budget to increase by 224, 000
families and the average monthly payment per family by $3. 15.

The estimates for Federal costs for FAP are based on the
assumption that the levels of family assistance payments will not
be increased, and that there will be no change in behavior patterns
of recipients if the House bill is enacted. It should also be noted
that the estimates are based on an unemployment rate of 3. 5%.

The Administration's cost estimates for the Family Assist-
ance Plan have been projected on the basis of a 1967 census survey
made at the request of the Office of Economic Opportunity. The
survey included 30, 000 families and the income data acquired was
for the 1966 calendar year.

If it is assumed that the number of families aided under
H.R. 16311 will increase at about the same annual rate as the
number of AFDC families are projected to increase under present
law, Federal costs would rise to $6. 5 billion in 1976.

If it is assumed that the number of families aided under
H. R. 16311 will not decline annually, Federal costs would rise
to at least $6. 5 billion in 1976.
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CHART 11 -- FAP: FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING

This chart shows the extent to which the
increased Federal expenditures for payment to
families will be used to replace States' dollars
presently spent on welfare. In 1972, the esti-
mated cost to the Federal treasury of the Family
Assistance Plan is $4. 7 billion. This is an in-
crease of $1.8 billion over the anticipated 1972
Federal AFDC costs of $2. 9 billion. Of this
$1.8 billion, about $1/2 billion will constitute
fiscal relief to the States, while the remaining
$1.3 bil.ion will go to recipients.
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CHART 12 -- !'EDERAL AND STATE SHARING IN
COST OF BENEFITS TO FAMILIES

In fiscal year 1972, the first year of operation of the
Family Assistance Plan under H. R. 16311, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare has estimated that the total cost
of payments to families would be $6. 8 billion. About $4. 7 billion
of this amount would be paid by the Federal Government for Federal
family assistance payments and for the Federal share of State sup-
plementary payments. The States would pay an additional $2. 1
billion for their share of State supplementation of the Federal pay-
ments.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has
estimated that the costs to the Federal Government of the family
benefits will increase only to $4. 9 billion by 1976. This total re-
flects a decrease between 1972 and 1976 in the cost for the Federal
FAP payment of $85 million per year, but an annual increase of
$135 million in the cost to the Federal Government of providing 30%
matching for State supplements.

According to the Department's estimates, the cost to the
States of making supplementary payments would increase from $2. 1
billion in 1972 to $3. 4 billion in 1976.

These figures relate only to the cost of benefits paid to re-
cipients, and do not include the cost of administration, work train-
ing, or child care.
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CHART TWELVE

Federal and State Sharing
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CHART 13 -- WORK INCENTIVE FEATURES

Under the present AFDC program State welfare agencies are
required to refer to the Department of Labor all individuals whom
they determine to be appropriate for employment or training. Federal
law requires the States to exclude from referral (1) children under 16,
or under 21 if they are attending school; (2) persons who are ill, dis-
abled, or aged, and (3) persons who must care for another member of
the household who is ill. Unemployed fathers must be referred within
30 days of receipt of assistance.

Regulations on State referral policies are issued by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. The law requires the Depart-
ment of Labor to find employment for those who are referred, or to
place them in a training program or in a special work project.

H. R. 16311 would require registration with the employment
service of all individuals receiving assistance under FAP except (1)
a child under 16,or 21 if attending school,(2) a person who cannot work
because he is ill, disabled, or aged, (3) a person whose presence in
the home is required to care for another member of the household who
is ill or disabled, (4) the mother of a child under 6, (5) the mother in a
family in which the father is registered. Under both present law and
H.R. 16311, persons in excluded categories may volunteer for employ-
ment and training services.

The Department of Labor would be free to establish its own
priorities in regard to those who are selected for employment or train-
ing services and the kind of services which would be provided for any
individual.

In order to provide an incentive to work, present law requires
the States to disregard the first $30 a month of earnings, plus one-third
of additional earnings, plus expenses of going to work (as determined by
the States). H. R. 16311 provides for an earnings disregard of generally
comparable impact.

Present law provides for a training allowance of up to $30 a month.
H.R. 16311 would provide for a training allowance of at least $30 a month.

Under both present law and H.R. 16311 an individual refusing
to participate would not be eligible to receive assistance payments. The
other members of the family retain eligibility.
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Work Incentive Features
Present law

*Person referred if State
finds appropriate, unless
-child under 16 (or under

21attending school)
- ill, disabled,or aged
-caring -For ill member

of household

#Persons must be
placed in employment,
trning, or work project

* State must disregard
work expenses, 530
of earnings plus '/3 of
additional earnfigs

* 430trAring allowance

* Payment stopped for
refusal to participate

H.R. 16311
*Regjstration required

unleGs person is
-child under 16 (or under

21 attending school)
- 11, disabled, or aged
- caring ort I I member.

oF hou sehold
-mother0FchId under 6
-motherI n family where
.father registers

• Left to discretion of
Department of
Labor

* Impact of disregard
generally same as
present law

*Tr-aining allowance at
least -30

*Same as present
law
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CART 14 -- WIN OPERATION IN FISCAL 1969

The general development of WIN in terms of available funds ex-
pended and the number of persons in'actual training continues at a relatively
slow rate.

The following chart shows this slow development for the only full
fiscal year for which we have statistics available. The first column shows
the amount appropriated by Congress for fiscal 1969, a total of $117. 5
million, while the second column shows the distribution of the $37. 4 actually
used:

Work Incentive Program, Fiscal Year 1969
{dollars in millions)

Appropriations Funds used
On -the-job-training $ 22. 1 $ 0. 8
Institutional training 58.6 21. 7
Other training 12. 3 10. 7
Day Care 24.5 4. 2

Total 117. 5 37.4

Similarly, In terms of the average number of participants projected
and the actual average number during the fiscal year, the following differences
are noted:

Average Number of Participants
Projected Actual

On-the-job-training 15, 300 500
Institutional training and

work experience 44, 100 14, 400
Special Work Projects 10,000 300

Total 69, 400 15, 200

Funds were provided for day care for an average of 49, 900 children
in fiscal 1969, but the number of children actually receiving such care averaged
only 14, 600.

The Department of Labor estimated at the Senate Appropriation hear-
ings on November 19, 1969, that WIN enrollment would reach 150, 000 by June
1970. The budget which was submitted in January reduced that figure to
100, 000. At the end of February 79, 830 AFDC recipients were enrolled in
WIN, but 21, 775 of those individuals were simply awaiting training or employ-
ment. At the present rate of enrollment, it is questionable whether even the
budget estimate will be met.

The Administration states that it will seek funds for 225, 000 additional
training slots for the first full year of the Family Assistance Plan.
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CHART 15 -- WELFARE SAVINGS FROM WIN PROGRAMS

This chart shows the impact on the total cost of
Aid to Families with Dependent Children if WIN had not
been in effect since August 1968. Program costs for
January 1970 would have been $343 million without WIN
as compared with an actual cost of $341 million. During
the period August, 1968, to January, 1970, 13, 013 per-
sons who had participated in the WIN program were
removed from welfare. The average dollar saving per
person removed from the rolls was $140 a month. It
might also be noted that the number of persons removed
from the rolls rose to about 1, 000 persons a month by
June, 1969, but since that time has not increased sub-
stantially.

All the savings from the WIN program, of
course, are not realized wholly by persons who leave
the rolls completely, since such training may also
mean higher earnings and reduced welfare payments.
On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume that
many of the persons reflected in the above statistics
would have found employment on their own.
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CHART FIFTEEN

Welfare Savings from W I N
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CHART 16 -- WIN PROBLEM AREAS

The following are some of the reasons for WIN's slow development and lack of

promised impact.

Previous manpower training programs for welfare recipients (Community Work
and Training ar.d Work Experience) had been criticized for failure to incorporate substan-

tial on-the-job training (OJT). At this stage of its development, the WIN program is sub-
ject to the same criticism. There are tewer than 500 people on OJT. The bill puts great
stress on getting more people into OJT and the bill provides for an additional source of

financing for such trainir.g. The immediate problems, however, are more in arranging

such training than in financing it since funds have been available but unused.

In designing the WIN program, the Committee on Finance recognized the need
for special work p~roijcts for those people who were not suitable for training or who had

completed their training and for whom no job could be found. Although required by law
to be established in all States, only one State has implemented this provision in a sub-
stantial way. The Committee on Ways and Means emphasized special work projects but

modified provisions which they believed have inhibited program growth.

There seems to beg :neral agreement that lack of day care has had a great in-

hibiting effect on welfare mother pa rticipation in the program. The House bill removes

responsibility for day care from the State welfare agencies and places it on the Federal

government (HEW) with up to 1009a Federal contribution. The Administration maintains

that it will provide services for 300, 000 school age and 150, 000 pre-school children in the

first full year of operation of the program at a cost of $386 million ($26 million of which

would be for renovation and staff training. ) This has been questioned in view of WIN's per-

formance where, after a year and a half, only about 60, 000 children are being cared for.

Lack of referral of trainable people by some State welfare agencies has been

cited as one of the problems of WIN. New York, for instance, has referred only about 5
percent of the people it has assessed while California- -with a very similar welfare popula-

tion- -has referred about a third of those ass cssed. Bureaucratic rivalry between welfare

and employment agencies which has existed in previous training programs has been carried
over to WIN in some States. This situation, compounded by some lack of coordination at

the Federal level between the Departments of Labor and HEW, has reduced the effectiveness

of the program.

The Auerbach Corporation, which studied the WIN program, concluded that:

"Lack of adequate transportation is a serious problem for many
WIN projects, it affects the enrollees' ability both to participate in the

program and to secure employment. In rural areas where VIIN operates,

many enrollees live miles from prograni facilities, and have neither cars
nor access to public transportation. Even in large cities transportation

poses problems, since sources of employment are increasingly locating

on the suburban fringes of metropolitan areas, far from the neighborhoods
where WIN participants live, It is now common to find situations, parti-
cularly In the East, where suburban jobs go begging %khile unemployment

soars kn the inner city. "

The Ways and Means Committee also found that in some localities welfare mothers
have great difficulty in transporting their children to distant day care facilities.

Lack of medical supportive services (physical examinations and the ability to re-
medy minor health problems) has been cited as a major problem by the Auerbach Corpora-

tion and in a survey of WIN projects which was conducted by the Ways and Means Committee.

As to lack of jobs, the Auerbach Corporation states:

"Although the WIN concept is built around jobs for welfare reci-
pients, there has been little investigation of the labor market to determine

exactly where and how jobs can be obtained, and how many jobs are actually

available or likely to become available for WIN enrollees. Now that the

program is underway, there is a growing feeling among local WIN staff that
many participants, women in particular, will not obtain jobs in the already
tightly restricted labor market existing in many communities. "

In a period of rising unemployment and without an effective program of OJT,

special work projects, and job development, the prolilems of jobs for trainees may be-

come much more acute.
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CHART SIXTEEN

WIN Problem Areas
#Almost no on-the-job training
# Almost no special work projects
*Lack of day care
* In some States, lack ofl referrals
-From welfare agencies

•Lack of transportation to training,
day care, jobs

•*Lack of medical examinations and
ability to correct medical problems

#Lack of jobs for trainees in
tightening labor market
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CHART 17 --- FEDERAL MATCHING FOR WORK INCENTIVES

H. R. 16311 provides for increases in Federal matching per-
centages for all aspects of the Work Incentive Program.

The Federal share for manpower employment and training
services would be increased from 80% to 90%, with the State share
of 10% payable in cash or kind.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would be
authorized to pay for up to 10016 of day care for children of persons
in work or training, instead of providing 7576 matching to the States
for expenditures for day care.

States would claim 90% Federal reimbursement for expendi-
tures for health care deemed to be necessary to place a recipient in
training or employment. Under present law a State is reimbursed for
this expense under its Medicaid formula, under which Federal partici-
pation ranges from 50% to 83%, depending (n the State's per capita
incon e.

The Federal share for vocational rehabilitation services
provided under the work and training program would be increased
from 7516 to 90%.

States would also receive 90/o Federal'reimbursement for
supportive services which were deemed necessary for employment,
an increase over the present Federal matching of 75%/0.
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CHART SEVENTEEN
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CHART 18 -- AID TO THE AGED. BLIND, AND DISABLED

H. R. 16311 would substantially modify and broaden
assistance programs for the aged, blind and disabled. It
would establish a single Federal-State program for these
recipients to replace the three existing programs of Aid to
the Aged, Aid to the Blind, and Aid to the Permanently and
Totally Disabled, and would establish nationally uniform
eligibility requirements for these groups.

The bill would establish a Federal floor for income
of recipients, requiring the States to have payment levels
which would assure an eligible individual of an income of at
least $110 a month ($220 for a couple). Present law does not
provide for a minimum payment, and the States are free to
establish their own standards of need and payment levels. In
general, the standards and payment levels vary considerably
among the categories of aged, blind and disabled. The blind
currently have the highest average payment on a national basis.

Under the proposed bill, the Federal share would be
90 percent of the first $65, plus 25 percent of additional pay-
ments up to a maximum established by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare. The Federal contribution would be
calculated on the basis of the average payment in a State.
Under present law, the Federal Government paid 67 percent
of the c.:>t nationally of assistance to the aged in fiscal year
1969.

Present law allows the States to establish their own
definition of who is "blind" and "permanently and totally dis-
abled." H. R. 16311 would require the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to establish uniform national defini-
tions; instead of "permanently and totally disabled, " however,
welfare eligibility would be broadened to include anyone the
Secretary considered "severely disabled. "
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CHART EIGHTEEN

Aid to the Aged, Bli nd, and Disabled
II M I I -

Present Law

-State determines o
needs standard,
amount of payment

&Based on formulas d
in law, Federal Govt.
paid 67%1o of cost
nationally in fiscal
year 1969

*State defines
"blind," "permanently
and totally disabled

H.R 16311

Welfare payment
must bring income
up to at least
$110 per person
Average payment
is calculated;
Federal share is
90% of 4 rst $65 plus
2570 of balance upto
limit set by Secreary

*Secretary defines
"blind" "severely
disabled"

#Adds to welfare
rolls more than
one million persons
(mostly aged
couples)
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CHART 19 -- ADMINISTRATION OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Under present law all public assistance programs, including
Medicaid, are administered by the States. The Federal Government
provides the States with 50% mcching funds for the cost of adminis-
tration.

H. R. 16311 provides for alternative administrative arrange-
ments. The Federal FAP payment could, under the bill, be administered
by the Federal Government or by the States under agreement with the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. In fact, the Administration
and the Ways and Means Committee have indicated that the FAP payment
would be administered by a new Federal agency. The Federal Government
would pay the full cost of administering the Federal payment.

In regard to the State supplementary payments, the States may
elect to administer their own payments, in which case they would receive
50% Federal matching for the costs of administering the payments. As
an inducement to the States to elect to enter into agreements with the
Federal Government for Federal administration of the supplementary
payments, however, the bill authorizes 100% Federal payment of the costs
of administration if a State elects Federal administration.

The bill also provides for an alternative arrangement for
administration of the adult program of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and
Disabled. If a State elected to administer its own payments, it would
receive 50% Federal matching for the costs of administration. If it
elected to enter into an agreement with the Federal Government for
direct Federal payments to recipients, the Federal Government would
assume the full cost of administering the payments.

Medicaid would, under the proposal, continue to be adminis-
tered by the States with 50% Federal matching for the costs of adminis-
tration.
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CHART NINETEEN

Administration of Assistance
Programs

Present Law
*Administered by State welfare agency
@ 50% Federal share

H. R. 16311
*Federal administration of FAP

*For supplementary payments, State may

-administer, with 50% Federal
sharing of costs, or

-have Federal administration, with
100% of cost borne by Federal
Government

*Secretary may enter into agreement
with State to make direct payments

to aged, blind, and disabled

eMedicaid administered by States
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CHART 20 -- IMPACT OF H.R. 16311 ON MEDICAID

States are now required to provide medical assistance
(Medicaid) to all recipients of cash public assistance under any
of the Federally funded programs: AFDC, Aid to the Blind,
Old-Age Assistance, and Aid to the Permanently and Totally
Disabled. Under H. R. 16311, a number of persons would be
newly eligible for State cash welfare payments. State Medicaid
coverage would have to be extended to these persons if they are
not already eligible under the present State program. An esti-
mated two million persons would be newly eligible for Medicaid
under the bill.

In addition, under H. R. 16311 health care would be
provided with 90 percent Federal funding wherever such care
was needed to enable a person getting Family Assistance or
State supplemental payments to work or undertake work train-
ing. This would provide higher Federal funding than is the
case with Medicaid (90 percent as compared with 50 to 83
percent) and would also make health care available to some
of the working poor who would otherwise be excluded from
Medicaid.
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CHART TWENTY

Impact of H.R.16311 on Medicaid
States must extend Medicaid to
these new recipients:

* Aged, blind and disabled persons newly
eligible for welfare because of
increased needs standard

* Severely"disabled persons who are not
permanently and totally disabled

#Families with an unemployed father
(in States not yet covering them)

* Other persons newly eligible for
assistance because of liberalized
Federal income and resource tests

State must provide health services (with
90% Federal share) to any person if it is
"necessary to permit an individual...
to undertake or continue manpower
training and employment."
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CHART 21 -- WELFARE RECIPIENTS UNDER H. R. 16311

There are presently about 10 million persons
receiving Federally aided cash assistance payments.

More than 7 million of these persons are in families

with dependent children, while the rest are aged, blind,
or disabled.

The Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare estimates that in 1971, 20 million persons in
families with children will be eligible for benefits under

H. R. 16311, while at least 4 million aged, blind, and

disabled persons will be eligible for benefits. Most of
the persons newly eligible for family assistance benefits

will be in families headed by a working father.
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CHART TWENTY-ONE

Welfare Recipients Under H.R.16311
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

PROPOSED LEGISLATrON

1. Eligibility and benefits for families with children

Present Law

1. Under the program of Aid to Fam-
ilies with Dependent children,
States provide assistance to needy
families when the father is dead,
absent from the home, or inca-
pacitatetl. At the State's option,
aiistance may also be provided
when the father is unemployed.

Each State,
establishes a minimum standard
of living (needs standard) upon
which assistance payments are
based; any eligible family whose
income is below the State needs
standard will be eligible for some
assistance. Generally speaking, all
income and resources of the needy
family must be considered in
determining the amount of the
assistance payment (a major ex-
ception is the disregard of a por-
tion of earned income to provide
an incentive for employment; see
below). States also place limita-
tions on the real and personal
property a family may retain with-
out being disqualified for assist-
ance. Federal law (toes not require
States to pay the full difference
between a family's income a1l its
needs standard; many States limit
the amounts that can be paid to a
family.

H.R. 16311
Family Asistance Act of 1970

1. The existing program of cash pay-
ments to families %6th dependent
children would be repealed.
Family assistante paymenM.-Un-

der the Family Assistance Plan, aid
would be provided by the Federal
Government to each family with
children whose income counted under
the bill is less thau the family benefit
level ($500 for each of the first two
members of the family julus $300 for
each additional member). A family
with resources of more than $1,500
(other than a home and certain other
excluded property) would not be
eligible for family assistance pay-
ments. Generally speaking, the
amount of family assistance would
be the difference between a family's
income and the family benefit level
(a major exception is the disregard of
a portion of earned income to provide
an incentive for employment; see
below). To be eligible for family
assistance, the family would have to
meet work registration requirements
discussed below,

State supplernentation.-Each State
whose AFDC payment level in Jan-
uary 1970 was higher thai) the family
assistance payment 'would be re-
quired to supplenimnt th'e family as-
sistance payment. Su )plementation
would not be require(I %%hen the fa-
ther is employed, but would be re-
quired when he is unemployed. Gen-
erally speaking, the supplementary
payment wouid be the difference be-
tween the family assistat.ce payment
and the lower of eithp: the AFDC
payment the family would have been
eligible for in January 1970, or the
poverty level as defined in the bill.
(Special provisions for disregarding
a portion of earned income are dL&-
cussed below.)

51)
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'2. Eligibility and benefits for other adults

Present Law

2. Three categories of adults are
eligible for Federally supported
assistance: person- 65 and over,
the blind, and permanently and
totally disabled persons 18 years
and older. As with Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, each
State establishes a minimum
standard of living (needs stand-.
ard) upon which assistance pay-
ments are based; any aged, blind,
or disabled person whose income
is below the State needs standard
will be eligible for some assistance.
Generally speaking, all income and
resources of the aged, blind, or
disabled person must be considered
in determining the amount of th,"
assistance payment (though a per-
tion of earnings may be dia2regarded
as a work incentive). States also
place limitations on the real and
personal property an aged, blind,
or disabled individual may retain
without being disqualified or assis-
tance. Federal law does not require
States to pay the full difference
between the income of an aged,
blind, or disabled individual and
the State's needs standard; many
States limit the assistance that
can be paid.
States may either have separate
assistance programs for the aged,
blind, and disabled, or may have
a single combined program for all
three groups.

2. The categories of persons eligible
(the aged, blind, and disabled)
would not be changed but States
would be required to have a single
combined plan for all three groups.
States would be required to pro-
vide a payment sufficient to bring
an individual's total income up to
at least $110 a month. In evalu-
ating need for assistance, States
would have to allow resources of
$1,500 (other than a home and
certain other excluded property).

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970
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3. Work incentive features for families

Present Law

3. Employment 1lan and referid oJ
appropiate individerA.-State and
local welfare agencies set up a
comprehensive plan for each family
receiving Aid to Families Nith
Dependent Children to lead them,
where possible, to financial inde-
pendence through employment. All
appropriate individuals are re-
ferred to the Labor Department;
(lay care and other needed services
are provided by the welfare agency.
The welfare agencies determine
who is appropriate for enrollment
and training, based on an evalua-
tion of each individual family.
Federal law states that the follow-
ing persons may not be considered
appropriate: (1) children under
age 16 or 21, if attending school;
(2) any person whose illness, inca-
pacit advanced age or remote-
ness Irom a project precludes effec-
tive )articipation in work or train-
ing; or (3) personss required in a
home to provide continuing care to
an ill or incapacitated member of
the household. Individuals referred
by the welfare agemy are to be Ida-
ted by the Labor Department in

one of three groups, in this order
of priority: ki) immediate place-
ment il employment; (2) place-
ment in employment training, and
(3) placement in special work
projects under public or certain
nonprofit private agencies.

Work incentive through earning.
ezemption.-States must disregard,
for purposes of determining need for
assistance, an individual's expenses
,which may reasonably be attributed
to the earning of income (such as
transportation costs, etc.). In adidi-
tion, States must disregard the first
$30 in monthly earnings plus one-
third of additional earnings of the
family.

Employment training.-Those in-
dividuals who are appropriate for
employment training receive class-
room or on-the-job training arranged
by the Labo' Department. Trainees

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

3. The existing Work Incentive Pro-
gram would be repealed.

Registration with Public Employ-
ment Service.-Each member of a
family would be required to register
for employment or training wit'h a
public employment office unless he
or she is (1) ill, disabled, or aged; (2)
a mother caring for a child under 6;
(3) a mother in a family whose
father registers; (4) caring for an ill
member of the household; or (5) a
child under 16, or under 21 and in
school. Any person who falls in one
of these exempt categories could reg-
ister voluntarily.

Employment plan an, work train-
ing.-The Labor Department, ac-
cording to its priorities would de-
velop an cmployient plan for each
individual registered. To the extent
resources permit, the services and
training called for ttniar the plan
would be provided, The services and
training provisions of the bill are
patterned after those in the Work
Incentive Program under present
law. The State wAfare agmue would
be required to )rovide he alth care
and other services to facilitate the
participation of individuals in the
training program. Trainees would
receive a monthly training allowance
of $30 (or it may be even mre, if
they participate in an institutional
program where allowances are pay-
able under the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act) in addition
to their welfare payment.

Work incentive throiigh earnings
exemplion.-For purposes of both
family assistance paynezts and
State supplementary payments, the
first $60 of income earned in a
month would have to b:. disregardled
in determining the a-nount of the
payment (though no allowance
would have to be male for the
individual's expenses attributable to
work, other than child care). Earn-
ings needed to pay for child care
would have 'to be dtisregardet. For
purposes of the fanaily avgistance pay-
ment, one-half of earnings above $60
monthly would have to be disre-
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3. Work incentive features for fanilies-continue]

Present Law

may receive a monthly training 0-
lowaince of up to $30 in addition to
their welfare payment. Oncce placed
in regular employment after training,
these persons are eligible for the
earnings exemption discussed above.

Special work projects.-Persons not
placed in employment or who are not
appropriate for employment training
are p1 aced in special work projects
under ilblic agencies or nonprofit
private agencies organized for a
public service purpose. The employee
is paid w ages just as other em ployees;
wages must be at least as high as the
sum of (1) the amount formerly re-
ceived iii welfare plus (2) 20 percent
of the wages. The employer bears
part of the cost of the wages, and the
welfare agency pays the employer an
amount equal either to the former
welfare payment or 80 percent of the
wages, whichever is smaller; each
employee must be reevaluated at
least every 6 months for placement
in training or regular employment.

Refusal to accept training or employ-
ment.- If a person refuses to accept
work or undertake training without
good cause, the welfare agency is
informed and, unless the person
returns to the program within 60
days, his welfare payment is termi-

ated. Protective and vendor pay-
ments are continued, however, for
the dependent children.

U elfare of the ehildren.-Federal
law p'rohibi'ts the designation of a
mother as app roriate for referral to
the Labor Department itiless and
until suitable lay care is provided
for her children. The law provides
that the (lay care must meet stand-
ards required by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

H.R. 168311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

garded. For purposes of the State
supplementary payment, States would
have to disregard (1) one-third of
additional earnings ill) to twice "..e
amount the monthly family assist-
ance payment would be if the family
had no income (for a family of 4,
one-third of earnings between $60
and $327 monthly), and (2) one-
fifth of earnings above that amount.
These earned income exemption for-
mulas result in total assistance pay-
ments generally very close to those
under existing law.

Special work projects are authorized
but not required; the financing mech-
anism of existing law is eliminated.

Refusal to register or to accept
training or employment.--If a person
without good cause refuses to regis-
ter, accept work, or undertake train-
ing, his portion of the family assist-
ance payment would be terminated.
The balance of the payment may be
made to a person outside ttfe family,
where appropriate, under a protec-
tive payment arrangement.

Welfare of the children.-The De-
partmmnt of Health, Education, and
Welfare would be required to provide
necessary child car3 services for the
children of individuals participating
hi training or employment.
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4. Administration

Present Law

4. Aid to famo,,;,x wih dependent
children. -Progra'i is administered
by we'fare agencies in States and
localities; the Federal Govern-
ment pays 50% of the cost of
program administration.

Work and trainin'.-The Labor
Department has responsibility for
employment training and placement
under the Work Incentive Program.

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.-Program is administered by
welfare agencies in the States and
localities; the Federal Government
pays 60% of the cost of program
administration.

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

4. Family assistance payrnents and
State supplementary payments.-
States would be offered three
alternatives: (1) Federal admin-
istration of both payment pro-
grams; (2) under agreement with
the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, the State
could administer both payment
programs; or (3) Federal admimn-
istration of family assistance pay-
ments and State administration
of State supplementary payments.
The Federal Government would
pay the full cost of administer-
ing the family assistance payments
under any alternative; it would
pay the full cost of administering
the State supplementary pty-
ments under the first alternative,
but only half of these costs m nler
the second and third alternatives.
Work and training.-'Ihe lmbor

Department would be reip'rnsible
for development of an individual's
employment plan and for imlple-
mentation of that plan; the Dapirt-
ment of Health, Education, and
Welfare would have to arrange for
child care, while State welfare agen-
cies would have to provide for health
care and other supportive social
services.

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.-The States could either (1)
continue to administer assistance to
these groups or (2) enter into an
agreement for the Federal Govern-
ment to perform a part or all of the
administrative functions involved in
the program. Any Federally per-
formed administration woud ill.
volve no State cost.
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5. Federal financial participation

Present Law

5. Assistance payments.-Federal fi-
nancial participation is based on
one of two alternatives, at the
State's option: (1) the Federal
matching percentage for Medicaid
(r,'ging front 50% to 83%, de-
pending on State per capita in-
come) is applied to all expenditures
for assistance payments; or (2)
Federal matching is based on a
formula applied to average assist-
ance payments up to certain limits.
Under the second alternative, the
State determines the average
monthly payment. For Aid to
Families with Dependent children ,
Federal matching applies only to
to the first $32; the Federal share
is 15/18 of the first $18 (or less)
dus the "Federal percentage"
ranging from 50% to 65%, de-

pending on State per capita in-
come) times the next $14 (or less).

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled, Federal matching applies
only to the first $76; the Federal
share is 31/37 of the first $37 plus
the "Federal percentage" times the
next $38 (or less).

Ermployrnent traininq.--The Fed-
eral Government pays 80% of the
cost of employment training under
the Work Incentive Program; the
20% State share may be in cash or in
kinl.

(hild care and other social servlice.-
The Federal Government pays 75%
of the cost of child care and other
necessary social services as part of
the comprehensive plan for each
family.

Administrative cots-.The Federal
Government pays 50% of the cost of
program administration,

H.R. 16311
F&Inily Assistance Act of 1970

5. Family assistance program.-
The Federal Government would

pay the full cost of benefits and
administration.

State supplementary payments.-
The Federal Government would pay
30% of the cost of State su pplemei-
tary payments. There would be no
Federal financial participation in (1)
payments to families where the
father is employed, an(d (2) the por-
tion (if any) of the supplementary
p ayment which, when added to the
family assistance payment, exceeds
the poverty level d etncd in the bill
($3,720 for a family of four). At the
option of the State, the supplemen-
tary payment would either be ad-
ministered by the Federal Govern-
ment (with io State'cost) or by the
State (with 50% Federal sharing in
the cost of administration).

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.-The average monthly as-
sistance payment would be cilcula-
ted. The Federal Government would
pay 90% of the first $65 and 25%
of the remainder up to a limit
set by the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, aid Welfare.

Emp loyment training.-The Fed-
erfm Government would pay 90% of
the cost of the traiifing program; the
10% State shank cmild be in cash or
in kind.

Child care, health care and other
supportive social serrice.-The Fed-
eral Government would pay up to the
full cost of child care and 9070 of the
cost of health care and other services
to facilitate the participation of
individuals in the training program.

Savings provision.-For 2 fiscal
years, States would be assured of not
incurring additional costs as a result
of enactment of the bill.
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6. Effective date

Present Law

6. Each State was required to partic-
ipate in the Work Incentive
Program ito later than July 1, 1969.

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

6. The provision authorizing 1007c
Federal funds to support child care
projects would be effective upon
enactment of tb, bill.
All other provisions of the bill

would be effective July 1, 1971, with
special provision made for States
with statutes that would prevent
them from complying with the bill at
that time.
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The CHAIRMiIAN. This morning the committee is pleased to have as
its first witness for the administration the Honorable Robert H.
Finch, Secretary of healthh, Education, and Wel fare.

I believe Senator harris has a statement he would like to make be-
fore the Secretary begins.

Senator Harris?
Senator HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased that the

House of Representatives has passed H.R. 16311, the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970. This bill is important. because, if adopted, it, would
establish the )rinciple of a federally guaranteed minimum income for
all Americans and replace the outdated and unworking system of wel-
fare in this country. It could not have been passed in tile touse with-
out the wise leadership of the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, Mr. Mills, and I strongly commend him.

However, I am concerned that 1I.R. 16311 wifl not insure that the
basic deficiencies of the present system are corrected.

I am hopeful that substitute legislation can be adopted which will
carry out certain fundamental principles of the National Basic In-
come and Incentive Act, S. 3433, whil:h I recently introduced.

First, the inadequate $1,600 level of pay eents in tI.R. 16311 should
be increased. Over a 3-year period we should phase in payments which
will provide an income of at least. the poverty threshold level. The
OEO experimental income maintenance program in New Jersey con-
firmed what many of us have thought for a long time-if you provide
an adequate level of income, people are in fact encouraged to work,
and initiative and incentive are increased, while income levels below
what is necessary for decent health, housing, and living standards
destroys initiative and makes it difficult for succeeding generations to
break the welfare cycle. Only 18 percent of those presently receiving
welfare will receive any new benefit. at all from the Federal $1,600
floor payment. A child in one State will continue to be worth more
than one in another; there will be no evening-out of payments.

I also think it, is essential that we move as quickly as possible to
completely federalize the welfare system, thus relieving the States
and local governments of the impossibly staggering welfare burden
they now bear.

Second, H.R. 16311 should be amended so that mothers of school age
children are able to exercise, their own judgment as to whether they
are able to carry the double burden of both managing a home and
holding a job. It is unfair to permit time mother whose husband is still
in the home this option, as the Nixon plan would do, but deny it to
a mother who is already carrying time double burden of rearing chil-
dren unaided by a father in the home. Experience shows that a great
many-l)erhal)s most-such mothers will want to work, but they, their
children, and society itself will be better served if these mothers are
allowed a choice.

Third, adequate incentives for work-allowing a person to retain
more of what lie earns-are required.

Fourth, the deficiency in II.R. 16311 in failing to set forth the con-
ditions under which a recipient. wvouil be required to take a job should
be corrected. As the National Basic Income and Incentive Act pro-
vides no one should be required to take a job except with decent pay.

Filfth--and this is because we must ask: "Where are the jobs"-
it is essential that. we expand ol)l)ortunities for public and private
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emloyment--already greatly reduced by this administration's fiscal
ant monetary policies. Rising unemployment, which strikes harder at
poor people, the unskilled and minorities, makes it doubly impera-
tive that we assure jobs for all those who are willing and able to work.

These suggestions are in keeping with the efforts the late Senator
Robert F. Kennedy and I and others launched in 1967. At that time,
he and I joined together on the floor of the Senate in opposition to
certain regressive, punitive amendments which had been adopted in
the welfare laws in the fall of 1967. While we were largely successful
on the floor of the Senate, many of the gains we made on the floor
of the Senate, were lost in conference.

Many of these regressive measures remain in the law and some of
them are found in 1H.R. 16311. I am hopeful that the Senate will recog-
nize that our goal is to hell) peoplee break out of the welfare trap, and
assure them a rerl chance to do so.

I would like. if I may, to include at, this point in the record a sum-
mary of provisions contained in the National Basic Income Benefits
Act, S. 3433.

The CHAIRMA'. Without objection.
(The summary referred to follows:)

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS IN NATIONAL BASIC INCOME BENEFITS ACT

Sec. 2001. Sets forth the purpose of the Act which Is to establish a national
program of basic income benefits entirely financed from Federal funds, unt-
forinly administered throughout the nation by either Secretary or delegates,
designed to assure that every individual and family will enjoy the level of living
justified by American productivity, and will encourage persons to enter the
labor market.

See. 2002. Provides that the determination of what constitutes a minimum
living requirement shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare. The determination shall be consistent with the Incomes of non-farm
families determined by the Social Security Administration for the latest year
for which data is available as an index of poverty subject to such variables as
age, composition of families, difference in cost of living In different regions of
country, etc.

Sec. 2003 (a). Provides authority for Secretary to determine what resources
can be disregarded for purpose of determining qualification and level of need.
Such items as the home, household goods and personal effects of an individual
or family as: well as other items which the Secretary may determine warrants
exclusion.

In addition, the earned income of any individual or of any member of a fam-
ily group (luring any month shall be disregarded to the extent of the first $75.,
plus one-half of the next $150., plus one-fourth of the remainder.

Sec. 2003(b). Provides for conditions upon which a refusal to accept a job will
not disqualify Individual to basic income benefits. Refusal to accept a job if it
is vacant due to a labor dispute, if the wages are not in keeping with prevailing
wages in area for similar job or if below minimum hourly rate, etc. w{i not be
grounded for denial.

Refusal to participate in work-training program if the program would not
prepare the individual for a suitable job which will be available whcA training
is complete will not disqualify one to benefits.

Further, it is provided that: one under the age of 16 or over 65; one physi-
cally or mentally unable to work; a child attending school; a woman having
In her care a preschool child or a child attending school; and that one required
in the home because of the Illness or incapacity of another, will not lose benefits
by reason of refusal to participate in work-training program.

Sec. 2004. Provides that the amount of assistance to which an individual or
family group is entitled to shall be equal to the minimum living requirement of
such Individual or group less the amount of other income and resources avail-
able to the individual or group.

See. 2005 Provides for responsibility of the Secretary, or his delegate to
refer applicant for basic income benefits to other agencies, rehabilitative, etc.,
If he would benefit from services of the agency.
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See. 2006. Provides for the filing of an application for benefits. The Secretary
shall prescribe what information is to be contained In the application. Further-
more, the section requires the Secretary to act promptly on an application.

See. 2007. Provides that the Secretary or his delegate shall make the deter-
mination of eligibility for benefits based on Information in the application and
If the initial determination is incorrect the Secretary shall take approprate action
to assure that no more than the correct amount is paid.

Sem. 2008. Provides for review procedure of determination made by the Sec-
retary or his delegate. Judicial review of the Secretary's determination is pro-
vtided for along with the right to legal representation.

Sec. 2009. Provides for the applicability of legal procedures otherwise pro-
vided for In Social Security Act to this Title.

Sec. 2010. Provides for authorization of appropriations. Such amounts as may
be necessary beginning with the fiscal year which ends June 30, 1971, are author-
ized to be appropriated.

See. 2011. Provides for the publication of the regulations of the Secretary in
the Federal Register In accordance with the provisions of subchapter 11 of
title 5, United States Code.

See. 2012. Provides for authority for the Secretary to administer the program
authorized by the Act. Authority is given to the Secretary to utilize the per-
sonnel, facilities, and services of another Federal Agency with the consent of
the head of the Federal Agency concerned or to enter into agreements with
States to administer the program.

Sec. 2013. Provides that the Secretary by regulation shall provide safeguards
which restrict the use or disclosure of information concerning applicants or
recipients.

Sec. 2014. Provides for a three year transition to the benefit levels prescribed
in Section 2002, Section 2003, and Section 2004.

For the fiscal year 171, the basic income benefits shall be the greater of 70%
of the minimum living requirements or the benefits paid tinder the state. plans
as of January 1. 1970, based on the present poverty level this shall be $2520. For
fiscal year 1972 the greater of 85% of the then determined minimum living
requirement or the states benefits.

For the years 1971 and 1972, the Secretary can enter into an agreement with
the appropriate state agency to administer the plan.

The states will be reimbursed for the cost of admini.tering the program
including the payment of the benefits specified in the act in excess of the fol-
lowing percentages of expenditures which would have been made by such state
under Titles I, X, XIV, XVI, and part A of Title IV had this section not been
in effect:

For the fiscal year 1971-80% of such expenditures.
For the fiscal year 1972--50% of such expenditures.
Should a state refuse to enter into an agreement with the Secretary, then

the Secretary can administer the program through employees of IIEW and money
expended, which would not have olherwise been expended had the state entered
into an agreement, may be withhold from amounts payable to such state under
other Federal programs.

See. 2015. Provides for certain conforming amendments.
The CHuIm.-AN. Please proceed, Mr. Secretary.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT H. FINCH, SECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN G. VENE-
MAN, UNDER SECRETARY; ROBERT E. PATRICELLI, DEPUTY
UNDER SECRETARY FOR POLICY; CHARLES E. HAWKINS, SPECIAL
ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR FOR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS,
SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE; AND JEROME M.
ROSOW, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY, EVALUATION, AND
RESEARCH, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Secretary FINCH. I may for the record identify the Under Secre-
tary, Mr. Jack Veneman, and the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy,
Mr. Robert Patricelli.



The CIIAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, you have about i 30-page state-
ment and some charts. I would suggest that we on the committee
should not interrupt you with questions until you have finished your
prepared statement.

Secretary FINCii. We would be grateful for that opportunity,
because this is a rather complicated presentation, and we would like
to present it with some degree of integrity and with the chart presenta-
tion at the saime time.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that during the next several days of hearings,
I may clarify some of the points you have raised in your opening state-
ment, and also those which Senator Harris has raised in his statement.

We are pleased by the broad support given the basic principles of
the administration's proposal by a great many public and private
groups, including the Urban Coalition, the AFL-CIO, the National
A ssociation of Manu factu rers, the Council for Economic Development,
the Urban Ikague, the American Jewish Committeu and many others.
We feel that this support is a reflection of the fact that family assist-
ance is a sensible though revolutionary plan-that it c)mmends itself
to persons of al] persuasions who seek a workable solution to the crisis
in our current welfare system.

We are currently studying the House-passed bill in detail, and have
made some changes, and vilfbe transmitting these changes, which may
be of a minor and technical nature, to you very shortly.

TIE INCOME STRATEGY

The basic structure of the family assistance plan is the product of
over a year of intensive study, beginning before President Nixon's
inauguration with his Transition Task Force on Welfare. During the
course of this study we drew u )on the work of numerous experts in the
field of income maintenance throughout the country, and considered
dozens of variations of the plan before arriving at, the final version.

I think it. would be useful at the outset to identify briefly the three
major objectives of the plan before proceeding to describe each of
them in detail.

The first objective is to )rovide strong work incentives in the welfare
system both for those on welfare and for those working people who
lhave a high risk of entering the welfare population. The central rea-
son for the l)alicular reform structure embodied in the fam ily assist-
ance plan is its importance to work motivation in our society.

The second objective is to movc toward a national solution for what
we recognize as a national welfare problem through the establishment
of uniform eligibility criteria, a Federal floor under benefit, levels and
strong incentives for Federal administration.

The third major objective of the family assistance plan is to make
a significant imh)act on the problem of )overty. If the family assistance
plan and the President's food staml) proposals are enacted, we will
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have reduced the poverty gap in this country by about 60 per-cent.. In
other words, these two programs, taken together, will cut by 60 per-
cent. the difference between the total income of all poor Americans and
the total amount they would have to earn to rise out of poverty.

With this program we launch a new strategy-an income strategy-
to deal with some of our most critical domestic problems. For those
among the poor who ,an become self-supporting, this strategy offers
an avenue to greater income through expanded work incentives, train-
ing, and employment opportunities. For those who cannot work, it
recognizes a Feleral responsibility to insure a minimum level of in-
come support nationwide.

This income strategy is an evolving one. The family assistance plan
is the cornerstone of the strategy and provides a sound basis for its
further development. The administration is keenly aware of the need
to analyze closely the interrelationships among all our poverty-related
transfer programs to assure that they are mutually supporting. In this
regard, it is essential in assessing the adequacy of the fami ly assist-
ance plan to remember that benefits under the.% programs are cumula-
tive. Furthermore, these ongoing programs frequently involve con-
flicting incentives and disincentives for people to work: Over the next
months and years we will continue our review of all the Govern-
ment's cash and inkind transfer programs and will make recommen-
dations to the Congress to improve both theix effectiveness and their
compatibility with our overall strategy.

THE FAILURE, OF TIE WELFARE SYSTEM

In designing the family assistance plan, we have sought to identify
and deal directly with the most pressing l)roblems facing public wel-
fare today.

As President Nixon said in his address to the Nation on August 8:
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 . . .

What began on a small scale in the depression 1930's has become a huge mon-
ster in the prosperous 1900's. And the tragedy is not only that it is bringing
States and cities to the brink of financial disaster, but also that it Is failing to
meet the elementary human, social and financial needs of the Ipoor.

The President's assessment is borne out by the well-known fact that
in this decade alone, total costs for the four federally aided welfare
programs (Aid to Families with Dependent, Children, Aid 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
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with Dependent Children program (AFDC), costs have more than
tripled since 1960 (to almost $4 billion annually at the )resent. time)
and the number of recipients has more than doubled (to some 7.1
million persons in November 1969). Since the President first proposed
the family assistance plan, in August of last year, another million
people have been added to the AFDC rolls. Even more disturbing is
the fact that the proportion of children on ADFC is growing. In the
15 years since 1955, the proportion of children in the Nation receiving
assistance has doubled-from 30 children per 1,000 to 60 per 1,000 at
present.

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
50 to 60 percent. Yet, despite these crushing costs, benefits remain
below adequate levels in most. States.

The crisis in our welfare system is, of course, not really surprising,
because, in many ways, the present, AFDC program is built, to fail. ft
contains structural defects which help to cause its own destruction.

First, as all of you know, it is characterized by unjustifiable dis-
crepancies between States. It is, as you lnow, not one welfare system
but more than 50 different systems with no national standards for
benefit levels. AFI)C payments now vary from an average of $46 per
month for a family of four in Mississipppi to $265 for such a family
in New Jersey. These gross disparities are aggravated by complicated
State-by-State variations in criteria for eligibility and methods of
administration. Each State has its own need standards, assets tests,
incapacity tests, requirements for school attendance and age of chil-
dren, and income exclusion o- the program has varied widely in terms
of equity and responsiveness to recipients' needs from Stafe to State
and locality to locality. For example, the proport ion of children receiv-
ing AFDC varies from 2.2 percent in Indiana to 10.7 percent in New
York. This variation simply cannot be blamed on differences in the
incidence of lxverty.

I would like to indicate this on the first chart. Mr. Patricelli will
speak on the allowance payments.

Mr. PATRICEL1A. The members of the committee have the chartbook
and reproduction of everything that I am going to talk on. You may
wish to follow along on this reproduction.

The CHA\mIMAmN. I think it might be appropriate to place this chart
in the record at this point.

Secretary FINCHi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have several charts
and I wou d like them )laced in the record at the appropriate place.



STATE INEQUITIES
ALLOWANCE PAYMENTS VARY WITH EAU, STATE
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Mr. PATRICEILI. This chart, "State Inequities," will illustrate the
pointt that,, under the present AFI)C program, the standards vary
from State to State. This is a chart to show how they vary from State
to State, and how the different States fall now in terms of benefit levels.

As you can see, there is one State, the State of Mississijpi, which
pays benefits to a family of four on a monthly basis ranging from 0
to $49 per month. In fact, right now the average payment is $46 per
month in Mississippi. The majority of States fall in the range from
$100 to $200 per month, and there are t wo States that make payments
averaging over $250 a month, the highest being the State of Now
Jersey, with a payment of roughly $265 for a family of four that has no
earnings or other income.

The State legislatures, under present. law, are responsible for setting
these benefit levels, and the Federal Government matches a percentage,
varying from 50 to 83 l)ercent, of whatever State legislatures choose
to set, for benefit levels.

The second chart-
The CHAIRMAN. Let me just ask you one question on something I

do not understand.
In your first, second, and third, and fourth columns, most of what

appears there is the letters "NS," "Not. Specified."
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HOME AND PERSONAL PROPERTY LIMITATIONS,1969
Value of ome Owned It AJlow tod
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Mr. PATMCMLY. Senator, there is no limit specified in those States to
the value of a home which an adult recipient may hold, although most
of these States apply liens as a condition of eligibility.

The purpose of this chart was only to give you an example, on one
paper, of just how varied State eligibility requirements are in this
particular area of asset tests or limitations on resources. You can see
that in AFDC, for example, i the farthest over column, we have per-
sonal property limitations that vary all the way from $500 in Wiscon-
sin and Oregon up to $2,500 in Kentucky.

The CIAIRMAN. That is per family, not per recipient.
Mr. PAwRcIEu. Yes Mr. Chairman.
Secretary FiNch. The point is that each State has its own benefit

levels, and the Federal Government has no control. 'We have an open-
ended obligation to provide matching 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. This is neither logical nor equitable. In those States
where the benefit level, and consequently the Federal contribution, is
low, this kind of ine?,uitable treatment leads to added costs for the
Federal Government ater on in the provision of remedial programs.

Third, AFDC is inequitable in its treatment of families headed by
males as opposed to those headed by females. 'While needy families
headed by females are eligible for AFDC, in no State is an intact
male-headed family, where the father is working full time, eligible for
federally aided assistance. In half of the States, even families
headed by unemployed males are still not eligible under the program
for unemployed parents (AFDC-UP). The result of this discrimina-
tion is the creation of an economic incentive for an unemployed father
or a father in a low-paying or sporadic job to leave home so that the
State may better support his family than lie can. For example, if a
father employed full time in a low-wage job is able to earn only $2,000
a year, and welfare in the State would pay a fatherless family $3,000
per year, his wife and children are financially 50 percent better off
if he leaves home.

The family stability problem is reaching a critical stage, as this
committee realizes, I am sure. From 1960 to 1968, the percent of
families in poverty who are headed by females has increased from 24
to 35 percent. Furthermore, in 1940 only 30 percent of AFDC families
had absent fathers, while today over 75 percent do. The causes of this
problem are obviously rooted in complex social problems such as
urbanization and we do not know the exact extent, to which the welfare
system itself'breaks up families. Nonetheless, the preservation of a
system which provides a prima facie incentive-a clear financial re-
ward-for family break-u seems vicious and irrational.

I would like to have the chart "Number of Children Receiving
AFDC by Status of Father, 1940-196S" showing the increase in the
AFDC program.
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.Mr. PATRICELLI. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in
third chart one portion shows the AFDC families which are char-
acterized by fathers absent by reason of divorce, separation, or deser-
tion, or because they never married the mother. It does not include
fathers absent by reason of death. It. is this group of the AFDC popu-
lation-the fathers-absent-but-alive group-which has grown so
enormously in the last 30 years.

Secretary Fixci. Last, but perhal)s most important, we think that
our present welfare policy is unfair to the working poor. 'Without re-
gard to their financial need, it rules them ineligible to receive assist-
ance just because they are working full time. Welfare in this country
helps men who don't work, but doesn't help those who do. Other Fed-
eral assistance programs, such as food stamps and public housing, do
not make this unfortunate distinction in eligibility on the basis of the
sex or work situation of the family head.

This AFDC structure has perverse effects on work incentives. First.,
it places a premium on working less than full time so that one can
qualify for assistance. Second, it makes it. possible for many welfare
families to receive more monev from welfare than other equally needy
families who must rely solely on a Iow-paying job. Naturally such a
system provides incentives to work less or' not at all. It is the simple
truth that, it is all too often possible for people to be better off on wel-
fare than by working. There are several ways in which this can happen
and because of the importance of this problem I would like to describe
a few in detail.

Take for example, the case of a workingwoman. If her earnings are
in excess of the State-defined need standard, she is not eligible for
welfare support under pl)sent law. However, a. working mother who
happens to be earning less than the need standard will be eligible for
supplementation of her wages based upon the earnings incentive for-
mula of 30+1,. In her case, she could easily have a higher total
income, of earnings plus welfare, than our first. woman who has only
her earnings.

Moreover, if a welfare mother increases her earnings so that they
are above the need standard, she will still continue to receive welfare
supplementation up to the break-even point under the 30+ 1/. formula,
and the discrepancy between her total income and that of the non-
welfare woman will'grow even greater.

Mr. PAThCErIA. Members of the committee, if we could deal with the
the next chart. "Tiatment of Working Women Tider AFDC," next
in your booklet. This has to do with the work disincentives which exist
in the present law for workingwomen.

44-527 O--70--pt. 1- 12



TREATMENT OF WORKING WOMEN UNDER AFDC

EARNINGS
MINUS WORK-REATED EXPENSES
WELFARE GRANT

TOTAL INCOME

MOTHER WITH STATIC
EARNINGS OF *3500

$3500
-420

0

$3,0

MOTHER WITH STATIC
EARNINGS OF $2500

$250
-420
115J

$3,961

MOTHER WITH EARNINGS
ORJIONALLY BELOW#O=O
BUT INCREASED TO 3SO0

$3500
-420
1161

$4,341

(State payment level of $3000 for family of four)



Mr. PATRICELLI. I think it is generally felt that the Congress dealt
with this problem in the 1967 amendments by enacting the so-called
30+1/3 rule. Under that rule, of course, which is a formula for de-
termining what percent of welfare is reduced as earnings begin, wel-
fare payments are not reduced by the first, $30 per month of earnings,
and then are reduced by only two-thirds of a dollar for every additional
dollar after the first 30. Ihowev er, the Congress did not require States
to modify their need standards to take into account that change in
formula.

Let me exphin with an example how the provision works.
Take the case of a mother with static earnings of $3,500 in a State

which has a $3,000 payment level and need standard. She is above the
$3,000 need standard. She is simply not eligible.

We have included $420 per yea r as estimated work-related expenses.
She gets no welfare. So her total income after reductions for work-
related expenses is $3,080.

Now take a mother with relatively stable earnings of $2,500. She
starts below the $3,000 need level. She is eligible for assistance and
her payment is calculated by an application of the 30+1/3 formula.
That produces for her an AFDC grant of $1,781. (You take the $2,500,
subtract from it the $420 in work-related expenses, add to it a welfare
grant of over $1,700.) She has a total income of $3,961.

Now, the third case and the key case. Take the mother who was
originally earning $2,500. She improves her work situation and she is
able to move to earnings of $3,500 a year. She, having once been eligible
for welfare, is still subject to the 30+1/3 formula. Her welfare grant
is reduced from $1,781 to $1,161. But even though she is over the need
standard now, she is still getting welfare. She is in the same situation
with regard to earnings as our first mother, but this third mother, by
reason of having started below the need standard, is getting a welfare
grant which produces a total income for her of $4,341.

Secretary FI.Nch. For workingmen the situation is even worse.
Under AFDC-UF only families headed by "unemployed fathers"-
defined by regu-lation as those working no more than 30 hours per
week (States may set the ceiling at 35 hours at their option)-are
eligible. This means that a father on welfare will be better off work-
ing under the 30+ 1/ formula so Iong as ie doesn't work more than 30
hours a week. If he takes a job iii which lie works more than 30 hours
per week he is no longer "unemployed" under the regulation and
he loses the supplementation to his earnings provide by welfare under
the .30+1/j formula. This situation is described in the next chart, "In-
centive for Men to Work Part-Time Under AFDC."



INCENTIVE FOR MEN TO WORK PART'TIME UNDER AFDC

EARNINGS
MINUS WORK-RELAT[D EXPENSES
WELFARE GRANT

TOTAL INCOME

FATHER WORKS 20 1R'S.
WEEK AT $1.70 PER HOUR

$1768
-210
2197

$3,755

FATHER WORKS 40 HRS.
A WEEK AT $ 1.70 PER HOUR

$3536
-420

0

$3,116

(State payment level of $3000 for family of four)
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Mr. PATRICELLI. This chart has to do with the notch, as we call it,
that exists ii present law in going from )art-time employment to full-
time em ployment for a working man. As the Secretary, stated, regu-
lations under present law define "unemployment," for purposes of
coverage under the AFDC unemployed-fathers progrm5as employ
ment for less than 30 hours a week, or, at State otion, 35 hour. We
have taken the first example here of a father who was working 20 hours
a week in a State that does have the unemploled-father program.

We are assuming a payment level of $3,000 for a family of four
headed by such a father. 'If he is earning $1.70 an hour for" 20 hours
a week, lhe has earnings of $1,768. Tie has, on the basis of this half-
time employment, we estimated, $210 in work-related expenses. And he
has under the unemployed father program, because lie is working less
than 30 hours a week, a welfare supplement of $2,197, for a total income
of $3,755.

However, if that father moves to a full-time job at the same wage,
he moves over the 30-hour eligibility limit, and, by reason of that
change in his hourly effort-not by r ason of change in his income or
his poverty status, if you will, but by reason of moving to full time
work-something, of course, that we want to encourage-he loses his
eligibility for the supplementation under the 30+1/3 rule, so that his
total income drops, by reason of moving to a full-time job, to $3,116.
That father and his family are over $600 worse off by reason of his
moving from a 20-hour to a 40-hour-a-week job.

Secretary FiN.cH. The result of the 30-hour limit and the complete
exclusion of men working full time is that men are often worse off by
working full time than by not working at all, or by keeping part-time
jobs supplemented by welfare. The next chart, "What a Working Man
Must Earn To Be as V'ell Off as a Welfare Family," shows in selected
States, what a man working full time must earn'for his family to be
as well off as a welfare family with no earnings.



WHAT A WORKING MAN MUST EARN TO
BE AS WELL OFF AS ON WELFARE

FAMILY OF FOUR -JANUARY 1970
WELFARE PAYMENT
WITH NO INCOME

GROSS EARNINGS FOR NON-WELFARE,
FAMILY TO MATCH WELFARE INCOME L_

STATE (MONTHLY) (MONTHLY) (HOURLY)

CALIFORNIA $221 $288 $1.67
CONNECTICUT 294 358 2.08
ILLINOIS 269 319 1.85
INDIANA 150 185 1.07
LOUISIANA 104- 154 .90
MASSACHUSETTS 307 372 2.16
MICHIGAN 263 333 1.94
NEW YORK 313 383 2.23
NEBRASKA 200 250 1.45
tl AlSU4[8 WO'K-A'1AT[D[EXP[fNSS [UAL O4 [ A6466 C,1A'AVT 4,/OW1A&"01 C /IN STATES S//O#M.

(fxczcu/Ds a.y CUfF COsTS.)
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Mr. PATRICELLI. Whereas the previous chart attempted to show the
work disincentive for going from part-time to full-time work, this
chart shows, for the man already working full time, the incentives un-
der the present law for his retaining a low-paying but full-time job.
This chart, which you have in your' booklet, shows what happens to a
four-person family in a variety of States, which we have chosen rela-
tively at random.

Now, a four-person family, for example, in California receives $221
a month from welfare (AFDC) if they have no outside income. For
a man who is working full time in California, to net $221 a month he
must have gross earnings of $288 a month. In other words, he has to
earn $67 more than the welfare payment just to make up for his costs
of going to work. This means that for him to be as well off in terms of
earnings as he would be if he were on welfare, he has to be earning at
least $1.67 an hour.

Moving down the right hand column of this chart, which I think
is the most, illustrative, these are the different hourly wages that you
have to earn in various States of this country right now in full-time
employment, in order to be as well off working as on welfare. You can
see that the required hourly wage goes as high as $2.08 an hour in
Connecticut and $2.23 an hour in New York. This, I would remind
the conunittee, is comparable right now to a Federal minimum wage
of $1.60 an hour. It may be said that there is no financial or economic
reason for anyone who is earning less than these hourly wages in these
States to continue working. You would be better off quitting and going
on welfare under the present law.

Senator MnImR. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question?
The CuIAIRAN. Well, we are trying to avoid questioning while we

are doing the charts. But go ahead.
Senator MnA.Ra. He said $288 would have to be earned monthly to

net. the same as $221 in the first, column. I am not clear on what causes
the differential and how that was computed.

Mr. PATRIcEtjr. The footnote states the work-related expenses that
we used here in California, for example--$67 a month-are based on
the average allowance for work-related expenses in these States. By
work-related expenses, we mean such things as social security taxes;
other taxes that may apply-State, Federal, or local; and the costs
of working, such as transportation, extra clothing, union dues, and
whatever else may be involved.

Senator MItr.LR. Thank you.

NET INCOMES OF FOUR-PERSON WELFARE FAMILIES AND NONWELFARE
FAMILIES EARNING IDENTICAL WAGES

Secretary FINch. Moving to the next chart, I think it will show
more dramatically and even more starkly what happens between a
welfare and a nonwelfare family vhich have the same earnings.



NET INCOMES OF 4 PERSON WELFARE FAMILIES AND
NON-WELFARE FAMILIES EARNING IDENTICAL WAGES

(JANUARY

STATE
CALIFORNIA
CONNECTICUT
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
LOUISIANA
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
NEW YORK
NEBRASKA

MONTHLY
WAGES4288
358
319
185
154
372
333
383
250

1970)
NET INCOME

WAGES
WELFARE
FAMILY$371I
433
395
300
208
451
394
461
400

FAMILY EARNING
COLUMN 1'

NON-WELFARE
FAMILY

+221
294
269
150
104
307
26S
313
200

Assumes work-related exese; egual to average current allowance
in states shown (excludes Pay Care costs)
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Secretary FINchi. The amount of earnings chosen is the amount
which the previous chart showed as being necessary for a workingman
to earn to be as well off as a welfare family with no other income.

Air. PATRICF.LLI. We assume in this chart the amount of dollars
that the previous chart showed a man would have to earn to be just
as well off as a family that had absolutely no earnings. We are com-
paring a nonwelfare family and a welfare family in California; both
of which have earnings of $288 a month. The welfare family with
earnings of $288 a month has complete disregard of its work-related
expenses. It then has the earnings-incentive formula of 30+ 1/ applied
to diminish its welfare payment. The result is a welfare supplement to
that family of $83 per month. So the family's total income, in wages
and welfare payments, is $371 per month.

A nonwelfare family, on the other hand, has no welfare supplement
and has to cover its own work-related expenses from its gross wages;
so it is down to $2'21.

Proceeding down the chart., you can see the disparity between wel-
fare and nonwelfare families that have the same earnings. This is a
result of discrimination on a State-by-State basis under present law
against working families.

Secretary FiNcu. When we speak of this inequity between the. non-
working and the working poor, we are not talking about. a mere hand-
ful of unfortunate people. In 1968 over 1 million families-includ-
ing about 7.8 million persons-headed by full-time, full-year workers,
were still in poverty. Many of these, peo ple live next dor to welfare
families who are better off without working than the working families
are.

For example, in New York City a four-person family on the welfare
rolls receives a. basic monthlly grant of $208 plus an average of $100
per month for rent-a total tax-free payment of $77 per week. And yet
a recent study by the New York State. Department of Labor indicates
that 10 percent 6f all full-time workers in the city had earnings of less
than $80 a week-less income than a relatively small family on welfare.

The $80 is gross wages, not take-home pay, and the welfare family
is also eligible for merdicaid, and many" are eligible for public hous-
ing and other welfare-,elated benefits. In fact, the $77 welfare bene-
fit is probably more comparable to ,a wage level of $100 a week; and
one out of four full-time workers in New York City earns less than
that amount.

The increasing discontent of these working poor is understandable.
Furthermore, their exclusion has begun to have, as I have suggested,
ominous racial overtones, since current AFDC recipients-those who
are helped-are about 50 percent nonwhite, while the working poor-
those who are excluded--are 70 percent white.

It is very difficult, to measure the extent to which the simple eco-
nomic fact'that families can be better off on welfare than by working
has actually drawn people onto public assistance. We know from
surveys' and from the New Jersey experiment. conducted by OEO,
that there is in fact a wreat deal of mo-t inent of the poor between
work and welfare. Tabie 5, tak-n from the "Report of Findings of
Special Review of AFDC in New York City" and tran-mitted to the

House Ways and Meais Committee last year, provides supportive
statistical evidence on this point. That report ranked 11 cities by
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AFDC caseload per 1,000 poor persons in the population. It then
compared this rough measure of the tendency of poor people to go on
welfare with the difference between their earnings levels and their
welfare payments. As the report pointed out. there was a positive
statistical correlation between the tendency to go on welfare and the
lack of any clear benefit from working.

Mr. Patricelli, will you explain table 5, please?
Mr. PATRCF.LLT. That 4-column table shows'first, under column 1,

for 11 cities, the median of the highest wages which AFDC mothers
reported they have ever earned. This figure is used as an index of
what their potential earning capacity is-what they think they could
earn if they were going to work 'full time. Column 2 shows the
AFDC level for a family of four in those eleven cities. Column 3
shows the difference between them, and therefore the extent to which
they could be better off by working rather than being on welfare.

As you see, in the case of New York City, the difference between
the best expected wage and the AFDC level is negative-the mother
is roughly $3.50 better off by being on welfare. In some of the other
cities at the top of the table, there is also a negative relationship,
showing that the AFDC levels are actually in excess of what these
women would expect to earn if they went to work full time.

The CHAIR.MATX. I am having great difficulty following you. For
one reason, you have not numbered those charts. Which chart are you
speaking to?

Mr. PATICFLLI. Senator, this particular table. is not on a chart.
Secretary FINcH. It is on page 34 of the prepared statement.*
Mr. PArRICFLLI. As I mentioned, column 3 shows the dollar benefit

of going to work for these AFDC mothers. Column 4 is an effort to
come up with a measure of the way in which the degree of work in-
centive has influenced the welfare caseload. You can see, roughly, the
tatistical correlation between the lack of benefit in going to work

and the tendency of poor people to go on welfare. As the Secretary
stated, when you apply statistical rules and measurements for this
table, you see a strong positive statistical correlation between the
tendency of people to go on welfare and their ability to earn more
from wages.

Secretary FINcH. Based on all this. Mr. Chairman, we felt that the
primary thrust of our program must be basic structural reforms, and
that primary among such reforms must be the following:

1. Establishment of a federally financed income floor for families
with children and for the aged,'bind, and disabled.

2. Establishment of national eligibility standards and strong in-
centives for States to opt for Federal administration of the combined
Federal and State welfare programs.

3. Ecual treatment of both male- and female-headed families in
the Federal welfare system.

4. Supplementation for the working poor.
5. Strong financial incentives for the maintenance of work effort

buttressed by mandatory work registration and a full range of man-
power-related services, including training, job placement, and child
care, to heln recipients secure and advance in employment.

I would like now to describe in further detail the basic provisions of
the family assistance plan.

*Se table 5. p. 201.



THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN (1)
FAMILY ASSISTANCE

t Federal payments (Family Assistance Benefits)
A. Coverage

* All families with children (including the working poor)
* Uniform eligibility standards nationwide
* Work registration a pre-condition of eligibility for most able-bodied adult;

(except mothers with pre-school children)
Earnings ceiling of 9920 per year for family of four
Less than 41O00 in assets not counting home, household goods and personal

property necessary for work
13. Amount of Benefits

# With no earnings; 600 for each of first two family members, 4 30 for each person
thereafter ( 1600 per year for family of four)

* With earnings: no reduction of benefits for first 720, and 50 cents off benefits
for eache4 of earnings thereafter

2. State Supplementary Payments
, States required to supplement Family Assistance benefits up to AFDOC payment

levels in effect danuary 1, 'mO or to poverty level, whichever
is lower

* No supplementation of working poor required
, Federal matching provided for S0% of State payments up to

poverty level



180

THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Secretary FixcJi. The family assistance plan would replace the pres-
ent AFDC'program and would provide direct Federal payments to all
needy families with children. Unlike the present AFDC program, the
new plan would for the first time provide Federal benefit payments
for families headed by men working full time, as well as for families
headed by a mother or an unemployed father.

Expanding to the working poor eligibility for assistance will elim-
inate the harshest inequities of the present system.

Senator RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, if the Secretary will pardon me,
we have spent all this time talking about what to do for the working
poor, and the supplementation for the working poor. We have had the
staff brief us about the discrepancies. If it is so important to supple-
ment the working poor, I am at a complete loss as to why all this time
is spent and there is no provision in the bill to supplement the
payments to the working poor. This is the most confusing part of the
testimony so far.

If it is so important, to supplement the working poor, why is all
this time being spent if there is nothing in the bill which came from
the tIouse and being advocated by the President talking about supple-
mentin g payments to the working poor?

The C uAIRMIN. We are going to give him an opportunity to answer
that question the moment he is through with the statement. I under-
stand that the Senator cannot stay for the full hearing, and I will see
that you are called upon when lie is finished with his statement.

Seiator WVILLAms. These charts will be kept available so that we
can relate the charts and your statement.?

Secretary FIxcH. Yes, sir.
Senator TAINIADGE. What page are you on?
Secretary FINCh. Page 12.
The CHAIRMAN. Your statement is sufficiently thought-provoking

that it is with considerable difficulty that we refi-ain from asking you
quest ions before you get through.

Secretary FINCI. I am willing to stay here and answer questions for
as long as the committee wants to.

As to definition of a family unit, the presence of a child in the
household is the key to eligibility for family assistance. When a fam-
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ily, so defined, meets the prescribed income and resources tests, pay-
ments under the plan would be made for all members who are related
byablood, marriage, or adoption and who are living together in a singleplce of residence.

TREATMENT OF RESOURCES

Under the present public assistance programs, families, with sub-
stantial resoruces are not eligible for payments because they could
become at least, temporarily self-supporting by converting all or part
of their resources into cash or income-producing p',operty. This
principle and rationale are retained in H.R. 16311. Families with more
than $1,500 in resources, other than their homes, housel,old goods, per-
sonal effects, and other property essential to their mcans of self-sup-
port, are not, eligible for assistance )ayments under this proposal.

BASIC AMOUNT OF PAYMENT

The Federal payment for an eligible family would be at the annual
rate of $500 per person for each of the first two family members and
$300 for each additional member, less whatever nonexcluded income
the family has. This would establish a Federal income floor of $1,600
per year for a family of four that has no other income.

WORK INCENTIVES AND REQUIREMENTS

As a work incentive, and to cover the costs of going to work, the first
$60 per month of earnings ($720 a year) would be completely disre-
garded in determining the amount of payments for a family. Also
family assistance benefits would be reduced by only $1 for each $2 of
additional earned income above $60 per month that the family has.
This offest would provide an incentive, for the family to work and in-
crease its earnings.

An example might be useful at this point. Suppose a family of four
had earnigs of $2,000 a year. The first $720 would be Completely dis-
regarded. Fi fty percent of the remaining $1,280 of earnings woild be
similarly disregarded. The family's payment of $1,600 would then be
reduced'by the nondisregarded earnings of $640 (50 percent of $1,280),
producing a family assistance payment of $960, and-when combined
with the earningsof $2,000--a total income of $2,960. That. is going
to be covered by the next chart.



FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFIT SCHEDULE
Family of Four

TOTAL BEN EFIT
EARN EP

$392o

INCOME

t2.710

The, income, earned will enable, hh Family Assistance, recipient to become more, sldf-supporting through
the 50per cent rdufiion provision and thus reduce, Federal paymefs



183

Mr. PATRICELL. This chart, "Family Assistance Benefit Schedule,"
shows in tabular form how the welfare payment tapers off gradually
as earnings increase, maintaining a steady work incentive up to a
break-even point, or an eligibility ceiling, of $3,920 for a family of
four. All families of four" with children working or nonworking,
headed by a male or a female. would be eligible if their income is less
than $3,920.

Secretary FINcH. The financial incentives contained in the bill are
bolstered by strong work requirements. Adult members of families who
apply for family assistance payments under the plan would be re-
quired to register for employment or training with the local public em-
ployment office and to accept a training opportunity, or a suitable job
opportunity, when offered. All able-bodied adult family mebers would
be subject to these provisions, with certain defined exceptions, includ-
ing mothers with children under 6 years of age. Failure to register or
accept a job or training opportunity would result in termination of
the individual's payment.

Persons who are exempted from the work registration require-
ment for reasons of disability would be automatically referred for
vocational rehabilitation services. As in the case of the work require-
ment, persons refusing rehabilitation services would forfeit. their
family assistance payments.

JOB TRAINING AND CHILD CARE

To make these work incentives and requirements effective, we are
seeking a major expansion of our manpower, child care, and support-
ive service programs. Family members referred to a program will
receive a monthly training allowance of $30 in addition to their
family assistance and supplementary State payments, or the normal
manpower training allowance in lieu of these if'it is higher. Over $600
million is being requested for these elements, of which $386 million
is for the child care component, and we have established a new inter-
departmental mechanism with the Department of Labor so that these
programs might better do the job.

The provisions for child care and supportive services under II.R.
16311 are an important supporting element which I would like to de-
scribe in greater detail. Past experiences have demonstrated the prob-
lems that arise from lack of (lay care facilities. Particularly tragic
have been the cases in which women have enthusiastically entered into
training programs with day care provide, only to discover that the
day care. disa)lpears when they are ready to go to work.

Beyond the value of the day care to tlhe working parent, there are
enormous benefits which accrue to the child who is enrolled in a com-
prehensive child development progr-am. We now know that the child of
poverty needs far more than custodial care if developmental defects are
to be overcome,. It is this type of coml)rehensive child care that is
contemplated by the President's recolnmendat ions.

A family receiving benefits will be eligible for the child-care serv-
ices if such care is necessary to permit. an adult member to undertake,



184

or continue in, training or employment.. This care may be provided in
the child's own home, or in a family day-care home or in group day
care.
The bill would encourage the expansion of day care in two ways.

First, day-care expenses would be deducted from the income of re-
cipients in determining the amount of benefits. Thus, if an individual
used private day-care facilities, he could have part of the cost subsi-
dized. Second, the bill also provides for grants to State or local public
agencies or nonprofit private agencies or organizations, and for con-
tracts with public or private agencies or organizations, to provide such
child care.

M1.R. 16311 would fund up to 100 percent of the cost of child-care
projects. Our experience has been that, States and local communities
have all too often been unable to undertake day-care projects because
of their inability to provide the 25-percent non-Federal share under
present law.

In the past, programs have been jeopardized or shelved because the
projects in local communities could not afford to finance the altera-
tions, remodeling, or renovation of facilities necessary to meet local
licensing standards. It.R. 16311 authorizes funds to be used for these
plIposes.

ThIe adinisti-at ion has made a national commitment to the needs of
children in the vital first 5 years of life. H.R. 16311 would help the
Nation take considerable strides toward fulfilling this commitment.
It calls for child-care expenditures of 386 million for the first year of
operation; 300,000 school-age children would be able to receive services
after school and during the summer months; and 150,000 preschool
children could receive full-day services.

STATE SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS

To assure the maintenance, approximately, of present benefit levels
for families receiving lilic assistance, States that now provide a
level of assistance higher than the proposed Federal floor would be
required to continue to pay the difference between the Federal floor
and either what they are now paving or the poverty level, whichever
is less. The Federal'Government would meet 30 percent of the cost of
the supplemental payments up to the 1)overty line. If States wish to go
above the poverty line they would do so at their owvn expelise. It is imn-
portant to note that this poverty line limit for Federal matching puts,
for the first time, a limit on the Federal wel fare commitment.

States would not be required to supplement the income of the "work-
ing poor" recipients. However, States %% ould be required to supplement
the income not only of persons eligible for AFDC but also of persons
eligible for the XFDC-unenployed father program. The bill thus
mandates the extension of this program to the 31 out of 54 jurisdictions
which currently do not provide coverage for families with unemployed
fathers present.



THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN(2)
AI D TO THE AGED, B LI NP AND PISAB LED

1. States must assure a minimum income of I 10 per month for
each recipient (iOe.,benef its plus other income must equal 4110).

2.. National eligibility standards, resources ceilings F, earnings incentives
3. Federal matching for 90% of first 465 of average benefits,

and 250/. of amounts above that.

ADMIN STISTATION
1. Federal government administers Family Assistance but may

contract certain functions to states.
2. States may contract with Federal government to administer State

paymentsin which case Federal government picks up all
administrative costs.
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THE ADULT CATEFORIFS

Secretary Fixcii. In the adult categories-Aid to the aged. aid to
the blind, ind aid to the disabled-the situation has been a relatively
stable one, with tile caseload increasing by abotit 3. percent il the last
year. Slightly over 2 millicii needy aged persons received assist'aice in
November, an increase of 4f6,t00 over the preceding year. Their pay-
ments averaged $73.40 a month. Nearly C) percent of tlese persoiis also
received social security benefits, so tlat their tolal ilicoilies Were sig-
.iticantly higher thaii assistance pIayments alone. ()ld-age assistance
(OAA) recipients constituted I1.4 percent of th. persons in tlie .oiiii-
try over age 65.

ile caseload of )lind recilpielits was (oisisteiltly al)out S0,000 per-
sons during 11919. Recil)ients of ail to lle permanent ly and totally dis-
abled numbered 793,000 last Novem)er. an inrease o;f 97000 over the
p previous year. Among the hilid and disal)Ied, .about 20 percent also get
social security benefits.

The major problems in the adult categories are very low benefits in
some States and differences ii eligilility Ie(liri-ements amnoi1g the
vai ious States.

The bill would colinie the progr;Ins for needy aged, 1ldind, and
disbahled persons into a single i)r(igiluni with Federal iimatclhing pay-
ment.,,. The bill would also establish for the first tin i a Federal flooi-
$11) a month--of income ('including assistance) which would be as-
suir'd to adult recipients iin any State. This new F1e(leral flour woul '1
act to raise assistance p1iyneii;ts for alhout 1 million of the prese t
ad. lt-category recil)ients, and would push ul) benefit levels in tle 22
low est paynient jurisdictions.

The bill would also provide for a new formiiula for Federal financial
),tticipat ion under w ihich the Fe.deral governmentnt would pay 90 per-

cent of the first $65 of the average payment il tile State and one-itiar-
ter of aniy additional amount ui) to a ceilhii, which. uni(ler the Ilous,
bill, the Secretary is authorized to i ,il ose.

A \) I)1N ISIlTi ( )N

The bill provides for Federal adminnist ration of famlil y assistance

payments. While final decisions have iot Ileenl made onl admninistra-
tive structure, the program will most cer(aimily make use of (lie ex per-
tise and resources of the Social Security Adhnimiistratiou. Separate
facilities wil! be established at the intake point.
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Th bill also provides that the Secretary may contract with the
States to administer all or part. of the family assistance program. We
believe, that, use of this authority would be largely confused to the tran-
sitional period, and to some special cases where it would be necessary
to avoid separate administrator, of the Federal and State assistance
)ayment systems.

With regard to the. State supplementary and adult-category pay-
ments, the billprvides strong incentives'for the State-, to contract
with the. Federal Government for Federal administration of these pay-
ments. For States so opting, the Federal Government will assume 100
percent. of the costs of administering the State )avments. If a State
chooses to retain administration of supplemental payments only 50
percent Federal matching will be provided.

We, feel that this move toward a federally administered welfare
program is an important one. We are convinced that income mainte-
nance is a problem requiring a national solution and that uniform ad-
ministi-at,ion of eligil)ility determination and payments is essential to
this solution.

COST ESTIMATES

The estimated net additiol.al cost of the Family ssistance Act in
1968 te'hiis is $4.A billion, The hreakdown is as follows:

BiflionsPayments to families ----------------------------------------------.. $2.6
.30 percent Federal matching of State ,.uIplemntal payments .4
Changes in the adult vategories ---------.--------------------------- 5
Training an l day care -------------------- ------------- --------- - . 6
Administration awl other -----------------------------.....------. 3

Total -------------------.----------------------------------- 44
Of the increase in the cost, of maintenance payments-$3.5 billion--

an e,;timated $2. Million will result in increased income. for families
and in(lividuals. Tle balance of $0.6 billion is savings for the States
and counties.

I know that vot, will have many questions about, our cost estimates.
r'lhehse have been1 the subject of scrutiny and a-gumient back and forth
on tile loums ,ide. We would be happy to (Ie'Celop a special pre e( nta-
tion oin these figuree; and to make availa,,ile fcr (ietionnlig tle key per-
sonnel re slponsible for (levelo)ing tlevll. I A 'ould like to sav here that
we have been keenly interested in assuring that our estii'ates are as
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accurate as possible. To that end, we established a unique interagency
task force under the general direction of the .Bureau of the Budget.
Representatives on the task force include personnel from my office,
the Social Security Administration, the apartmentt of Labor and the
Office of Economic Opportunity, and consultants for the Urban In-
stitute. They will provide any assists nce you may want.

FISCAL RELIEF

The familN assistance plan l)rovides significant fiscal relief for
States. )uring consideration of the bill hy the House Ways and Means
Cornunittee, a major change was made in the bill, 30-percent. Feder-al
matching of State supplementary payments up to the poverty line was
substituted for the so-called 50 -90 rule first suggested. Inder the
new matching formula, together with the changes in the adult cate-
gories, the total fiscal relief to the States is increased from about $500
million under tile original bill to about $570 million in the committee
bill. Finally, the committee provided that the. Federal Government
would pick ll) all of the administrative costs of operating the State
supplementary program where a State contracts with the. Secretary of
ItEW to perform that function, whereas the initial bill had required
the State to continue to meet 50 percent of that cost.

When these savings are. combined with tile new money going to the
States through tle training and child-care comnpments and through the
administration's proposed separate revenue-sharing prograin, major
fiscal relief for State government is produced. In particular, by includ-
ing the working poor within tile family assistance plan, we are. tab-
lishing a whol1 - " Federal reslponsilbility for a category of potential re-
cipients which all increasing mnmuher of Statt's are beginning to assist,
at, their own initiative. Some seven States now- have programs of
supplementation for the working l Oor--a-.ll entirely at State expense.
By establishing a Federal program to cover the working poor, we
are limping to relieve the States of what seems to )e the next likely
mijor increase in costs and coverage for them.

Mr. PArtICELTA. NoW that the basic niechanics of the program have
been laid out, I want to give you some examples of how the basic
proposals Nvould wvo'k mder tile l)resent law aild low tley would work
under the family assistance program, with regard to the two prob-
lems of work incentives and family breakup.



WORK INCENTIVES FOR THE WORKING POOR
1. UNDER AFDC

EXAMPLE: ASSUME FAMILY OF FIVE IN STATE WHICH PAYS SUCH A FAMILY $3000
AND HAS AN UF PROGRAM,AND FATHER EARNING ,200u IN FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT
FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER QUITS WORK =$ 3000
FAMILY INCOME If FATHER CONTINUES TO WORK = 02000

INCENTIVE TO QUIT "$1000

2. UNDER FAMILY ASSISTANCE
EXAMPLE: SAME ASSUMPTIONS

FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER CONTINUES TO WORK =$9260 $;2000 WAGES +.1260 FAP)
FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER QUITS z$3000 $1900 FAP- $1100 SUPPLEMENT)

INCENTIVE TO WORK- $ 260

3. INCENTIVE TO WORK:
FAMILY ASSISTANCE OVER AFDC $1260
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Mr. 1,TRBIEIA. I would remind the committee that the term "work-
ing poo" ill this case is a term of art. It means families headed by
fathers who are working full time at the present time and who are not
covered by the l)resent law. What is the present situation for families
in this group. We have assumed a family of five, in a State paying
such a family $3, O0 ulder the unemlployed father program, witi the
father earning a2,00 a year at f ill-t ime' employment. That is roughly
$1 all hour. There ame over a million families 'In the county y that are
earning, on a full-time basis, less than $2,000 a year. So this is a rela-
tively typical examples.

Now. the family income, if tle father continues to work is $2,000-
his wvages,. lie is not eligible for aiym welfare supplementation because
lie is emlploved full tinie. If lie (liits wo)k or loes his job, lie and his
family will be included in the uiemuployed-fatler pro(rai. lie will
get, if lie has no outside earnings, ,3,000). So under the pre,-ent law
he ,alis an incentive of $1,000 a year to quit. work.
Under tle family assistance plan, a family of four witih a father

working full uine but earning poverty wages- iII the case 82,970-....
wouldl have up to $3,445 with family assistance sllllementation of
earnings froinm work. The family incoimie if tile father qu its would be
the full family assistance payment.

For a family of five the failily assistailce mayimment won id be $1,910
plus the State supplementat ian 1 wl etit, for a total of $3.0)- -the same
as tie family would have had under the old law if tIe fat her had no
earniiis. But if he stays at his job ail(1 is working full time, under tle
prollosal lie would get his $2,000 in earnings and would also get the

supplementation for the working p(oinol whicli t lhi flii.Nil' asalice
plan provides.
So instead of all incentive to quit, le has all inceimtive of 726 a Veal

to keep working. The dliflerence between the two adds to a $1,260
preference for working under family assistance as conipared with
A FI)C.

Senator WmmVi.AmS. What State is that foriiula hsed on ?
M'r. PATICI',i I. $3000 for a fanmilv of live uii, the U'l prograin

woulId be roughly typical of California. It would [A' a little lower than
the Illinois payineni, for example, It would be abomt the miational
a~ve rage.

h'le ('ii~iRM\N. You have beeni gi\ing US yourll-exallipls (imI a fallily
if four u ) to this point. This is tle tir:t o oil/ a family of folr. WVimldl

VOU 1iiind doingithat fora family of four?
Mr. Pum iCEI,I,. We have shOwn a family of live in tils iicase ticai,

we are, adding the father. lPrev icolsly we had beeni dealing with a
family of four, not ilnlll(iingtlhe father.
The Cii.miMr.x. If it is a familyNV of four we are talking about, yoll

would liave t iat samie ,-3,0t figuireT. Youlr next figure wiiid be $2,06(
is that (orrect ?

No, tile second line, where yon hae .$ ,(104), then $S )00.
Mr. PI'Ii Itit.;m n hoop part of the chart, we are. st(win g t e

sitlinaiont ider existing law.
ThO CHAmOi UzAN. But, under what you are recommending, that. is a

family of five.
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Mr. P'rxiucrm,i,. Under the family assistance, plan, the payment for
a fiIIailyv of four would be $1,600 hlus the State supplenwntation. We
would have to know what the Statc supplementation for a family of
four would be. It would not be $1.100, as it, is for a family of five. It
would dro) soe.

Senator Wmi t.\ ms. 'That is ihe reason I zisked you what State.
Would you prepi'tre that ,hart '11d be ready this afternoon with a
s)e(i Iic tate, sa'y, New ork

Mr. lI'Arle('E:LII. W hy don't wc pick a State that has about these
iiiiilKrs ai( layv it o1t..

Senate or A'\I ,li,.Lvms. lAt us- take New York and Chicago.
Seretar I i,, c'I. New Y rk and Illinois.
Mr. IR.'I'V Ir r. New York is not typ~ical. Chicago is more typical.

The following- iifornintintiI was stihsentieitly supplied for the
I'ecord by tilt' l)e'lp rllnient of I lealtl, ldluIatio)ll, and Welfare:)

WORK INCENTIVES FOR "HL WORKING POOR (ASSUME FATHER EARNING $2.000 IN FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT
4-PERSON FAMILY)

California Illinois

I. Under AFDC:
Income i t ther not Aorking $2,652 $3 228
Income il lather continues to work 2,000 2,000

Disincentive to work 652 1,228

2 Undt r Family assistance
Income if lather continues to Aork 1 2,960 1 2.960

Income it lather rot working ' 2.652 3 3,228

Incentive to work 308
Disincentive to work 268

3 Improved incentive to work FAP over AFC,
Caifor,, a 960
Illinois 960

1 $2,000 wages arid $960 FAP
S$1.600 FAP and $1,052 State
$1 600 FAP and $1,628 State

The ('llI.I.MA; \We have been talking about families of four. Now
YoU n]hift to a fti:1i1v of five. Might I hJand1 you this? Hlere is what our
tAt al worked 1 out. I f'ci "\tt talkit g albo ut a family of four, look at.

thles' ti gr1l l 111d(1 .-Ce ii t- i v 'hV e 110t ('0irreCt, those igl.il'es ill red.
Mr. lPA r 1TH i.v. :lIrx vit nott ,tirrce.t, Mr. ('hairnian. In the first case,

-ou staff Ias inlwnhl' a fancilv ansi-tanre iaylent unler the present
law. 'lThe diIrelraiiy il i',lll.(,ldelieling on whether the fatller keeps
w)Iaking- tar (1111(s is g()illg tel r(ontitie to e, a imajolr one tinder the )re-s-
ent law. 'The family eaed will have( 111iljlar incentive to> quit working.
As to what it will be under thle family asistate plan, as 1 say, we

would have t( make some estimate of what the $1,100 State supple-
mentation for a family of live would dropa to for a family of four.
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(A comparison for a family of four in a State with a $3,000 needs
standard is shown on page 117.)

Senator W ,LIAts. That is why I said you have to take a specific
State.

Senator HAIIns. Could he quit and he eligible, Mr. Chairman? We
are saying he gets this much if he works and this much if he quits. If
he just quits his job, would he be eligible for welfare ?

Mr. P.,TIuECL. I fl(ler the regilbt ions, of course, theoretically not.
But as we know, there are a great many ways of managing to leave
your eml)lo'n ent. Perhaps time fellow can get himself fired or other-
wise leave his employment in a way which welfare officials would
feel nieant that he had not violated the no-quit regulation.

Senator ITARIS. Would that not aho be true under your provision ?
If you are going to assume the man violates the law, could you not

just as well assume lie would un(ler the new law ?
Mr. PATRICEILI. TIt is correct, althoullgh under this new law there

would be. no benefit for him to try to manipulate the law for financial
a(vant age.

In other words, this chart is an effort to ,how what someone can
achieve by manipulating his enmplo\'mnent situation under the law.

Senator ILixmlis. I think that should have been pointed out, It is
an obvious discrepancy in the chart, seeming to say that if tile man
(uits work, he gets this much llder welfare, when, as a matter of
act, muder the law, lie is ineligible.

Mr. IA'.'RI(LLMA. We would le happy to change the word "quit" to
"somehow loses employmentt" or otlierwisc.

Senator I.nms. \wl violate,; the law.
Mr. P.vm1CEI,T. You can lose your employment without violating

the law, of course. This is what lhtaplns to hiim whenever lie loses his
employment.

Senator 1I.xmns. And lie would have to be unable to find work, or
some. other way to violate th laihw and be an able-bodied person
and---

Mr. l).-T T 'IELI. About 21) States a re involved.
Senator Il.ms. I tim ink that i- what is wrong with your other

charts about -.-hat Inl)lpe5s in Nebraska and other pl'es if you did
not vork, and so forth.

We can bring that up later on, but I think the charts are mislead-
rig unle ss a lot of quest ions are asked alxt t hem.
The COriAm svxn. lBefore we are thiriugh wNorkimg on this bill. I

think it would be wel for vyour tehmi,'ians to wvork widh o,rs, because
all these things del)end upon the assUmmpt ionls vonu make.

So, assuming the sanie st of facts, we can tien see how it. works
out in this case. I shall Iry to resist t he temptation to go l)ey nd your
statement.

Secretary FIC,Ii. We will wvra ! this ill) as quickly as l)ossihle.
Mr. 1P.vImri(iELI. Tlere are two more charts at thlis point. These

are the last charts. I thank the committee for its patience.



INCENTIVES UNDER AFDC BREAK UP THE FAMILY
1. FAMILIES HEADED BY UNEMPLOVED FATHWS -NOT SCORED IN 29 JURISDICTIONS

EXAMPLE: ASSUME FAMILY OF FIVE IN STATE WHICH PAYS 12,.O0 UNDER AFDC
TO A FAMILY OF FOUR AND WHICH HAS NO UF PROGRAM

FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER LEAVES '2,600 (AFDC)
FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER STAYS 0

FAMILY BREAKUP INCENTIVE $2,6O0

2. FAMILIES HEADED BY FATHERS EMLOYED FULL-TIME-NOT COVERED BY AfDC IN ANY STATE
EXAMPLE: ASSUME FATHER EARNING '2,000, SAME FAMILY AND SAME STATE

FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER LEAVES = '2, 00
FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER STAYS 2 2,000

FAMILY BREAKUP INCENTIVE = 4 00
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Mr. PATRICELI.1. This chart, "Incentives Under AFI)C Break U1p
the 'Family," is an effort to set forth, in terms of an example, how the
present system provides a father with an incentive to leave his home-
a dollar incentive to leave the family. The family is better off if the
father is not at homne.4

We have taken two cases-first, the case of a family headed by an
umem)loye(l father. The top of the chart shows what would happen
in those jiurisdictinns that do not have an AFI)C unemployed father
program. it this case, there are live people in the family, including
the father and they are in a State which pays $2,500 under AFDC to
a family of four, not including the father.

The family is simply not eligible as an intact family unit with the
father in the hoime. If he has no outside earnings, that family is getting
zero income. But if the father leaves the home, tile family becomes a
four-unit family and they get $2,500 under the AFI)C program. So
there is a financial reward built into the present system for the family
to break ui).

I -ader the family assistance program, takiiig the same case-that is
the family headed by an uminem hived father- and assuming the same
figures for tlie State, if the father leaves the home mind the family
becomes a four-unit family, the faniilv would gret $1,600 family
assistance and a $.110W State soupplemental payment. On the other hand,
if the father stays, it is a five-unit faily amidt the family assistance pay-
mnemt is $1,900 with 51.1 )1) State supplementation. So the family is
better off if lie stays. We call this a f:amily-t,)getl ernes incentive:
it aniountsi t, $5e r iet

This is shown in (he last chart, healed "ln(entives Tn(er Family
Assistance Kee l) the Family Together."



INCENTIVES UNDER FAMILY ASSISTANCE KEEP THE FAMILY TOGETHER
FAMILIES HEADED BY UNEMPLOYED FATHERS

EXAMPLE: ASSUME FAMILY OF FIVE IN STATE WHICH PAYS *3000 TO A FAMILY OF
FIVE AND 4Q500 TO A FAMILY OF FOUR

FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER STAY94*3000 ($1qo0 FAP*I100 SUPPLEMENT)
FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER LEAVES-02500 (O1600 FAP+*900 SUPPLEMENT)

FAMILY TOGtHERNESS INCENTIVE4z 500

FAMILIES HEADED BY FATHERS EMPLOYED FULL TIME
EXAMPLE: ASSUME FATHER EARNING 2000,SAME FAMILY AND SAME STATE

FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER STAYS =3260(02000 WAGES +42b0 FAP)
FAMILY INCOME IF FATHER LEAVES-42500 I1:00 FAP + 49oo SUPPLEMENT)

FAMILY TOGETHERNESS INCENTIVE =1 700
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Mr. PATRICELLI. So if tile family breaks up, the incentive for the
family to break up, in these. 31 jursdiction that do not have AFDC-
VF programs, is $2,500. The incentive under the proposed plan for the
family to stay together is $,00 in all jurisdictions.

If we assume, as before, that a father is earning $2,000. in tlhe same
State and therefore at ti same payment levels, and that the father
stays in the home, under the present law, of course, lie is not eligible
for any welfare supplementation. The family's total income is there-
fore $2,000. If lie leaves, the rest. of the family gets AFDC-the
amount for a fmir-peson family of $2,50-so there is a breakup in-
cent ive of $500.

.Again, under tie family assistance plan, because the father is re-
celvI otr a suI1l)le-elia payment from the Federal (ovemiment, if he
is working fill] time and staving with the famiily, it is possible for
the family to be better oil' thain if he leaves, so t here is a so-called to-
getherness incentive of $700, or, comparing the two, a difference. in
incentives of $1,200.

Thank you. Mr. Chai rmian.
Secretary FiN,c. I want to conclude, Mr. Clhirman, by meeting

head on some major a.ssertions which have been maile about this pro-
gram.

The most widely disc.ussed question is whether family assistance
is really in fact. a guaranteedd annual income," and to this ques-
tion I can empliat icall v answer "No."
It. is simply incorrect to refer to the family assistance l)lan as a

guaranteed ammal income plan. lhere aie critical di terenc-s in con-
cept and in program ol)eration het ween family assistance anl such
plans. Vinder guaranteed income 11ais, the (-o'elliment would allow
Ieot)le to abdicate their ies!)<sioihi lities for self-sii pp rt it would
assuie them a hisie income regardless; of whether tiler are willing to
work or not.

Under family assistance, income is not provided regardless cf per-
sonal efforts or attitu(les. Those who are able to work or to lx' trained
are required to register for and to accept. suitalde training, or emllo y-
ment or lose their payment. We are not creating ;I situation where
the Government assumes financial responsililitv for people who
choose not to work. As the President stated in his message to the
Congress: "It would not he fail- to those who willitig-ly work, or to
all taxpayers, to allow others to .hoose idleness when o)jort unity is
available. No able-lbodied persoii will have a 'free ride' in a Nation
that pr-oivdes Op~lOrt unity for training and work."

Moreover, a guaranteed icomme 1)rohaly iies to most peoplee a
flat amount of income and mikersal avai liability of that amount. Fam-
ily assistance provide neither of these: tile amount of the total fam-
ily income is made to vary in order to e, courage work. and the plan
is not universal but is restricted to families with children. Of course,
family assistance would establish a nationwide minmum Iloor under
income for 1)eO)le who qualify. But there are nlow separate income
floors in each if le 50) States. Establishing am commnion floor nationwide
hardly makes the President's 1)-ol)osal a guaranteed income.
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WORK REQUIREMENT

Many people have asked why we feel it is desirable to have a work
requirement for mothers with school-age children.

When we look at data on mothers with children between 6 and 17
but with no husbands-e-sentfially, the same kind of women who
would be required to register unaer family assistance--we see that
68 percent are already working, with 57 percent working full time.
These are women who are potentially in the same circumstances as
welfare mother, yet they are working and paying taxes. ('an we fairly
ask this 68 percent to support through their taxes the minority who
might choose not to work? For that is the moral problem--someone
must pa for the freedom of the few not to work.

Equally important, our experience with the WIN program to date
indicates that the vast majority of able-bodied welfare recipients will
gladly upgrade their skills and enter gainful employment if they can.
Ample evidence exists to support this observation. Let me cite a few
statistics.

Between 70 and 80 percent of AFDC mothers have worked at some
time or are now working.

The Podell study of families on welfare in New York City shows
that seven out of 10 mothers on welfare, when asked, "Would you
prefer to work for pay or stay at home ?" replied that they would pre-
fer to work. Moreover, six out of 10 mothers on welfare with preschool
children said that they would prefer to work if day care were available
rather than to stay at home and take care of their children. Almost
tvo-thirds of the iiothers interviewed said that they expected to work
at some time in the future.

Even beyond these considerations there is also evidence that it is
better, from the )oint of view of the psychological well-being of both
the adults and the c hidren in the family, that a parent. work where
that is possible.

('OVERAGE FOR Tile WORKING POOR

Another frequently asked question is why, given the already stag-
gering costs of the welfare system, do we want to extend coverage to
several million more persons--the working poor. The answer is not
difficult. Federal welfare expenditures have been rising continually
over the ears. Given the current structure of public assistance, they
will conflune to riise. The question is not whether we will spend the
money. but how and what return we will get for it.

Our intent in providing coverage under family assistancee for these
additional millions of families-tie working p)oor-is to keep families
off welfare, and to encourage those now on welfare to become fully
employed, through a structure in which work is rewarded, not penal-
ized.

The new family assistance system will initially cost more than the
current welfare "system--over $4 billion more in the fi-st year of
operation. But unlike the current system, these added expenditures are
designed to corivet the conditions that the system deals with, and
thus to lessen tie long-ratige t,1 irden of welfare on our society. These
startup costs of lifting people out of dependency, although substantial,
will ultimately cost the taxpayer far less than the chronic costs of
maintaining a system that has failed.
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As the resident said in his August 8, 1969 Message to Congress:

. . . this is a reform we cannot afford riot to undertake . . . If we fall
to iiake this investment in work Incentives now, if we merely try to patch up
the system here and there, we will only be pouring g(,.i money after bad In
ever-iiicreasii'g I olliOUlits.

ADEQUACY 01' THilE FAMILY ASSISTAN('E BENEFiT'

The last question we inio- frequently vnvounter is in a sense the re-
verse of the preceding (me: is the family assistance benefit adequate?

It is not possilde to answer this question without considering somnw
of the triade-otls iiol\'vedt l i llocatiing scarce finaiial resources. Ior
example, for all tie i'asols I (lescl'il)e(l earlier, the adininistration
considers it a niaeir of Ii ighest ail most crucial priority to remedy tile
lIer'ere h]liwcentivs in olr (ii rreii systeiii whit'li Ii'omot(e falily in-
staliility and 'e(lliitii (if work effort.

Of course, this inoirease in equity and favorable inceiitives is bought
at a l)rice. The work incentive feaitures of the bill are exliensive---the

cost if (isregar(ling tihe i'st $7'21 of earned income alone is est iniated
at $1.2 billion.

III short, to l)re.seilcY equities s and incentives we must use soni e dollars
which might otherwise he available to raise the basle inininum stand-
ard, and raising that stan(lard by even a small aniount is very costly.
With a $1.600 basic eiiefit, a $7 20 initial (lisrvgard, and, a 50-percent
reduction in the assistance liavient for additional earned incolne the
)reak-even point--the upper income limit for eligibil ity under family

a.si-tance- is i-3,920. Ak S110 increase ill the ba ic standard raises this
break-even point 1by $200, therby i. iig a considerable lumber of
ad(litional failnilies as well as raisig the payviient to tiose alrewlyV coy-
eredl .: lu-i a l1l11 iniert-as Would raise the cost of tie family assistance
program by about ,+400 ii Ilion.

Andlic obvious trade-ri' wouldt be to provide a lower benefit level
but to provide it oil a universal ibais. The famltily a. ,istallce lplan will
not l)rove 'ove'age to ioiilagt llildhvlss people who are in l verIy.
To provide -ve'age to) these peilSli at a coiliparable level to the
fainil' a- - instance Ienefit would iirease gross family as.istanc, costs
by $1 hillion (a hIugh net costs Nwould be less is the cost of the adult
programs would (ledine). We feel that first Iriority )ist be given to
inl)roving the hopes for the fiturl'e of the inillions Of ixor children ill
tils. coint rv.

Despite tliese carefully considered limitations, I think it is equally
important to stie ss agai'li that we still will have purchased wiih out
family assistance dollars a major attack on the poverty proilemn in the
United States.

It is obvious tlant a J)rograitn ' which irovides a basic benefit below
the lo\veritV line will not elinlinate )ov'ery. Ilowvever, lpiogi'aliis, such
as tie fain ilv assistance lilan, which are tailored to famllilV size and
income channel the bulk of the l)ayn'etiis to the poorest, andt thus lave
the g-reate-st iinact on po'erty reductions jer dollar spent.

The niost obvious ipiliroveimient over is AFDC (overage. Family
assi ai'e will cover (35 perceiit of all the poor and virtullI 100 per-
cent. of all In", faiiies whi i ,l]ildiren, as well as a considerable ini-
her of low-intloie fallilies above tile poverty lire. AFI)C currently
covers only 17 er'eiint of the polx)i' ai( 35 jerceit of all 1oor children
in the coulutry.
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Although family assistance payments to the families-with-children
category will not ibe suflicient of themselves to move the majority of
these families out of poverty, almost 2 million pei'sonls in these fain-
ilies will be moved across tile p overtv line. IL addition, the proposed
establishment of a minimum ineonie level of $110 per month per
person for aged, 1lind and disabled recilients--originally $90 in the
President's plan--will of itself lift aged couples considerably above
the l)overty line of $2,071 for such families. 'For a single l)erson in the
adult categories, the iiiiiiiiiium income will provide a level of SO ler-
cent of the poverty ine exclusive of medicare benefits.

Furtlermore, w4'hen the President's food stamp proposals are in-
cluded in tile overall welfare package, they produce a combined basic
subsidy, for a family of four with ni other income, of sonie $2,646
per yeair .. ,600 ill'famlily assistance payments and $864 in stamp
1)onus - or 11,,alt 68 percent of the poverty line ilicome for such a
family. This is, incidentally, in excess of the basic payment r'ecom-
mended in the plan 1 ro)osed by the Hleinemnan Conmmission. Since the
family a-sistance plan mandates continuation of State supplementa-
tion at either current levels or the poverty line, whichever is lower,
the basic 1)ayment will be even higher in albout 44- or 45 States.

Taken together, the family assistance and food stainp transfers
will of thlieilelves reduce the poverty gap in the country by about 60
perceiit. The maiil)aower lirovisimis of the plan should extend this
rductiiii (omidera!)ly further in years to come.
In considering tile adequacy of tile $1,00() I asic standard I tiink it

is particularly important to rcnemhler the intent and nature of the
family assistance I)aymeitt alot tle target llulation to which it is
directed. The family'assistaice payiienit is iot initelided to substitute
for welfare paymeni-ts nowv available to thosi, who for one reason Or
other (.atrrot work.

State sulpl)lemnentary prograllis in all but five or six States will
raise the 1,aymients to such families sign ificantly. The family assist-
aice payment is iiteiide(ld primarily as ai imcomne supplement to rein-
force the work efforts amld family staliility of the millions of poor heads
of families who can work and are working but who, because of lim-
ited skills, education, or ol)l)ortuiity, are not able to provide ade-
quately for their families.

Consider the average working poor family who would be eligible
for fanilylv assist:a ,ce. The statistical tahilations onl which our cost
estimates'are based indicate that such a family has 5.6 members and
currently receives some $3,400 of income from other sources, primarily
eariniigs.

Given this income and family size, the family would be eligible for
a family assistaiice paYiiietit of ,$742 and in additional net food stare)
bonus of $564. Their total income is thus raised to $4,706, which is
slightly above the poverty line adjusted to a family size of 5.6.

In discussing the adequacy of the family assist at payment, I
have emphasized that the $1,600 l)rovi(led under the family assistance
plan is a base amount, ol which the faniily may build through the
use of a varietv of other State and Federal programs. A low-income
woman and helr family can receive food stalli s, State sullementattion,
medicaid benefits. public housing, day care, legal services, and a variety
of otlier services.

I have tried to answer briefly some of the hard questions a)out
family assistaiice. We recognize that problems will remain but we
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believe that the family assistance plan will correct nany of tile
notches, inequities, and work disincentives that have characterized
our assistance l)rograns. We know the things that are terribly wrong
with our perseiot welfare systems. It is indefensible to perpetuate them
for even one more year. The problem is not one of accumulating new
knowledge-it is mobilizing the will to act on what we know already,
and know from long, disastrous experience.

A philosopher once described the problem of achieving welfare
reform as follows:

Like the diet prescribed by doctors, which neither restores the patient nor
allow,; him to su-iuib, .4) these doles that you ire now distriorting neither
sw't,-c( to enSre your safety nor allow you to reniaorlice theni and try something

lM'.

That was said by Diemosthelies, over 2,200 years ago. Apparently,
in all this titie, man has been unable to get this job done right. Let us
not aga ain throw a way ou r opporttnity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator A-titsoxN (Iesiding). The tables a)pearing at the e d of

Your wep;tII-ed st atenient will be iiade a part of the record at this point.
(The tables referred to follow:)

TABLE I -TREATMENT OF WORKING WOMEN UNDER AFDC

ssame a State with a $3,000 need standard and payment level)

Earned
income

Mother, earring $2,500 with $420 in worki-related expenses, is eligible for
welfare

Mother, earning $3,500 with as estimated $420 in work-related expenses,
is not efiRible for welfare

Mother, already receiving welfare, increases her earnedd income to $3,500
with $420 in work-related expenses, and rema os eligible -. .

Welfare
grant Net income

$2,500 $1,781 $3,961

3,500 0 3,080

3,500 1,161 4.341

TABLE 2 -INCENTIVE FOP MEN TO WORK PART-TIME UNDER AFDC-UF

IA;sume a State with " '3,000 need standard and payment level[

Earned Welfare
income grant

Father works 20 hours a week at $1 70 an hour; earns $1,768 a year with
$210 in work-related expenses is eligible for welfare ----

Father works full time at $1 70 an hour with an estimated $420 is work.
related expenses is ineligible for welfare.

$1,768 $2,197 $3,755

3,536 0 3.116

TABLE 3-WHAT A WORKINGMAN MUST EARN TO BE AS WELL OFF AS A WELFARE FAMILY

(Based on data available, January 19701

Required gross earnings for
Welfare pay- 4-person nonwelfare family

trent to to achieve same net
4-person disposable income as a

family with welfare family
no income

(per month) Pee month Hourly wageState

California .. .Connecticut -----.
Illinois -------
Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Mictigan.
New York .
Nebraska ............

$221
294
269
150
104
307
263
313
200

$1.67
2.08
1.85
1.07
.90

2. 16
1.94
2.23
1.45

I Assumes that work-related expenses are equal to the average allowance for work.related expenses including taxes
currently made in States shown These work-related expenses do not include day care costs.

Net income
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TABLE 4.-COMPARISON OF THE NET DISPOSABLE INCOMES OF 4-PERSON WELFARE FAMILIES AND NON.
WELFARE FAMILIES EARNING THE SAME AMOUNT OF WAGES-MONTHLY ESTIMATES FOR SELECTED STATES
(BASED ON DATA AVAIL BLE JANUARY 1970)

Net disposable Not disposable
income of a income of a

welfare family nonwelfare
earning the family earning

Amount of amount shown the amount
State earnings in col. 1I shown in col. I I

California ..................................................
Connecticut ---------....................... . . .. . . .. . . .. . .
Illinois ............ ...............................
Ind:ana .............................. .............
Louisiana ..................................................
Massachusetts ........ ...........................
Michigan ..................................................
New York .................................
N eb ra sk a --- -- ------- -- -- -- --- -- -. . -- -- ------ --- -- --. .. . . . .

(1) (2) (3)

$288 $371 $221
358 433 294
319 395 269
185 300 150
154 208 104
372 451 307
333 394 263
383 461 313
250 400 200

I Assumes that work-related expenses are equal to the average allowance for work-related expenses including tixes
currently made in States shown. These work-related expenses do not include day-care costs.

TABLE 5.-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EARNINGS OF AFDC MOTHERS, AFDC GRANT LEVELS. AND CASELOADS PER
1,000 POOR PERSONS IN THE POPULATION, FOR it CITIES

Median best
wages I

Difference Caseload
between per !.000

Grantlevel I and 2 poor persons

New York, N.Y .................................
Philadelphia, Pa ..................... ..............
Providence, R.I................... ...........
Chicago, III ................................
San Jose, Cahf _ ------------- ................ ..
Phoenix, Ariz ................... . . . . . . .
Rochester, N.Y ............... ...... ..............
New Orleans, La_.............. ..............
Atlanta, Ga ...............................
Memphis, Tens .....................................
Raleigh, N.C ........ ................ 

(I) (2) (3) (4)

$274,56 $278 -$3 44 200.7
237.60 213 24,60 84.1
264.00 266 -2.00 76.7
264.00 279 -15.00 72.5
315.04 221 94.04 71.8
230.56 134 96.56 41.7
281.60 278 3.60 40.9
220.00 116 104.00 39.7
221.76 125 96.76 36.4
220.00 120 100.00 32,0
220.00 144 76.00 23.7

SSell-reported, highest wages of AFDC mothers as reported in survey interview.

Note: Columns 3 and 4 have a statistically significant correlation of -0.57.

Source: Pages 43 and 84, "Report of Findings of Special Review of Aid to Families with Dependent Children in New
York City,' transmitted to the Committee on Ways and Means by the U.S. Department of Health. Educatin, and Welfare
and the New York State Department of Social Services on Sept. 24, 1969.

Senator ANDERSoN. Senatr Ribicoff ?
Senator Rllsocor'F. Mr. Chairman, this has been very puzzling testi-

miony. I am sure tiere was no intention to mislead with these. charts.
There is a lot heard about the working )OOr and all the advantages
that IT.R. 16:311 will (to to help them. But the working poor will still
receive far less than the nonworking families.

The Secretary says tie l)rime eleimit iivrlved in t iis bill is a sul)-
plemental for the working poor; yet nothing has been (lone to this ex-
tent.

When we had the briefing by the committee, Mr. Chairman, our
staff did an outstanding job an l)resented a series of charts which are
completely different in their impact from the testimony we have heard
today. The work done by my per.anal stall goes along with the work
(lone by the committee staff.

44-527 0--70--pt. 1- -14
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I wonder, under the circimnstanves, if our own staff will not lit
their charts out aid explain the charts to indicate the diffe rence he-
t.ween the Secretary's testimony and the work of the committee's staff,
Mr. Chairman.

Senator ANDERSON. You incan at this time?
Senator RIBicoFF. At this time, becau,-e I think the questions will

depend on the difference.
Secretary FiNch. It would be very helpful. We, would be very hap-

py to do it this way.
Senator A"w)>EinsoN,,. Well, go ahead.
Mr. STEtN. Mr. Chairman, this chart simply shows -me examples

of the impact of present law and the bill on the total income of fam-
ilies il various cicircumstances. We have taken an average State with
a lieeds standard of ',"')3)0 for a family of four, wN1i,'h meets full
need, and which aids children in families with unein ployed fathers.

ELLA''IOIiN iITW EEN N F ,,N I EARN NI) I N( 'NO F

Senator A NI soIN. 'l'llis is ont page 11 of the. committee print on
tho bill.*

Mr. S'rEh(N. Yes, sir. A fainil v of four headed by a mother with
earnings of $2,()00 and work expen-,s o)f S30 per month has in tiis
State a total income under present law of -1,26---S7,207 in Welfare
and $'2.1)()0 in earnings. 'ndler lie proposl,,d hill, she wotild receive
about the ,aine total i ucoine, though there is a sliglltlv ditrerent treat-
nent of her work exI)enses.

A family lia(le(1 by an iiciiploved fIather with no earning-s both
iid(er pr(,i law anid inl(|er the bill w oulh receive $8.I'000.

A family headed b) ait allunenllploed father wvith part-time earnings
of $1,0i()0 and work expew(s of si.) per m)nith iniler present law
woUld he cligibl i fr el faIr av i i.ent-. of $2. wh ihi, togetlier with
the $1 *i)(m) of earnings, Vould bring tle family's total inconle to
$3,753. That fail * v's ininme w a ol iliso be abl til te sa11e under tile
bill. thigh it wNould ri-e slightly because of the change ill treatment
of work ex)e ses.

If the fainily is headed by a father wi is fiuilv employed, with
earnings of $2,00, that family's total income is $2,000 unlllder present
lav. Uniler the bill till- , vould receive $960 in fanmilv :s.s"iilance, for a
t4)i l ilivom(e of '$21690.

Since an inen1 iived fitlii,' is deinedl lulder tie IIILW regu11laiitions
as one who works les' an 30 hours i week, we could have a situation

where an une] it pb i ved fathIer eailil.1 ,10. If hiis w-ouk ex)enee,; are
43() per inlloth, the family tinder l)ieM'enl law is eligile for AFD)C pay-
ments of $'..*2,267 whiich, tigetlir with tile fathers earnings, bring
their total income ul) to s1,'267. U ner tlie' bill tliis wvoild d--lp to
$4,1 17 ,'lcaiiseof a ciamige in t reati nil of \voik expe es.

Senator R liimcopr. In otilem wNords. ilm(er tll last ,olnill, were
you have almlyzed tie different alteinatives, inler II.R. 16311, the
man vhio is working :a 4 lIthours at mininiuni vaes. scratciing out, a
living, is getting a tolal (f $2,960i, which is lower than any other
Cateliirv of Owil imeil)loved or the pen l -Aorkilg )art tiine or the.
Persons oil wel fare.

'Page 117 (it this hearing.
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Ile is still worse off under this bill than he is in any other category
that. is named in the bill. Is that corref't .

Mr. STERN. Yes, sir. I would like to mention that. this would he at
wages lower than the Federal minimum wage. This would involve
working at about,$1 an hour.

Mr. Patricelli mentioned that there are alout a million persons
working at that wage level.

WORK I)IINC'ENTIVES IN TIE BILL

Senator Rit'itcr. Mr. Secretary, if voin' objective is to supplement
the income of the working poor, low do you explain the low category
of the working poor and that he lha, been (ii,,rininated against under
II.R. 16311

Secretary Fl,,xcl. Seiatior Riiot)f, a "llotel" effect is there, but
we have cut it ax)ut in half with our proposal. We recognize that
there is still some disineentive left.

Senator Rimcovr. Yes, but if your objective -and you took half
your testimony o what you were lointi to su)plenen t , the working
l)oor, giving the impression ill this committee that you are interested in
workfare and you are interested i I) bringing ul) theJ level of sel f-respe)t
for the man who is working for a living- -if your objective is to get
people to work, how can you have. sltil alt objective awid still penalize
the man who is willing to work against tl person who is not will-
ing to work and a ditlerential of some S1l,() or$1,2)0 ?

Secretary FiNen. There would lhe a (lisiitentive in this one type
of case. But I think the overall figures would, a's we have tried to
indicate in the bulk of our testimony. reflect a di fferent resuIt.

Senator Rfflncom. Would thte aolhdninistration he in favor of bring-
ing up the income of tile workiti, , poor t4) at least equal that of the
person on welfare whio does not work ?

Secretary FiNcii. We think that in most cases our proposal would
acoMplislh that re.sult.

Senator Rn IOv. lhlt th1at is 11t the i e-tion. Would vol le
willing g, w Nild the admin ist rat iin >u plit a l),i gra in 1)ri)ght out b)y
this conluittee wvlichil raise( tle level of the working, poor at least to
tle equivalent of tle, person who does iiot work at all .

S(retta'y I, INCHi. If v()Ii were too aI()it that iit(rii, Sen nallir, t lte
pi'iiprp sal N:ould pli(lial) iiv(11 ye a Oioiiiilii of another ,2 billion in

expenditures. Mr. lPatric(.lli s iild })er'lial r, spolid to your question,
though, because Ihe is the me w o wuirked ,)ut tI(, figure.,. There was
a hirolelin of the c(,titra ijls \\ wee faled with.

Mr. Ti.leLl. rh lorileni, Seiato)r, is the fact liat in 196i2, the
Congress created tie so-called unlemplpived ia,-eit program. It does
not extelld to the working poor.

Sella tor R11ii(',rF'. M I telt pt a secanil. I Ir. lat icelIi .What
this adIuinistratio) i Is dolie to this p14'igraiii is filiv. I approve what
von hit ve (lnoie and I iomni d the Nixoini administration for this

'oncel)t . Un(ler the.-., ,ircumstatices, you seek to throw ()ut tie past,and I commend vou fot- tlirowiig out th, past.
Now, if w(, are going to) start a new priigrail, w lich is reviliition-

ary, and if we are sting America on a complete new road. let its not
niwderest ijuate the collsequences of it. I approve if t his new road and
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the consequeces--but if we are setitig America out on a new road, let
11s do it right. If you are interested iii people workil g a1(d interested
in training. how call tlis adtiiistratio, justify petializing the i al
who is willing to work .10 hours a week at loiv wages for his self-
respect and still give lim less u1one1v than the person who does not
want to work ?

Mr. PA'rICELLT. Senator, the administration is proposing to spend
$4.4 billion to try to eiiimi te, or at least drastically edlice, the
pelialty that exists iiide' present law. But the way to correct tie
problem you raise---and it is a very real one-would be to require
supplementation of the income of the so-called working poor by the
State.

The States have not been doing th]is up to now.

STATE SU'ITE.ENTA'ION FOiR TIlE W(RKINGl POOR

Senator Rintcor. Now, let us go to that point. ''liere are a half
dozen States tlat are sul)plementing the working poor.

Mr. lP.\Tu:'E.LI. 110re are sevei . yes.
Senator liluml or'. Now, \rliv would the Federal (overnnlient be un-

willing to latch the States wio vanit to supplement the working poor?
Are yol not dliscoumaging States froi suillenient i ng tlie working poor
if you are not giing tlm N a i mateh iii ful uls, wIlereas vo .are givilig
Ilateliinlg flmds to those %, 1oalle not killing to w:)rk

If you are interested iM wNorkfare aud not welfare, we lave ail obli-
gotion, it seents to ille, to conlie out vith a program that is really work-
fa re.

flow can you say to Rlicli:trd Bro'xi, \-]o is working fulll time a1d
earning $'2,900. and tlat is his el tire inol e t oiit lic gets, alrid next door
to hlim lives Richa Ird S111it, , who sits on te porch and does hot turn a
shovel or work I mii nute outt ,f tlie 36, days, getting $1|,100---now, how
long do you thijik BRieia i'd Brown will vork for 4t hours a week while
the man next (loor' to hi m is get ill gmlioi'e llt illeV than lie is without
working at all ?

Aft. \EN EMAx. Sen:tor, tin1der to me (f tliese examples wvoild a per-
sotl be able to sit oti the , c'] anld hut do alivthiig,. and gel as much
as you suggest. t'ider t, le partiular example set out. lie main's earn-
ings would be $2,000 fr part-t ime work.

Selnalm. I( it 'oIr'. "\Vhat you at,'e doing ... I tlink 'Mr. Patricelli, in
explaililr tile question laised by\- Semator IHariris al1out quitting. said,
"Well. that is a tern ; there is always a mai tlat caii drop out of workk'

Mr. Vr N EM A N. If tlIe uctenIpl;yel i!arelit in this fa ily of fouir'
was iiit working at all, ifir in, ,11e iWUl be !.3.001, Seiator. Tj he rea-
soti lie gets up1) to , ,267 is because lie Its ,2.100 ill cart, itgs front work.

Senator tmu'or. Let uts soy $3,010, if he does not work at all. Do
you think the livl whIlo wNrks _I0 hiouirs, 'tt intg $2,9!60, would cotitinlt(e
working while his next doo ' i,ielibor gets $3,I 401a Year without work-
ing at all ?

Mr. V :N'.\.AN. lie would le iuch more inclinmed to conit ime work-
ing, Senator, than lie, would be unider the existtiug system, where he is
only get ti t .ug 2,000. Tbhis adtin ist tatiou lias ret I ed tile dlisiticelitive
by oe-half.
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Senator Rutcorr'. In addition,, will the stair indicate om the chart
the other disadvantages in the present hill to the man who works as
against the man who does not work tand is on welfare? Is there not a
problein of luedicaid ?

(The chart referred to is chart 8, page 123 of this hearing.)
Mr. STrRN. The bill makes two major distinctions between the so-

called working poor and the nonworkiig poor. One distinction is that,
a family headed by an unlriuploved father is eligible for State sipple-
mentation. Thie wopkoig 1,or (t) not receive State supplenientation.

The other distinction is that thw nonworking, poor are eligible for
medicaid and the working poor are not eligible for medicaid.

Senator Rmicoyv. So the person who is earning $2,000 and getting
$2,9f10 for working cannot get medicai(l benefits if he or members of
his family are ill, but the per.'son on welfare who does not work and gets
$3,000 is eligible for iledicaid. Is that not correct ?

Mr. STEUN. That would be the typical situation.
Mr. P.vric.nLi. Could I correct that in one regard, Senator?
There is under the Federal niedicaid law, at States option, the pos-

sibiIity of covering the children of the working poor. Now, as the staff
has said, this is ,lot the typical casc, iut Federal law does not discrini-
nate per se against the children of the working poor. Federal dollars
are available.

Senator RmiuoFT'. Mr. Secretary, would you favor at. least providing
Federal sharing in State supplements to t, working poor if the State
is presently or should decide to make these things available ?

Secretary FI,,('i. I think we would be anienable to considering fur-
ther indlnc(:ments for State sil)lehlentation, yes.

Senator RInl(cor'. You would be interested in supporting such a
proposal ?

Secretary Fjxci. WVe would have to cost out what precise figure we
are talking about. Obviously, we have not had the experience thus far.

Mr. VENMAN. Senator, 'oimld( it not be true that in those six or
seven States that now cover the working poor in one way or another,
they do it entirely with State dollars. The Federal Government does
not participate in those programs. So if we move in with a program
that provides a Federal sliiplenientation, the States can continue to
spend their dollars and their payments would be supplemented in those,
States.

Senator RIiicOFrF. Yes, but would this encourage other States -in
other words, of about 50 States, only six are supplementing the work-

uig poor. If you came in on a matching basis, that would cost. $'20 mil-
lion a year in 1972, 1973, and 1974.

Now, if you are interested in encouraging people to work, should
you not encourage the States to supplement the working poor so the
working poor would not be at a disadvantagee to the unemployed or
the people on welfare who are not working?

Secretary FIN('li. First of all, we have the problem of whether we
can keep an overall control-that is, whether we can avoid the open-
end(,d situation we have in AFDC. I am not sure how we could con-
struct legislation that would do what you suggest and still avoid an
el)cl-ended commitment.

Senator Rimcotrr. Well, I think we have some able Senators on this
committee. If IIEM cannot come up with legislative proposals, I am
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sure we cali draft them in this committee, and all we ask is your sup-
port and the. administrations.

Mr. l .vrLI. Senator, could I make one content ? Of course, we
wolild as-sist the States to StiIl1lement the income of the working poor.
In those seven States that are now pain g wholly State money for the
working poor, we w 1old )ivk iij a great deal of that dollar cost. unler
the faniily assistawe program. And we would hope, very mnich that
those Staie savings womld le plowed back into a State program for
the working poor.

IlSCI MINATION IN FAVolt O WOMEN

But in a very real sense, we would he providing the first $1,600 of
lnayiyents for the working poor.

Senator Rinr''o'. The staff has called to my attention that we have
a, seXl discriii nation in favor' of wNollell, that. a another earning
't01 1a yaear will receive $41,14t7, but a man who is a head of a family,
who earn s $2,0420) a year, vill receive 42,960.

Why should not the mian who is head of the fainil- receive the same
as a W01onil1 who is head of a fail y fqr the same nuinhwr of people?

Mr. V\ENE'MAN. lat is one of the problems of trying to build on an
existing system, Senator.

Senate' limICoFr. But. Mr. Vneman, this administration has gone
up i md down this country am said, we are throwing out the old sys-
tein. Anl I agree with the administration : I am for what the admin-
istration is trying t" d1.

Now, if yo'i are going to throw ouit thli, old system and have a new
one, let us not start a new system with built-; n inequities.

I think this is one of tie great langers. If we are going to have a
new system, let us really have a new o ie and let us not have the old
system anrd say it is new. I (ihink this is the problem that we face, and
I think this is the r-esponsibility of this committee. If the administra-
tion and tle lou- are unwiling to have a new system. I think we
have the obligation to have a fair and e( uitable system in the Senate
of the IUnited States. I think this is an o)ligation and a duty.

NEEDY PERSONS N'I" QU.IFYIN(G Foll WELFARE

Now, Mr. Se'etary, there are 1inillioiis of deslierately poor Ameri-
cans who fail to qu aify for any Federal welfare assistance. This is
true prusently and under II.h. I;31 I. 1 am speaking ,f the main and
woman, or a widow, perhaps ill her late fifties , without, hope of regular
emplovnienf, 01' a ,v.rsxin who is to:) young for old-age assistance, or
the young childless couple in tie gheito who cannot find decent jobs,
01' aly jols at all.
'l, eI I)eolle are ill great need. thut no, help is fortlicomning under

your bill, as indicated iMi vin' Oipiili stateillenlt. Instead, we say to
this young collle in the ghfitt o, in I1. . 16;3 11, we will gi v you $1,300
only if you have a child; but if yoi, do not. have aI child, we will not,
give it to Vou.

Now, we4 have had all this talk al,,ut pomulation control al1(1 people
on wel fare having too many 1: ilhre ii. Yet yonl aie saying to the couple
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in the ghetto, "If you have a child, we will give you $1,300, but if you
are chil less, you will get nothing."

How do vou justify that?
SecretarY. FINCH. We made, as I said, a decision that, given the kind

of constrailits that we have., we were going to try to help the family
-nit., with or without a father diere. There is a great deal of conflicting
evidence a's to whether this kind of inducement would encourage a
young couple, to have a clild, simply to pick Ul) that increment of
dollars.

We (1o not have aly hard data that tells us that providing family
assistance only for families with eliildrei will he an inducement to
young couples to have i child in order to get on welffare.

Senator Riuc(rr. ]lilt how atout that unemployed person who
cannot get a job, the emple getting nothing. What do we do with
those peple? We take into ac(omnt your work responsibilities and
your w\iork provisions, but what (if1 you" (o with Johl and Mary Jones,
who are married, without a child ? What (to yo do with them?

Sec(reta''V INCHi. In mo)st StatV4 -as you kaowv, having been a Tov-
ernmr- there are general assistance programs. There is unemployment
insurance. We have tle fouo st alip progranli, with a Federal compo-
neat. Ie think we wod go far beyond the houllnds of the right alloca-
tion of resources- tlie funds woilld have t4) cone right out of educa-
tion and out of health- if we were t expalnd the fainily assistance plan
to lte extent yomr que-t ion suggests.

Mr. VNEMAN. I think there are a couple of other factors here, too,
Sen ator. WithI a yon ng married volp)le, for exaaml)le, clianes are there
has 1 eim sonic enilhvmenat record. They could 1w eligible for paymlents
it ndetr 11P ilo N1elit ini 1, ralice. And there has traditiomallv heen a
respol)n i Iility on State and local governiwits to provide general relief
to tile -m'h families oer.. A1(1 if they are disabled, of con rse, they
would come under the aid to the (lisal)led p~rogram. Bit for the most
Imit, We hIe -0ked at t 1is sO t 0 f faily ilV as part of "t ae groul1 that
1s most :celtable in the (cnlployinent market. So they are treated
so-a ww at difiere ntly,

Alw)xE( ,\(cY ori' F.\MmIIY s,\iST\NCE PAYMENT iEVEIS

Senator Rimcomr'. Mr. chairmann , I (to appreciate your letting me
cotue out of turn for personal teasoits. I would like to ask two more
questions. Then I have other questionss which I shall (lefer to some
other time.

Mr. Secretary, )racticall y everY st udy of w, fa i has recommended
substantially higher levels of assistance. 'Th ( 'onuitt ee for Iconomic
Development and the Hleineman omissionin hoth have called for a
level of $2,4100 for a family of four. )o you believe that $1,600 for a
family of four is adequate, and would you favor increasing this
amount over a period of years?

Sccretary FINCii. I would not want to project beyond what tile
present proi)osal is. Of course, a s I indicated ia my testitonv, if vou
add the food slam p component, you go al)ove the' amount called for
by the Heineman Commission. And I believe the (El) recommenda-
tion was $1,600, the same as ours.
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Senator RICoRFF. But now let us take the food stamp program.
Today, 19 percent of all pui~lic assistance. recipients get food stamps.
Thirty-six percent of recip-ients in counties where stani)s are avail-
able get food stamps.

Tnder the family assistance programs, the Nutrition Committee,
with Agriculture )epartment figures, estimates that only 39 percent
of people under FAP will get food stanilw.

What happens with the other 61 percent ?
Secretary FiCh I think that with the marked improvement in the

food stamp program which the Congress and the adiniiiistration
worked out last, year, those fliaulres would not obtain. In other words,
those were bazed on the old, ziore limited food staniip program.

Senator Rmrcopr. This is what has been advocated at the present
timle. Would von go along w ith Senator McGoverns proposal that
there lie automatically iven to everybody. that comes within this
particular program $1,100 worth of food stamps ?

Secretary FiNCh. No, 1 do not think I would, as a matter of fact.
While the'food stamp p)rograir now augments this (ash maintenance
approach, I think that in the future--and 1 (10 not know when that
date will he--we will move away front the food stanip concept. I
would hope that would happen.

Mr. VWEN r.x. Senator, if I may respond to two points. I think the
record should show that the Committee on Econom ic Development has
endorsed II.R. 1311 with tlh,, $1,l;0O amount for a family y of four plis
the food stamp component.

Second, I am not sure that the estimate that 39 percent of family
assistance recipients will get food stamps is accurate. I think we have
to recognize that the food stamp program is also ba-,ed uipon a vari-
able. As income increases, the purchasing lo\'ver of the staips de-
creases. When people have reached a p oint where they are spending
80 cents to get a dollar's worth ,if stamps, there is a tenlelicy to forget
using the shiamps and to sllend tHie moiey in their own way.

GOA, OF EI 1 iINATIN(l POVERTY

Senator Rinr<CorF. One general philosophical question, Mr. Secre-
tary. On April IS. 1970. Mr. 1)alliel P'. MAonilial ii iiide a speech be-
fore the American Association iof Newspaper Editors in New York
City. and I qtote:

Senator tiii' erff's si iggvstion1 that The ii l ion a I government formoulate goal.
In this area Ti he attaineId hy the 200t h An iiiversary in 19O7)T is a good idea and
very much in line with the President's ovwi thinking. In this way. we can
best hope) to nritch specific measures to the availability of Slo4ifwc resources for
obtaining them. There is a deal of druldgery in this route, but in the end, there
is triu mph. Poverty will have vcaed to he a cond tion in which any American
could live as a normal exiK'rience. It is a kind if thing htisotry remembers you
for.

Now, CIo Volt agree, Mr. Secretary. with Mr. Moynilaui and Pre.'i-
dent Nixon that this is a worthwliile goal for t lis Nat ion in 1q.76.

Secretary FI-ciT. I think we have tried to make tlat clear. I think
there is probaldy a distinction between how each of us would attain
those goals-between your l rlo)osals and the o1es we are making here
today, Senator.
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Senator Rimcorv. Then would you favor my amendment No. 584,
which provides, as a minimum national goal, that by 1976 all citizens
are assured of an income adequate to sustain a decent standard of
life and that. we instruct you, Secretary of HEIN, to report, to Con-
gress within 18 months of thr, final enactment of this legislation with
recommendations as to means to get this goal, the schedules, arrange-
ment of priorities?

Do you think that issornethin you could support as Secretary?Secretary FiNcil. I do not tilmk it would be possibe w l'li that

short time for anyone to find a. way, to totally eliminate poverty. We
can bend every effort within the re.s'urces we have. But we have pro-
vided for an annual report on this proposal.

Senator RimcorF. Yes, but if Mr. Moynihan and the Pre.,;ident. be-
lieve it is a worthwhile goal for 1976, could you be less--as the title
of this says, "A moment touched with glory." That is the title of
Mr. Moynihan's speech.

Are you less willing to face a, moment of glory than President
Nixon or Mr. Moynihan?

Secretary Fixc'i. I do not think even Mr. Movnihan would suggest
that we cold eliminate poverty ill this country by 1976.

Senator Rwcorrv. That is right, hut is it a worthwhile goal to strive
for, might I ask ?

Secretary Fixcm. Of course, it is a worthwhile goal.
Senator IRinxcoFi. Would you object to that being written into this

measure.?
Secretary FIN.-ch. If it is written very realistically, with an eye

toward what is possible, and whether we want to make a decision that
we are going to take the necemssary funds out of the hide of education
and health. I am not prepared at this point to say I would want to
take those dollars out of those other fields.

Mr. VE-NENIAN. Senator. I think your idea is now written into the
measure. I think that indirectly, our responsibility and commitment
to it. are suggested by the Provision that we will suI)plement the State
share up to the poverty line. I think that we cannot make. a commit-
ment, now that we are going to take over the entire assistance pro-
grams in the, adult categories. I do not think any of us is willing to
make that decision at this point. The States have traditionally had a
responsiiilitv in public assistance. We have asked them to continue
their responsibility, and we. will participate up to the. poverty line;
as the dollar level increases, our Federal l)articipation will be there
to match it.

Senator Rimcoti.. Mr. Chairman, 1 want to thank \'ou and the other
members of the committee for their understanding and indulgence. I
am most appreciative.

The Ciimim..v. Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask just a few ques-
tions here.

Secretary FINC,,-i. Mr. Chairman, I assume you are going to be ex-
pecting cer-tain things of us by 2 o'clock. I want to know exactly what
y ou want so we can do our housekeeping chores by the afternoon ses-
sion.

The CmHIRMAN. I believe ve will make that 2:30, if it. is all right
with you. I think we will quit. at 12:30 and meet again at 2:30.

Secretary FINCiT. Fine.
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WORK INCENTIVE PRINCIPLE

The Cl .IthM N. ('all we agree that it Will be best in all cases, that
a person will be better off doing honest productive work than simply
living on wel fare paynwts?

Secretarv FINc'II. 'Phat is the goal we are both trying to achieve.
The ('iI.\wN. 'hat being tie case, would it iiot be well that we

seek to work together during the. course of these hearings and in ex-
e,'itive sessions to try to tid iinamte that aiionioly insofar as it apI)ears,
eitler in the present bill or ii existing law, so that in tlie future, no
natter whal the welfare payments may ble to any individual, it will
be desi rable for that per-on froii t lie ecoiioiiic point of view to go to
work and supplement his welfare payiieits ?

Secr'eta'vl'V FiNt'il. Yes, si'.
T11le ('IiliWNIAN. I think ve shoilt don that.
Now, you have said that this hill vil l po esilily redulice we clfare costs

il the long run. I would le curious to) knw how ym assume that that
is g4ing to be the case Alwn ii starts out by adding 1.1 lillioni people
to the welfare rols.

Secretary I .ii. WE, ar itti ti tg on tle desi re of most people to
get ul and got to a job ill ltie iiowrliig and to want to stay with their
families, atwl on iiipuiles i a(n patterns of Iifft that we tlink will pre-
vail. I'eople will want t(I work themselves off of the wel fare rolls. These
things are very hard to proljet aotnariallv. But we think that our
theses are s(ind anI outir .oept right.

AVAILAI,.ITY oF DATA ON SiBVA-SIS-r-E i;.,iS

''he (1ninxx. I unler-f,-and that the M'() Survey upon which the
co.st estimates 4 fa iil v asistance uindei the bill are based could be
provided on a State-lcv- State badsi, but a est rid im has been placed
on this kind of lu-eakdo'aNt . Is that correct ?

Secietarv F,',cli. )o von mieai tliat O()( or we have placed a re-
striition on the New J e Siv Xt, xtercim ?ut

The Cii cMx,. A,-s I u dinerstauil it, tle ()E() survey could provide
information o'l a State-by-State l asis but that a restriction has been
phiced tm this tyle of 1lweakdowi that is, on a State-by-State basis.
Mr. Vi:N.MA N. Are onm Iakinli i-c ferniCe to what each State Would

reC'eive unler the faimilv assist ance ld a: ?
The Ci (. .xmxN. I amii talking altout tle 1966 survey. The Su i\t v )f

1))r faniilies.
Mr. I'.vmi . We are in fmi vd, Mr. (Ciaiina. that the conqmter

tape that has the () data does uot have State-by-State leakldowns,
because that agency decided tlt to put such breakdowns tin the tape
would in st(ne way conflict withm comideitiality requirements that they
undertook tnmeet wlien they got tli (l: ta I, survey.

The (m i A1M A,,. Well, I ain told the a rguint h d been made that
it does not agree with ce rtaini other information that tias been pre-
sented to us.

Mr. VEN :. A.N. That Mi€1 bie news to us. Senator. We have tried
to obtain every hit of data we coull get that N\ould te relevant to this
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problem, and we have been working on this kind of arrangement since
February 1t69. I was unaware that there was any information that
was rest icted as you suggest.

The (AIRLVRM.N. How could you contend that you are violating con-
fidentiality when you are looking, at a survey that simply shows what,
happens o;i a State-by-State basis ? My understanding is that that does
not identi f. the inuws of the recipients. It simply identifies on a State
basis what ihe (ost of family assistance is and would be.

Secretary Fi-'h. Mr. Chairman, this is the first time I have heard
this and we will endeavor to get a formal response from OEO as to
what their protocols were on this and have it for the record. I just
simply am not aware of the existence of this.Thi e CHAIMxAN. It seems to me that this data is necessary if we are
to have a cross check on the cost est inmates. This in formation should be
made available. I think if the cost esti nates tre not, vahi(l that we on
this coinmittee should know about it. I do not think we should publish
confidential information, but I think that would 1)e a valiahle survey
to see what to expect in the future. Can we agree that as far as the com-
mittee is concerned, that Will he made available?

Secretary Ficn. We will have to check. It is not in our report.
Until I can find out what basis----

Senator TAIM'M tr×r:. Will the Chainnan yield at that point ?
The ChAfI-R.MkN. Yes.
Senator TAIMAIXI . I do not see how oil call make a projection

without feeding the ingredients of a State.-)y-Stato survey into it.
I would certainly like to know what the situation is in Georgia, because
I believe in many areas we might have over half the people in idi-
vidual count ies on welfare.

Secretary Fixcmi. We will try to have )y this afternoon some state-
ment with regard to what restrictions have been laid out here.*

The CHAIRMA:N. As I understand it, your cost estimates on the work-
ing poor are based on the unemployment rate of 3.5 percent. Can you
tell me what is the present. rate. of unemploymentt?

Secretary FiNcL. I think Ihe last figures were about 4.4, according
to the BILS.

The. ClHIRMICAN. That. would be. an increase of about 30 percent?
Secretary FiNcil. Just to clarify a response. to Senator Talmadge.

We have mlde State-by-State l) roietions, Iiit as I say, they were
not in any way related to this report to whicli von have allude(. I did
not mean to suggest that we had not. made State-by-State projections.
But they, were not based on this ()EO report.

Senator TA1 NMA.\I. I think what the committee would like to have
in considering this bill, and there are, many laudable aspects, I may
say. I think we need to know how many individuals are drawing bene-
its in different States, aid to blind, aid to aged, an(l how many will be

drawing benefits under the bill I)assed by the House.
Mr. VNRMAN. We Will supply that, for you, Senator.*
We will have the specific figures on the survey you are talking about.

It is my un(lerstanding that it is a sniall survey and to release, infona-
tion bN, States would identify the persons that. were participating. We
will slibmit to you specifically--

* At presstlme, June 11, 1970. the niaterial requested had not been received from
the Department of Health, Education. and Welfare.
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The CjrAmImAN. Mv understanding is that. there are 30,000 families
involved in that and'that a lot of these cost estimates are, based upon
that survey.

Mrv. VENE-MAN. If your staff can spring it from the Bureau of the
Census, I guess we can work together on it.
The CI.1MAN. 1 do not know why we cannot get the information

we need on this committee. We are well aware of the fact. that.
we on this committee are entitled to know what an individual's tax
return is, but this is not that kind of request.

IIEW COST ESTIMATESS BASED ON 3.5 PERCENT UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

Here is the point I had in mind with regard to this last question:
You present us cost, estimates based on a three and a half percent
unemployment factor. You say it is about -4.5 percent today. At the
present rate of unemplo yment, ohow much more would your bill cost
than the estimates contained in the statement ?

Secretary Fixci. We will have that information for you. It is
going to take ius a matter of some days to recalculate this whole pro-
gram nation "ally, but we will !,ave that information just as )romptly
as we call. Mr. Chairman. We are already in the middle of updating
those figures.*

WORK DISINCENTIVES UNDER TIlE BILL

The CIsmzmnMAN. On page 6 of your statement, you say that the
present A FI)C program "makes it possible for nuan, wxel fare families
to receive more money from welfare (or a comnination of welfare and
work) than other equally needy families who Imust rely solely on a
low-paying job."

Is it not true that this situation would still be largely true under
the bill before us?

Secretary F-lfci. It. would not he true with regard to women. It
would be less true than it is now with regard to men.

The C AMMAN. I think we should just go over the examl)es and
we can develop them as we go along, because I believe it would be in
a rreat number of cases.

In New York Cityv, an AFDC mother first receives an earnings dis-
regard of the first $30 monthly pus one-third of her additional earn-
in gs. Ier grant is also increased $60 per month as an allowancce for
work expenses. Under the bill, m, work expenses allowance is pro-
vi(le(d and the earnings exempt tio1 moditied so that the womIians pay-
ment is reduced by $480 annually.

In view of the' publicity given to the billions for welfare provided
by tile bill, does this mt carrv the false impression that this l)ern
could expect larger benefits wvhen that income would actually be re-
duced by the bill ?

Mr. VNEM.,. Mr. Chairman, New York is not a typical State.
Forty-one of the States pay below the amount (lisregarded under the
work proposal.

Mr. PvrTRCELL. I think the Chairman's question goes to the issue of
how we treat work-related expen,es under t e. proposal and how States

*At pre. stinu. June 11. 1970. the material rmuested had not lxw'n received from
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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have treated them in the past. We could supply a table for the record
that does indeed show that, the family assistance plan permits a less
liberal treatment. of work-related expenses than the present law, with
the result that some AFDC recipients who have relatively high earn-
ings but who are. now eligible would cease to be eligible.

In New York State, for example, a woman is eligible for AFI)C as
a mother with earnings ranging from $7,074 to $7,344. Under thefamily assistance plan, the ceiling for welfare eligibility would be set

at roughly $5,950. That is for eligibility for the State" supplemental
payment" to be matched by the Feder.al Government. We felt that
maintaining such a high disregard for work-related expenses was un-
Pecessary when it conferred welfare eligibility on people at, this earn-
ings level.

HEW REOUILTION REQUIRING STATES TO PROVIDE FREE IEGAL SERVICES TO

WELFARE RECIPIENTS

The CHAIRMAN. Now, under regulations proposed to become final
on July 1, 1970, your Department ruled that States must make at-
torneys available to welfare applicants, but that States will not. be
required to pay the attorney's fee although the attorneys will be avail-
able without tee. Just what does it contemplate? Is the Federal Gov-
ernment going to provide these attorneys at no cost, to the States or to
the recipients. If so, would not, that be strange that you are providing
attorneys to provide assistance to recipients on how'they are going to
avoid work or complying with the statutes at the same time you are
trying to enforce those requirements?

Mr. VENKEMA. We. are reviewing that regulation,
Secretary FixcH. Because of this court action. I would like Mr.

h1awkins to speak to it.
Mr. HAWKI-s. Senator Long, I am Charles Hawkins. This is a situa-

tion in which local bar committees, legal aid societies, and OEO groups
have been providing legal services. The draft, regulation would pro-
vide that if that kind of service was available to the individual, the
State agency would not be required to pay for independent attorneys.
The regulation does not contemplate any Federal furnishing 'of
attorneys.

HEW RFGULATIONS CONCERNING CHIiLD CARE

The CI[\iR..x. The regulations issued on January 17 and ,Janu-
ary 18, 1969, purported to implement the child care requirement, in the
work incentive plan providing that the recipient "must be involved
and agree to the type of care provided." This condition that the parent
must. agree to the child care just nullifies the purpose of providing
child care in the first, place. That is to hel ) the mother help herself o
welfare by receiving training or accepting gainful em ployment. Cer-
tainly youi should be providing child care, hut even if 'it is of tihe
highe.A quality and the mother chooses to disagree with you, then
under this regulation, you are powerless to refer her for em-plovment
or training. How can you administer a Federal statute under this
condition and what do you propose to do about, it,?

In other words, no matter how desirable a child care arrangement.
you provide under your own regulations, you say the mother may
reject it?
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Secretary Fixcir. We have been trying to asse s that regulation. It
was one of the last regulations promulgated 'v m predecessor. We
iave been trying to find out what the impact of ithas been.

The Ci.ua.r.xx. Now, in addition to that, the regulations on Jan-
uarv 17 and 1,, 1969, provide that to prevent referral to the work
invcentive program of any individual "whose presence ill the home is
required becau.,, adequate child are services cannot he furnished.'
This regrulati on would be an approp riate regulation if you were
furnishing any child ,care services. The fact is that child care services
are not beinl" provided and this figure is being used as an excuse to
keep from referrin g welfare mothers to the work programs.

I would like to know what your altitiudle On this matter is.
Secretary FiNcHT. We have had an uneven experience from State

to State with the c-Ili 1(are i progrii.. As f Iiave inlicated ill mv tes-
timony, we have tried to move it from siml-hy a custodial situation to
a strongerr educational program. 1 would hope that with a contribution
of *,68 million to put into tiis component of this progranli, we would
have a very wide flexibility and move this up ill a nlassive way. This
is what is contemplated. I tlink we hiave not had the resounre- up to
this point todo the jib effectively.

Mr. VXE NEMN. Mr. CiCa irmnin, andtficr" barrier we have tried to
alleviate in this hill is that the inresit child care program is a 75--5
inatvliing po'igntii and manv! State ix reluctant to spend that 25
percent. We arc l)i'opOsing 100-percent Federal funding to these child
(ame services. The iti4 would be albut 3S;0 million in the hill, as
described bY the Secretarv.

Im1. .vrinl( nimi. Finltlly, ii udeor lhe present Inw, thle Secretary is, of
Course S1l)il0iovd to t'r to assure the lroviisimi of day care in support
of the WIrN proriiii, tle law does not grive lim l the p)m\er" to d o.

i'lle welfare funds pass thi tohi tle State welfnic deparitiileit , and
it is not withliin tle cri l ttid of tlie Federal Govern mntiii to direct or
impleiient the lse of tio'e fuid-z. We have tried uindler tile family as-
sistance plan to plnce the day caire progrinli uder Federal control. so
that grants cal be, made directny v l. pssing what a re, ii some rases.
s low-to-act Slate \\-el fare ilepalrtnitents.

Tihe CI \N . Fom' Iiis dav -n l'e protl - al, ill I 9O. there va'4 ap-
proriated $24.5 niillion. Of that niiiouit. oml" 1,2 iniilniilo of that was
uised to lirovide day care so thliif these mothers should l,, nnilahle
to dho soie wainofl \vork to lie]i thenMelves and lp ji their fainilies.
W1hv was so little 'Tent ? Tlat i, oildvabout *' ili.

Secret lu my F NlcIT. Tlere are several I'easons. One is the l otlem of
getting the WIN wrnrai uniderwaiv. IMe otlier is what Mr. Prt niceli

iust ex!lmii ned- -we hn\e to work thimo!uuh tlie Stdues to gret these
dlr. out N. If the SInt te, will nt spend their 25 cents, we can-

not spenl our, 75 cents. 'int is part of the problem.
Secret ary Fi-NI,'!. Al o, tile ai)mvliliiations were iiindle very late in

the fiscal vea,' whicl is allotler factor.

('ONTINUVTION OF WE!FAIiE I '.'YMFNI5 DPIlNr. AT'l'EI.5 PlOClE'.

Tie CHIM.N. doll't believe tiat's true. But oil allotier matter,
the I lllie bill dignifies several recent coriit provisions by giving theil
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legislative status. One of these was that a I cilpient's wel fare payments
should continue during an appeal process, even though the St ite may
determine that the recipienit is no longer eligible for assistance. Why
(lid you continue this in the bill that was sent before the Congress even
before that court decision was handed down ?

Secretary FiN-cH. As we (iscissed it with the Ways and Means
committeee' , we were prepared to offer language as a result of whatever
the court decided.

The, ('.HAIRAN. It is my understanding that tile administration sent
that down eveui before the court decision.

Secretary Fi.Nct. That would he contrary to my own philosophy if
that were the case. I (1o not believe that aniy of the operating delart-
mheats, s oppose( to OE(), should he enigaging in adversary p)rcee(d-
ings o1 paying these (dollars out. ()E() has done this work. T'o the
extent that we can keep it t,,re, that is where I would like to see it.

The Ci-[AIRMAN. ThP l)oint I ]hve in mind here is where a person
has been fouid to Ob ineligible for welfare payments. What would your
view1 he if tile welfare agellcies made that deterilli nation and then the
person, with the lawyer provided for hill, proceeds to appeal from
that . Do you think, after the decision has been made and while this

Ilng is teiig (lraggedt out tI irouh I appeal I )cedures, that the welfare
payment should he made nevertheless

Secretary Fixcmu. Vi der tie , lose bill, I determination has to lbe
made within 6O (lays. If the doterto nation i, an ad verse one, then the
recipient is required to reimhur e the immeys that may have. been paid
im property.

Ille ('mAI.\RMAN. Well, this a a welfare Case. You are 11o)1 going to get
the moinev hack. You cannot squeeze blood out of a turni p. If they
find the persoll is not eligible for it. wvhv would von want to give them
the ollolley just hecallse they deoi(le tlh '' wNant to appeal for it ?
You cannot get the money back. if they (et it. they are going to

sflled it. Why would You give it to tilem if it i, deter i ned they are
not eligible?

Secretary FiNcit. If 3ou have a haek-up sy4em, which we have
alluded to. having access to the social semirit records 11nd tiny pay-
ments that matyv be imivol ed from tiat quarter. Vo1 will have a mcans
of asceraininlg whet her there were improprietie's, .nd also l irhaI)s to
recover dollars that may have lbe iml roperly pai( ouit.

Mr. iR.\rm'ci:,1 . The question of cou rse is whether lavmeilts should
continue while tile hearinl&g or appeal is iil process: as tile Secretary
has explained. that could be only for 60 da.s. We require final doter-
imillatton with ii 60 (lays. But there would be 11o retroac-tive payment.

The Wme. ,, . Well, does not tile fact that wVol v'ontinuie welfare
payments wvhile the personl makes an appeal, with a free lawyer, so
it does flot cost him anythling- odoes that ]lot just guarantee that there
will lbe an a)I)eal in every case wilere tile welfare a_,icv cuts off the
payilleilts? What is the point il not al)pealing? It does 'ot cost him
all thing and lie gets tile mi olev merely by appealing, with the gov-
ermilet layitig the cost of tile pi)eal.

Secretary FTi,, c. The comrt says tile\, have tile constitutional right
rigit to appeal.

Mr. VENEMAN,. If there is a (questiom of fact or judgment, Senator.
A man camot just ari)itrarily say, 1 (10 nlot like tile decisionn that was
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rendered, just on his own personal judgment. There has to be an issue
there in order for the payment to go on while the appeal procedures
take place.

WELFARE AS A RIGHT

The CHAIRMANx. Do yoa believe that there is aniy constitutional
right for a person to draw welfare money?

Mr. \E N ,'EM.N. No, sir.
'Th ('lle uR-.MAN-. I do not, either. I am glad we agree on that point.
Mr. VExEr.Ax,. There is a statutory provision, sir, that allows cer-

tain people to draw welfare payments.

SUPPORT OF WELFARE RIGHTS GROUP BY DFPARTMENTS OF LABOR AND

HEW

The Cit.rM.N. I have been concerned that your Department has
viehled to Mr. Wiley and his group to make it easy for them to make
good tile boast made by Mr. Stephen Wexler and published in the
press. Ile told the Welfare Rights Organization, "You can stay out of
the program" and lie is referring to the work prograii-"until hell
freezes over.'

IPresident Nixon mentioned his efforts to assure 'hat during his term
of office, hiis government would be good adinini gatorsors of the law.
Wlen it comes to tie work incentive program, there is little evidence
that there has beel) any administration of the law.

I would like to know what is your reaction to that ?
Secretary Fixch. We have Mr. Rosow from the departmentt of

labor. 'ht'lt Department has to make these judgments on the suitabil-
ity of referrals under the AVIN program. I defer to the Department
ot Labor on the question.

Mr. Rosow. Mr. Cliairian. I believe you were referring to the
National Self IIelp (orporation contract which the le apartment of
Labor inherited when it came into office. I milerstand tiat you hiada listissioni of that contract with the Secretary duringg the UI hear-

ings. It has been 1)lae( i under very careful supervision, the contract
comes 1I1) for renewal at tile el of this fiscal year. I believe when
Secretary Shiultz testifies next week, we will be )repared to make a
statement with regar(l to that.

The ('Ix1iXN. Well, iow, there is only so long that this admin-
istration van keep blaming the prior a(hininistration for mistakes made
ander previous Presidents or previous Secretaries. Eventually, it be-
comes your respjonsilil it' rather than the other fellow's.

Mr. Rosow. We accept that.
Mr. VENE,. N. We are trying to change the programs.
Secretary Fixcii. This is one of our efforts, Mr. Chairman.
The IT.\.,,-. Now, for the State of Massachlsetts. the Depart-

nient has a report that the "National Welfare Riglits Organization
and related groups defer potential applicants from WIN." An Ohio
report states t hat "Staff work has been retar(led because of the
National Welfare Rig,,hts O)rganizat ion interference."

Now, you will recall, Mr. Secretar'V, that this is the group which
you paid %38,0O0 beginning A pril 24, 1969, and the contract is still
rni mig. I would like to have in the record at this point a detailed
report of exactly what happened in these two States. I would hope
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that somebody would be prepared to explain, let's say tomorrow, why
this money was paid to these peoplee and whether this type situation
is contifinig.

Secretary F.NcH. I will have to get that for you. We will have it
tomorrow.
Mr. Rosow. Massachusetts was one State. What was the other State,

Mr. Chairman.?
The CHAIRMAN. Ohio.*
Here these people are deliberately boasting in the press that they

are ablp to show people who are drawing welfare money how they
can decline to work and still draw tlie welfare money. The I)epart-
inenit of Labor .anue in here and said that they ought to be adinita-
istering this program and that the people ought to be referred to
t hem for work. Now we see that they have succeeded in frustrating
that program to tie extent that no m-otler iieeds to work. And we
see. that in some States, that organization is impeding efforts to make
this pro,ram work. We see the program is not working, like Congress
iliten(led it, to work. We see the. departmentt of Labor even gave thatgi',i j ) $ |:}0O)(O(.

Now, that is the Department of La)or giving away S1.30,000 to shiow
pe)o)le how to refuse to grO to work and get away with it. lHow would
you expect, a program to work if von are sending' a half million dollars
in, keel) it froin working ?
Mr. Rosow. Mr. Chairman, if I may. the contract does provide for

f 111(t ) H p to ..131.01) (. llowever, illv 1a:4 reading on that. was that in
act~ml dui (I lreiets to (late, it s sionelhing below that figure, about

5250.( to as of February. The program has tiot been develol)ed by Mr.
lAiley's organization to the extent that they planned. They have put
solie 1 iterature out. It has been reviewed by the Department of Labor.
The literature that we have seen thus far that has been endorsed by us
is positive and sUpl)ortive, as contrasted to tl accurate quotation
about attelnpts to discourage leol)e from cooperating with the pro-
grail. There have b~een soie positive sides.

However, I do not want to take a position at, this time, if I may defer
to the Secretary until next week, )e('ause we are going to have a p)re-
)ared statement with response to this specific contract and how we

evaluate it in the light of ymr pertinent criticism.
The ('n.unr.\x. That particular groul caie before this committee

at a tinle when we are trying to put some of those N\-tfare people to
work and they protested that Ihey otugh It to be permitted to get the
money and refuse to go to work .t the same tinie. You are aware of
that?

Mr. Rosow. Absolutely ; yes, sir. We deplore that.
The i [1AIRMAN. Not 0111v did tihe" do that, after they got through

testifying that they did not want to go to x-ork and should get the
1ii0iiev tyhllviow, they then lrocee(led to pull a sit-in strike on this com-
inittee. After being <',llfrontedl with the officers of the law and told
they would lave to leave or b(e arrested, they finally vacated the room.
"lle-n with money 1)rovided by tlie Govermunent, they proceeded to
frus, rate the lrograiil. 1 low do,-vou justify that'?

: Al pesi iil. .Jiui 11. !t70, i] wi Llt(,rijl] requested hadl not been received
from the J)epirtmnent of Ilealth, I.ducation, and Welfare.

-I1 527 7 --p! 1 -1 .15
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That is bipartisan maladministration. It ought to be 1,qqwed. I low
do yoU defend it?

Mr. Rosow. I do not want to be placed in tlie l,,sitioln of defending
that, Mr. Chairman. If it is true, that they were doing this with Federal
funds, I think it is indefensible. T think there is probably a legal line.
This is not. to (lis,:gree with your )oint. I think there is a legal line
between the 'National WVelfar'e Bights Organization as a corporation
and the. self-help organization which is funded under our contract.
There is obviously an overlap in the national leadership, but. those
officials who are receiving any funds under the self-help contract were
not doing it as agents of the National Welfare Rights Organization.
So it. is a hard thing to be categorical about, but the legal intent

of s el f-help was to get information to people to encourage them to co-
o)eoraty with the VI N program.

I might submit that in the new legislation, 11.1. 16311, we deal with
this Inro m'a veryv categorivally by eliminating the ambiguity in the
ple.'ent law, whieh has a phrase saying that an "appropriate" person
over age 16 may e referred for training. Under the new bill, we have
eliminated that language, set ulp very rigid categorie. for registering
:111( automttical trely -cferied all registrants to the Department of Labor.
So in fact. the lpe.-ent I-ole here of the National Welfare Rights Or-
ganization would be de mininis in relation to the new law, It. would
Make tl referral automatic and we would have ahout .29 million
pl<ple registel'el for work or training within the first months of appli-
(:t i of tie law.
The (i t.\ 't.M . Would you ie willing. to coic(de that 7() far. ti mt

lc pqe have ben very successful in keeping people from going to work,
all hiough Conur-,ss h ,i intended that they should work?

Ar1r. 'lRo,,,( '. W e have .,mie it a i '' (4vife ten to I I I e t. 4- \ I t -,
theI TEW people woil](] have some more information on it. What we
have read in the i-',, your own statement in the Cot!,Iress last week.
certainly suggest, th at they have imleted the prgiam in some in-
stances. lIoweve-,- I would he hesitant, Senator. to sav that it i5 uni-
\'er-a:e. I think in ,oine area. they have given out faetual information.
I iul in otle:. t hey have leaned over backmxard to do what you say.

1' t','I m \'ION 1PI,(11'!IREMENT IN BILL

The CItxTIZ\N. .\re Vo1n a--:at- that t!li! bill before us d(oes not re-
quire any of tlose people to work? It just requir-es them lo register.
1I doos1 i t ri-pc1oire them to work.

Mr-. Rosow. It requires; them to egi-tt-r for work or I rai uin. If
the Etmldovment Serviee refers them to eitler of those opportunities
and they refuse, the payments are discontinued. So it is not a eate-
,wrival rcfrral to work or itinin, if it is not available, recall we ate
not man(lating Fe(leral jobs for these people. But the first step is tri
re, iter: the Secold Step is on our back, the Secretary of Labor , to
ii .; a referral for joh o- training. Onve we do thtt, if that person
i-c fues tov operatet, ii iyinmeit is d icoontinued.

AVI)II)AN('E OF WOtRK BY RIEJE(TION' OF DAY CARE

rhe A Let's say a person declines to work because she
Ins a child, even though lmet-e is a day care center available for the
child.
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iMr. iosoW. 1hat is a v-ery good qjuestion and the I Louse Ways aid
Mletns Committee p~rovidedl that since a mother with a young Child
wvill not, be put in at position. of having that child nleglected1, fihe State
Imust prlovide chtiltd care as a condition jpre, edenlt to the referr:al. That is
ill the hous1"e versioli of thle bifl:ys sir.

The CII.mzlm. xx. That is existing law also, as I und~er'stand( it. Is that
not Corr~iect

Mr*. Rosowv. Except, that. ini muany jurisdlictions wider' the WI N pro-0
gvaii a miotlher i.s allowedi juA- to get at babyv sitter' o1 make any of her
own informal ar-rangenients. I think the coinIniittee has 'gone fur i 'i.,
following what the Seci'etarv' said eaii' inl is test Iinioly biy pr-omot -
iiig eli ild dle vvop I lenit so that tI i motheri will have I le children iii a
sa fe, hoa ltiv place, andI she Can COO ,eiate wit Ih the I ilaIln.

The, ('i Al I. .. A-- 11 ( viitlet ail i 1t,t li -ay it tand7s today, that
miothier call say that altIhligh that daiv Care center' is retrardedias, t1e
heast olie ill Amjerica, it is -sillI not adeijulate for hier cld i as far a, she
is Concered'lCld 111(1 S cani cont inue to tret the' wel fare.

Mr. Rosow. Not according to JI.R. 16-'31 1- There, is apparently a
II llW regulations which) may he l01t aside With the Ipa-S-a.ke Of this act.
Thie ilotliel' would not insert that ji idguent . If' the- St ate had an ade-
quate chili-care Center Cerifieud by the Seret ary of HEMW as meeting
tlhe stand~ar'ds, tho. lilit icr wouildi not >uIperilalpose hler Judgelietr (m
t hat qpiest ion.

'The ( ' tx.I- t hat ha iw it is iidci' xi 4 ingr law
mr. t.4 Q, Ori: Win hlOw lA w cx-ingL t;7r em' the iiiijeih-

ll , that Sill ci arv Vem:1ia~litrlliiied.
Secretary iiNC (WAIRt icttim by lhe State, the poas:-ago 1)t the

tdol lar thlrougl thle St ate a lI gctvadother' fac!tors av iljleC(le(l the
ez-4aili Isllelit Of dIi -cai'e -serx-ies.

The ' IIIA.It is nyIIIx ldezt auldilor that under exist ilw law
sla canirfuse h to o Ine 'u1 y she is I ot saiIsfied mA it hle day-cvaic

.jiltopp for' her Whilli, ('eii thiong-li they know thtat, is a, Iproperlyv certified

iiiifft atMke that ~i~lI' K
Secret a v V i.It Nvitiuldi il be true u tIler thijs lIIdr. (ha itinan.
T 0 Ci iuM\x I wviultl like to i-thi' you to) a pial'aLgaphi iii lie reg-

tilat ion- RMSi. 8.~ m i'iiic rsi ies. It llnivuhles A chiiiihd-aure sewy-
i'e, inchlitinig ini uoui aiil lot ohf lioil care, iituA het available or

OV'li~ll~ii1t Sllh i'iit 1iii't he iitil to thei iiiditiimial child id

t 'lleilt vtIail- 1)1' io lil 11111;( :i arvt and till' fo Iv ,Ieo s ii
thl. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ll iii'nle- li'lF -. i pIm r -te sae1 of' stunitv

til'v linuy ciei tligliht IS hi aS nviul lUl hhiccll' t :i\(i ILl ll hat

Secr'etarylx' 1lii. I know oif lb) iiu'talice- lit' that has liaIwed.
As I iii iii ci. Aie rei ill a s 60 utill ilie (-losing days li Ilily pii'd-
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ecessi is aIdnmildst ratiolt. We hope to (or'e.t tle situation lthougllh
this locislation.

The Ct[Alm.N. Youii ,ould correct this right now. You do not need
to wait until the Congrress lasscs this law. All you need to do is change
that regulations and you can do that with a stroke of your pen.

I helped to write that work incentive program into the law. I was
very interested in that. It just amazes meu to see someone talk albut,
t lie inadequacies and the failure of the law, when we pass the la-,, and
provide the. money and the administration, whether it be Democrat
Or Reptililieaiii, will not enforce it. Further than that, not just fail to
administer it, but actually paX money to p-ople who are involved in
see;n'v that it does not work.

Cal, von tell mne to what extent AMr. Wiley and hi, Natiolal Welfare
Rlzilts Organization lhave 1,evil successful i drafting that, reoillation,
wvieiili to inv iltind ilaans no mother need ever go to work

Mr. *MrnEAn. Mr. airmanma, is voil pointed out, that regulation
was (!I':fted before the Secrelaryx astiiiiied his responsihilities. But I
think that. probl-) . .

Tie CiIltr.\N. Al oiut 15 .5mOit ago now.
Mr. VnN-.\,. There is a question that 1 do not think is really re-

lated to) a day-care ceitei. or to nn illst itlit ilt*:il-t\'e ,ett'r. The re-tri-
latioll lees say ill-ho e :11' a, well as.€ out-of-home care. There might,
le a1 situation where i , ,iil fin l an overzealous welfare worker
saving that vinill 10t pdarte woli i.li ild w'iti a ,-ien baly sitter, and I
think a motheri mi~di~t h a "e a itit til \Nii icl -l)(, 111 as oine( i.4orrntioniz
about.

Tile C[ t .\t..x. T i- I. nlot \vll:t the 1iannaVll:1"e t, s-:IYF.
All'. \'ENITAN. AiVe tIa c'ia i fV tha1t.

The (Thiillt.\x. Tie al iiiia"' saVs (Ir'eIl' ittil-t b e slitaile for
tile 11(lvidil clilti aid tilie lpalrent 1i111-t lie involved and agree to the
t yit of ,Ii1ic to he lo\'ided.

Se 'retaxV FItxcii. If the oi lIcml it of th 1at lanfiiaft is t lli tQ it
eategorical eto, Mr'. (lail:, \we lue ill :L-l-eenievti hli it oiit ito
he'i t':tll.¢ andt! I will he Vi.V aii\ to tillhILO' it.

Tibe ('ir 1i.\N. I w\-i 'thu wouiiil i'i'lall!2e it wi6loult waiting for us-
to djo it. \etll ltIlllg, it moilielves, hiut it setls to Inct it is easier for
ytoll ito a'iil1e ft ilaitloll 0illtha I'o r- t ,-; :111 act of (oultyrve.,,

Mr'. .NEI-FMAN. I think t hat, regililtioll wold lie slieseded by this
act of (' t S-:,

the( ('it \l't'i \N. 'llit i'ei to :1 IM ha voil nr mI't ellforing~lt what
we tried to do with the work illceiive lpr r .We Iss this hlill and
1:'ai the sa lilt, pi'"g1'uill lbY a lit l ilt 11,1 111c. \.ve aire Ilot Inl a P ,ition toi
feel tlie cit ideile tli:it we w lild like to feel lint it is goinit to nelliove
i e tesi It stated for it. But we illcitlded tli at tlese people 5111ill go

to w oh. We did ntot inittedd tlillt ti tlev siiul ha1ive Ii open-eldetl
'egilatiol ) liv wiich the v 'lild iefl se to gro to work. We did not
iitentd tHIt they pl1ll tliis sit-dtl\vi strike a1d1 we did net intetild that
t l e ( iveii l '130.000 to show lpiol ee l]ow tiley could avoid working.
It is Vei'v friustratlig for uls. \wolrkilg for the s fille objectives tlt vol
aire wolki itg for, tn see tlint tihe aliniti list lk t ioit is not eli forcing it.

We had some (altilnet officers llitner tile riot'r a diilnlistration testify
that this thing, s lould be entirely volillitlrv l lld 110 persoli should IVhe
required to go to work if lie did not feel like working and we voted
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them down. IVe feel we are frustrated by t his ret'umation, wlii you
have inherited. It seems to its if you have a program for putting pople
to work, you ought to show your good faith by clinging some of thoso
regulations ami sayiis that thew do have to work.

Secretary FIxcir. We. will be happy to come back to you tomorrow
when we find out what has happened in implementation of this
regulation.

Senator IIArmt,. Could we also, Mr. Chairman, find out if that,
really prevented anybody from going to work; aside from the. lack of
day care centers an(d the lack of jobs and the lack of training programs
whether that regulation really prevented anybody from going to
work? It. is my understanding that far more. volunteered to go to
work thn there was provision for, anyway. *

Secretary FINCII'. I th ik that is a correct statement.
Mr. Rosow. That is right. Senator.
Secretary Fixcif. I think the latter part of it is correct.
The CIirmItIy. If they volunteered to go to work, te question

would be entirely moot. We are talking alioit a situation wivre people
(lid not want to work. (lid not go to work. and no effort wa- made to
get them to work. The regulation said they did not have to.

Senator Anderson ?
Senator Axm: sox. T have no questions.
The (tit.x. Senator Williamsn?
Senator Wti.LL..ms. It is just about recess time.
Ile (I If.\ r n -,A. We will st and in recess util -2 :30.(Wherwinl]m. at 1'2:: ,0 j)mn.. the comititee rec.essed.)

AFTERNOON SESSION'

'Tlie m.\T:.xAT.vN. The mearijnl, vill come to order.
Senator Anderson.

editor A n'Ix. )oes the ti,,tlitness of tli Federal b budget have
an thima to (10 with the actimal family needs?

Mr. Vr:..,. Senator, I think it would he faiir to s:y thMA we didt
have to take into considerationn the resources that were'av i al flt for
this program.

Secretar' FryItL. 'lie answer to lhe quest ion is yes.
Semi11or:A1x10V masi,-. 1I it )lot trile 1,0im le Feleral Goven melt

that Iiigelir nvurits are nee(ld for a fa milv assistance? Do von have
to have soe more fmids for a family assistance program.

Secretary 11IMI . Because of th uneven elitihilitv levels set hv the
,a rioiis St: i,.s. smiit, ha\e set levels higher 0hn what w, are :advo-
ca Ii mg here.

Sena I or A NTir.vtso-. TIha t is all.
The Cmr:ln.\N. Senator'lalmodge.
Senator T\,1T.\DM'E. Thank yon. r. Chairman. Mr. - eeretalrv. I

think most Mendercs of lie Congress, tlis Senator included, want to
(o everything l >oiheo inhelp wtq)le that can't aid themselves,. By
that I meniu the hdind. the a m.ed. the delundent children. the bladed.

A I , ,, o , .linii , 11. 1i70. th r l ntim l a I i te id not been revived frm
tMe Delnrtnemit of tlealtb. Ednm.ntioi. naln Welfare.



COM2PARISON OF REGiSTRATIO'N iIEQUJRE31:NT (1P BILL1 WITH P'ROVbISINS
OF aR ESENT 1. LAW

Whiat makes you think this provisions of payiiig ale-l)C)(ied peole,
requiring thiem to certify for jobs. Nviii be any more effective, thin
the work incentive program of 1967. whlichi T think evier voil will

AtWA =e a dional failure.
Secretary FiNch. I would conced~e at tile outset it took a long tilme

to get it (-ranked ,I). The Secretary of Labhor in Is recent testilnruly
ha-, indic-ite elire feel,- it is eorn i rr a hrirf better' anrd that i, a i-clot ive
term. We tlr ink that ineclidig tire wvoiking poo,----is that what .\oil are
raisinr. Senatoir Talmnadge ?
S 0e-lt- ~ ~or a111 trying, to) !rrt ot wha t nrkes von I I ink!

tliat thle proivisionl of flhis bill reruirin r ilcur to register for \vak
will be more Satisfactory thoul thle Previous legislation ?

Secretary IN-cfi. 1riiihtihlv seorriarv SlnrnllZ will hip ale it) au-wer
that more eller-tivelv thian T enu. Bult We ha vo e 1 11 a intel-deira- w ell-
toll tvaln working on) this prioblriri). nuld I tI itnk thalt in rir1(as'inrU the
Stipplnid for mosgt oif tile tiarnies. per-mit tinl 1-ponrcent 1 ry tihe 1.S.
Emrplovyment Service (Ii ietlv to tip tre urea. rn-yeaThiz thO frill Fund -
in g for- ci iid Pame elontin~tir(i t ei ~i~our nv rehly fe jvIiv"4iii r-
thni exIsted before -tese eAnngc, are lviohAl ,v tihe mniii fnetors flhat

n iure oaf rnr-i _ W al)(0r Iii- irm a11,oir fire "Oil IIN p)(r1Mn.
,r-1,nntop I T \ii *-r I ri-n tOre lprovisier s of lri~ I nh. win lieir is

ven~ hezzs mnanna or-v r hair file p-irie of "1
re AVJ N ir arr

that ij rolyvi is iiir" v r m. arpk. wi Ire fr-v n i'i.k

Whrrremn 4rilr tire rVinis le. Udathyrm they wrarini ire IVref-i l Air

rr-irt: iniy ~r. 100- rpral for work xv iil 0 frii rx
M'. 'nix;w einfrriti, the r!t-aircniliii nilPernt r- an iw inmire

-iirrtha tlni ht in tire n-inirenrt WITT lpr-nrarrr Vinier thrat 110-

gramr lie (liteiiirtiorr rs to uilier or nort rr iosi muil; ire n rpo-

1 ramolv rrdfied for mri- i, mi rr~nalyx by .rnnrqm in UPh Ilelor-t
11101111 ifi SRA 10 welir. Inier tire hir(rlosr 0 p)rrii rrl- fle
reciilit nir-ets certain e.\erriturs. civir aI- iwn r- ldhiit. N% iml hvhiT

a cliil nindrr sit" lie wvoril lire rerlirireri to mi-e; en. roiri thiat- point,
In. ini ire Depatmnirent of ab- tire Eriphriet- Servo-cx Nomid bnc

i-c on-hlefor i-c errirnzg tw p i erson. to at jorb, if one \xx ax-ailahire
and hre Nvaiz Adlledl foir it. orto a joli Ir'irriirf- pi-naiii.

So 1 tliiik Hinot vou Wmiiil herxvap t e rrrrq-r- n"4jn al sx n-r of
1)1A a iWriir e nil iii wr- und ier ti i progiralrr.

1I1NALTY I'i- FRINTUI:PNG WORK(

Sr-ri mi rip TAU)I E. etA'S 100k tire pruinlty liirorois noxm- met'
tri~r- a fondly of six, a man ard Iri, wire nld fourl ohrilirlve. Unrrer
the 1rr'lrrr-if dia 1i1l 1i-nv Wwn 1 rif .rrr '~r iin

Mr. AT'i",ii \X. 1-01W -i' I'M" in 1. raln h vrnlbl Ire Rl.rt) IdI inlnr jnio.
SnarlI or 'F r~r nir .000(~t 11111- What ?

M~r. ' nrxr M x . "2Ot ill total.
Si-tni r' '-2 xii.~ ,200t h'rui tir firui (if six
-A Tr. V! , , xN xr Nv e\s, (S s ir.
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Senator TALMIADC.P. Suppose this particular fellow registered now
and you found a job for him and he didn't go to work, what would
be the penalty?

Mr. VNxEmaN. lile would lose his $500.
SenatorTALMAGIE. And the family?
Mr. NENE.A,. The family would lose $300.
Senator TALMIADGE. lie would lose his $300 and the family would

still get $1,900?
Secretary FINci[. That is correct.
Senator T.L_.uwAMF. So lie could go a little casual labor on some-

body's yard from time-to-time and mavbe sell a little heroin or do a
little Inurglary and he would still I, ill prettyy good shape, wouldn't he?

Mr. \ r.xMN. lie wotld he in about the same shape as under the

Senator T.orwx. -. I)ont you think we could tighten up those
provisions somewhat ?

I have great -ympatlh for the people wl can't help themselves,
but I hmve no -vllpathv :t all for in1 individual who is able bodied
aMd wh o w,,ll d rI I he 1 i oil' I Ie tax I v IH yr t1 In I , a t-axpayer himself.

Secretary Iixcif. i think we all agree to that. But then we g,,et
down to the lurlpse of the program, which is not, to support the
Ly that. doesn't want to work. In fact. we haven't gone so far as to
take care of adult couples without children. What we are trying to
doi to take care of tbe children.

The question is: Iff a man takes the attitude that lie refuses to work,
sh would we penal ize Ihis elhildren?

AVAl ti l (F 'WOIl I NCENTIVI, I'.011 \M

Senator 'TL.ADG;. I agree that we shouldn't do that. But it seems
to me there ought to be some stronger )rovision than a repetition of
a provision that was written into the act 3 years ago an( has been
a ilismal failure. as I mudersta id it. Only some 79,000 have been en-
rolled 111(ler tle program, and tle work training program has only
about 5 ,t00 at the present tin, m a Id in tle Sta'te of New York where
welfare ahi-ne 11ws heen :o ou ltaiding". it was pra,, ically zero. I low
roany have vot cert itied in New York ?

Secretary- Ft Ncit. I think your point, is well taken. In New York
there wa a lob le a ease(,,t t ,e isc retion ary referral procedure
they had. in Cali foinia we hadnl much bei ti result. f think INe
overall figure is dose to 13(1.4)14), a ccordimr to the last testimony by
SeOretary Schultz.Senate r .\Txla. This is a lTilarv (If Congress report dated

April 21. There may have heen in formation that was predi,cted a little
earlier than some you have.

Why did the program seem to work so much better in California
11(1 \york so onorly in New York?

Seervtary Fmxct. We had a very early c, meern flowing out, of the
Watts sitmiat ion. The business coillmlnlllit : mobilized it qel f. and we had
a great deal of business invol vement outreach Oni the'part of the
general oununity--and that aentu togxethr with tle WIN program.
These things take a couple of years to bring into real fruitful
ol~eitiou.
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Senator r.I-IrADor. The chairman quoted this morning that sonie
of your regulations which leave the decision, in fact, to the welfare
recipient as to whether lie wants to take a job to work or not.A+re you going to change thosc regulations ?

Secretary FINch. We are reviewing them, particularly since the
testimony this morning; yes, sir.

sEC-'aH'i AIIAL DISCRTII ON ON ls 155 C.NC03M LIMITATION

Senator T.ir r.\c,. ,Vhv is it necessary to give the Secretary such
abolutc discretion as to the level of gioss income from busiiiess or
farming which will make a family ineligible for benefits?

Secretary Fi.,xcit. We would like to help the committee ill that
area, because it is a very troublesome one.

We tried withli the Ways and Means Committee to find a clear-cut
test. But as vou get into the farming situationl, and into the business
situation, where a man can write off or spread out his profit of take it
at a certain time there are different problems. We frankly don't yet
have the, answers to these problems.

Senator F,%v ,%m;:. Well, as von are aware, mder the provisions of
the bill, on page T, l ine 7. tbat'authoiity is vested absolutely in you.

If the Congress passes It ill its present form, what limits do you
lit end to set

Secretary Fi ucir. Th,zt is not ,omething that we have yet decided.
Senator. We are going to have to coiime back to the committee with
another specific recomiiiiiemintion.

Senator Tl. .i.\m ;m:. "l'Iit is tle rea-sii I am a.+kimhg von. This dlce-
gates to you very broad responsibility. aid you are be fore this coin-
mittee now anti I want to know how you aic going to exercise that
respolisibility ?

Secretary FIxcnI. Well, ill tile farm situation, 1y and large we
exclude lioic'n-,rowli lprodits. But we will have to coiie hack to the
committee with an answer that I am not prepared to give you right.
now.

Senator T.m.m.\1 . If you can submit something for the record. I
would appreciate it.

(The Depa itiiient s1 l1sec uclitly Slulpp liel tle following
information :)

Section 442(). "The Seiretry i iyay. in ae<ordlane with rernilation., pre-
scribe the eiremnstante.- under which tlie vrss income from a Itride or liii-ness
(inclliog fairiing) will be considered Iiflicient ly large to ml.le sivch faintily
ineligible for such benefits."

We propose timt the Sec-retry sliall iproimillgnte minlits of gross income
derived from types of ivsinesses viili wi igive r-ise to ia reloittable resulliop-

i o that a faniily is heliglide for benefits.
The cited section of liIl 16311 is perlnissive, iot invlidatory. Moreover, in

k~epliii with the welfare iui)mse, i.e., noel, we 4lo not propose tlit amounts
be proinoIgoteil in a rnninor tlint wotid p reiI ode reilistie tl ira]isals of the
pertilient cireunlstlinces before Iettrlniinlg the amoumint of family illilloe. 'hat
is, we believe thai ertain aniiouits of gross r'eeeits. depollndiinc upon the trmiiO
or business, can aive rise ti a presuiimition that a family's iiicoie iakes then

hiliible. However. the family would le given an opportlnitiy to establish tiat
notwithstanding the amount of gross receipts, 1bona fidhe bunsiiess, expenditures
or other conditions resulted In a true net Income in an aniomit permitting eligi-
bility for benefits. For example, extraordinary expenses incurred by a livestock
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fanner Irecause of drought, flooding or excessive winters; by a retail tradesman
because of robbery, fire, etc.

Based 1pon statistics published by the Internal Revenue Service, Statistics
of Income, 1966, Busiicss Income Ta Returns, we have computed the percent-
age of net proit to gross receipts for some categories within n three major busi-
ness types. The percentages were coaputed excluding depreciation as a business
expense.

P crccn t

Business type (see ttachnieit) 1 1
Agriculture ------------------------------------------------------- 23
Services -------------------------------------------------------- 29
Retail trade ------------------------------------------------- 7

Exelmdlog depreciation.

Based u)on these percentages. the gross receipts necessary for an income of
$3120, the cut-off point for a family of four, are :

Agriculture ---.-----------................------------------ . 050
Services --------------------------------------------------------- 13. 515
Retail trade ------------------------------------------------------- 56, 000

Obviously. from these statistics, ise of one amount for all businesses would
be meaningless to so1e and wouhl not serve even as it a(lequate investigative
point. however, in view of the wealth of statistical information available,
realistic amounts pertaining to various lu,iiess types can le arrived at along
with reasonable and realistic guidelines relating to the presumptions. The
aniousit, of gross income givig rise to presumed ineligibility would vary accord-
ing not only to business type hut also on a sliding scale to fanily size.

ATACHIM ENT

Iii-li'd in '.\Wriiiltire"' are: Livestock fans: field crop frms: fruit, tree
10"1 111)1 ve'V & lWi,: ()tlit'-. lot itemiized. hut e\u'llill fior-',try ind
lishieries.

I included in "Services" are:
l'ul'si l s vl'Vices I ii ry, (le;iIniuig, Iuc-ity mil l.barber si-Ihps, shoe l'ellir

shops, etc. .
liusiness services (Services to dwO\eliung and other bildings, other services).
Automobile and other repair services.
lB owling alleys., lillia rd id )o)l parlors.
l-luded in "Ittail trade" are: Food stores : service stations: fuel and ice

ddle is : news ail cigar stores: retail trade imt therw'i-e classified.

]IMI'A(T 11F 1.I"GITOIM \WV XND IAMIY lILVI()\' IN \VIA...E

Souamtmr 'I.iYim~:. tmy (.o-1 (.-1i ln:cih (-iieil:0 the iiuiiiihor o)f

of fallilies li'ui'i-ihig Ixtilacl will uTWA.li n1 I'l I it' ]ignit..l1 11 elctC(L

X11:t is-lition (ills do w \'iitiink ahbouth AI "f inpa t llWitiiaCY 1)1
ifiiiilyv&alkuijou 11wi liiimfh)Voh iif 'iiie- rci'ixiii ' _ xvvcl III'

Se'r(ta'0tlV F cll. I will as k x-. iitriA'elli t :UHixvclw that le'liPe
h las xx-*imei rit tde ilata ,il that que-tiom.

Mr. 1x l liri , 'l'} T ee v li)a)es with reard to whre t e A F)C

piograi is guimlgr 1ow, and :l-a with re,'IIl to, wN-hat the Federal

palyin-ts Nvoi hi 111(kl ) or ii 80)W1-oxr'eit matching for the State
mp ) 1 i'iental lellfits uli~lel io ' f he ,am l-- 'e llian, weIre IJaseti o
tin' sani( proiject jils of le t1 ris in ih(, AII )('D-tvpe caseload, and those
l injections were ( based uolil experience over ltie laht 3 years, projected
forward to continue e the sa wle rate of increase in the caseload that we
have seen.

That means that we are assuming that, illegitimacy or desertion
or other eau ies that affect, the rise in the caselo) ad, aud have affected
it for the last 3 years, would continue at roughly the same rate.
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Senator TLANIADGE. Are vou assuming this is going to prevent the
dissolution of the family because we will be giving them these incen-
tives which you recommend ?Mr. VENEMAN'. It will lessen the incentive for family breakup.

Senator T.1.NIADfGE. That has not, been the situation in New York
State and they (to pay compensation to unemployed fathers, as I
understand it.

Mr. VENE3AN. New York tLis year, in one period, saw a leveling
off of its caseload for the first tivne. I don't have the statistics before
ie.

Senator T~i.r. Ix;:. I have the statistics here in the Secretary's
testimony this morning. Out of a caseload per thousand 1)06.. persons
in New York State, 200.7 of them are on welfare despite the fact that
they do not require an unemployed father to abandon his family for
welfare benefits. 1 think the incentive to maintain the family together
is probably greatly exaggerated and I think you are. going to be greatly
surprised at your cost estimates.

Mr. VENE.AN. As Mr. Patricelli said, the assumption that this
projection was based on was that tle growth in the caseload would
continue at the rate that it has shown in the pat 3 years.

We are also assuming, on the cost side, that tme trend toward rant
inrea.,.es that has been established by the States; would also increase.
Senator TALmI,\iS;. Well, that can't he correct, because in your own

charts which von sulhinitted on the ium ber of fainiilies m1ceCving pay-
ments in 1972"to 1976. voil yave got it going down from 3,,700,0o fain-
ilies in 1972 t4) .7OO,')O in 197. That is your owni Sta.

On page 19 of the material related to I.R. 16311. prepared by the
stall, of the Committee on Finance-

Mr. P.vrnucrr.ii. ''lat is not our data. That was data presented,
apparently, to the committee staff by tie T-rhan Institute. And
apparently some of our analysts 1have reason to question the accuracy
of the data.

Mr. VENEM.,,. I think, Senator, that our figures appear on pa ge ,
of the report of the Ways an(l Means Conmittee, wlhieh may have
been available.

Senator 'l...\Is:r. 1 1h01e your flratin- are a lot more a eurate thaniii
the ones that the 1)ei artinuct suihnitted to us on medicare, and I
certainlv doubt that they are an- more accurate.

Mr. VMax: r.xx..May we retaind you that that hill was pas cd 1 ,10
to t his adminiAt ration.

Senate' TmAr, (; r. I a l well-a ware of that fact, but hit.4o onell-.
the I)epartnint ofl health . Eduatiou. and Welfare has iibniitte(d
1)roipo 4'l to thi', committeee from time to tile ani their c-ium:ltes
hve been roiy hlv al f what INhe cost has turned out to he, and some-
time-; euven less than t at.

Mr. YrxN ;Ar. Ahoe figures I refer to are eot fhiurps.
Do we have the ca'-eload fiu res?
Sevretay 'ci. We will hiave to submit those sepalIrately.*

(OTITisT.'ES RAI\TED TO 1901R

Senator TT.t.-. I noticed in oulr testimonvy you kept referrin
to the cot b.,ei of I ,,o li',r in S'M 1g. Without 'inoi a lit facetioll,

* At pris'thmil, Jnm 11. Il,70. lhe innir I requested hai not horn received frui

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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this program won't he in effect in 1968. It doesn't go into effect, as you
know, until next year.

I have grave doubtss about your cost analyses based on. that particu-
lar year.

Secretary Fixcji. That, is why we went back to the drawing board,
moving, as'fast as we can. We are trying now, no the basis particularly
of tim increase in levels of unemployment, to bring those figures into
realignment. With the information that the chairman has asked for
from the States, and other information we are getting now, I think
we -will bo able to give you later figures.

ADI)ITION OF 14 MILLION PERSONS TO WELFAIN', ROLLS

Senator 'Lm. .IIE. "Ve have approximately 10 million people on
the welfare rolls at the present time; is that correct

Secretary FiN.cH. Yes.
Senator IALMAGIIE. And tlb program that you nre recommending

vill ad([ an additional 14 niillion, which will make it something on the
o(der If 2f to 2. miillion people out of 2(0 )illioli who will he )
welf'are, or) ;lt)ott 12I,_. lp(reen~t.

S('rt-,rv l- 'l . I lw'iling (lie 'al t I'atetfl'ie,.
Strll&' T.\I.n.\I)m, [ow)" H O o exple ct to Wvork tile inoentive fea-

tumes to menuve )eo)le from the rolls, if ever
Secrearv FIL. I didn't get the last part. of that.
Senator T.r.\Mxrx. Iow do you exl)ect these work incentive fea-

tures of y'r improplsl will reniove Il)enle fnni tbIe wel fnre rolls, if
ever .

Secretarv lix('I . We do)ll . Obviously, in (le catevories. il t le ease
oI f thev .m igsters, y ,r i) I rnmievi g thIem Iromn ihe r ills. I tlink
0111 target 1uitilation is 31 d million adulls who are reachable in terms
Of getimin .ohs a mid working t iei selves off of the rolls.

IE(1.nsT.VION REQIREMENT OF BUS (COMT\AREI' NVITI I'ROVISIONS 01'
L':' NTIAW

Seinato' TALMAr.\E,. Well, there is one tlMin I mienutioned luiellv a
wile aro. Throughout your statement you continually refer to the
work requirements in the bill. Isn't it true that the olvly eligibility
rquireolent is a registration statement, as I read the hill on page 17.
line 2 1 ?
Mr. lP.\ ,ul 'ILLt. It is reqried, as a 1reco'litioun to receiving, any
ind)til that you not have refused a job or training opportunity.

Senator.
Te work resist ration requienent is nimething new, and we think.

it, st ierfons considera)ly the commnitte'> effort in 1967 to write a similar
woIk requirement.

Senator TAx wu:. It seeuis to me to be even les- stringent than
the requirement of 1967, -is I real it. So what makes you think it is

go inir to work any better?
I an a"ware nt the fact that tHee was not much cooperation ill try-

ing to enforce the provisions of 1967. In the first placo, tha welfare
workers are reluctant to certify them and the Department of Labor
evidently didn't wami to train tlwei. I hey made grants to teach thein.
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rather than to train them. 'What makes you think it would be better in
tile fixture than it has been in the past ?

Mr. PATICEILLr. You will find, on page 35 of the 1ll, a requirement
that the Secretary of Labor assure the provision of manpower serv-
ices, training, ana employment programs for persons registered.

Vo think this is very flathi and peremptory and we have coupled with
that kind of language,, which (id not exist in 1967, a mechanism to
make sure that there Will not he the kind of discretionary authority
Ihat can be ai)uled by State wel fare departments. We have automatic
regist ration to get the. people into the Labor Department system, with
very narrowly defined categories of exemption.

Senator T,%rAfX. If the sole penalty is only $300 loss for an en-
tire year, I don't think that is nuch incentive.

r[r. PAI RcELLm. There are oth er penalties.
Senator TAF, ADr. As I read this bill, section 431(a)
The Secretary ot Labor shall, for each person registered, pursuant to Part D,

in a ici. ranee with) priorities prescribed by him.

Now, in some States as I 11ijlerstand it, a nan is unemployed if lie
is working, 85 hours a welk at the 1n-esent timl e

Mr. Vrxvir~xx. In some States, 8'0 hours.

Secretarv Fx,-cir. T]iIty in most States: 35 in some.
Ser"tor'TALnr, ,. If a man works 30 horse a week lie is inem-

ployed and could draw these benefits?
Secretary FiN-cii. That would l)e true in a few States.
Mr. Pv RCrFM. Those persons would he registere(l. There is no

getting out Of tlle reg(i>t ration requlillent.
The sect on that I was realing from. which is the one right after

the otte vot were looking at (w]hichi relates to the actual provision of
the jobs and training ol))ortunities) is mandatory--at least that was
4Our intent.

I'.AI:, 01. P'W"RIKi INCU.N FIVI,: I'I Ri. f

Senator rAT,.Nr.%, . Now. the existing law that we all admit has
failed so bmdly, and I quote section 432 (a) :

'Pho Secretary of latior sAll in n.', r uii.', xtil the provisions of this lart,
estaish vork ineeutive programs.

Yet, 8 yeatvs later tHint l't b)eeln a isittal f~tlire.
S' ,'etrv Fi"'I]. 100dei that progran tlhe SccretavY of Labor

again Ilad to N;orit With the State agen 'ie. I lo lhad fi,''reti nut v and
variable rterral roedure. We think that where vYou can permit
direct payinet by, the 1 . lttniiloyteiit S service. whevie yol ,m a l No-
vid t lesle ,lther inlet i'es antI st ipend1s for ti e tvl ces. these things
will li( 11p tighten 1l) tll(, trogamin. We ian-e learned these things from
itistahes that were 1a(1e in the ea'rl ir piogiam.

lnlvrat F (. WEI",Ain: RECITIIN'rs YOR WVORK AND TI.AININO

Senator TLMmAE. Exactly what procedures and methods of verifi-
('ation have you used to assure that all welfare recipients who are
appropriate for referral under the present IN Program are, in fact,
being referred?
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Mr. VEiXi.EM MOSt of that lJrogra a, Senator, is administered
through the States. TIe basic criteria were e(5tallislied in the stat ute. f
think Mr. Hawkins might respond as to whether or not there are any
minimum standards established. It Js primarily a State-adjici-tcred
program.

Mr. IAWKIxS. 1,0 regUlat ions on this subject, Senator Talniadge,
provide that flhe ulnemply(ed father should be referred promptly. Any
16- to I 7-year-old children, an.y other adults, any volunteers, it is left
to the discretion oif the State as to what mothers, school-age Children,
11nd preschool children they found appropriate.

There have been some 2-2.5.00 referral nmde by the States. Thi,
varie.. widely with the various individual States, through regional
(flices ill trying to liuil+I Il) sit uat iOns like the New York one to with
you referred awhile ago. Certainly it has not been as substantial a-; we
would I ope for a few years ago.

Senator TALMADGE. Please furnish for the record at iis loint a
tale. Mr. Secret ry, slowing on a nat ionah and on a State-by-Stite
basis, thie reasons individuals were found inappropriate for referral to
fle WIN manpower agency.*

Mr. Vr.r: Ax. I would like to point out one other problem we did
run into. On,'e again, as we discu.'sed this ilorning with regard 1,,day
care, this is a natclhing program. Twenty Percent of tle fulnd- ar e
State funds. And we did run into some difliciilties with some States
iml!ementinlg this; program, and this is wlIV yot will find .-ow1e
variat ion.

lit .ourcc arcc: ii fact, \ccu c e nctione~l ('alifornia as having a rela-
tively effective. WIN prograi-attitude has an awful lot t) (lt with
the success of sm'ic a program. Even in a State like Cali oria. where
you have county administration of wl fare, you wo (I find variations
between tovns, (lepencli n g up ou the relationship hat ween the county
welfare department and tlc em 1loymet oic in a particular area.

MYSTIC -MAZEv Or ( (I;N.MNT T ' 1NIi i NN 1iA MS

Senator "I'F \,Aim,4;. One futlier tling: My sta anl I have heen
vorki g trying to lvrfect a h)ill. I th k tie only poverty killer il thecountry in the final analysis is tr:iiin,_, retraimig', and educati to
mhake iP)l),le r,)hmidti e (itizmis. Ie have d ,) ccc ,,v SIAL 1,( lic-,c tle
present training prograiis. As lc.-t we 'an asertaill, we hay I. dif-
ferent Federal agencies rumnming. 31) training programs. It is Iccvztic
cinze and so confusimig, I (lMt tlci< evenq tle (ip iroi (;i,ral
can find out wmat is Wing n.

Son of the lIave ieima l fast service: socne of Wcein hav been
dismal. Whatever hal)ceiced to President Nixoi's campaign pled ' e 2

uears ago to set i1) a tax ii.ect ive l)cucgcac for training I think it' we
abolish all presvict traiiiing programs aild iiade :a conibinaticon of
private iii dust i am iGovcrmit, \\-hcre tice private industry vu d h o
out and get these h)()lh aci train ticeici, am they (ould train thvcn for
a job in being, tiey wouldii have a iohc wlen they got through , i stead
of walking the street again after they got through with the trainiing

* At icdssl iccce. fiucc( ii lhm I . toc, icatcrili r(Iu-,stech had cccct lievii recilvi faic',
the liccartmi i cf I [alth, Edl~ic'tioni, ccc W iIfaie.
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program and nothing p roductive, and nothing accomllished except
billions of dollars wasted.

Have you looked into t he aspect of it ?
Secretary FINcm 'Yes, sir. Much of what you suggest we hope is

incorporated in Secretary Schultz's Manpower Training Act, which
does consolidate these pi'Ogams. We tried iii California, wlen I w 5
Lieutenant Governor there, to provide those kinds of incentives. Ie
have had that legislation on the books in California and -we think it is
going to produce some good results.

Senator TLMADGF. Shouldn't that properly be considered with this
particular bill ? Don't you think it would be wise to abolish all of this
'IIystic maze of f,aiiinff pro0Lrams andi start over with o) that would
vork?

2ecretarv Fivch. I don't thin. :Lat this )nrticular piece of lej'isa-
tion, Senator, should deal with the plroiem You are Concer-ned about.
We have problems with respect to the jurisdictions of ,omumittce,.
There is only so much we can (1o in one piece of legislation. Wh'iile I
concur with'what you are savin, I don't know that we could cure, all
of the ills in this one bill.

,enator T.\i.rAD.r. That is the thrust of this entire act, to try to
make productive citizens out of nonproductive citizens. as I mder-
stand it.: is it not?

Secretary FINch. Well, es: that coupled with other social conse-
quences that we have tried to point out, and which have been chal-
lenged by some members of the committee. Keep the family together,
protect the children, and reduce poverty.

LOSS OF wNVLFAI? FOLLOwrNG REFUSAL OF WORK Of? TR.INNIN;

Senator T.ALAIirXWGF. Do you know how many people have lost their
welfare benefits for failure to take training or jobs under the present
law ?

Secretarv Fixcir. Tlo Labor l)ep'a viltlt will have Ilhose figilre-,
a7l we will Let them.

Senator 'l'.xr. tir. If voN ' will. sullllit them for thle rovcord.
Secretary FWxcii. 'We will submit then for tile recovd.'

EANI:A)-INCOME )IslSEO.GA 7NrNIAi' Iit.ENT ,\V

S-'ena I or T.ir.tD... low in a nv people on aid f w de c il,'m clil
iten have benefited from the earned-income dise(ad lioviio ins :a111
to vl:1t extent hve eaI'll is ilcreascd as al nesllt of thy- ltwovi-ioln

Mr. IT.\wty(Ns. Tle number is quite sill!daitial. Ma1y we :-a1,n i
actual fimire,- ol it for the record?

The proportion of women with szonn eaIil,_rs within t):hat Tw,,,ruial
i-; relatively high : maybe the magnitude of a third or somet hin, and
I think we can-

Seltor r.\l.r. Will voi sillmitit Ille fill Iletail s for ot record.
lealea ?
Mr. TTAWvTINs. Yes. sir.*

DEIrINIrFION 01'" VNiMI'iOY.MFNT ViNIm.'t: Ill.:\\ itr'UI, TIi

Senator Tmr.\Nm). We discussed this 1,rieflv a iotilt tro. Mr.
Secretarv. I)o vou feel that a man working regularly 3t lioil's a week
is imemployed?

* At presstime. bimi 11, 1970, the material requested had not been received from
the Department of Ilealth, Education, and Welfare.
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Secretary Fixciti. I have trouble with that, Senator. Under the
regulations promulgated by the I)epartment, the State ,ould opt to use
35 hours, and many of then have.

Senator TAI.Mi . It is my understanding 'our present, regulations
pl1mit4 States to consider a 'man uiiemplovel if he works less than
3.1 hours a week, and that the States of California, Illinois, Massa-
chusetts, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, a!l use the 35-hours-a-week
test.

So, it is no wonder that welfare benefits are running wild in those
particular States. A man can work sexen-eighths of the normal weekly
period and still draw welfare benefits, so wiy does h le wvant to work
. more hours aiid lose then

Secretar, lFlxcil. This is another reason why we think we need uni-
forin stan(ards, so we can get away from solne of the disparities among
the States.

Mr. Il'ErLi. Could I point out. the historical sequence that led
t) this ))0- and 35-hour definition ? We don't necessarily agree v tli it.
of course. But what haplpned was that in 1962, when th unemployed
lm-ent I 'ro-:rnll was passed, the law left to the Departient, aii the

IDepartlment at that tim' left to the States, the defillition of "unem-
loyed." A great manv States went as high as 3..8) hours a week as a
definition of ulleiploed for the pu'pol)es of their own progranms. It
w-asn't until these rlegiilations wer(- ult out that we had any Federal
limitation at all. In some States it was a cutback from virtually 40
ho1h4 to 35.

That is mt to say tliat a further cutback isn't in order, lit I ulmder-
stWmild equentiallv we really started at -10.

Senator 'l'AIA I favellnt been keepiio. time: I don't know
whetiICMP I have exhaust e(l mV time or not. I certainly don't valt to
deny other members of the comnmitlee the privileges of interrogating
tle Svcretary, but I do hiave trlee or I'(m)u questions I would like to ask.

TUie m i[xi m.x. You may ask a couple more.
\[r. \I.xNEMt x. In orIder to hlut the caselold in perspective, out of

I.8-2:.00 famiiliCs Oin AF'I)(', (I,(0) involved recipients with AFI)C
litiol loy!lmI rents. So, it is a relatively small number of the total

AFI ( 'cn,.elomd, ven t t lle l)the t tinie, tliat involves the mnmephoed
lparent.

FAMILY PLANNING

Sellator T.xIm.xis; m Mr. Secr-ct arv, do voii intend to intensify family
planing g activity ies ll conjunctionn wit I tIiis bill?

Secretary I," ,'mNti. Yes: (-ollaterallv, ill -onnection with the adminis-
tiat iol's comIiitlloiit to faimilv planl'ing.
Senator 'lxa ;mx I loa do vom intend to intensi fv it ?
Secretary Fixcif. Are you asking for a rec-ital of other legislative

p(rograns apart from what we aie doing liere .?
Senator ITii. Yes: in c-neliction 1with this entire bill. You

havc ben doing something on a very limited 1 asis, but. I don't iink
it has heell very extensive.

Secretary Fl'i 't . WVe aaill lie submittin g as quickly as we cal, under
the services anen(llents, proposals for some very specific programs
that will be aiimid at the i to s miillion wommi who (10 not now get ally
informal ion in this arca.
Senator 'l'.x ,.xi)(;':. )o yt intend to make that available for the

Working poor also
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Secretary FiNxcir. Yes. sir.
Senate TlxL3r.\c, :o what extent have the existing family phm-

ning programs bieeni elect ivt in CUrbing illeg iti la'v.
Secretary Fixcei. Not very effective. That is why we have tried to

make a major thrust in this program last year, and have almost trebled
the aoulit, in our budget to try to reach the target group.

Senator Th'Lxrauct'. Thank you, Mr. (hairman, and ;hank yon, Mr.
Secretaryv.
The ("cI.r.x. Senator Williams.

(OS' FS 'IIMAIIS B.ASEDi1) ON 1.5 I VX EMPLN 31'LOYMENT RATE

Senator WI'LIl.vms,. Mr. Sevrcietar V, the estiiiate that you irferredl
to in the earlier answeri to the easier question, tile total cost of this
bill. as I understa nd it! is "4.AI b illion moicare than I eiig- spent tnder
tlhe existing program.

Se'retarv FIl'IlI. That is correct.
Sentor"VIlvLrx.\s. Now, 1Il1t is hased on a level ,f 3.' lree-eat

llliempl)ylnent, ams Iu nhersta lrl it ?
SecretalV FiINCIt. In 196S, the latest ti me, at that lmi it, at whi

we could get. figures.
Seiiato' IViAS.s Irow much added cost would be the -esult of

each inrlcease of 1 percent i thi, t leivi)llloyenit rate ?
Mr. l .A-HI-ELt[. We did slle back-of-thi-encvelope calculations

over thie lluncheons recess to try and give you a ballpark estimate as to
what the 'o-st incin<-,e Xmilll he o n tme bais of tle present uilieii)lyv-
iitenit iaite of 4.5 percent. The estimates varied between ourselves Ill
time Lal]icr )eparti ent, but in no case are they over $100 million.

Senator Wimms. Our committee aid the taxpayers have been
burned withI this ballpiark operation and 1 want to express my concern
that you arce here with a bill of this magnitude with a cost esti mate
I rojeeted (m tie 1iose, of 3.5-pe-ct inenic domment and timt tie. ad-
miincistr-ation and! you geiitlecii t did not take liti contsi(leiontin wlh]at
the (st xoul dle it tlie ieim w ix-lieit in-reased eacth lercentl,,e
point.

It is nl- tIciderstaidin g that the cost would I)e $1 billion and a quar-
tir for eacht 1 percent. 'Thiat was not Jle(es a rilv a ballpark operation.
but it was a little more tHmn tie li;t-k-of-aum-eni'elope co iil itaion.
I- aln going to ask you to pireseit to this, ruluit".e oflici:ily, a report
a projected cost estimte, on what tdie cost of this bill as it paiw.e(d the

louse wonld be toi each 1- fer ven t i emt in th l i 0nI] ioyiiieiit i-ate
iipi to 1i )iereent, acid give the various figrlres. And I valnt it ill the
reco-l because we have been burned oo ma ncy times, as has been
pointed out, with this medicaid cost.

I want to say it aga i c: I an sirl)rised; I just (lo't understand this
operation. With all of the computers, all of the economists and the
accountants that volt have uloNN-ii there, wiy is it that no one ever
(relianmed wlat w(;uhl hlapen if you had aln unepltlovmenit ligicu'e
]higl-r than 3.5 percent.

Secretary VixNci,. It, is niot easy to pull that figure out.
Seliator A Vixtms. But vonm can pull it out ?
Set-metal'V FiN-mr. I miii not sure we can. You have to take into con-

sideratioc," first, that :a great manyv of the people that beconie un-
emlployei are covered by ulemployllilt beciefits. Second, von have to
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that. iiddenl ,y bec-ame ineuiploved and& what t heiirir ce are01100 'F-
wh-lether or not tHem meet thle liiiil it v test I am ni ot sure vout cail
tak01e, 111(, labo force of Amiieica ruight ]1ow and pu1)t it into a C4omi tter
al sa ( * v2 Nv W ca(n11 do a1 resort ce test oi thI ei i--h ow i i lie1

illmontey t hey
have. ill thle banik at. the t iie, ho0w iii ticI l l 1 iii hi'I~liit 11511 !'l1 I

hIweieit. tllieN' arie (it iledI to, how llumr they,\ U1 'V "(1141 to igl l'' 111c-

Plovvd 2(11( at \\vliat poilit (111 theVY leave ihe tiieiiplovuileit ii'a
Im 4oii'2I'Iil a111( become elIigibIli forl w(:1 lie, It is 21 Idi fli (lt Fliaeto

(leVel 01)
Selilat((i Ii reilA MS. 1 :it, illit w\e ha~ve hiad~ ill this (ullt iv\

liiiei 114 iieiit raite~s t hat rall 5, , ad pe-cent ill relent veair ,.
so VN1 '111l, 111st as y01l Computed it Oil thle 1)21is of I81 :" take s0ome of
tllos2A ai('t4)rs into .1.lit. I will suggest thli: if -,oil ii'4t, I think
1l21v1) the 'omilliitt('e call1, hll 1 :till -surie if Yoltu211 (1o it, youl will 1w2

Secu'etarv lll. 'AVe will try to th1''Ile in foniat ioni y'ou nsk for."~
Seiilltol'WllA s We wardt tlieiii 214('lltt' ,we (b()itt w\anlt the ball-

par1k figures. Thait is tile point. And~ we (lont W211'1t it like esti111211es om

4i'o~fll)i pievll ted hiere buefore, wvleie t lie i(1e21 was to g'. 't, soiiiethiiir,
th \o',h ll( (l WogesadNorry' alloilt costs-, laterr.
I1 at l( kindly of' fi-r'es, tha2t voul wvoidiit olbject 211 111 if somie-

bodY1 irot the( (1(21 toi iliellille illi the bill a ceiling that if :11d when it
*'enlt llvei' these projected cfosts twI'l\ lavwold beconie 11111 and( vmi
2111(d Ii a \i' toI 14 '4(1111' reii lted. I wmlti till ki id of Ii ~ le-s NVml are11

1VA I fiE '111) 11210V IDlE i1'N IAM~fON OIN NEW JER1:2,I:V Iiil4 0 i'2 (.1El 'I

Now, tI iel-e 11;1s beenI s5l~rget e(1 that p)erha1ps We ('oild (!et a1 better
est inmate as to wlIhlt tilis p)i'(g'21u1 wold (10 it WPeha 112(a pilot project
IMllllL. Th1eire was5 a1 pilot lutojelt (1i(1111tedl ill the 121st :2 to 3 yeor-

lin Newarlk, NAJ., its I ujiderstaild it, iiider the OffIice ofI 11>0110ii11W
()pportutnit N,.

Svci''roa 1':i -,c i . T~l mt is (orrect.
Sena2t or Wi I' A ms. I hiav~e 1'e(jlieste( ell thle 1pa -,t w('eks all 011 ((l I-

nit *v to review the( raw files 21114 the i].aw st2tistic.' 4f tha~t project, an 11(
think thie~ should h~e madl~e avlhlal2el to ourit committee.

Now, Nv'ilh vit make11 2\ ailaible to oll-i committee thle r'o 'ts r15~e-
(iested ll iii11ll (I'e tilat I dhirected l- to 4li ear1lier. witall21 of (lit, do-

t~so we vall e Xaiii for oliselves to see just how Successful this
pilot project was?

Wou(ld~ you furniish that to our conhillittee With 11w the p. li l 114111?
We( are lhot t211 iilg, about ilaikiui-(r them1 pu~blic. eO aUe 11ot i ilteteVsted
ill that, but I do wan1t to follow thloigh the pait iciilar pr1ojec't. Anid
whlat I wan1t1 to (1t eiiire what 1 thlin k ouir coiiumitt cc would wanit
to del ei'il iie- to NN-11211 extveiut was2l his pi'ogri11 successful ill wvork-
ung the pleole w~ho went iii o thle pr'ogr'am oil' tile relief 10] Is and1(
worik 11 ifl01 t i utopiivaite en lov , viwnt

Mr' 1 '':i. We are piirsliiig your earlier r'equiest to the Othice
of Econmic, Opportunity and wve m'old like very imch to have that.
in formationl pridedi~r. W~e unlder'stand that, tin'rl'qulest was not to
provided thte names, but, to pI''-idle par1ticular' case files.

*%At i11'e ttine, June1110I, 1970. the inatei1i 1'cqiestc(1 112(1 ilot been reclivedl
t'i'uii the Department of Health, Education, anid Welfare.

4-4 -527 -7(1 it. 1-16l
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Scolot o lVi,.\Ms. I see no reason to not have the naies, )eeause
ti. ()i'e of Iennic ()ppoituuity in amn effort to glorify the givat
.i,. ,,s-+ ot, tit. hisadt it oil television with some of the participants, and
1e. loo:1( lii,.e Sh]Iow. TIhe did not olv disclose tile names- .and I
lhope we can get it. If not. th lie first tiime we aire in executive session
I :11ui going to Inlove tlat tile Office of Eonolic Opportunity he in-
strm,.te(1 to bring them down.

A fter all, we paid for its as taxpayers, and I see no reason why we
'all't see the raw files on it. and I woiild )e willing to ,cept them

oil the iasis that we keep the names confidential. We should be able to
.-ee them. ond surely Vol must have seen them. Somebody must have
--eilu tlell.

Secretal - 'I N'ii. We asked for the inforlIllnation. It w"as reflised
for reasons that have already beemi indicated confidentialitv. I unl -
(lerstaiild they were willing io give you partial furies: tlhat'is move
th1al we got.

Senator W riL]t-'S. " would su,st, MI'. Clairm:in, ain(d I am
IIn to rckilet that we live the 0f1ic of Economic Opportunity

luanager here hefo'e tihe committee to tell iis why wo can't see those
files. And I will Sav this: lie nav not get his money to continue such
,it exlerimieimttal lr}>ject if lie due-n t do it. I am golng. to rquest that
he lie wnght lown. T think it is utterly ridiculolis.

[ know that tile\. fillet out a 'iiit l'i'l to two oi' three college pro-
fes-.ors to write a paper as to liow nice, whiat a great success it was,
1111(l they saw it in order to write the paper, and colleele(l a pay-
11,e1it f'+r writing it. The'y saw !h t-cp ai d .ertainl v we 'M nSee
themi as conniltce m"emib(ers. And if thev wrote the paelr without
-iciiin the files. I am ilitere-ted in tliat. I :1iml amazed fit yon lax'en't
had thel yourself.
Sere efa Ii. C1i. We just. haven't.
Senator Wmmr-s. I iinderstall that tile Waashington Post re-

11(1r ers have themn. l~er'hials we' ('all get then that way.
Secret ary FINc. T'Ihat seeis to he characteristic of oi' Dep)ar!-

I-ent, Sellator.
Senate' 'Wu,,\i-rs. Thi.s is no effort to delay this Lill, hit I sav. as

one ineitiber of the coniliitte. I ilelncd to see t hlim before I vote oli lany
type of bill out of this committee as far is your Depaltmiit is
concerne(l.

COST OF (',TI.Z lVI'iI"ARE PIROiPOSALS

The Sluggestiois that Senator lBilmofi' this nolling raised were
very interesting prolint - You are familiar with the series of amnend-
Mnent.s that ie Ias olteied in coiinectii with th is bill, are yon not?
irave you compiled ait estimate of the cost, of the extra cost if we
1st. assulo for the mtoiiient that the comiitmuttee adopted those 12 or

15 amendments as they were 1,reented by Senator Ribicoff ?
Mr. 011NEMN. Our stafi' is working oin coistimig out Senator Ribi-

coflls bill an(d also ateno'or I arris' hill. It was a matter of priority.
We felt that. wve should try ') to update the I968 figures to 1971 for oi]'
ONVn lill, and we hope to have those piolably late nervt week. Perhaps
sho'tl - thereafter we Will have soie fairly firl figures oil the other
two I i'l)osal s.

Senator Viiur.is. That is all right. I tliiitk we would like to have.
them. [ would also like to have the cost est.iniate, if you don't. have
it. now, on McGovern's bill about the food stamp plain, because after
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.111, as we, start to consider th(se lp'oo)4sals I th ilk that tihey, too, wvo1ild
want the cost figures so we cold take that into consideration.

Secretary FiNCH. Senat)r Williams , this is a rough figure, but, as
nearly as we can tell, Senator Ribicotl's lbill would cost approximatelybilliono.

Senator 11,1,Ii,\ ms. $7 lhilli n? Is that over and I eyonl this bill
Secretary Fi.-cji. No; that is over the present program.
Senator WiLLIAMS. That wMld he $3, billion above the cost of this

bill ?
Secretary FlNci!. Yes, sir. And then, as I understand it, Senator

Mc(iovern hc'.s ma le a proposal-I ain not sure it, has been introduced
in legislative form.

Senator WirVi.\s. Yes; it has.
Secretary Fi-cii. I thIink the food stampl) portion has lbeell.
Senator JILl".ArS. That is what I am speakingof.
Senator T .\L. mA)e. The Senate has already passed the food st11p

portion.
Secretary FINci!. There is a children's allowance, I think, that is

involved as well, but I don't think that has been formalized in legis-
lative form.

Senator VILLIA3S. You will be able to give us the estimate on these
hills?

Secretary Fi Nch. Yes.
Senator Wir~m.\rs. There is an amen(lment, No. 5S2, imtro(lhced

I v Senator M{((O'er']i a 1 d .onle (Osowsors to this bill. If you will
ex;,inle 11:1 :mnl fnni:,()I the re o d un ,limate of tle cost of
that.*

I will ask .JI i a co ple wore questions. I will 'ecept as a Coln-
pl iielit thalt we il the m i, vrity get 10 nilinlles to develop as in iclh
inte?lli-ene ool of this iil a h can be doe- in 45 minutes on the other

side. I hope the ruleles will he equally elifrced across tle board so
whllen we come 1:ick, because I accept it as a compliinent the faet
that we c(1.

Secretary Fix\cif. That is comparable to the notch problem we have
with this bill, Senator.

Senator WILLIAMs. Well, you can solve tie notch Iroblen (is easey
as we have solved this one.Ihe suggest ion has been made, and I won't get time to get into this

too far here no- ... this notch l)rohlem is what is bttlhermii me aud
Cls work iniceutive pro'graill. I all referring to solie figures and tables
that you all furnished forin me in the last couple of (lays.

By; the way, I am vonidering if, for tomorrow's session we could
have thee Iowmi u ) on charts so we could discuss them. Could that be
dolie

Secretary FINIctm. We can get themu in the form nof a handout for
each Senator.

Senator WILL .Ms. I can lix that easy enough in a handout, but I
thought they were equally as interesting as some of the charts we saw
this morning. I[ere's one you gave me illustrating New York's
program.

*At presstimne, June 11, 1970, the material requested had not twei received
from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.



TABLE 4.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN NEW YORK CITY'

State Total money Federal State income
Earnings FAP benefit supplefnents income income tax3 tax

4

0O - - - - - - - -. .. ....... . . . . . . .

$ 720 .. . .... .. ...... .. .....

$1,000 ...................

$2,000 ..................

$3,000 ----- ..-- . .... .

$3,920 (FAP breakeven) .

$4,000 .......... ...........

$5,000 ........................

$1,,600 $2,288

,600 2,288

,460 2,240

960 2,070

460 1,900

1,754

1,700

- --- 1,033

---- 366

$6,550 (State brea!4even) ... .............. ...... . .

$9,599 .......... ......... ... .... ........

$3, 888 ...........

4,608 .......

4,700 ......

5,030 --- ----------

5,360 ---- --------

5,674 $17

5,700 28

6,033 172

6,366 336

6,550 417

Average
food stamp medical ven-

bonus or sur- dor payment
Social plus corn- per AFOO

security tax modify value 
6  

family 7

$31? $1,153

$37 288 1,153

52 288 1,153

104 288 1, 153

156 288 1, 153

204 288 1, 153

208 288 1.153

260 288 1 153

312 288 1, 153

342 .......................

Total income:
Public hous- money and

ing in-kind trom
boirus 8 all sources

$2, 052 $7,405

2, 052 8, 064

2, 052 8, 141

2,052 8,419

2,052 8,691

2, 052 8,925

2, 052 8.931

2,052 9,041

2 05? 9, 131

2 052 7, 743

9,599 951 222 499 ........

I A woman with 3 minor children where State pays $3,888 to a family with no other income The
standard in New York State was adjusted to include the rent as paid to a public housing authority
($101 a month) for a typial unit. Does not reflect increased standards as of M;y 1, 1970.

' Same as table 1, footnote 2.
3 Same as table 1, footnote 3.
4 Same as table 1, footnote 4.
Same as table 1, footnote 5
Food-stamp bonus is the difference between the value of the coupon allotment and the purchase

Irce of the coupons. Based on current food-stamp schedules, with mandatory payroll deductions
subtracted from gross income in deterining purchase price and eligibility. Income eligibility limit
AFDC breaheven for AFDC recipients or $4,200 net income for nonrecipients Not all eligible families
participate in the food-stamp program. These families would have lower benefits and cumulative
reduction rates,

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate

(percent)

8

72
72

73

75

92

89

91

352

7,927 94

' Based on estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969. Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC
brakeven for AFDC recipients or $5,30 for medically indigent nonreciprent family of 4.

- Public housing bonus is the pub'c housing agency estimate of comparable privla market rental
('.3.264 yearly in city-aided apartinnts) minus amount of public housing rent paid. CLculated for
3-bedroom unit from data supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions
Innr employment costs and payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day-care costs, health-
it, ele expenses, earnings or minors, or any other deductions allowed, Maximum admisslo, limit
in $6,900 of countable income; for continued occupancy $8,800. These figures should be usee with
caution sincetheugreat shareofAFOC recipients do notlive inpublic housing, and hence would neither
receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate. Approximately 8 percen of
all AFDC recipients in New York City live in public housing.

$6 ,000 ---- --- -..------- ------.......
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OVRK DISINCENTIVES UNDER 'TIE BILL IN NEW Y(J1K ('ITY

Senator WILLIA-Ms. For example: in New York City, take a family of
oir, ve hear nuchi about this bill providiiig ,L.tSo,) for a family of

f ar. 'I'ak ilr j11:t New York ('it v for example, a fanii ly of four that

loilg 114) \, ;k at ill with n, i Income draws $7,,4t 15 in cash anI
expeildable il.o(llie through foodI ,tam0)s and various other relief pro-
g'alis is that correct

Secretary FINc',. That is my understandilg, if you were to take
l bldic hou si1ng, i'ot .tall , d l C'ftt'i.

Mr. VEN AN .\x. In order to put that in pers)t tive, we would have
t, Vl'C44ilz( .- also that 02 lercelt of A FI(C recipients in New York do
lit live in public 1olsing.

Scetarv I IN) Il. What w( are talking abottt is a very small per-
centage would be eligible for the programs, although s-olue would be.

Senator WILI.AMS. 'liat may h e true and not. all of the people
who are entitled to welfare could, but let's not strike these charts down
lthe your I)ej)aIrtmelit fis'ihed thel. I think thev (lid an excel-
lent job," al 1 want to coml)limnent von on tlse. flhcse are your
calrts .

Mr. VXEN EMAN. Yes: we want to make sure all of the ingredients
are ill.

Senator VI lI.vmrs. h'liat is the reason I want them blown ul).
Vhat di.i tuibs me, alhm)t that is that a per -o0 making no ilcoile

at all. this family o 4 t',1 in New York ('itv. for eamnlile. with no
ine1,,We at all, lha eXpenldahie income that i.s .4:1).sSs in cash and then
1)1110'r tO( ,-aiml,-. i1,idical al( public lioi4ing and so forth t hat
lIrinlr( it u1) to the equivalent of S7,l5.

Now. if that saiTe pesl On is wOlkini- and makes .,599 il earltd
111 4)1,, lie would a ye an expendalle in, ome of $7.9 ')7, or ,500 more
t:n1 thev wolld if thev di(Int work. And if thev work and make

in New York they have $S( expendable income for a family
04 411'. o1 more 111olev than they would if they worked hard enough
to .r'iI :i ,'0;(011 job.

N4 w. is that an lent i've to work
" ,,'eta L \'l l. W e n e face d wit i''( l t1 44 4'4)i rothl'etlll i le. h e Xist-

N('lI;11 l' ~ W 11L,\..." 0 !'e ti I ' t(, i'01TVA , , i llll~ 10,,., Ii ll n .
a fi w (', ,,Iliz( that. Inmt 1 :tili slwaki*i of IiJi,4 hill which is c alled

I ijl i'ci'41l' \ C() l )i,,1,at 1)i ill flrIllii' 1L tlue- el rl ts, hunt I am
d i-1 ,1 t4. I,'w,,1al-i if thi- l ;-aill' illty ll ul ld(sh r i111o 1e dhown to $(;,))
Il,'v have, S,1pi ' Xlli ilehl illconiet' illlin what they pick 11p) in
V~t~lfv1 :111d other lewiit.-. I" they llnel4';l-. t heir earnin cal)a'ityV
114)m1 SP/Ii II to SP:1 theii' incomeC drop.,,) hac k to( -,7.9i7.
Whit ,i4 il'!, 14,4 iS I bat a postal worker, foi' exalulde. and we have

li al t, 1011, will (imiplaints from the p ostal workers, lit a po-tal
W.,,rI Il ill New Yi'k ('it\- with two children has less inlcome if he is
deliviing lie m 1ai 1 al workingg than he does if lie goes on relief
in this 'bill.

I' that ]14t orrI.-t
-'ecretarv 1" ixci. No.
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NNMllkt'l' with AIv( iihiilil'i'i would c'onstitulte all iiita't ftililly, and( the
fillilV would n1ot (111a11ify bri 5l1ulppleIntal'V pa1ymen'ts. Hie wold~ be
eligible only for thle ',ISq(i Iiiilii.

S011,001 WILLIAMS. liV WouldnIlt be eligible for aul O (f ite
Mrl. VEN.-'I AN. Take a WMl111I1 With I li'ee (llill('Ila th1(' ise iil''

wvill apply. Thv:ese igriires siijpply itolr the existing p[Io)r1'all, bitt HG(,

to tile illtt famly]I.

by thep ruiles. This feia i-headed faiiiiy, tire -a1111 et of formla,
Would be eqully app1lclo~b( to a faitiilY vae (1(2( ba nude111 as Iell as a
femle le

SeCeVI'-Vt;I'I FiNCh. r[hat is nlot corret. we (d0n1t requi-e State

Seiiator. Thal1M5 F t i'lt 1lv (jileA 101. If there is a father i'l-
('lllIoyell Nviti tlllef' c'IildiICH ill tileI illl-e' under t1his bill?

Mr I. V N EM.\N. 11I1C WMliIll bie cigibb 111' 11(12' t11e e i still ir prlOgri-'01H.
Seintor k'l~,\5 nd would Hot he ('1i2iIbl( tl(1(' I his bill?
Arr'. X1:N: fexv 1 [' Voi( he eligrilv tler either 1oj'1l.

propolfsal.

(I 12411511 is that I 11251 eilts, t lm. nient ion a femiale-ilended family.
I, it noft lw'c('--ili'ilv a1 hinoleheou it vvl h ~'ile ;" nie-lleathe1

fmly ?(' Thei of llhc I' W del. ~ 111(111le s o ril1 ilvinn11)11 kow 111

tlh' sillle. benefit'

Sece'tary FINC'1 . I think apparent ly there is 5011112 mistinder-

h1' tie nn11111

-i~~hli'-p'u'iiii i'fei-ll to(11' i .toninie heeled 1f:iiniiv. If it

I- proui'r~in ill. youl AWvlil ii v al bi~2 111g nIoftch ais s00') -i,~ ihe got Nv'oik

Seiinator WlTFIl".X'I. fl il/i thalt and1 overnight T ac'-il1H1 ymoi willI
enjoy von i-elkecs: yon can mlike nil oift I li tbls oi wish rind T would
like -voi i to 1(-11to. hark tomoi'u'w -1111 T will v~mrsue( them further. 13(-
(1111e1;1 11112111iono oill tiihis Li' of t:i1le- ) whichI lr' pieseli Ied here:
m-114-1i. to 11)1 (IC("i iiot bevn u tile p1oi1nt that this is, ill a work incentive~
p1'ler'aiil 1 :1111 [Inst a "ittli' ht diltlii'lld at solme of the implicatiOnSz.

For CXII 111111. if it is :i 21 f'Vl that ha- se5 1ven ill filue flimnily- 1111( that
has 1)1211 liearId of ill N'sew York ('it y-- --,in(1 tii' num11 is making .9~)1(3
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salary, after his tax he has $8,65S expendable income left, but if lie
sits (down and does nothing an(' earns nothing., he has $9t)61. Ile has
about $1,300 more for doing nothing than he does making $9,900. And
those are the points that when I get beyond the 10-minute rule. you
and I want to discuss.

Secretary FiNch. Is it acceptable to the chairman and committee if
we can put the requested tables on slides?

Senator Wm.LiAmrs. Yes; you fix them any way you wish. Put them
on slides and fix them, becouse I think I would like to see them and I
would hope the other members of the committee would like to see them.
You put them on slides or put them up any way that you wish so we
can have them before the committee. I would ifke to see them tomor-
row.

The CHAI MA-N. Senator Harris.

JOBS FORl WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Senator HARRIS. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Sevretarv. I have a lot of 1 iwestionl, as You nilht imagine,

but initially I will just sart out with some having to do with em-
ploynment and the work training requirements under the bill. I think
it, is very important that there be encouragement, for working. and I
think some problems about that have already been pointed out.

The basic problem that I see with this bill. if it is to be other than
lust a pious staternicat that people should o to work: what are we
going to (o ahout the fact that there are about a million people who
are out of work who were working January 1, 1970.

There are no provisions for expanded public or livate jobs in this
bill. are there, other than the training slots?

What i ' unemployment continues to go up. what can we do to pro-
vide jobs for these people who will be out of work and who. I take it,
will tbe In'ore ald Iune ()I hose wlin ave 1-s alle to luet j0ol vs other-
wise ?

qeu.ret'i" Fixeri. On p1aire 36 or the Ili]. Sclm'tor. nhere is a iw(vi-
sion allowing the Secretary of Labor to fumid special work projects.
which are defined as projects consisting of performance of work iii the
public interest, through grants to or contracts with public or non-
profit private agencies or organizations. Then they list the assurances
that are required. That is one option.

Senator lAP s. flow muel n onev is involved in th.t in the hill ?
Mr. V r .Frx- For job training?
Senator ITAP.is. For jobs?
Mi'. VN.Mr,\. Over $700 million, take away 300.
Mr. Pv'r t,.mrivi. About $060 million for job creation and training.
Senator TIT~uans. flow ni'any job slots do von sippse that that

would provide for? lo I uunmherst and you to muan that you anticilat e
that there will be suhsmizatin to pri'vnte industry- as vell 'uz to pul-
lie. eoveruiivmita l hodios for eilplovin, people who otherwise wo01141
be unemployed ?

S eretarY FIxi l. 'Yes.
Sroilo 11 \':ts. -k t ! fi of .' 20)i million i, provided in tIle lill foi-

both tl suiibidv as well a, for the training: is that co'revt ?
Secretary Fixcir. Yes.
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.JOB SL(V'OS UNDE'i "ri'E ILL,

Senator IImnils. How many job slots do you anticipate that that
would provide?

Mir. VENEMANv. There are 150,000 job training slots and 75,000 job
upgrading slots.

Sellatot' l .mnis. 'I'llose .50,00)0 trainilig slots, are thex ill addition to
training slots already available under other programs, or is this a part
of that?

Secretary FiNch. These would be new slots.
Senator J xI.Ns. 150,000 training slots. How many subsidized jobs

do you assume that there would be under that prograll, or would there
be ally,

Secretary FI,-JI. I am afraid Secretary Schultz would have to speak
to that. That, is reaflv in Labor's field.

Senator 1 Iuits. T hat is exactly the first question I asked you. I
took your answer to mean that there were subsidized jobs 1)r)vided
il that $260 million.

Se(i'etary F'l.ci. Well, the answer, I think, is-
Senator IxnRis. But you don't know how many there would be?

Don't von think tlat would be a rather asidee kind'of thing to know
Mr. "P.vrncELIw. i think the mix changes, varying with economic

conditions.
Senator II.mus. I understand that. Mv point is you say: jobs, jobs;,

but where are the jobs? Isn't it true that for every 1 percent e-li -
plo 'ient goes ill). approximately 1 million pel)ele, who olher-wise
wet working, are thereby put out of work?

Secretary JuN'11i. That is about, right.
Senator I.mns. Is that correct?
Seceietary Fixcm. Yes, sir.

.\V.\IIl.\IITY )t ,!B(s FOiR VEIV.'ARE RECIPIENTS

Seilatoi' lI.\uis If tin minil)olyment rate tlen hi s gone from 3.3
l n'ie ito LI -I ldive'it ii11(iohi tills a(iIlinhi iAl) i-at ai )(l I take it every -
), IN' ly edils it . ill - ) i 'Jie(r. a1ll io)ii 'l i lert wouldd be disagreement

:( s to how zni i'i iglie-that nicans. that aIlpioxiiiately I million who
1al 1le wrk l g a'e how 111eil ployd, aiii t l)epa)rtioent of La'or,

'1, I 111i(lle,1'.-ah it. ;vs that le arese ar( iot new people in the niarket,
hilt ali iv ale ple)Iople w11 )ad jobs and now (d) )liot have jobs.

My point i] \ how do plati for these people to go o vork Where
in st ,ere iM vi)i hill. 'o,vi- im for ,vV0ei eiioiigl iew jobs, public or pri-
vnte, to 11,'akew tip jtust tli-e(, jobs we have lo t out of the economy?
Wtere, are the Ji,.

We la ye lie ialIl 1' of these l)ioti statenients about putting people
to woik and we liav' ]w:lii :i lot of to-(i) ili,)tt o')rilu. l1eOIAe to go
t4) wo)rK. W ielre will teY -o to )vm-k ' Tiat i- 11v [)()tilt.

MI. \'xlxt.\N. It o,'ilel rltld 111)01 iew 1-kill )f I lie in1dividulal.
Seliater 1'1\[ s. At 11 it we, talkii j aI lot peolpl e will a nrath0r low

level otf "kill andot rather low level of uieat ion
Mi. X11% AN. It (LIieiwld.' oi wl )ie'l way tle ecotioily ('s. MnIily

Il)Cld)e, who wete lo, cii er/\" associatel W\it] tile aerospee industry,



highly trained and educated people are now on the iiemployllent
rolls.

Senator ILIuzs. What are we going to do about that under your
bill?
Mr. V\N1,AX. I donit think our bill touches that problem.
Senltor l[IuAIs. W]lere Will they go to Vork. If I were to vote for

this bill, Mr. Secretary, and then went, back to Oklahoma and said,
"Well, I want you all to feel better because. I have said all of the,:e
welfare folks have to go to work," everybodyv would applaud, but
then, will they go to work?

Secretary IxcH. I don't. think this bill really attempts to meet the
)roblem of guaranteeing jobs.

Senator I l.Ninus. It does not at teul)t to meet that problem?
Secretary FIxci. No, not the. 1)roblem of guaranteeing any numl)er

of jobs agaiinst aniy kind of situation that might (levelol). There will
le some other benefits, though. For example, with the massive increase
we hope to get in day-care funds, we will undoubtedly be able to use
many of the unemployed people in jobs connected with ti new day-
care facilities,
Mr. VENEA N ,\,. I do think we are getting into Secretary Shultz'

bailiwick here.
Senator hAiRRlis. Don't you think we have to.
Mr. VENs-AN. Yes; it is essential, but I think lie can probably

answer the. ques-tions more precisely. Ile also has a job hank program,
so he. will be more able to hel) you identify y problems in particular
areas. I am1 sure that. if von read the want ad. in the Oklahoma City
newsl)a)er you will find'as \-ou (1o in niost newspapers, several pages
of em ployment opportunities.

Senator ,HARRIs. What. percentage of tho-e opportunities, Mr. See-
retarv, would von sav would the available to the average mother receiv-
i g aid for fanuil ies w ith dependent children now

SeTretalV FINI'ir. It wold depelnd. to a degree, upol the t rainill -
programs that were available.

Senator 1IARRIs. That is right; it would be rather low without the
training programs, wouldn't it ?

Secretary F'iNxci. Yes.

COMPIIIS(iN OPl" NLMiI!1' l 'I:IA"iIE IM'\ IllM L WV'TI NIMIi,1I 1)1,O
TRA IN ( '-41,0's

Senator I lnuis. Ilow inany families presently are there now in the
cotuitry receiving aid to families with dependent children.

Secretary FiNxi[. ()m million, ,(S0 anil soin-od(ld th1lusalmd.
Senator I[,\us. One million, SO) and solne-o(ld I tiolsau(l.
Secret arv F Ni'i. hiat was ii Novenil em 19(;t.
Senator'IIRnIs. How many families will there be receiving family

assistance under your program ?
Secretary FiN('ir. About 3.9 million.
Senator'hiAiTns. What you add here into training is 150,000 train-

ing slots?
Mr. NVE;N-EMr.%N. Actually, the additional persons that would be added

because of this measure vo1ld be primarily working people, people
that are already employed.
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Senator 1WRInus I amn just saying, this, first-see if this is correct:
1,800,000 families now receiving AFDC, and they are the types that
are to bie encouraged or required to go to work: there will ln' 3.P m-
lion, soine of whoin will bue working poor under vour prograin, and,
according to your estimates, a good inany' of vliorn. I presumne, are
not now earning above the poverty level because of lack of training
for jobs that might. be available.

Is it, true, then, that, comipared to that, there ;ire onlyl')0,000 new
ia ailing slots Iprovided inl tis bill for themIs tId correct.

Secret ary' FINChI. Yes, Sir.
Senator ~ixnus. Can vonexplain that?
Secret ary FIc .'lie a re 1,70.000 t ra iii, Slots providedo ill the

h ill. (O)f thle 1 ,,o)0,l fat oil ies now rece ivinglL AFDC ). athoiit 7 tlree
o t .I-lie, ten tale htead.i of househlo ds are working part i ime. a nd I think
attont 7 percent full] time.

Arr. I FAVIN.Thtis tool 1 t tf the va ;eload i- now employed.

Akl-o, (lit of the ca-vload, 0100) are in the vinemployedl plrit ii tegory.
S1 tio-I (d, tlto- e pr hal tly wold he orereti hy tHie VI N 'Jot thlat

:1,I Vi liale nowv. But 10M)(10) i re Irdoiinnant~v Am, Oein le lwads of
llan-eoloh. :111d \v ill he effet yie only it tin di r-c.:1l i o:11pllotnt i

adeNJU te.
Secretary I 'T x ii. I wonuId lwik to 1 pu into t I e recrd V" ait1 of

Sthe xvelfare. -rol-nt and work inceentive -the mlate'rial that has men
'1(1110 tedl. 1 oilt 11, 1011 ul il , IiialIwe tt ra intinig capal i litive an

inii ti1ona 1 open iiig ini 1961~ of MAW8.01) in 1 971 wve projiw tW, 1k2,0(00
on K i)

I to ignr wteneit from 1 I 10.0H)I it 1 909 to 234,10) in 1 971. 1ork sup-
It it! vx11ieiitt i- 5t8QP(tt int 1971. kiil then, under tlV hill, itlii11dinz

o 1..9,~tl.if yon are looking a t ilhe whole aaavof '!of",I Iltt

-IKI'lI T illy 1111;UZ sT'tiMENlT flii1t\(; C'iK\''TMN OF Itt - PUR N1Th

SIN 1 1

Senat tor IIAnlaS. rim stn i'just indeed me iiete tie tet timony of
5e v Slult z - lel i fvinu ini theo andv 1111 om Coimtri

he1ir Iteirinas oii tl is bill, as follows:
it i,, not (tar intent to r'tt-vn oiN, c i ilt' imlio se'ctor. tttti for lite hirti-

(tie twtrnllo vac as n ay~~ of sotviii mnarpnjo p itins, ntl rirvesent
n itai fifiiii m to ftcn, op1 to th linort i fijent lHsk of vifptpin infivi~rdsi

to 01111tie-t fotr tite t vti-ittrea ising ilitil of real Job.is t tait otti eotloy 1-S
irodtn'ior. We i-sitttitotthit Mien, will het 2 niliitt johi oittniz; ai year' i

Now., it -oi tu, to ie( tIed yon arto Ini kin g aloiit ntn ini rali stic tlhi ng
Nith ti It ltifIt itirnpowlir vri, the inalupowm shioqtago in (dilation.
ond. T 1 lettlc ,I aith 1iany oilher flells. -11thl t- reltnilihina ( te(itie,.
and t lie to ar t teinetidotis denmn ds for per-oiinei in the( public Sector
Lrttierad 1 lv. aInd, if' voil a ic. not gzoilnir to make any effort. at all to
increase the einloynient in I Iteso service fintin. which are the

f.1shti growing tintont ill. I don't seve how1 youl are going to take
ill the slack. But, we could -(,o into that hater.

Obviously, you are not ukhtin to i hvtwople to mtrk: you are putt in
people out -of work under tlhe mnacro veconies no(w' being practiced.



243

CM14ION o NUMIIER OF C1h1,IiREN II.CIIVING IwELIAHE W.VITH[ DAY

C.XE AVAILABlE,

What, about day care? How many children presently are in families
receiving aid to families with dependent children?

Mr. IwTAwjxs. As of November, Senator hIarris, there were 5,269,000
children.

Senator l.xlmmis. 5,269,000. How many will there be under the family
assitanve 1rograla which you advocate? How many children will be
in families receiving that type of assistance?

Mr. VENE.' N. Under tiei working itoor categorv 9
Senator klinus. WAlhatever category. The total taking up emnula-

t ivelv those now r,,'eivin4 AFI)C and tihlose who filnallv would be re-
in ssistane under your program, how many eliildi'en wouldbe ill suich fami lies ?
Mr. VEx.X'Nrx. Basel upon a 1917 survey with a 1971 projection,

Vn ( -Ni iia ! lie \ ml! 1q, 121 .. n billion children tider 18.
Senator 11 mis. Twelve and ole-half nillioll Children.

f. Vl :ENE \ i . In all.
Senrator'l \ i!i's. Twelve anil ilw-li 1 f niillioii Wi'drrn.rt ,,,rt, are litm ,.2 mili oll l-p~lits <.i ill ili in f.amiilics r'eeivill" , si

alC'e 1o\W aind lhl'' wicld Ie 121., million cliildr'ni in faumilie- re-
• "\ -]. -.i a ,' ic.' 1i t1 h ec. I l l c c a 1r at1 vl(n iccr iii niid.
Scorer "tryix 'IH. Many of those would bte in intact families.
.%,hator l1 lxians. I understand that. b cut. nevrtlieles , you miuld

l~ii eal i i m oWrt iiiii'e if you wanted to elmlillire it with the fimrm I
,v;, i-i .. i ig t (, veite.

Vmier \ouri bill there wotld be only ;1),0() chiildrt provide for
in ti e clhild-,arve po'rai for Clildi'ei of slchol age, and 150.00
.liildren provided foe wmo are of lweselnol age. In that so? Is that

all the day care that would le provided, as oilclpo-cl to tlii liluller
of cl ilcren tlt would be involved ii the program

Mi. Vr xi.TA. LA 's not forget. Senator, that in the it act fanitics
tlin lrei11utii:llly V a neither at home taking< c ale of tlip family.

Senator l\AInAs. Could you break oit tlose figures for me? iglit
now vou have an A I W'N) W Ca lt \l. An enil)Ioyed father is not entitled
to, iti hi is famtilv is mot (lititleil io asMsaie now, except in five States.

Arr. :mr \m. I \omilthinck in Ilie faily r,,ll it would lie sonie-
wliere aromd 7 or S iill ion ihildrei. Thcat would lie in 'amlnilies with
a father and Iother and kids, anid tlie mother is home to take ,are
of tle chiel'ld n. So yo alc sfill talking -) or G million children that
woil lie in si figle-lheded houeliolds.

Senator l\f.n[. That is exactly ny Iint 5 or 6 million children.
Mr. VENX MX. 'l'IieP addiiiWa ca v-careM SIAS that Mxe ie' tlkilg

alut, would be ill addition to tliom- ini existence at the present ifne.
Mi'. PATIelCfr' .l W arIi sptinding l'Otl ghly vio to P)0 mi llioi oil

(;1iv ca re now.
"ciii:, hit I Tl,','i-. vlci ', iil il 1rvi lde \'O,;\" lcwiti !i, I .:., ilillicmi

only provides t;-),OO0).
M %,. P \Tlulcl;l.f.f. 'l'liis \vcil(] 1wc ;1 1001- io .,t)- liifc'iii lii -, ini
I veir.
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Senator 1[,uls. I anl not talking about the increase: I am talking
about tle pious statement that we are going to require these pieoile
to go to work. As I understand it, we can't require the mother to go to
work mnless there is a day care that meets some. standards.

Mr. VEFNEM:r.N. That is true. One of the provisions is: day care
would have to be made avaihtble.

LACK OF IONIOIlAi.liiN IN TOTAL N 'MiiHEIR OF" CHITILIDEN YOR W'IV)NM

DAY ('AIiE WILL BE PROVIDED

Senator I[.mrins. We are only pro\viding the cumulative total of
(ay care under your bill for school-age children of 300,000?
Mr. l.ATItNCiLI1T. 'liei'e ire two iecliisis in the hill to pvville dl:i v

care. n)e is a l)roject grant autthoritv mider which we propo+, t"
make $8,t; million available in the first year to provide day '1VI.

Senator I1i.Rims. Will it he more the nextyear You ,aid 'the Iii'-t
year."

Mr. P.rnici:l,. This is done oi a fiscal year lv viI \'ear 1 as-4. We
haven't projected for fiscal 1973.

Seantor I hnnis. So, all we know about this level is what we an,
asked to approve for the fiscal year ?

Mr. PATRICELIA. Telee is S..,l1-ate me.halliim for rei iii)1sin. r il,-
eiits, essentially, for the cot of day n:are which they tlemsel ves pi W.
This is a provision for disregarding lay ca e exlenses ill cling ii
with accountale inconie for the purpose of (letcrminiin eligibility
fMY pavwments. The Feideral1 Govern went ill e fled w<mld bi 111'e 1ill
ii ,'eiinlmrse tlien for day care that they iii thlnisel-es.

Senator IIanms. Iave you soiewheVe iA the figzllres tIle null1e' ,,f
childrell that wolild normally le eliAgiNle for day cae i. ? O1,viously. tI Ipi
is qite a discrepancy between .1),1,000 eliildi-ri and - or 6) million. m,
wlntever it is.

l)oes somebody\ have those figures ?
You started with a 12? and a half million kids altogether. Some of

those are children of intact families. where. presinilmaly, one lit rent
wouldl be available to fake caie of tle I' ild, 1rid tlen vmi cinut, di-i n
to the amount that you are providing.

All I am interested ini. in my jllderiltelt. and T would lpesillne vonl
agree. is tlint tleie wold (1 i yve wide diffcen,, t P1 wee qi tlie nim'lii
if children who would ordinarily'lie eliihle for day care and the aiim-

her of dav care slots provided for in your program is that so ?
Mr. nENEM1AX. Senator, I believe that the program proile, an

alequate imiier of daY care slots for a ti,'t fill year's fiii,'ic iine"
of the program.

We have to take into oitideration that 1 1 parent (if tliece peiqie
have some kind of child aitrelmn elfs already, liecnlVe I hey ;In,
working either part time or fnll time.

Mr. Patricelli indicated we do permit educationn for day-care services
which they are obtaining on their own. We can't estimate wh lat tlat
is. Also, we can't as-in-e ihat 'er 'voiimi wli],, is ,It flit .\FI)
ca-eload is available for elilovlnent . They are not all traintle. and
we might as well face that. fact of life. There is going to be a certain
I icientage-

Senator Ilams-. How did you pick out 300.000 and 150,000?
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[It. PATRIEiA. That w"s done by. lro') i ('-tijg tie dav-(yre oportu-
nities that would )e needed to staMlni the 1.41)0 job training oppor-
tunities for the AFID) mothers. And the eahulation was based oil
a Average faniil iy size and niiuler of children for such mothers, nuaely:
three.

So, three times 150,001 is 45,t000.
The five-plus million ('hil'en that we are talking about in AFDC

of 'o0'se inc.ltdes a large munl)er of children who are under six. and
we (to not require mothers of clil(ren nde' 6 to go to work, so
laV Care is not ii1I'e"SarV to ',lstail a work lequlilrelent for those

l)e)hple.
Senator I! k\un-T. Would v o1 he lie satisfied to leai e the re"or1 then

like it is, that yolt are lnt alde to estinlate how Iially ('llldrei fall
ilto any of t lese categories. or how inny wold he availahe or what
lWr,'eIltage of t1ei your day-care rev'olninendationlis would take care
,:of

My jtudgneit is there is a wide gap. I take it you are wt even willing
to admit that. ()r if not, if yon air to say Ow inu'li it is, it seeing to ine
ym il surely c('h( have s0mi ti'Cures on it. iWhy ('aiit Volt 'coie 11l) \iththe Illuner.- !

Mr. P.\TrIVE.Lt. I tnink wv are starting fo ie UM ,'m-. Sri-
at or. We provide financing for day (.(e adequate to sustain tle work
t raining and (l)lovnwnt prog 'an,, which are lprovihd for.

Senator I.mans. I under.-tand that. I sl)l1 nse illy tiiiie Iias I-ill ,1It,
1,ut I will ask you this ono last question: is lthel'e any way ymt ''II
t:a n icIlarize \our lgtireso i this

Mr. Av.ici:L:[. We will try.
Senator I .\pnis. Would \ol do that ?MXr. l'vm [H 'ertainly.

Senator I L\iIis. ('an \'oil now
M\Ir. P1ATU(i.1t. Given the instri') on we have had about ballpark

esti ates al baek-of-tlie-eivelope fiure, we would prefer to put
the figures in the record.

Senator l.AiMns. Ave have Woten so lo ose on this that I will take
WIpallrk hinlir". If y aii g,- give them nmyo. wVIi iiav dii so.

ecretati't' hiI'I !i lak e had hu'ter c'iliie lbuck with fi'ires.*
Senator ANIIEIIsI,- ( J)resi(ig). Senaton ,lordan.
Senate -o ,) .x.,,. Thak you, Mri. ( hair 'maii.
Mr. Secretary, 1 till not goiiir to use my 10 tnhites t) get iltti the

details of tle f)il. I want to disciuis with \'oi tle dimensions of the
)Vograin :a- yi see it and vwhat the ii lpet iiglit 11e oQ the eelu mny
as we pioje't it into 1971.

('."r ESTIAUTEiI IASiA) (IN L. i'ETICENi UN EM I'I .I1'ENT lRATF

I think 'ou have stated in you ' statement and (thers have said that
tle 100 million additional figures was based on an uneniployient
l Vel of 3.5 percent'.

Secretary Fixch. Yes. Those were the figures we had at the time
we began to work on it.

*At lr(,s-tiiiv. Tune 11, 1970. the material requlleted had not been received
frwa the 1)erlrtlient of health, Education, vind Wefare.
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woulId be, tite additionlI an iouit whichi woldt he reqired11 to iifil.
til'ei preent 4.5- or 4A j) peet of lilllliploylit t ytil 411' 411nd gtlicss
was: I!,10) iuillion.

Senator' W illian is ('oitltered~ with htis ("41tiate of $1 ill ionu and( a
pliaiter. Soiineplace ill bet ween that is pt'obably titi Qil~t qinunt
108,0 l]d11t it. be?

Secretaq v F Nciti. I iat would ii 1 (tailY deen &l'[~i( 11o1 a tilill1bor (o1
variables obviousl , the st rength of the ecollolfl and a variety of
other factors. I (dont know 1)14w W'v could( ho 11111111 1llr

Senator JtlitaN. More preise than $4lo( illtitn at th1i~s tinv II'In
thle adiditiotnal I poeruet t

Secretary~ FIN'ChF. W(' wVill haveC before Hts otlilllitteC US pei

Senator Th* !JOIod l'(laIIYultl.fnvlt -

St lilt yo1u have Rt)\No add( tli tis' inui ofi ''~' O 1414 (';tlon bili. o I5

ijietease of the batse, ('1 WotILI itble a vaialeC
soC'i1'etar :1 I ' xir. A uIol'( Iig to outr prlo jtti oil it NvIlli h1 o r II'v to0 l

Q.I-'00C iIlaf1111 ii ith Pele fir111t 1 or Inho lett ai we 4 o ti l'or'l m

1t WI Men i y ou whaty lit'114fet iSllO~21l11 pli'.

Selltw fI' tNtI 4I lillS I you itNill hv ob o ii h tw4t1
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Semiator JOIH)AN. rhen tlhe'e a'e two altyrnti' es aln 1 of ii-.
IVould You be willing to recolnitend tIlitt th lv'.-idneit go li'ore thlie
(Monguess and ask for an extension of t{le uni,x ii order to linaiune
the F'amilv Assistance Act of' 1970 oi a pay-a--ym-go basis: or, il
iet l ' that, and give the otlier altei'ative. wlat prograins are 'it
going to cut o A ve testified this ,,iit'ii it "Alli lie a lhaid j,b
for you to differentiate between the wed for l'iinls for education ati
welfare and health and so on IIyur oI, i M I Department, and iiayble
you would Ile willing" to venture a little farther alield than your (owN-11
Il)epartme] t of IIEWV.

H[ow woid vou assess the priority of tlis progiani with respect
to funds for AlM in Defense or the SST in Transp~ortat ion or Rivers
and I arbors in Public Works or Foreign Aid and so on.

Seretarv FIN(c1i. The only thing I can lie g ateful for in I ei ugr
Secretary of IIEW is that wve don't have a foreign policy. I can't
Make that khid of value judgment. I think we have to be realistic
there is an enriehlent value that comes with thiis program. we think.
in terms, of some increased taxable inconie.

In terms of what lialppens with Federal revenues, there"Ire, rcmhaiires
tlat cmlil be Ia"de within this lhi,.,._i on tt, which. of cotimc. 31o" will
co.iihe, r-viethlr von Want to kno.{ wat tile ,nel,,lloyel f:,i ler a-,-
lpet of it. or whether you want tW t hiowv a greater hulela m tte
S -tat- but certain we couldn't, I lon't tIlk, justify' t' iei the
laniizi e of tle lresild ,ut in Iis allys"jlw.'v n't.ea es i l, ti,', : I)Itt
to ho spent. A el calige would have , I' ti wt,',,,uishte I, I, ito,,mot,,ki:ljil, ltp, hl~il.

Senato01r dlt).\N. 'You, ate not Lg.)iit'r t4) itiCillpt thlen t', -et ])
riorities with respect to te~e other ei~al't'tits and thus involve

Vo urse1 f in anI inter-
Secretart Flixc'i. I think 111;t i; ,\<,',lil lvefld ittnm' 'r mc to

try to speak for the entire adiliii 'rat ton.
Senator .k14 ,ttl le\N'. oi(lote lse will have iiot) hat atd (C',v4't- -

will have to d1o that.
Secretary I¢.14',c t. You will hear f , miI tII' le ;tI ,(ea ol the I I,'I't.

'l'ley will give you their ilu.as on pi'imn'it ,Zs.
Sen,;ator .1uiMi.\\,. Wte Will iiaI mit wt tlii'v tink oh ,ot it. ,M).

TItINit O1' I'.\ IiY AssI,1'.\N'I. 1O:N I'IT \I ' N'I s
l)o y'oiu have iiy idea that this $l.tiutt liasi. i oii.' to +nrvi e Ile

cwgmt'essiutal action, and tell nie ho vom ari'ivl at n.nWhyttt m\'1- lt14l,7l(HI: wviy not, 1,'l,,:+)0 . \\h]at l'ettsollitg" promplted l < to, aiv,#+l :1

ligure of Sl,60 t as t hose .
Secretary FIn(,l. Well, as I said in mily testimony, lI his ma- t],'

figure that, aftet a !,rrea deal of polliltz and hiaolii,'. calne ll m o it'
first task force before we caine into ot lice. . we evaliat ed ill ot' tlie
Other Vossihilities. this seniei to he tile ,tto:t realistic lb ml'. \'teii
related to tlie problem <,l' the working holor.

You hi ave to realize tl lie ielit s will b e, fo' miny, ioe tlhan, the,S1 ,(6<0 ba:se.
Vhenl \'oil 'td(i S';.S in food stallips, 1 lie S'tae 4ltppilementalt4 in 44

States, and the other i ,'renents--lili c hioniing and so) fortl--you
get, up to a higher figure. Yot have diversity in tlie iiiix froin State to
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State and from city to city. 'We felt this was a realistic floor for a
prograin of income supI)lenlentation.s enator ,loin)AN. Already ninen(hnents lave been suggested that

VOfuld increase the ,1.600 base to $3,600.
The staff has sup)plied hie with a table from the house report sliow-

i,,g that a $3,600 hase would cost not $4.4 billion, as you have esti-
1iiated, for tlie $1.600, but the $3,600 lase would run the cost 1ii) to
$'20.7 billion

At wlat point, if' this i, to inpered wvith. Mr. Secretary. do von think
the straw wIould break tie camel's hack? At what point would tile
]'resident veto it as l)eiil beyond our nleans?

Serrttrv Fi-(chI. Well, before the latter figure you suggeste(l,
Senator. I would say the bill as we have pri-eltc(l it,'and the bill as
it caine out of tile i[ouise. irovides all l)propriate level. We believe
it is toleralde to devote that ainonit of outr resources to thi )ril)lem.
in view ()f the otler iiroblens we have alioad and at hione.

*e i)vat ,P il.\n-. Yol don'i wanit to project a gue, s as to hIow unlcl]
hi,_,] ei tlln that 1iiighut lie a t olerahle limit and acceptable downtown

S('let arv Ii,'cii. Not very much higher. Senator. There very
little tolerance,(T inl My opinlion.

MIr. Vv n . I llill we have to bena," in itind we are talking about
a tiatii:ul floor. We are not s]petki,.ig to tle (liestioll of adequac.y. At
tie present ti e. this progr1,ilm wVould raise the AFDC( paymlents for a

fan ilv of fJfoill" above tile exi-ting level ill eiglt States. We lave to
"i\e ,)ln-ide ationl al.o to brelk-(t'in Ioiiits -3.920 for a famil v of
flu. iniaher our. propo-al tIo 1 lie (:Ix rate al other var Iabl))es.

In (1ire,t respol-ne to y)lor qilestion regarding, I lie legislati e 1)ores.
I would only say that the SI1.60 )pl'oplsal lhas been subjeed to two
l(gislative tests So larP and has passed tieni.

Sinator ,JORA. N. Veiy well. I sha'ait ask aiy more questions in
detail today. I have plenty mIlore later on.

'ile (' llmr n\x. Selnator Byvrd.

.Ni . uI liii i ' i)1" F Il- iV . 'I.l)Yv Is

Senator B0 1 i. Thinik yoil. Ir. ('Itairiialn. AMI'. Sec 'etal'-, 1 11 in
("lad to see volt, sir.

Secret ryv Fi xcii. It is nic.ve to se.'ou sitr.
Sel to Bylin). I believe tiis is the first tiine this cominittee has

h11d tile o])l)0otuuit" to sOe Yil since you calling before 11s for
'-oni irinaltioni.
Se tertaiiV Fi N('i. I hi ave' to LIlapear before ore coinilitees tihan

al ,v ofhier Secretailry. I tuu Sorrv I haven't ])eei back here. Once I was
to he luere and N11wa ill. I aii sorry I vasii' able to respond to the olne
other itivitItion.

Sl'latol' ]I 'uII. I tiltl ghd to See o0' today aId I lope we will see

il iii ior1 frequelitlil-v ill tile filtllre.
Secuet i'V FINCH. Y1OU1 will see a great deal of inc ili tlme next few"

d6iis. I glluer.
Senator Byma). 1 1low iav enimplo-yees (oes IEW have?
Si(cm't ivl'" i'tNdIL. At tii, 1oililt weP are0 (lonVII lioW to 1t12.000-lns.

from ani1 all-tiime Ii ili a f'ew Years ago of 110,000,
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At the same time I think it iS imII)ortallt to point out that we have
gone iin the last 2 years from a $50 millionn to a $60 billion budget.

Senator BYRD. How many do you have in Washington ?Secretary 'INCh. If you leave out ]altimore-are you talking

alloit all o ver the environs of Washington ? lIcluding NIl I and social
sP'u cit v'.

Selnlator Byim. All in your Department, that you have jurisdiction
over in IIEW.

Sec'retarv FINcj[. Are von including all of the buildings in the
imnilediate environs, Maryland and Virginia, as well as the I)istrict?
We spread out, to Bethesda aiind Baltimore and other nearby cities. I
would guess somewhere between 45,000 and 50,000.

Mr. I:N.I.\N. Ve cali sul)l)ly the exact inforunatioll.
Sclator BYII). Thank youl: I wish you woull.

i E1V FAIiVIl:E '11) l:-SPOND Tit CO.MMNICATIONS

I aill going to fget to tle welfare program in just a minute, but
I thought perhaps you lhad a shortage of em)loyees here in the Wash-
illgrtol are a Ibec"se, I have slich great (liflichilt ill getting a rel)ly to
ally , )f my collllilillict iollS. I have ioly a)hlres1s d th ( u011111111icatiols
to the (li.t4ilgluished ,retary of Ifealthl, Iduhat ion, anl Welfire oil
two 1001 n llters and I have found it very dilti ult to) tret ally !,peply
froml yourl office,

Now, I a1m lilj back to Marclh 27 of 190I;9. and I a-kvll a very si11lh
qlwe tion and I said, -Will tile loosedd move f H11 IW oflie ftron the
'it v of (harlottesville result in a saving to the ( tovernillilt and, if
so, how mu.l.1" And it -cenis to me tlhot was a lelnal)1e request.
heuaa w-e the press release whIich your office put ot "lid there would
b~e 1 savings.

Thlel (ll Alpril 2, ni" letter was ackliovwldged by Mr. Jerry W.
Poole of oillr olli'e, ill NwIlicl lie said a full report vould be forwnarded
'Is soon as possible.

Six week, later I received notification ttat you were attem)ting to
gather information to answer my leter. That was on May 19. On
J11e 5, 19,69, I sent a telegram ag-ain seeking information and I ask
that that telegram be illlerted for the record at thIis l)oint,
Mr. (Chirman."*

)n Tile 27 1 sent another telegranm, again asking for this informa-
lion. And I ask that that telf gram be inserted for tile record.

Now, on July 8, *3,, montli later, I received a letter from you which
di( not answer tie questions I put to you in March. and to this day
I have 1ot received all an answer.

We will let that go because that was last year.
Mr. \ LI-E.tN. I think we can supply those figures now.
Senator BviI). I would be very haplpy if you would.

*At )resstime, June 11. I170, the material requested had not been received
frm the Department of Ilealt, Education, a1d Welfare.

*(orespondence referred to by Senator Byrd during this exchange appears
-it pp. 2.50ff.

44-527-70-pt. 1- 17
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N'I'l I partt ment silseqienl ly .up)l) ied the following it orialinI

M oNE oF IIE'V (iH AtllOITI.E-VII.E I".\iIxTITF:S 1 PO I'll l r i I. .

TitMte mvill be "it inimediate dollar savings as a result of the l \,, of IlNe IIN\
Charlottesville office to 'hiladelphia. The primary reason for th l 'r* idelnt"
(ledsiuol to 'Ollligl regiolta itllies was to imprili'oVe coortdina tioin a i'lg

igneitles aiid1 service to tie public a 11 an vijeve gret;ter ll" ili.i(ty ili g e rlltlitient
operations. It !., in this reslect that savitigs will e rtealizad ol mit t,,.t il
ii til "Ose f l'Unintig I lie 'tregh inal oIts, I )olhInr savings, if there are aiy. wvill
hie oil a ltng-ierin hd -i adti will result frit it an inilproved tortlditiatiii i' IJ lENV
lr'gra ils.

Senator BYla). That was lily effort for 1969. Now we eole to 1970.
On Febiiarv 18 1 sent vol a telegrai requestill,-g that you inve.-Iti-

gate the situat ion i Newpowt News.
On February 20, neer ] havni n received an aokowletiIIll.

Mr. Veneman having been heftre the (olitlittve that day I Iit the
question to him aid hto was kind enough to indicate that he would
get iHe an answer.

int on March 12 1 had to send a telegram to the I [onorahie ,!,hi G.
Veneman , John, lily good friend, it was 2 weeks ago yotu pr ,1 ii d m,
look into tie Newport News situation and let me have your thinking
thereon. I heard nothing froti that.

Two month s after liy original telegram I ret a reply from Secrie-
tarvI Finch in wh]ice lie enclosed the examiner's hearing repOrt issued
Ielhriiary 11. And this is the very report that prompted lly telegram,
in the first place.

Now, tlhe point that I aii Suggting is I l;tt if a Men il o. i' t]t,
Congress can't get any in format ion out of I I:W, vlat alt oit the poor
guy on tile school board ? These school hoard members serve withonlil
compensation, most of them. They don't ktimtw how t,) prooteed. 'l'Tiy
ComIe I here and ti'y to get information from y, our ]I)el)utinlent. They
colie to their relreselltatives and that is our jot, and if we al't ret
it for them, certainly the\' are not likely to get it oil their own-.

And the saiie thingp al; ies to tile sillpeiltvildelit of schools and so
oil (owAn tie line.

Thie only th ing I atii suggest ;n is that I think that tle represent a-
tives of the public, it is not bevaese of .is as individ'ls. blint th repre -

sentatives of the public are entitled to get sonie sort of reply.
I stay in my office until 7 :3t and S a9 atnd 9 at night, atl 54)linet imiies

:30, signing "n ail, iand I think when people write 11e 1 ami obligated
to reply to those people, and I think the same thing applies to IHEW.

I was under the impression that you didn't have adequate help )it
.*.,0)0W or 501,000 people here, I think- you have adequate help.

(Correspondence referred to by Senator Byrd follows :)

[ Telogra m

MARcit 27, 1,9.
lion. ROHtRT II. FINCch,
Sccr-tay' of Jicalth, Etlucation, and Welfare,
1I'ashiiatqton, D.C.

31Y )EAR AIR. SEcRETARY: I am informed that an announcement was made by
your department phasing out and finally closing the Charlottesville office of
Health, Edtcation and Welfare.

I voul appreciate an answer to the following questions concerning this move
Will the proposed move result in a savings to the government? If so, how tnuch

and In what areas will the savings accrue?
To you I send my best wishes.

Sincerely,
ll.\imzY F,. M ll), ,Jr ,.

MR. . Scmator.
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I )E'.AR I M ENT 4 IEA I A'III. 1'1('A 1i0\, AND W[i UV I U.
IV.'4h i isI()to, 1) '.. .1 p i 1 2. POt9 .

I I. A. itRY I'. lBvIap, Jr..
-.1N. .4(11lt.V
1,o.'hina/ion, D).
I I-:. u ENA.VfR It' 'lRhik is jiit ; brief no Ie to 1(4 pot hnw I Int mS I.ret'*y

Finch hls received your letter of March 27, l94;9, rega ruling an amamimoiui.o.ent
made by the I )eloI rlmint pii]aing out and linaly closing I lie 'harlottesville ,IiO.
A full reiply will I( for\'ariled to yol as- -(;4il a ' iO-i14h4.

Sinerrtly.
,JE'aIY WV. P0(41 0,

'putty A. .,.ston ri f (tory(i! for Conyr.sion ol Liti.om,

SrURTI:'rAuy oF' ITEAT I. 1IEIDA1 lIN, AND AVE.ARE,

l hgasilh qto l, ).C., .lIa11 19, 19169.
1i1n. HARRY 1'. BvItiu Jr.,
U.S,€. ,So 'n o te,

Wa1hlyinton, DC.
1 WAR SE:.NAroR ByI: This is a further response to) your le tter of Marc.h 27,

1919, requesting information relative to the savings to the (overmnt as a
result of the relocation of our Regional Office in lPhiladelphin.
To fully answer your question about th1 fin(.id imiliJvation of tlis change,

we will need to gather information and consult with the Bureau of the Mudget.
We are in the ro(ess of developing this information in onjunction with the,
Bureau of the Btudget, civil l Corvime Comission. ind other Federal agencies.

A full response to your que,-tlons will be prelpared as quickly :ts lwo'silhle, how-
over, at this point, due to the many comilexities involved. we are miabhle to
provide you with the information requested.

Thank you for your expressioni of intere4. We will be in further contact
with you.

Sincerely,
ROB1ERT Ii. FiNcit, Scerctlry.

.11-NE 5. 199.
Ilon. ROBERT It. FrNCIT,
SV-retar, Departtnctt of Health, Education and WcIfarr.
Ila-. t ington. D.C.

Ten weeks ago (March 27, 1969), 1 eorres(nd(d with you concerning tranfer
of hIEW Regional iHeadquarters from C(harlottesville. I re(luested specific in-
formation at that time as to whether the proposed move would result in savings
to the Government ; if so, how much and in wvhat areas vould savings accrue.
At a time w h\01'i economy in all facets of governmentt is being sought, I wold
have thought that requested Information would have leen available during the
consideration phase prior to finalizing of this decion. I received two interim
replIes dated April 2 and May 19, hut have not yet received requested information.
I would appreciate getting the facts.

HARRY F. BYRD, Jr., U.S. Senator.

[ Tv-Iu-gruitu I
Ju.E 26, 1969.

lon. ROBERT I. FINCi,
,Sccrctar, Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Wahington, D.C.

Thirteen weeks ago (March 27, 1969) and again four weeks ago (June 5, 1969),
I corresponled with you concerning transfer of IIEW Regional Headquarters
from Charlottesville. Requested specific information at those times as to whether
prolmsed move would result In savings to Government ; if so. how much and In
what areas would savings accrue? At a time when economy in all facets of
Government is being actively sought, I would have thought that requested
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information would be available during consideration phase prior to finalizing
of this decision. Have received two interim replies (dated April 2 and May 19),
but have not as yet received requested information. Would appreciate getting
the facts.

IARRY F. BYRD, Jr., U.. Sc ator.

SECRETARY OF IEAiTiH, U'D CATION, AND WELFARE,
IVi 'x.I iilitito . D .C . .10 111 N . tJ 9.

hn. I.%RitY F. I h ), Jr.
'.S. Snatc.

1IV'chicgtocr, D.C.
I)ErAR SENATMIi iBYR: This is in further reply ito your letter of March 27. 19.9,

aind srlcbsequecrt telegram. reqluestiug iiforination concerning the President's
decision to relocate the regional ottlce of the )epartnment of Health, Ediucation.
and Welfare from ('harlottesville, Virginia to l'hiihadelihia, lPennsyilvaiia.

The decision to realign regional boundaries of the I)epartnents of Labir;
Housing and Urban Development; Health, Education, and Welfare; the Office
of Economic Opportunity; and the Small Business Administration was based on
the urgent need to improve cooperation nd (oordination c-ilong agencies con-
(erned with domestic probleris. As a part of the decision, regional offices of all
,f the affected agencies will be located in the same cities and where possible
in thre same building to further fa,.ilitate working relationships and to increase
olIratioiial eliciency.

Saviiws to the Government which will result from the ('harlottesville move
(ain ibe considered oily in relating to the entire ipan for inipr cving the system of
administering social and e ocomir iprograrms. Sirice tire I)epiartment of leaIth,
Education, and Welfare is the only igerrey maintaining ca regional office in
(ra rlottesville, our staff there finds it increasingly difficult to maintain close
working, relationsils with other Federal agencies. Frequent travel to I'ihila-
delchi and Atlanta is iecessary to parti c ipate in the increasing lumber of j,,irit
Iprograms. This necessity Is expllrsive of staff tilne aind resources. It view of til,
proslpect of even greater coordinated effort in the fitrure, the need for cIoser
proximity of all agencies is essential. The inherent savings irr tie, effort. and
resources will result icl better service to persons ififeted Iy State and Federal
Irogranirs.
The rlocItion ,of tire Charlottesville office to lliladelpihia was nrad( after anal-

ysis of a number of factors, sirch as transportation patterns, ioloulation lis-
trilu lti, the effect on program cleriticrs anrid iii)ri enriloyet-s concerned. The
Ph ,hi del iri I, nation was selected sin.e it will additionally provide inicreased arc-
cessibility to State capitals within the regions, and thereby enharice wvort ig
rehitirnships ancig State, oeal, and Fedleral agen(.ies.

leas ie )assured of our continued concern that tloce realirirnients ire imde-
rieited with the miinirum adverse effect u1juoi the cottinuity of Iceal. Stato,

and Feder-al programs, and 1 upon tile cocrrrunrities and eriployees affected.
Sincerely,

vOrcEFr I1. Ficir, Secretary.
[Tolcgranm]

l'FfRIUAiY 18, 1970.
Ilcn. Romnir i1. F. 'cir.
Scerefor'i 'ra lio clthi, h,'ducafrionm, 'crc l l$d/a rc,
Ila.lritomn, D.C.

I ml advised that a riew hearing officer has recorrended a cirtoff of Federal
frnrs to the schools of Newport News, Virgiida, having rilei micceltlhai a
completely integrated neighborhood zone lan. The Exarmiier stated that in
his opinion a pilan by HEW requiring busing to achieve racial cclanice would ice
aecoptaItrble. If corrreetly reported, this violates federal law. It also is in viola-
tiori of the statement made by you yesterday as reported In the Washington Post
this morning. I strongly urge prrompt investigation aid action on your part
to preserve funds due the city of Newport News.

IHARRY F. Bincm, Jr., t
.,. Sccatcr.
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[Telegram]
M ll i 12. 1970.

lion1. JOHN G. VENEMAN,
Under Sccrctary, Depurtnrcnt of Health, Educatirm, and Welfare,
Washrington, D.C.:

John, my good friend, it was two weeks ago that you promised to look into the
Newport News situation and let ine have your thinking thereon.

('ordially,
IIARRY P. BYRDr, Jr., U.S. fclnator.

SECRETARY OF llEArMTI, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
oshngton, !).('D., April 13, 1970.

Ilon. II4RmY F. BYRD. Jr.
V.,. Sen ut1.
1Va.4itirton, D.C.

]DrAR E.NxA'roR BYr: Thank you for your telegram concerning the status of
school desegregation at Newiort News. Virginia.

As you know, the school district has been involved in administrative enforce-
ment proceedings under Title VI of the ('lvil Rights Act of 19(14. Title VI jro-
hi hits discrimina tion as to ra(ce, color, or national origin in programs, including
those of school districts, which receive Federal financial assistance.

)n February 11, 1970. a Federal hearing examiner issued an initial decision
and order in the case. The hearing examiner ruled that the school district's eli-
gibility f4)r Federal financial assistance should be terminated in that the district
is foutad to be il non.omplian'e with the ion(liscriminatlon provisions of
Title VI.

In sumunmary, according to the hearing examiner. "IfEW has suggested a plan
to initiate segregationn of the elementary and secondary school system which
tire school district rejects. The school district contends Its Freedom of Choice
lplarr complies witI law and is effective, tIEW refuses to allow continuation of
the Freedom of ('hotc plan and has rejected a neighborhoml zoning plan sug-
gested by the school district. The said plan suggested by tihe school district is
hereby found to be inadequate to accomplish compliance with tire Act and Title
VI Regulations, since it would not produce sufficient secondary school student
integration and eliminate discrimination. The school district (lid not present any
plausible or valid arguments or evidence to prove or show that the said IIEW
pl,1r, if eulployed substantially, would not readily effectuate compliance."

Tie school district rMay alIK-al the decision to the Reviewing Authority and
ni(ler the circunistances further coaent on the part of the ])epartment would

be inappropriate at this time.
The I)ep artment's reconiniendel desegregation plan. submrritited tu the scirorl

district prior to the hearing proceedings, is but one alternative and effective
means of eliminating the discriminatory effects of the dual school system In
Newport News. The object of tire plan Is not to overcomee racial Imbalance" in
the school district; nor would It in fact accomplish such a purpose. Rather. the
objective Is to overcome the vestiges of discrimination pursuant to Title IV and
in ae-.ordance with lie decisiris of the Federal coirts. There nay hw effective
methods other than the Department's recommendations which meet the require-
1irerits of the law.

We are enclosing a copy of tire hearing examiner's decision for your
i nfornrmrt ion.

If tire Department can be of further assistance, Ilease let us know.
Sincerely,

ROBERT 11. FINCH, Secretary.

Senator BYRD. Now, let's get to the question at hand.
First, I want to say I concur in tire request of Senator Williams

for additional information, particularly in regard to OEO. I think
that Senator Talmadge l)ut some questions that certainly need to be
answered before this committee proceeds further.
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sm( FF7AiY" 01415117101( NT 11 FIXNAXI NG NELW I'I(itMAM MWIAllttla. I

Iit IIi I lk Seiiit 01, J1111 1115 a I )Istpt soniv very searc11 I in (t test ions, and1(
I wais lost interested inl yourI commenwit (o11 his questions a1s tio wheth1eri
VOiR WvOn1 feel that thIs 5110111( he inaicied oni a basis of' bori'owiii~r
111011eV ill order to fillanle tis pioglailn. kS You uinderst and it, pmo
repl~ied ll tile negative.

S~voi-tai' Fi Nulli. That is correct.

11EAXSDN5 FORh .XDD1IN(; I I )IlIi,4ION I'Ll15iN-' ITO WN*lI1lIE 111t1.,

Skeni. (P1' YL etL In a1W~sk you, Nvi I (to yout Wishi to itd 1-i mI illion
Jipoye to the Welfil I rolls

Secret a r i Nc11. We tin k thiat hi a]11ng the working 1)oo1, is aI
Solutely ilidis pe1'iI5ll tCo tile wile Irogri'lI . It is file mii 1 w ay We
tin~k WCe c'all come to) giis withi work ilbe-iltve andS preven~i~lt the low-
Nva&(r wi oker l'ioii dr n tin g int o welfare. It inaducles, wve think, aI n aii
oni welfare to want to) get to a I 'etter, 31)1) It (lOCvs ll(ot discruimiinate
a i'ailist those whol aie worli11g. and( it dloes have a slis talit Vt. iiiijtat
till tile l1(t)h we want it) help vise ihovi'o tile Jitnelty level, andt ill

aviii~ ICII~iil(ULs aeroi I think tAnt wiil lW ahont thle
li)-ades:~ ,tatemen~lt I ('oidd make ill I'C5Jtt)1ie, "eilator.

fini]( 144Illill iou ]iCiI'SI M the W] ; fI olls
*4 IN a liv F I XW Li IAN. Si .

>C0liatur. Bvi. nd if tis l4'Lislatioli is iiattet, ympi will hiave 21
millimp ivols01511tue wt'inai rls

Set'revtary F l CI. Ililt at i ~~int: 'lIC'

Sellitni 01 1- im. I A't 1110, i-k \,()ii this ql istitiii a s I initlerstaill it. inl
iet'aiiiiing smnile of the t'a111Iipil Statell)eltS OIf 1t1(', thiii WOtS a nleed
to i-everse tile tr I'mfo tile wel fare st ate. Hiow does t iiis rverse. th
trentd tOmard thle wel hire state wili we ilierease tile welfare rid is

AeiVAtIrs' !"NI. >a' ell. , I a\J NM' hiv ttt Iv i''eia I ed I lI iri mIt
witl' t's! iIll1'.y if (0ill' pr)l'eillllpt itils aite('1 lcoret, Nve will IiiOv' m~anyV
(tf hies pCollie off the rolls, wichii thle plrLeent sysell is limt thonlg. It
weye Ilie prlesenlt SVStCl ciifi is veryv clear t hat' liy 197 1 i197: we
Nvii Ie elii as I' i li cI tet, julst. as in i ii ht IiitPve tiiain ilidei
this illi. wviti th ICsilie idep)ioalii( (illSeqiIi'eWOS andh With )I( 1101 W )P
Of lha viL rellietieil t his sit nat loll.

Senator' Ih-111. I wAnt lio say list that I feel titit "Ii lVSqlt SySI('1Ii
is miitdated 11111 oiitiiiotetl and1 gmt~s baik, a hit of, it. to) the df'pressatlli
(la 11f tMe IMP(S, 1111 I t liiik it siloii ite ct'ig~et. I think it vertailh

iit't'Viv thu. wfat' tis fSoi jIV W1 21 iiilli jtwl.Pt(li>1
N1i. VENEi;11,\N. I wvontle' if' l d eoih lfIinil biviely. aid lieuiiapv

11(1111H toUt thlat na xhe we ate 11) imi u1ing tie righ t title I iCet. M aybe wve
siol b0111eP t a king a Pt it niIoth1er rat eg 1. [lie miiajor1 gri'0tp We are
talkingt about are hit ieally Nwei fare -opetin('trdinasne
Of thle wordta v weh ave 11used it in the ia st . Th ese ieopl e are working,
tey ale lniineus of it ar tnliliesintlw aev g 111 ull~ingt la iinlg,
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tlel ,On welfare. W'e are suggesting that. we supPlement their income
to a degree that there woul not be such an incentive as presently exists
to leave their jobs and go on welfare.

Now, in order to take care of these families, the expenditure to
suippllement their incomes, on an average, I believe, is around $740 a
year. This is for a million and a half families, or whatever number
would fall into the wvorking )poor category. This compares with an
av'erag"e cost of over $2,000 for a family miler the existing caseload.
So atlallv it iS a preventive measure vith this group to keep the i
from getting oii wlat we consider the traditional welfare caseload.
Ve t think that we are going to make a reversal of this process.

We are going to have to take away some of the real incentives that
exist to leave an emplovinent situation and get into the public assist-
atice programs. I think this bill is the only place we can start.

ADEQiACAV 01 - $1.i J VI" RtiI |.'ii ,'.\MILY M1 .' U101

Senator BYnD. In response to a question p)tt by Senator Jordan, I
was not clear as to your answer. But, as I understand it, von are indi-
cating that $1,600 "pro'oalvy would not he an adequate'figure for a
floor .

Mr. VENEMAN. No. I said that is the Federal floor. I said we. are not
talk ilig to adequacy. Ail ad(luate aniount is usually considered to be
I Ite poverty level, at the very minimum.

Senator BJhn,. You are'not talking to adequacy, but to my mind
that ,meant that, you feel-and I don't wanlt to pitt words In your
mouth-von feel *that at sonm future time tht it should be made
adequate !

M\r. VnNE. .N. What \re are suggesting is that the States will main-
tain their particil)ation in the lblic assistance programs to tie extent
that they are participating now.

A s I 'indicated, this floor brings eilht States a)ove what. they were
paving previously, and we think that in most of the other States there
will be ad(hitional income to the recipients because of the States'

S pl1meitation.
Senator BYRD. You are saying that you are not talking about ade-

tuacy 
?

Secretary FINdc[. We are not suggest ig that $1,600 is an adequate
alnoillit for" a family of four to live on. We have never said that that
wOihl be sufficient.

ent BmBYlu). As I mnderstand it, von woul oppose an increase
aho, ve $,I4;00 as a floor?

Secretary* v Fin',. Yes, sir: that is correct.
('-_eator "Bylav. I)o vo envision that you would continue to oppose a

figure above that nexi vwtr and the following year e
'eretary FIN('. If vou nean by th:at, assuming this bill were

enlacted .
Senator lBI-1:). Yes.
Secretary FINcII. Ve wOuld certainly want to see what experience

sill ved-hiow the States responded and" how tie work training aspect
Of tle plan worked out.

I would pose, for exalule, tile suggestion by Senator llibicoff
of incremental steps in the immediate fixture. We'would vaiit to see
hrow tlie plan worked for a while.
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Senator BYRD. It, wouldn't be illogical to assume that if it were
established at $1,600, each year there would be all etfort, made to in-
crease that amount?

Mr. VE.N 3M A,-. Senator, I an sure that pressure would be upon you,
because Congress would have lie 1)rerogative of making that decisionn.
But it is not differentt from what has been (lone, and we do have a little
more control over it. It is no different from the situation in which
the State legislatures are in session every year with pressures on them
to raise the welfare grants, and when they'raise tiE welfare grants, you
in Congress anmd those of us on the Federal level have absolutely 11o
control over costs. We pay on an average a little over half of the cost
without making the decision. When tley raise the grant we Simply
say : "i'e will pick ilp our share." Now we would be in a posit ion where
the Federal floor is established by Congress. We say that we will par-
ticipate in the state sul)I)lemnentals up to the poverty level and to the
extent of 30 percent.

'I'here is more Fe(leral control over the cost of the welfare program
under this proposal than wre have ever had under the existing law.

Senator 1l3m. T found in the Virginia Senate that the demand there
was it lad to be increased because of what the Federal Government
did.

Mr'. VENJ:MAN. We iever indated gl'llt increases.
Senator BYRD. DO y1u feel, tlhIeI. that this is an iimprovemNeztt over

the l)resent program.1 r1. VE NE.t.N. ,X. YesI s ir.

I[E\V )EFNITION OF VNEMii'.)Y3MENT

Senator Bym). In that respect, in speaking of a man where lie works
reg ularly 34 hours a week an( lie is reg alded 1n(ler yolr proposal
as being unemployed, one of von mentioned that one reason you fa-
vored this proposal is that of uniform standards, that you proposed
to tighten this requirement. Am I correct in that , did I hear you cor-
rectly ?

Secretary FIN(lu. As MII. P'atricelli pointed out, the reason the regu-
lation was'established in the first )lace is that when the States were
setting their criteria they had gotten up very (lose to 40 hours a week
as a criterion for unemplloyment.

Senator B mIn. Would you recommend reducing this below 34 holrs .
Secretary FINCit. I think I would be dis)osed to: yes. sir. I am not

locked il on aly precise numlher. I think 35 is prol)ably a litt I lileral.
Mr. VEN-m.x. Contracts are signed with shorter workweeks, and

I think this has to be taken into consideration as it relates to what con-
stitutes full employment.

S-ecretary Fux,-i. We would also have to consider impact on the
ill I n Iinium wage, and a great many other factors.

F'iD:RAEL ROiE IN WmIA.IuE

Senator Ivol). ,ot say on page 18:
We are (onvinced that income maintenance is a problem re4jliring a maionaal

solution and that uniform administration is essential.

A lid that Ileans lili form payments, too. I assume ?
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Secretary FixcIl. A uniform Iloor.
Senator BvnD. Uniform floor but not uniform payments
Mr. VENEMAN. Th States would liave, tie opportunity tosliplleilenlt.
Secretary Fixcii. The States always have tile option to build on

the flood beyond what we have already'prescribed.
Senator fYRD. But you would encourage that it be federally admin-

istered and not, State atdministered?
Secretary Fixci,. I think the fact that we would pick up the admin-

istrative cost is another way in which the States and localities will
save some dollars out. of this program, and be able to devote them to
whatever purpose seems best to them as they see their progress.

Senator BYRD. I am not advocating or opposing the program; I am
just trying to understand it a little bit, better than I (to at the present
time.

I have many more quest ions, but my time has expired.
Senator A.N-DERSON (presiding). Mr. I lansen.
Senator I I.%,SEN. Thank you.
Mr. Secretary, I know you have had a long (lay and evening yester-

day and you have been here a long time now. I will try not to take too
lonig to ask a fewv questions I would like to ask.

Secretary Fixcit. I am going to get. back to the office and find out
about my correspondence with Senator Byrd.

DEFINITION OF POVERTY LEVEL

Senator HANsEN. What is the poverty level in the country now .?
Secretary FINCI. $3,720 for a famIly of four, and for a single

person-
Mr. VENE.31AN. Mr. Mahoney indicates it. is now about $3,553-

$3,720 in the bill for a family of four, and $1,920 for a single person:
$2,460 for a two -person family.

Secretary Fiac II. We haveoa definition on 1)age 28, Senator, for lpur-
poses of tils legislation.

Senator tIANSEN. What factors go into the formula that results in
your coming up with this figure?

Contemplating $3,720 under this bill a family of four can buy what
things Does this include housing, clothing, some expenses for'educa-
tion, medicine, food and shelter ?

Secretary FINCii. The language in the bill goes on to say:
The 'Sretary shall adjust the amount shown for each size of the family

group by increasing the amomit by the percentage at which the average level of
the lirice index for the months i the calendar quarters, beginning as of April
1st of ,u4.h ye-ar exceeds the average level of the price index for the months
o f 191;9.

So, it leans primarily on tlie (o simmer Price Index as published by
the Bureaul t of Labor Statistics.

SIelator I I.NSEN. I would be correct, then. in assuming that if the
irce. of all of the costs that go into the. composition of the poverty
level were to increase, that the level itself would go up ?

Secretary Fi:NC ir. Undoubtedly it would.
MI[r. ,'EEN .. That means also, Senator, to project it one step fur-

ther, our matching participation would increase because we agree to
pay :30 percent, up to the poverty level, which is not a fixed figure.
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Senator IIANsEN. Is it your feeling that this represents an accept-
alice, nuiivbe not a welcome, but an aCce)table level below wh iclh total
thlime iould not, fall, I suppose ? Is that what we are saying ?

Secretary v Fl Xcll. No.
Senator hANSEN. Or, is this the goal that we are shooting for?
Secretary FI-xcij. This is simply an effort to bring the States into

some degree of parity. This comes out as the l)est level tostart with-
and I am talking now about the floor, as against, the ceiling which you
have been talking about. The amount paid will fall between the two, as
we have outlined on these elarts.

Senator IT.xsEN. Is it your feeling that this amount of money would
buy, essentially the same'oods and services the country over, or do you
believe there may be differences in the various regions?

Secretary Fi,-cnl. Clearly, as your question suggests, there will be
regional differences. Such differences now exist. WVe think that the
State legislatures and the lesser governmental units consider those dif-
ferences. But thisgives them a base to work from.

WO(K ,ROCR. AND JlOBl u 'i'N' I TI. Es

Senator l.I sI., )o y'ou feel that the success of this program, the
1new (Ii mtion and thrust ,'ul are. giving, , it, will reflect in part the job
ol ortltiiities that exist in the costly ?

Secetar v Fi-,ci. Well, I know that Secretary Schultz, when lie tes-
lilies, will have a good deal of information on how, with their coin-
liter banks and so on, they can more effect velv find people who would(
be affected tinder our family assistance pnognaln and get them to ex-
isting jobs. This is a problem that many of the other Senators were
direct ing their questions to.

So, yes: we think this plan is a better inechianisn to pick up people
in the. target, areas; we are trving to reach, and to pull them into the
existing, and anticipated manpower training programs.

Senator IL~NsEN. From time to time, I am sure most of the Mem-
1)Iers of the (oll Imess have ileell a)eale o 1 to, v tei collea tues to jo:,)
in sullort of legislation which would protect tile dOmest ie, i ndhistry
to soilie degree.

Ju4 recently the julior Senator from New Iiampshire, Mr. Me-
hiltv]e. wrote, to me ilivitinll my cosponsors]ipI of legislation lie has
ititr-o)tuel which would establtishi sonie quotas in tile areas of textiles
IIId sbos. His feeling, as I gathered fron a reading of the hill and the
stat, mnit tlIa, acc oi:ulpied it. was tli.tt the tlie:at posed by mono
, e'lal)lv-plo 11'ed il pomt. ,'oihl (lI. p jobs ill this coutriiit* ay l co'ihl
lwiing about some disruption and perhaps even il some area:, an elimi-
nation of certain indlistries.

Do l o l inv\ue a 1o0erli in ]gi.- iren
SevietaI v Fl 'll. W e ,'ertail lv dlo. ,oil ,i': 't disas- o<inate t is u n ol -

lhei. oblviosl*y. froiii 11i imliport-exlport situntioll o e are faced witlh it)
a va iety of a reas, iinludiiu your ownl State.

Senior I . NSY N. Weoild it be vomlt feeling. -reirall v. or I sholildn't
say renlera 1lv. lit -would it he your feelii v tiat Aliei'icai ilistrv
pays lir ir wag.,es 1han aie ipaid ill 1l-actically any otir liltirv
Al a given in hdi st ry tihi ro iirlioiit tile world and onirilul es more in
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txcs inwnfat'as the tnwt of the Inuut ni le t hey otci on the arklept
tIn la ANouldi beItrue ill i I I poits

eeietari', FINCII. I S IS tedc thlit to thle ePxtent Jyt ou ildl 'reneaI ize,
lint wvol (f be ti rue. I have iiot bind noIl oppoil iit to look recently it

tite Brit ishi situat ion,~ but ill nio'st couititves that* would be certainly
t r~ue.

Se~lt r nt AkN SEX. I 1iode rStan :iii oiu cli nit -f1) th leictron i'%, iii -
(1 iit i' have p1 nots jusit over thle hot'dpi' in oin, i'viigi ioi g voi iiit r of
Mlexico \\.here 'wages ale no( eveli npproxiiinat ini our all5 n liiut
Iliiiiiin wage or' whiatever' it may I lint is paid 14 irl pr~ ioduc't ive

sk-c-retai'y VI \x 1I. Tlint is I iiie.
Seialot OP I I x. Antd t hey iiiy pq I ivleilia n o it more fliin i fthI

of wlint we eare playing ini this ('(ibiit iv. I lad von ieni'd that?
Secit a 1vF061't. I"Ilan e 1ii I there an d svvi t eii. TIlat is tnru.
Stiatoi' I IANSMN Ih)os t his pinqnise ai tIiN= ini 3vuri jidgnwiet. to

lhe sort of eit iox' i int aid tIS level o f eani t i thlit, as -Secretary
of 1pi ea I WA i d ea o.id A~clfni'e.vi are itiniititIed to Owi to tendh'

Sec tet a v Ft NCii. 1 donu t fee(l thIiat Iliy jobt is I it) evev tver n lvels
ivith iiegarld to w lanes, or to ;Xvt inI to tw lie niniuiin w'v poblil
That is lieo iof thle Secretanrv of Lnlto'.

What we ar'e tiring to) (hl is ceate a favoirlble eflimate tlirougli out'
Va riouis I oi'oiiis ill eduinn ion an d lien]alh. and( ill thIiis vase zerot n r
in part ic-ilnely on the fmAiiiliiit and the ili.

Senlator- I IANSIN. I am" afraid I didn't state Iiily quvieioii veiry Nvell.
W'l ut I nMii cit Iio s'y was: fRccogi zi ng It hat Nv~e Ilii.( vin d a rat iliei subh-
stount il tn Iiiihei of1 people eiii1 plopcd i)Ii I lie 1 -itted Staltes.. ill iitltistipe
which no(w seeiii to he iiiloving~ ot of t he voiii ix, anld hen ring hi iii iiiod
als~o the fact thlinthlerte is a yeiv Sig~ni ficant it ia iket for th lieI) 'ieOf
radio or. want ever wve 11iax' be talking aliont that is itIninuflactuted
al i oad. Ii y~ (Ii ii't0il is, D oes th l'-t~reat d1i~ isai 'ty hvei'ii wagws 1panid
iv these iiidustiini Aineri' ndu that Iha lint iiax pa' iid liy ititlusttie s
ill ()tliii' '(iitiis, V(I'oii'i 311f IDo you view it as a tliu'ealt to hle

tlvlw of ftill etti 1)1oytinent nitd In ih li e ' of wa&gt, levels flintt v in ovoi
tiop e ni ax' coiw ii a1 ott it' you i a ti' to at '1i 'eI e t si that I assi i e arc
inl vtil' ttiiid asyl prn lieset this bill

1 0 X' INiii ,vel 1, 1 Wnuoldi sa' , Ii hat the danger V'oi In iseI is a1
Ncivy r'entI otie. 1hut I doini't see( tis Ibill as 'iontronlt i utli :t _ t th l il. I
dihsi' think this lil! would siuliddizo 'luiah laimr ('erainlx' finht is

'i11:0'11 HANSEN. If I tO)uil4 interu'i'il vi. I did not lmenul to

SVCIier ,ix V FICiH. Sutiioit i'aii'il thint (;ii'stion, hut we 'lun't see
it thant way at all.

""eiilutoi' We] IA N Ielly x question xv-.withontt atixy ivei'viiuctoI

froi taeis xx hri'i 'vprs ate stili'aniially loxv thou tht.'x ate in this
('(titt I. t(9) tOwnst Wa lt ncU!5 t'yioP'i ii si :lily redil i0 thle n hilt11 wir
of jolls fliat titighi lie anailnhtle iin thl-' is tinin 1''' o as to bring al tout
f lie luill i'illilit)ynntittIhat I a-stiliii yomu would like ti sic its licha euc i?
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Senator hANs EN. I don't have any further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Senator ANDERSON (presiding). We will now adjourn and we will

reconvene at 10 o'clock tomorrow morning.
(Whereupon, at 4:30 o'clock p.m. the hearing was adjourned to

reconvene on Thursday, April 30, 1970, at 10 o'clock a.m.)
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U.S. SENn,
Co-1mmirrEE ON FINANCE.!Wlw.d' in qton. D.C.

l'he committee met, pursuiant to lece.,s, at 10:08 a.i., il room 2221,
New Senate Office Building, the ]lonorable Russell B. ,o}ig (chair-
mall) presiding.

lre'ent: Senators Long, Anderson, I larris, Byrd, Jr., of Vir-
gillia, oilhanis of )elaware. ]'einnett. ('urti-z. ,Jodiin1, f I(ho. Fan-

ll, a M l lIan-eli.

The ('i I , .I.\x I will now call tlis liaring to order.
T'1( were .-liil' (il estiolIS tihat Mn)V'IS Of t llw toiiitt( wanted

to '1:k ( ihe Se(Vet'ary, hut \'(.terdav we ,lid not have the 1)1)4)r-
twe it v t c.all Upo .all SeIiatOws lp,:ellt . In addition to that, there

S-oi e necessary record additin, at that time. For that reason,
\re will call upon tlhse who did not have an opportuity to interrogate
tihe Se.letar" 'esterdav.

Senator C ltis is recognized.
Senator ('uirris. Thank voi,, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Se-pretary, l)crlia)s many of the questions that, I ask I might

know t lie answer to. )r I there nii-lit not 1e ' amNy answer availalile. Never-
theless, I want t4 ask tlem for the VeCor(1.

AI)II'ION 01' EMI'LOYEl) IEIOSON.-TO W \\'%I'.\ilI 11Ol.l,

I was impressed yesterday by the fact that Senator Bihicoff pointed
mit that this was a new turln ill welfare legislation, that we are
going to break with the past and chart a new course for the future.
lIe said that in substance. If that is true, and I believe it is. we are
lperlhl). legislating Upoll a system that will be with the country for
a long time. I aim ini sympathyF and in accord with the amnouncedi ob-

Teives of the P)resident of the United States to establish 1)ayrolls,
int relief rolls, to give an opportunity for those people on'relief
to become employed. But I have some questions about the hill which
time I louse sent over to us, that it will not accm)lish this. It is with-
im that purview that I ask the questions.

My first qle.-tioli is how imanimy fully" eiploved people not, now on
welfare will recie'. a welfare clieck i'f t) is ]iou- e bill is ena(ted by
the tine it is in full efe(ct

(261)
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT H. FINCH, SECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN G. VENE-
MAN, UNDER SECRETARY; ROBERT PATRICELLTY DEPUTY
UNDER SECRETARY FOR POLICY: CHARLES E. HAWKINS, SPE-
CIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR FOR LEGISLATIVE
AFFAIRS. SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE; MICHAEL
MAHONEY, DIRECTOR, PROGRAM EVALUATION, FAMILY ASSIST-
ANCE PLAN; AND JEROME M, ROSOW, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR POLICY, EVALUATION, AND RESEARCH, DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR

sveretarv Fixcir. ()ur estimate is that 7,300,000 leolle in families
of flll-tinl worker is volilh be eligible 1iiideI tile faili y assistance plan.

SeIator (U'rIs. 7,300,000
Mr. \iExi- '.x. I'liat voldd ble tle entire family.
secretai'v Ft xcii. Tallt is tlie niinlir of families involved who

are ,tovered'l rider fa iily assistance wliere the head of the oill:ellold
is a f'll-ti ine worker.

e4imtor (0'-riis. And how iany workers would that be?
.Secretairv F --un. 'The numrbe of'faniilies covered where the fa wilv

head is working full time is 1.3 million. Talt is 32.8 percent of th'e
total program. The number of the so-called working poor who woildl
be al fected by tlie program we are discus sing is 7,301.000.

Senator Cuiris. il'lis is a far-reacliing proposal. because tilt is
going to place oil the relief rolls aloi,- five titles as many people
as I ive in the State of Nebraska.

Secretary FIN-c 0. Well. T would hope, sir. that we could get a
change in terminology. 1 ere we have suggestedl the tr(c "income sup-
plement." but we do have an attitudinal problem--people will tend to
regard this as relief.

Senator CIRTIS. Yes.

AGE OF %,i'" u Is .Dii; 'T() WELFARE ROLLS

Now. what is tlie a'erage age of those workers who are heads of
households that make ilp this nmil ler?

Secretary Fi-xcir. We will trY to complete the record for -on. Sena-
tot. ''le onlv breakdown we have at this point is that 94 percent of
the families'we have Ist disc(lssed--families with a ful -employed
male lhead-are le1s liam1 ;5. We will have to get voi :I fiillhem'
breakdown.

Senator ('lnls. YoiI (10 not lave al, average age ?
S i.,.re tar\" Flh ,i. Not vet. i. AN'( will get l t.ni.
SenatOr (UilTIS. YO1l0 do'llOt ha tile lenlin ae?
Secretary' F ixi. No, sio: we (0 ll(t.*

Senator Cuirris. Ilow iany families live within an urlan area?

*At presstlime, June 11. 1970. the material hurl not been received from lhe
Department of 1Health, Education, and Welfare.
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M\Ir. VENEM.N. Senator. we do not have information on age for the
working poor category, but I ,an give you an age distribution of the
mothers that are now on AFDC.

Senator CURTIS. I am directing my question to the new people that
will be brought in.

Mr. \ENEMA,. About. 30 percent of mothers now on AFI)C are
between 31 and 40, 30 percent between 21 and 30. and tbe rest between
41 and 50.

Senator CurrIS. That does not follow at all. ADC is paid to mothers.
You have to take into account the usual child-bearing age, and the
lapse of a munber of years until the children are no longer eligible.
You may come up with an entirely different age when you consider
employe l heads of households that are not within the definition of
aid to dependent children.

Mr. VENE.AN. The reason I think there may be some parallel here
is because the existence of a child in the family is a requirement for
tile working poor.

wi miwE FA'tili .\SSisT.NxCF REciPIETx'rs lVE

Senator CurTIS. I will go back to my other question. How many
people live in the urban areas?

Secretary Fixci. Senator, in the yellow hook before von, tab 2,
page 7, of the 1,116,000 families, you see the more coillete break-
(own. Thle yellow book is entitled "Selected Characteristics of Fami-
lies Eligible for the Family Assistance Plan." You will see that about
60 percent are rural. Of those, 32 percent of the people are farm ; 2S per-
cent are nofarm : 39 percent are urban. That breaks down into cen-
tral eity, 15 percent; irban fringe, 12 percent, and outside (roughly,
cities from 29,500 to 50,000) another 12 percent.

Senator (C'vvrms. And that is on tab 2?
Secretary Fixcit. Tab 2. sir: page 7.
Seiiato"Ct'I'rls. 'I'hen it is yoi' estimate that .39.4 percent. almost

IW percent live in uraIan areas?
Secretary FIxcIi. Yes, sir.
,,iiator ('uirris. And what is your dlefinition of all urban area?
Secretary FIxcii. It is the standard census definitioll.
Senator (Y-inrs. 1)o vont kllow what percent of them who live ill

urban areas are in aremlas of high mmemldoy'mnent, so that we would
have reason to believe that their economic light is because jolbs are
lot available rather than because of the deficiency in skills and train-

itia of the individual involved?
Secretary Fixcr. I (o not think we lavo that information at tlis

timie. We have some employability figures under tab 4, but they do
ma t go to t ie, geogral)hic l)rolen.

Senator CUnrTIS. Now, in reference to the rural. you have roughly
0 percent. 32 l)ercent are farm and 2,R percent are 1101 farm. Now, I

presume for farm, you followed the traditional censlis definition of a
fa rm ?

Secretary Fmxcmi. That is correct, sir.
Senator (umrris. And nonfarm would be small towns and cities?
Secretary Fixeit. Yes. sir.
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'enator (uirris. Now, in refer,ee to the nol farm1 rural, these em-
ployed people with a low im ome, what Iercelit of tlheii are living" in
an "area of ligh nelinplovnileit wlhiere tile opportunities are lacking
anod what percent are in their preiicanent eases. they h,.k train in'p
all skills?

Se0CletarV lINcH. Again, we will endeaVOr to get the blRt i')fl'iia-
tion we c-a'n from the Departient of Labor and the Departiuient of
Colltllle ce.*

Senator Cui-iis. Do you have it. in reference to the non farm rural ?
Secretary Fi,'c]. No, we do not ; sir.
Senator CURTis. Now, in reference to te rural and those people

who are living on the farm, how many of those derive their total
income from farms and how many of "them have a combination of
farmi ng and Some emllomeit ?Secretary FiNcit. Wo will get that material for you, Senator. We

will have it for you within a few days.*

PIROGlRAM 'ROJECTIONS 13ASED ON 16o 9 siJ[IVEY

Senator ('urIs. Now, tle-e figures that you have -uln little, arc
they the result of ani actual chc(k. or how w'ere thev arrived at

Mr. IPATRICI':LLI. TIese were tatulati(m5 (lone ftoill the (Oflice of
ELcolioiiic Ol icrt il tv speeil survey tHim was co-im'ted ill 1911 a)
It I bateell ul( at ed tbv cel) c] Is i oj nS t . .

>ullatoi (Clrrts. I'ldatedl lv vilom ?
Mr. PlInr'LL1i. BV tle (Jliee of Economic O)portuiiitv. There

was a special survey, asking questions that tile cenusis do,.s 'lot ask.
It was based on a 1966 slli'Vev. imi lu " dimig '10.0I) families nat ioiiwidc.

Senator (h'InTis. Were t here<; 8).100 fa iiilies ill tle year 19t;6, or
is thatthe original puls tel u ldate(d

Mr. V\N.-EMAN. The iiuniher of fainilies did ]lot lhm e in-
forlniat ion was updated.

Senator Curris. The updating is not based upon interviews.
Mr. PATRI('FIT. The updating was based ill)0i1 applving to this

group tile Census Bureau surveys on wlat was happen iig to the
population as a whole. I am inforiiied that the interviews were actually
Carried out in 1967.

Senator Ctuiris. What in formation did von1 get from the Cen msus
Bureau since 1966 con.er-n ilig tlie emuildomllent status and income
status of these l)eo)le that could 1d)(late the OE() survey.?
Mr. V-i:JMAN. Senator Curtis, I thiiiik if you will look in the

introduction of the yellow book. it gives an exl)lanation of how the
information was develoled.

Senator Curis. In what year was tie uIdating lone
Mr. I.vr:IcLvri. Senator, we can ask 'Mr. Mahoney to give you de-

tailed answers on these. The actual interviewing was done in 1967,
asking families to report oni their 1966 status. Then, based on those
iliterviews, the projectims were nade using Census Bureau data,
Bureau of Labior Statistics data. some information from the National
Planning Association, administrative data-all of these things that
we could collect on known trenls in income and employnent
in formation.

* At presstime, June 11, 1970. the material requested had not been received from
the Department of Health. Education, and Welfare.



265

Seliator (-'it us. In how maiiv State- did tile ()1.O dulldllct
interviews?

Secretary F'ixci,. We vill get you the figIures 3"lu want.
Mr. MAIIONEY. Senator, the survey was meant to he a national

purvey. It is possible that one or two of the very low population
States were not actually interviewed. I will llave 'to check and get
a count on those States.

Senator CU'Ss. Will you supply that information for the record?Se<.retary FI-N('rl. Yes.*

EXI' EN I )' (W 11()l, -'..MIlAiS INOE-; 1'I.SENT I.\V

Senator Cu'ris, I How many of these 1)eolle who will go on family
assistance program have asked for some assistance of some kind in
recent years and been denied ?

Secretary liVixci. We could not provide meaningful figures on that,
Senator. We are talking about the working poor. It would be a very,
very small percentage. I would think, just on the basis of our own
experience.

Mr. PATRICIELLT. All we could provide in this case would be the ac-
ceptance or rejection rates in connection with the AFD)C program
itself. We do not have any data on the working poor, who were not
eligible under the previous system.

Senator C' .n-ns. Why do people hang onto a job that pays a sub-
standard wage and hang onto it year after year, probably throughout
their life ?

Secretary Fixcilt. I would think they gret some sense of fulfillment
out, of it. Y'et they are hampered by lack of education, lack of motiva-
tion, lack of exposure to training opportunities.

l IU-;. ;ER'iI(
)
N IIA'i'ES ANI) nll ) -.\.MILIEs VITI[ U NEF) I'J YLI) "A 1"1 !I-RS

Senator CURTIS. But this large group that we are talking about
somehow hung on and did not, desert their families?

Mr. VNMA ,X. Senator, when the ADC program began, something
like 20 to 30 percent of the families were those where the father had
left because of separation or divorce. Now that figure is up to 70 per-
cent. But partly this is because social security has taken over on the
death and disability cases. Seventy percent of those that are on the
present AFI)C caseload, are fen;ale-headed households because of
separate ion, divorce or desertion.

Senator CURTIS. All right. How does that 70 percent compare, or
tie percentage, whatever it is, in those States where AFI)C is granted
to unemployed fathers as well as where the father is absent from the
llOle ?

Mr. ILwiuxs. Well, Senator. in the States that have AFDC-UP
you have had a very rapid turnover in the ueml)lo'e(l father group.
11w average (luratfon of receipt of assistance bv tlose families has
nIever excee(ded S or 9 months. Ilere are restrictiols in the law since
1967 that prevent overlap with imenel)lo'luelit Comlensatioll, so you
are usually in the hatter stages of a 1)h ase of ulineml)loyient.

* kt l r4sstime. ,l e 11 . 1970. the ateri'd r4pEst(,l 1ha0d lot 1IvenI reveivvd
from the Department of Ilealth, Education, and Welfare.

44-527-70-pt. I-IS
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Now, to a very large degree, and certainly to the extent that these
people have beeni in urban areas, they have'been very heavily put in
training andl work projects in the last couple of earss*

:,wiator (tuTIrs. Now, how maany States ghve AFI)C benefits for
uimiiployed fathers. thus removing the temptation for desertion?

Secretary" F1 .c', I '23, sir.
Se1ato'(' URTIS. You do not need to read them off, but insert them

at this point in the record. I know they are available, but I want them
at this poirLt.

Secretary FI.cit. Yes, sir.
(The in tormation follows:)
AMi TO FAMILIES VITi I)EPENDENT CIIIDREN OF UNEMPLOYFD FATHERS AS

REPORTED MARI 31. 1970

Plan in operation-24 Jnrisdictions.
Cal ifi'rnta Ma ryland Oklahoma
doradodo Massachusetts Oregon
lDel aware Michigan l'ennsylvania
IIn nI Missouri Rhode Island
Hla waii Nebraska Utah
Illinois New Jersey Vermont
Kansas New York Washington
Maine Ohio West Virginia

Senator ( Ms. ly question is this: lhow (hoes the desertion rate
collitpre ill tlioe : states with tlie otler ")7 States where theoretically.
'i father has to absent liniielf froml thle lione ill or(der to get a relief

Iie lle lit .

M1r. I .\wKINS. The proportion of the caseload in which the fatlir
is absent is siiglltly lower ill tihe States that (10 not have all iuiielloyed
fatlhr l\rogran. Now, that says nothing about tle desertion rate.
Thlre :i1e (lacat a contained ill the 1 a se telport ging from 191 to 1967
wlhieh irliate that (Ill riug this period in which the linelniployed
father program was in operation, if v\on consider all States, the pro-
piortion rises slightly; if you exclude New York, which is a rather
aty*i.ical situation in 5s01le'Wrespects ill the lat few years, for the otlier
States with an iiiemilJ)yvel fat]ier ro,,,ram. the,. I as been less ill-
c'rease, soiii drop, bet ween 19t 1 anid 196'.

Seliato" (0'-Irsrt. I want to make sure I understand wiat von said.
You say caseload shows that tle family ibreak-i p or a] seniecismn of
breadwinners is less in those States lit do not provide AFDC belne-
fit in case of uinem ployed fathers

MNfr. ]I I NAwiIs. No. sir.
Senator ('urrs. I tholight that is wlhat vonl sail.
Mr. II.\wKixs, No. I said luriig tle ])erio(l that the ritinil)loyed-

father lrograin had beeii going oil, A-oi had a sliilit increase in the
States which (10 provide unenlihoye(d-father aid.

Senator C(unris. In other wor(., the f'uirilv break-up is growing
faster in those states where tley do provi(le a 1enetit i f the father stays
home ?
Mr. hAWKIs. It is if von include New York State.
Senator Currs. That 'is part of tile Iilited States.
.r. HANwKINS. It is.
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Senator CURTIS. Now, New York is a high-paying State from the
relief standpoint, is it not?MrI'. IIAwl is. Relatively so, yes, sir, one of the highest.

Senator ('uirris. And they do pay AFI)C benefits to unemployed
fathers.

Mr. IkI.wIvms. Yes, sir.
Senator (uirris. That means that if a famnilv is facing a desperate

situal ion, the father does not have to struggle vith the decision. must
I leave my family in order for them to get welfare benefits, is that not
,:effect €

Mr. I IA N K INs. That is right.
Seliator1 (ut'ris. Is it, not true that in addition to the benefits provided

under AFPC, there are certain State benefits available.
Mr. I .wiciNs. For other families, yes.
Senator ('tuRrs. Is it not also true that in addition to cash benefits,

in the State of New York, they have very generous benefits in reference
to medicaid aiid other programs for people of low income

Mr. IMI.wvi(xs. Particularly mIedicaid yes, sir.
Senator ('umris. Amd housing ?
Mr. I IAwmis. The housing benefit is simply a question of whether.

if tile prolortion who u.-:e public housing had to Ituv the housing in
the private market, they would prol)ably have to paya higher cost for
it. It is a |Ienefit inl terns of somehat b tter housing at a rate that the
welfare agency will include within the payNment,

Selator Cuirrts. I)oes New York have an aid program which has
Iben tradit ionallv described as general aid, wel fare

Mr. ThII N5. liat is what it would be generally ;alled. I think
1hey (all it lmomme relief. yes.
Senator ( 'uris. Now. what is tlie it.. itat ion in New York in reference

to faiiilY break-uip ?
Mir. I \wKlm-s. It is an extrelielv complicated situation, Senator.
Senator ('ut'is. Well. h1)w do the numbers add up) ? Because ,)f this

trei eiidous welfare 1)r4ogram alid relletrosit\-, has it. attained the oh-
j((.tivo that mamy peol)le are interest ed in of lessening the number
of faimilv break-ups?

M1r. I.wOINs. I (do not think it (can le lemionstrated that it has.
Senmtor (Ytwris. Not according to the figures?
Mr. II.A\\KINs. ()11 the other han11d, I thillk there arn mtialy iliterpre-

tat ions that can be placed on those figures. No one knows what it would
have been vit houit that pr'ogr'a"ll.

Solnator. ('umr's. Of all thle faniilV break-ups that occur inl the cuin-
1v, (do Io have any figure. any hard information, i n how
i IlnV of Ilewin eI ireak '1p1) because )f th e iperat io1 of our wel fare laws?

Mr. I kWKiI,;. No, sIr1.
Semator Cuirrrs. Soineone has said, I guess it is true, that 70 percent

of the marriages in Los Angeles ('onity 1irvak 1li). I)oes that have any
relat ionshi I, tothe wel fare prorrain.

M'. IMAWi ,s. I think we iave some peo))le here who know more
alout CalifCorniia than I do. I always suspected there were other va-
s mls out there.
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Secretary FixiCi. We are here striking at the possibility that \'ou
llvO a l)riina facie incentive and a r(ward for famnlily bLeetk-up. t u.s
elimniiate that possibility.

Senator CUris. Well, I doult very much if you have. I know a lot
of poor people and they are the finest peoplee inl tie world. They have
just as much family (levotion as any otter economic class. The fathers
are just as dedicated to their wives as any other class. They are just
as determined thr.t ihey should be self-sustaining and send their chil-
dren off to school i,-ery:morning, get the lift from the feeling that they
are self-sustaining as any other economic group. I do not have figures
to show to what extent other activities encroach U)On the lives of the
poor that in turn lead to family break-ups and I am thinking of such
things as alcoholism, drug abuse, and the like. But no one i s come
ul) with any figures or any plausible theory to indicate that it is not
basic loyalty and love within a family anfd morals and devotion to
their n1arriage vows that keeps families together. I cannot think of any-
h odv10 who might be SupportinIg a faIIi Iv of four who wok all day lomIg
and only" makes $2,000 a year wvhio is willing to violate their wedding
VOWS uid desert their .h ildi en i a older to have the 1 .S. G(heivrniient
grive tilm "'7i0. 1 lave a hither re"-arid for tie e le p11e and 1 thiluk
that the, big play that has been made in this presentation of family
1,i'hik-itl,; is witlh ,t stati-tial 'ilpprt. i: without logical -luppull t. In
tact, the contrary is true, that the high relief States have lhad a mote
rapid growtlh in" family break-u) and that there, are other causes in-
volved. That is why, while I am for the objectives of the president,
I think that in connection with the bill sent over to lis. there ,",t lot
of work yet to be done.

Secretary Fuxvii. Senator, I concede that there are a lot of other
causes involved. But we get back to the hard fact of the )resent AFDC
caseload. Roughly 41 percent involve either divorce. legal separation,
el)aiation without court decree, desertion, not married to the mother,

in prison, or absent for some other reason.
We are not saving that we have a panacea here. But we have hard

figures with respect to the present AFDC caseload.
Mr. PTmiCE.LL. We can provide for the record, Senator-
Senator CURTIS. WO are under the 10-minute rule, but I will have

some more. time tomorrow. Monday, or Tuesday, however long it takes.
But I will just read one thing from the commitee report, of the House
%)f Replreseentat ives, page 28. It says:

Between 1961 and 1968. marital status of the city's AFDC women changed
con siderably-

This is New York City-

The number of AFDC women whose husbands have deserted them rose from
12.13,S cases In 1961 to 52,885 cases in 1967, a 335.4-percent increase, as com-
pared to the total increase of 159.7 percent between 1901 and 1.967.

'l'.Thi is a survey for .it was done by IfEV.
I have exceeded m\" 10 minutes.
Secretary Fixcii. Just to further respond to that, if I may, Senator,

we will suppilly for the record clear national data to show that family
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stability varies directly vith income and so does illegitimacy. I can-
not gil'e Vol those tigures nlow, hilt we will have those for youl.

SenIator CURTIS. Well, that. may show something and it may not
show all the picture. It, may show .that the family income is the dlomi-
nant facto', but it may also show the moral toile of the community
involved, the wave of promiscuity, the educational level, and countless
other things are factors. I believe that IIEW testified before the Ways
and Means Committee that the reason for family breakups was com-
plex; is that not correct?

Secretary FINcl[. Oh, you are absolutely right. No one will dispute
that, Senator.

Senator CURTIS. Well, when I get some more time, I want to find
out how many of these new people who will go on the list live in my
State, because I would hate to isult them and say, "We are paying
von this in order that. you will be loyal to your wife," because I th ink
theyi are loyal now.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CFAIRMAN. I will yield my turn to Senator Williams. lie did

not have the opportunity to ask all the questions he wanted to yester-
day. We took some. libertv on this side of the aisle. because. one Senator
4oldd not be here and fo'r various other reasons, so the Senator could
have a justifiable complaint if he said he did not receive sufficient time.

Selator Williams did want to get some additional information and
I hope lie will he accorded such time as necessary to get the answers
to the questions lhe has this morning.

CoM I'l NATWN o1, VF.'.E IE.NEFirs INIIEI TIlE BILL ,V[ITl OTIIER

IENEI'IS

Senator WiLLAxs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I did ask the Secretary to bring some charts and I understand they

are groiig to put them on tile screen.
These statistics were compiled at my request, by the Department and

f appreciate their cooperation.
For a check, I took the State of Arizona--my own State-Illinois,

and New York. The questions I raised were that you had to look be-
vond this hill and the State supplement and take into consideration
the food stamp program that would be available as these people were
triggered in as eligible for family assistance. That, is in effect welfare,
and it triggers in medicaid. I wanted the average of medical assistance
for these families. It also triggers in, in so many cases, public housing
which would give them a total income larger than it looks.

You can start with whatever chart you wish. The first one is Phoenix,
Ariz. '1'11t does not have medi4..,id :ind will not be as imlht of it dis-
tort ion. 'Hat is the first table that was done, anyway.

(The table referred to follows:)

At iirsstime. June 11, 1T0. the material requested had n loeeon roe.,iveil
from the I liioart ninl of lalithl. id1, (.; t on, and Velfare.



TABLE I.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY !N PHOENIX, ARIZ.

Average
Food stamp medical yen-

bonus or sur- dor payment
State Total money Federal State income Social plus corn- per AFOC

FAP benefit supplement' income income taxI tax security tax$ modity value family

$1,600

$720 -------- _------------ - 1,600

$1,000 -------------------- 1,460

$2,000 ---------------- 960

$3,0)0 ....... . ---- ------ 460

$3,866 ------- 27

$3,920 (FAP breakeen) .................

$ .1,0 00 ..... . . . ... ... .. .... .. ... .... ..

$5,250 (State breakeven) -- . . .. . . . . . . . .

$524 $2,124 .......................................

524 2,844 ------------- $37

477 2,937 ----------------------- 52

310 3,270 ----------_-------------- - 104

143 3,603 ----- .._ ------- - -....... .156

- 3,893 $9 ------------- 201

.. . . 3,920 17 -- ... .. ... 204

.... 4,000 28 -. .. .... . 208

$441 (r)

441 .......

441 ...

441 .......

Public hous-
ing

bonus I

$1,260

... ... 1,164

1,152

------ 1,068

- ------ 1,008

... . 960

. 948

..... . 936

5,250 212 $18 273 -.............

Total income: Cumulative
money and marginal re-

in-kind from duction rate
all sources (percent)

$3,825 .............

4,412 18

4,478 76

4,675 80

4,455 78

4,643 78

4.647 93

4.700 34

4,747 96

I A woman with 3 minor chthiren where State pays $3,866 to a famiy with no other income.
r, Calculated according to the family assistance State supplementary formula, but assuming exercise

of secretary discretion to hold reducnlu rate to 67 percent, as authorized in sec. 452(bX2).
3 Federal income tox calculated on the basis of the tax provisions in effect in 1972, assuming no

surcharge.
4 Current State Ix schedule.
5 Social security tax of 5 2 percent will be in effect Jan 1, 1971.

Arizona has no food-stamp program, but has a surplus commodity program with an income
eligibdlry ceiling of $3,072 for a family of 4 with no earnings and $3,552 for a similar family with
earnings Not all eligible families participate in the commodities program Such families' benehts
and cumulative reduction rates would be loer.

7 Arizona has no title XIX program.
I Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental

($1,680 yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs and
payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day-care costs, health-related expenses, earnings
of minors, or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit is $4,200 of countable income;
for continued occupancy $5,250. These figures should be used with caution since the great share of
AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would neither receive subsidized housing
or face the high cumulative reduction rate Precise figures unavailable for Phoenix, Ariz , of number
of AFDC recipients living in public housing.

Earnings

0 --------------_ .- --- . .
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bel tt,,r VII.IA\.i i.. l r. ,'ecretarv, I think we estailislied *est erlda
ill the record that wllile geiierallv Speaking and ini a ovei-M-heluuiin9
majority of cases. tlese so-called families of four will be ]waded by tile
11other a11 the four children, in some, the father is tile head of the
holsehol ad(1 the moler lias passed away or gone and you still have
three children. The Same formula would be ill el'et for tile fatle ;1 and
three children ; is that right

aeretary FiNcH. Yes, sir.

Senator IVNA Ms. I will let then proceed to explain tleme c1aills.
I think they can explain then as well as they did before.

EFFET('T 1 BLL IN 11in ENIN XRIZ.

Mr. P.rICEil. While we ale getting the projector set 1up,. Sellat or,
I would like to ask the Senators to refer to the materials that lfe ini
the blue booklets that were passed out this morning an14 all of these
charts that are in reproduced fori for you.

It is important, before getting into ihe specific mnilibers on the
table, to understand from the footnotes the assu mptiois that had to he
made to put together a table like this.

From the first footnote, you wil1 see what tle AFI)(' payment level
is now ini Arizona for a f'amnily witli 11o other income.

Second, footnote 1itiiiibei t w(o states that the so-called reduct iol) tate
that will be applied to tie state Supl)lemental payment in excess of tile
family assistance Ienetit is assumed to he 67 percent.

Third. we did lse tile Federal income tax figures based on the itew
law anld] projectingr ahead to 197-2, wh 1en tie new deduct i) anId exeinl-
tions and rates would be full effective.
Fourth, tile State incomlhe tax, (i tite (tlic hael i1 d was Mlel o1 the

preselnt tax sh4ledul.
Fifth, tile 50ovial security tax rate was taken lir ) ecti\elvy 0 44

Janutary 1. 1971.
Footnotes ; and 7 will vary for eahi of the (ities we are gpiuli to

discuss.
F'or Arizoiia. as Semato Williamiis lh:t ated. there is 11) fooI +11111

p)rograill. butl thker is l c'oliolity lpr,,rail. Ill illis ca-k'. wev :Ir using,_
the figures that ielte to the valuee ,if tle particular ('ow!,lodily i:cl -

ae that is sul)1]ied in Phoenlix, Ariz.
Soetltor 'Wit1. And Arizol is not in title XIX, z s I ullder-

stan(l. so it would ble s,44e)ewliat different.
It hoes tt trifer ill tle tlelic' idMl wlil it will (Io ill tHe ot)1her

St ltes.
Mr. ]'t.11t('E:~. hl'~t is correct.
Senator Wiiii.,ims. And llv-e (11rts :ite har-eI 4i1 tmIe :1s.otiptoll

that the, bill vould Ie lpprovel and p -sed ill ideiiti'al forii as it
came front Ilie I tIu.- coii lit e. vit h no) ctvolll4 ndel 1114)4iti.at ioui.c .
Th is is just oi tha I l~tit t)io .

Mr. Vr',t:M. N. ]Ilit is colrect.
Arr. I'.X'I t t l., 1 o4 Ite S relates 4 tlthe ladlic l1,)i-itlg1,,iot-. [hat

was callc ated ,,n the basis (if tlhrl ,,-1I411-,1 4 n1 itS. 'i , ll) datat S l-
plied ly local luoingr 'utihirities. ks iK li Ilt441 ,,11t im tln. AV litiilot.,
11:1xiltl i tduliss il 1 iilit for family ilwo,i, ill 'llo,tlix i- ,gt.1_'411 a
V)?ll" (1 (oilltablte i lPii' . It yu h v 1111v4\ h ))4111:1h41e 1itlcipit' Iinom undv 1 .to )
ii tire first ldace. you tca t l ilet II. (J Wm4 'O1I :11'1 il li il lIi ,4i!Ig. " voit
itlotme may vise to 1,)2(40 i Velole \,(ilt Ilme jected f1rom)1 the prwi,.t.
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We do not have, for Phoenix, precise figures as to the nulil)er o1
percent , of the AFDC recipients who are in public housing, but it is
presumnablv low, probably under 20 percent.

You see'in the far left-hand column a series of numbers relating
to earnings that. the family can have. We know that 3.866 is the so-
called State break-even point-that is, the point at which the State
supplemental payment would tail off to zero under the new l)rogram.
Then $3,920, as we have stated in testimony, is the family assistance
break-even point. That is the point at, whiich, again, the reduction
formula reduces the benefit to zero as earnings go up.

I think the table tends to be somewhat self-explanatory. The last
column, which is off the screen, is an important one that has to do
with the cumulative reduction rate (or if you wish, the marginal
tax rate, in economists lingo) which apples to earnings over the pre-
vous increment of earning.

In other words, you see. for earnings from $720 to $1,000, the
individual is facing'a marginal reduction rate of 76 percent. That, I
repeat, is the marginal rate. That. is not the average rate. If someone
were considering accepting a job that would take his earnings from
zero to $1,000, the rate would not be 76 percent: it would be an average.
It would he a weigIhted average of the 1S percent and the 76 percent
that follows it in the chart.

WORK IISINCE.NTIVES' UNDER TUIE BILL IN P'ROE',iX, ARIZ.

Senator Wr.x.[s. If I may, perhaps I could explain it the way it
looks to me and then you correct me if I make an error.

Take the first line and start out with $1,600 and the family of four
gets $1,600. That figure is fixed in our minds. But in Arizona, that also
trinrerns in Sgtate suplmleinent. *524. which is pIaid on the basis of 70
and 30 in this bill, as I understand. That would bring the total money
income to this family, doing nothing-no work-up to $2,124, but
they would be eligible for $441 in food stamps. There is no medicaid,
but public, housing assistance valued at $1,260 per year, for a total
of 1$3,R25 for this family of four: if they earned $720 which is not
counted, except there would be social security tax on it, they bring their
income to $4,412. But if they increase their earnings up to $3,000 at
that point, they still only have $4,455, or less than they would have if
they worked for $2,000. If they raise their income from'$2,000 to $3,000
they have '4,675 of total incoie-that is cash and in kind. But their
total income drops down $'220 bv earning an extra thousand dollars.
If they work up and make $15,250 after taxes their income is $4,747.
But if they make only S4.000, they have a total income of $4,700. So
they really *1A mot, by adding on the $1,250 income, they only increase
their income by $47.

The point is'what incentive is this to work?
T think if -. mi)ove over to the n'xt chart were von trigger ill medi -

c0,1. it AN-',11d sl ,vw it moe rarinelv.
Senator CuirrTs. Mav T ask a question ?
Senator Vr.AVIrT.s. Yes.
Senator Ctr-irs. Is it true that if they Lo out and work and make

.:n00. t -h ill ,,,v o,,t .coo ,0m,.orp than if they make notlmizm?
ISnator VtLITT'A. That is correct.
Mr. PATRT('T.TT. Aifn, I would repeat, Senator, we are talking

about. somethin' less thlan 20 percent of the AFDC caseload that may
I)e il public housing.
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Senator WILLIAms. That may be true, but these (all be triggered in.
ir. RlcmEr.m. That is correct.
Senator W Vi.xs. If some of the prolposals that are before the Con-

gress are accepted, there will be public housing for all of then any-
way. These are all hypothetical cases but they can be il under the bill.

Senator ( UT s. Are they limited to AFDC cases?
Senator WimLixms. Tiey wouldl be limited to this bill y: es, sir.
Senator CURTIS. No; are they limited to AFDC cases or everyi)odv

who comes under the bill ?
Mr. PATRICEmLI. This would be limited to female-headed families

or male-head(ed families where the father was unemploed (so-called
UF families). l'he working poor would not be properly" shown on the
chart because they do not have the State supplemental payment.

Mr. V E TEM31A Nx. Nor are they eligible for medicaid.
Mr. PArlcELI. 'hat is right.
Senator W mIxm s. Do you \want to move over to chart 2?
Mr. lT.ir11i( ll;,. his, of coiii'.e, is wlat would happen under the

liresent law, with fiurtller conlplicatioul, and 1 problems.
Senator \1LLI. M5. I understand and we understand that the pres-

ent law ha- a lot of notches which we are trying to correct.
In, order not to take more time than is really properly due me, I

would like you to explain just this. Forget the present law and let us
talk about -hat we have to (oirrect it. We know what the present law
is. We spent most of yesterday talking about it. I can see the present
law (ldoes have these notches an(d needs to be corrected, but I want to
)oint out to what extent, if any, are we correcting them and pointt

out the fact that we are still only putting in notches in a different
place. S4o these notches--this is all in the hill.

EFFI'I'E'T 01' B ILL IN WIiM IN;I'l)N. lIMt..

r. lWeriuct' . Vll, I aml bound to say, Senator, that pursuant to
your refjuet, we took, of (om-se, the new Family Assistance Act. We

did not take, as 1,,acted. the P)resident 's food tAmlip piu' unal-. while
Would iulian, the so-called culiilati\-e ratest oiile extent. But a-rlll.
just tiyilg to pilt it in a proli, t ime siequeinee, this chart hliows a
cit v--in this ease. AVillilillton. l)c,.--which does have al ('Ofli(lI1ditN
program (though not a food stamp program) and does hive the
inedicai(i program. Under present law, of course, the medicaid pro-
griaht cuts Out at Ithe. point at which the 201 formula cuts out the
AFI)(' benefit. So vn()it see. it breaks right there around $2,000, a little
])it over. in i suiidden way. That produces the jump in the marginal
ta*x 1'Itte (or cini Ni\p eruction rate) to 108 l)ercent over that pre-
viollis range of cai'nings. These are what we mean by notches, very
hig.h disineentives to work, when one, of these prograhis cuts out.

Wi((K I).51N('IN'I'VEs VIIV1l [1lE fil. IN Ii,.M1 I NI , r.l.

Senator WVmijj.\Ns. That is what I wanted to point out. Just to su1-
Inarize it, a family of fouril ill IViluniiligtoll witl Io e cainin(s 11s 1 .(
including the $1,60() of the YAP pavinlents. If they make $720, they
firing that up to $1,109. If they are earning $2,00)0. ilieliigi ne(licaidl
aind food stamils, they li e $,,.1 income. But if they increase their
inoie ft-on $,!!00 to 'i,000, they only have 83,736. In other words,
thev have about 1110flo le-4 by enininl ,01 l0 mlo'e.

(Table 2 referdi to .iove follows :)



TABLE 2. COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-JEST[D PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN WILMINGTON, DEL'

Average
Food stamp medical sen- Total Incone, Cu

bonus or sur- dor payment Public hous- money and mar
State Total money Federal State income Social plus com- per AFDC ng in kind frorn duc

rnrngs FAP benefit supplement, Income income tar
3

taxi security tax
5

modity value 5 family 7 bonus S al! sources

0 _

$720_

$1,C00-..

$1,850 (FAP breakeven)_

$2,000 - -

$3,000 -- -

$3,920 (State breakeven),

$4,0C0 -----

$6,500 --.- _

$1,600

1,600

1,450

1,035

960

460

$1,788 .

2, 508

2, 601

2,885

2, 960

3,460 -

3,920 $17

4,000 28

6,450 417

3 A woman with 3 minor children where State pays $1,788 for a family with no other income.
Same as table 1, footnote 2.

3 Same as table 1, footnote 3.
'Same as table 1, footnote 4.
5Same as table 1, footnote 5.
5DlavN3re has no flouJ-stamp program but has a surplus commodity program with an income

ceiling of $2,580 net income (earnings less mandatory payroll deductions). Not all eligible families
participate in the commodities program Such families' benefits and cumulative marginal rates
would be lower.

7 Based on estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969. In view of the seasonal variation in
medical care costs, it was assumed that May 1969 represents Si of the annual 1969 paymnts.

$661 $437 $480 $3,366

$37 661 437 540 4,109 (-3

52 661 437 540 4, 187 72

96 -- 437 540 3,766 150

104 437 528 3.821 63

156 432 3.736 108

$12 204 348 4 035 68

13 208 342 4 093 18

£0 335 . . .. 5,638 37

Income eligibility is AFDC cutoff for AFDC recipients or $3,000 for medically indigent nonrecipient
family of 4

9 Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate ot comparable private market rental
($1,550 yearly in city leased housing) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-
bedroom unit from data supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for
employment costs and payroll deJuctions, but not including deductions for day-care costs, health-
related expenses, earnings of minors, or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit
is $4,800of countabe income; for continued occupancy $6,000 These figures should be used with
caution since the great share of AFDC recipients do not trve in public housing, and hence would
neither receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate For example, only
29 percent of AFDC recipients in Wilmington, Del. live in public housing.

Tha t crease ia the public housing benefit increases money income by 103 percent of earnings

Ea

mulative
ginal re-
tion late
percent)
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mr PAHWITL That is. vtr ei~~ 1leIi15
30% VE NI% A N. 'lTat is ifI tIi w arei lli uig
S0e1a11o1 WIL.IA MS. That is bright.
Mr. \'Ex l:AN. WeP Inivetot ike all thlen ifs in.
fThe i C I4AN.A1S IM3o " vonhi alljo-i ingthat ma(hine O show all IIhe

eh"At inl
Mr.I~'i(L.. I :ln Sorry, M\Ir. ( h1iirinan. wev vaniilot (10 it. The
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Ihe111V A C Il.m A N. IA't I s get It lie-C exIiI it So we (-,ian at I ea4- seev t 1 tItv .
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Thle ('uiim~nv. Well, it W~ Letter, l"ImW 1 canll "44' i(ttl. 111\W.

SenatorW1..IMS We hoiledl 4)11 that a 11n 1 u m~o laks NOW01 k
Letter oill thani if lie Itiake-, Own1II Wvlteh lie loses AMi) of inclite. I11 lie
mitt aCSI.(110.)h Ito hs ' 1, im1a 1f 1( p (1111lie involie, 01' 16 less thani
lie wlilli dio ifIlie otiv worked h1a1 rd ogi to) ±Z"t ' 720.

at disitireiti ye to) Wor)Ik Litilt ill here, wnivi ponl lke :11i tiie - into Coni-
sidIeratilln. Tbilsv amr( the p~it that I t hink tihe Nmlilititee slioil.
llilde ta 111. H~e gets; a pay 'ialV i 11a il 111 ke\s1 Cv- 5 11101vy. Ill' w oni beI

his H"., In1 "tet ie NVU)li h1V hettel' Off1 to teii his 110S~l what lie thinlks
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'(r1 itPAtlt41 1 11:i~l'141 Owii iig 1111 wthe Ow l ie od l Let11ot' fil

fr ti. clt Iit oit Wt'ii Hi: it t 1' 4)()f f a't w ('ilili ll IH wh a s-

1110Yo0 hati m1 thi 144 (4111-C l \\t 11k rv iv ,4 ow ta p o
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Work requirement in the Food Stamp Act. So depending on the con-
.ressional disposition of that, it may be very close ill fact to the work
requirement of the welfare bill.

The (lMICNM LN. Wlmt is the point of requiring the man to go to
work if he's going to end up) with less money ? That is the point. Why
(to thatJ?Mr. NAI(ELI.I. We agree wll)lelieartedly. All we have been able to

do in the Family Assistance Act is remove some of the notches. We
have not been alble to rewrite the commodity prograin, the social se-
en rity 'ipogiam. the food Sta)mp, the medicare program.

qIi)()I.u)1 N.\TI( N I' 1,1II OTTHi-R h INIDs (IF IN'IE. L'A IE BF N I IITS

ir. IiIiiA.M s. S .ymmthize withl Secretary Finch. lie is not alde to
(i le u1) here with I <.oillplete a ,swe r, I ecaise tle pul di' 1 a n-in clmies
Ilide 1111). tile 100d stailip lrogiaL comes umder ilie I )cpartmoent of
Agriculture e ndo oil. I tlink in llandling this, we have to get all
the agencies inl together and tlhey have to cooperate. I do not think we
ian consider them Ieaiatelv. If we do, we ame just z011if to) keep

tlese notches and all we do is shift tile notch. You cannot uet away
from tle fact that, just using" my own State as an example. a man or
woman nMaking $2.(O, they (lare not go heyoinl that. cause if they
do, the' will lose naumotlvv doiiig_ it. They will actually I,-ie llonev bV
(loilli additional work. I think we cannot justify that. That is gen-
erally agreed.

Let us move on to Chicago.
Mr. VENE:l.,. Let fie say that in the Adninistration's proposal on

the food stamp program, tile departmentt of 1IEWV and the Depart-
muelnt of Agr'iculture did wowk toigctler, :nt] a' the in,.omne ililca-es.
the vaile of the stamp deieases and we have eliminated that noth to
a1 great degree.

Senator WiLL .vmS You have eliminated it in some way, but you
have increased it in otl. l e)as, as I see it. We di not want to get
into this hypothietical way of speaking oil this law. You would in-
crease the take-home pay of tile man who sits around and does abso-
litelv nothinlu. It would increase the preiiiama even on ( lis ellart
for. the muan doi na notIlium. To me, that is the point that w,,ld have
to lie taken into consideration.

M[r. IATIOCE1.I.T. I would l)e, to clarifv. Senator. that the 1Presi-
dent's food stomp iomis--that is, the slhedlule unlde tile food stailp
lau- -is ahieadlv in effect. It has beeli wit iiito effect aldmilisti-ativelv
and tile idea of 12.460 is already in effect as to the food stamp piece
of it.

Senator Wlr. ,'s. If it is. it is in this 4.li.1it here. because these
charts were prepared night before last, so they are not, worth talking
about, because it is in the chart. If they are not in the chart, it is your
fau't. Your l)epalmtient has been workln,g, on this for the last .3 inmonths
and we jlst "Yot the elrts within tile last -l hours. so I accept the
premise that they are based on the program in effect.

Mr. PATRmICELl. I believe it is.

;I'TFE T (I Ii L IN ('11 WI'AE C). IL L.

This is Chicago.
('lI lule 3 follows:)



TABLE 3 -COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTIuN RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN CHICAGO, ILL.'

Earni ngs
State Total money

FAP benefit supplement' icoNe

0 .......................- $1,600 $1,628 $3,228 -----------

$720 .... ....... ... . .. 1,600 1,628 3,948 - . .. .. .. .

$1,000 1............. .. . I,460 1,501 4,041 . . . .. .

$2,000 ................ ---- 960 1 414 4,374 --------

$3,000 (FAP breakeven) .. 460 1,247 4,707

$3,920 .................................. 1,094 5,014 $17 ------

$4,000 .................................. 1,040 5,040 28

$5,000 ................................ 373 5,373 172

$5,560 (State breakeven) .. .-- ------ .. .. ... .. . 5,560 262

A woman with 3 minor children where Staie pays $3,228 for a family of 4 with no other income.
2 Same as table 1, footnote 2.
a Same as table 1, footnote 3.
' Same as table 1, footnote 4.
* Same as table 1, footnote 5.

Food-stamp bnus is the difference between the value of the cuupon allotment and the purchase
price of the coupons. Based on current flad stamp schedules, with mandatory payroll deductions
subtracted from gross income in doterming purchae price and eligibility. Income eligibility limit
is AFDC breakeven ftr AFDC recipients or $3,600 net for nonrecipiento Not all eligible families par-
ticipate in the stamp program. 3uch families would have lower benefits and cumulative reduction
rates.

Average
Food stamp medical ven- Total income:

bonus or sur- dor payment Public hous- money and
Federal State income Social plus corm- per AFDC mog in kind from

income tax tax security tax modity value I family 7 bonus all sources

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate

(percent)

.....................- $408 $789 $1,116 $5,541 -----------..

$37 312 789 1,116 6,128 18

52 312 789 1,116 6,206 72

0..... 14 31Z 789 1,116 6.487 72

156 288 789 1,116 6,744 74

204 288 789 1,116 6,986 76

208 288 789 1,116 6,997 86

$11 260 288 789 1,116 7,123 87

16 289 ------- . ....... ..... 1,116 6,109 281

7 Based on estimates of medical vendor payments. May 1969, Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC
breakeven for AFDC recipients or $3,600 for medically indigent nonrecipient Iamily of 4.

Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental
%$2,076 yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions tor employment costs and
payroll deductions. but not including deductions tar day-care costs, health-related expenses, earn-
ings t ininors, or any other deduction allowed. Maximum admission limit is $6,000 of countable in-
come; for continued occupancy above $8,400. Since continued occupancy at higher incomes for
increased rent is permitted, no cutoff point for eligiblily for public housing is shown in this table.
These figures should be used with caution since the great share of AFOC recipients do not lve in
public housing, and hence w:uld neither receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative
reduction rate. Approximately 18 percent of all AFDC recipients in Chicago, 1I , live in public housing.
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.Afr. PA.rmCELlt. To refer again for tile moment to the foottotes, to
draw the differences between Ciicago and the other cities we lve
looked at, tle l)uldic housingf--we do have a percent age here for AF'DC
recipients of public housing. It is that 18 percent of all A l")DC recip-
ieults live in pIildir ]lusinl,. SO) this ch rt h-lnws tln' Sitil'-i to t*r lI1s
pjereln of tle I'e'il)ieits. IIe d ldov, a f)foo stiamp and n lt a collimd-
ity prourim in (Chicago, so that von (o see a diliition of the shlp)
1)0 1ii i1iJ) to tie poilit where. iili lh tie ('1lplerlt sv.lvilele. illire is a
,teady vwyment rite I1 o\vardl ti]e top of ti e food .Ai11 )  wale.

W\'I li IIHlNCENTI1VlS UiNIR TilE BILL IN (ll(4T(P, I1.1,

Senator VII.m irs. But in Chicago the family of foure rets not (ml%
the S1.600 under this program. 1 lit they get at least ,l ,62 St ate sup-
plement, which is 70-30 financed, Federal-State flnids. It gives them
t mooney income of $3.22s. Tlie get a food stamp bonus of 5I,0R. Th eir
a average Iedical 1elnefits of . 7qs9 :nd public hmsin, of S1.11;. Nv"Iic]
means an income of $5.511. That is for a family with no income what-
s Oever.

If ithey earn '. 72t0 a year, they have family IssiSt ance ]beeits of
l.B28. If tHIer ilieiQaise their eanilimus fr-ili I to ~ndaIndrru

1ill. thev hae a sl)endnale in cmne of th,,e y. or o1l9 1 ess tiaH the\" in ll,
if thev sit in a rocking chair earninu only ,721). Is that not correct

Mr. P.Tml(ICLt. That is, correct. Senator: tleyv would have less if
thev earned .5.;-a60 han if they earned ',4720, provided they get 1)ihl)
housing. me linal payments. and so forlh.

Seimator WILLIAMS. 'Ih'V are peuialized 519 1,ecalise they ro omil :a11
earn 5.,500.

Is that correct ?
Mr. PA.'rvILT. That is correct.
T1me Cl I.xIR.Nr.-. Ilow can onyiiodv justifv a sitwnation where a felow

(rocs to work to hell) hliniselfand "his famn*ilv an1d he makes S3,920:
hie ,,rets 1p to where his tolil imoliW is . f;.9.S;. and then if he makes
51,600 more. his otal income drops to .6,109. Now. how eaii y'Col iisti fy
the man having (S00 less after ihe makes S1.600 more? How do youl
justify that? What possible logic is there to it?

M'. P.'rnmcELLr. There is none. Senator. This is why we trip(] in the
F ood Stam p A ct to reate a schedule w hiel tails oif o n 'oil an e l si - :.
But this shioiltd prol)ably be done to plmhli homm'ins 1 a td it iedi,' id
as well.

Tipe Cum,.%r.%.x. Iet me just ask you a question.
Senator, let me interrupt yon for a minute.
Senator IVILLT.A-Ms. Yes.
The CuWxriM.x . We are roinmg, to lbe conferriing on a bill this after-

noo u 1 , oNre tl le ( oluniele ,mvoli41ittee initiated n bill li-i h Ims taxes
in it. So having iuiti.ted t1, authorizing part. they then pas's it over
t) iis to lok at the taxi 141r i rt of it. Now, as a Senator, I am on Loth
tlose evmmittees, bit it does not make any difference if I am not on
either one. At the time we passed that bill, we looked to see wlther
the taxing part notches into the alithorizil,, part and vi(e versa). So
tie Senators on the ait 111rlii g ('4)1o11it tees ciat i to is an14 said there
are ,'eitain )arts about the taxing phases they did not agree with.
We looked at their authorizing part and passed judmlent on tie top
Palts aid bv the time we get through, we Nxili have worked out,
something that makes sense all the way through. When we bring a
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('o1 f'eiel'e lepoi-t ill ltie. wve will loive ('4)11eie> from1 t Ile I'iliiziie

ci IlII1jttee eigit ns Nvel Is ,I-, ot'ife- fo'l t Ie ( ol~ililo- coiouit -
tee. d1i li'e rent 111(11 all 10(1ki 111j' 0at t lie sai.l 1),lccako e, N(,IV 10g. .All righIt,
\VP will acceltt ThS lieiv is no( reason0l \I i we Wc ('0 iot d(14) 1 hot with)
thIis plonm I e do(. wep will hIave a good ~illI. IC fe do( (',)ot, t hoit s
"holit caitIs(-(I- colitilelits to aski, whol~t is thev matter vN itl it 111)u lurev
1,I1yiv lie aving uis well wh-viy canl' we wovik (oit -ojoet llonlr holt
11iiikS Sell-4c 1imu have Saidl it liocl' JIlt ll111Wa 1151 SeitO 0v(ol A nihm

Wliks , and( bv~ thl le Il 1W W ets t i'loi~llI, lie 11:15 ,-ISO less. lhillat does
H(t. make a1ny sell~e.

'.el-ia.tor uii. M.I apineiat e the coiinmeiit 5 and I Nvauit to 111,11
it cli'oi' tlat, wle~l( I asked for thiese ch:11t, to he plitt iup) I womill like,
-Inl Iiiiehr of tile ('omlhittee who Imas ally qIuestions If-) u1-k thleml. I
(I; not) considers' t iiis ill\ i-c selitalt 1. 1Ii ~t witI'tt call ed to
thle i'oiiittee's at1teni;i o 4 \? colid gevt all undk-rStililin' of tile

It lio.s beeni iii . posit ion tllrlioilt life? ti at if voln have aI prol -

leni, youl hove to layN tI -lohleiI (lilt Cold( ill its, wvort li"Ilt 01(ili Oen
we( ceonli sit down an d iiitelli igeiitl ai't woirkinig (lit a plan to -olve
h Ie pr-ohien. Y~ol 'alillot solve the piol deml unltil volt reCogliize it.

I :) not t .i-viii to disc red it o uivlIodv or cml Ii1iss0 iV bocv l, hult
aI!t ;1-( all tiliese pi'ogi';inis t otetllei' does, Show tllese nlotches.. Ill myV

10l i)11, i llstvaId of anl incent iv~e to Nvork, tlhey prlovidle an micent ive
hiot to1 work. lA'('iion1(1gli it may. as lis been said, he available to
onlly 1,8 or ? 21 Ii(1vlt'iit Ille il 1)feiole c 1W(ity. wve Nvlt flihat 11 s to
20 I WIcelt'i of tilie I o dI 1) bv)( tryvin~g to( work off thle r-elief I' obIs. not4
('1i it. IfI ii\ v iell ei' oh' tile comi t tee t hat hias aniy 11jciow illat a11
!'.0mi1i this. 'I waiit him11 to feel fiee to ask it. D ollt (.'0lL-idel('i' it lie!
I-, Inte'rrupitinlg tie, because thlis is, julst a presenltaltion.

',I'V:i INCII. I t liink 'Senatori I an-en lis aq Ii tion
Sel'IOtO)- H ANSEN. A' oiild Vlt V'it d
Senator SVli1AM . re.

Senaot or I f\5N.I I intierpriiet tisi 'hlat onl tablle :1 ('ol'rl'('t lv -

.S .'retarvN IFl-cl i. Is thiat ('ilicogo, eiti
Seniatot-hNSN Yes. I gatheri that a, plersonl earnilg $7120 would

have a total inicomei. lnoiiev and inl kind from 111 Ourves. of $,(ih)S.
A per'tson withl eariniigs of NZ~6 voild have a total iiiCollie. lilclv
andl inl kind fromn all sources, of $6.109.

Ill other words, hy eaililli S$1.8 10 more. lie would lie $*19 less better
oiff. Ali I interpret iiig this chart correctly

Mr. VEEA.If lie lived inl public hlousinig.
Secret' - Fixcht. And took adIvantage of these other options.
Senaitor- TomlI).\-. Will the Senatoir yield?
Senator- Wmi,itAkms. Sure.

ACCUMU111LATED-I M AOI NXAL HEM l I'll IN HATE1- MEASURE. oFI WOR'IlK
DISI1NCIV~r~E I NDilE i 1-11A

Senator Jono_,x. I do not understand thle filial Column11. "Accliil-
lated Marginal fledtiction Rate." I wishi someone would explain that
to Ime.

Air. 1'ric I'ii Tat. io. ani economic. concep~t. It is thie I)eI'ceiit by
whiel1 y'omr income is reduced by reason of the lnec iaiisls of tllese

'aiis programs as you ear nmore. It is the percent by which these
other' benefits are reduced -as your wages go up. The two offset.
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In other words, if you have $10 and von earned $1 more, I am going
to take away 50 cents from something else you have. We say that the
50-cent reduct ion for every dollar of earnings is a 50-percent reduction
rate. It is like a positive tax rate.

Senator WiLr.t.rs. To put it another way. $5,000-we have $7,123
slendable income. If lie moves up to 5.,560 -9500 niore-which is in-
creasing hii- earning capacity to $5,560. lie loses about a thousand do-
lars in slndlete income.

Now. that means that for each $1 that lie goes out and works for
and (arns. for each $1 lie earns, lie loses $0.81.

Senator ,Tm.N-. That is where that factor comes in.
Senator "IrAI.I.rS. That is where that factor comes in. They are

taking away $2.,l for every $1 lie earns.
MJr. PATnRIC*LIT. Ever dollar over 85,000.
Senator W LLAirs. That is why I say the man who is working at

15.000. if the ioss says. "'You are doing a good job. I will let ' you work
an hour overtime," or "I will give you a 10-percent raise in salary." If
lie gives 1him a Il-percent raise in salary, lie is really giving him'a 20-
pem'cent reduction in total income.

Senator B1ym. WVould the Senator yield at that point ?
Senate' 1VmirmT.Ns. Yes.Senator' BI ,. how (oes this create incentive for people to work?

Senator Wi iL\.ms. It does not.
Secretary FPNr(ri. We tase(1 this presentation very directly O11 our

earlier conversations with Senator Williamna. We ha'e taken a typical
cit' v-(h ica ,o. New York. and somco others where von have other
kinds of pr'oOr'Inms. You do get a distortion in these cities among those
who work and who live in paul lic housing.

We can -vee that these distortions do exist in son-e cities. But again,
we are trying to take the first step toward a national program.

!DlINT %Ill1.1 V l1.! MINATI N(; 'TI! F' [ VELF.\li: IIVN'i-'T r nr .t.MS

Senator rr.A.rs. You agree, (10oil n ot, that yOt need to take
into colliideratioll all of the m'og'anis oil some of these.

Secretary FiNcr. Tnat )s right. P art of the reason we are in this
situation is that we iave built these Pl'og"l'Milsll Oi ol top of the other.

Se oi'or Briim. But .o re nliot elinii iiitiu ali s prwz'alis.
e' v'et r I 1 t IN ti. Wv tlil k ticr is ,lmjt i'e;lsoll to ,oluit hlr eliuii-

lmill L themini

Sellltni Bvi:. This iill it-elf loes not do it ?
Se 'etars FINcI. Wve c:llmitot d) it. Malny of theni a'e ityV or local

Jl!rirr' -111. ( ) ,vii,,,,\. v, l-ol' t thi l an,, Levot'l thi' jilli-lietioti of this
del at lriint or this coinnit tee.

'en itoil' WiIII xMS. Souime oft thell are, hitut if I mlav. Ite Stfite slplhe-
mel it. we r i i y IV u' ttilr'r 1' -v t n;I\. :io tit i 1 1i', hill. e ut'ill-e-4:1 -cv.f d ~'' i ~ ~ :tllv t',,,-( 1,, w il ]1i, , ] i ,ill.

Secret iv 1FN-t'Ir. Yo, sir.
S oln i!tn'i' AVrI' Itr , -: 5 r c. n' :.v the itie'hicl linulll nsll - it

lar,-elv federally ftli led, iied ica id. is it iot ? 01 illi cilr'e ? Sui ztatl-
t allv.

Sc'etI -V Ft i -,. It is i -.,0 i1owV.
Senator 1VWtr,.Ms. But the food sta fillp program ?
Sec'etarv FINCH. That is 100 percent.
Senator Wirr.\-mS. And to what extent public housing?
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11ar 11mu II Ll. 'I'at is ahiist N'itiii]V 1444(1 ill mosIt (if the-ue areas.
Senate 01 iIIm.\ims. Bu~it t it ret siIppliL ili d (1 e no lt halve S01110

ivent I-I 1 h'Le'lt j)i4)g-illis, too?
FieIlL IN11. 10I W~ill 1" l t.*

Svmw uir i Wmmmxs, '11at .- a (01lurmn I forgzot to) i-k ablontl

SCet I Lt-V FI NI I. Tllm t is over ill II11).
Stellat()r \\I.L.\AMS. Noht 111121V he smilie iLiiL~rtl~i~ Iwalnt

II 11) duoi iii'i in here, too, because thIat is ours before we get out this

I' I'VI't. I 410110t (lIiiil'/e V01iMr. SecreIttriv. for not brinrin~i iii
l I'l i-ai ze v41/'.arh 1 dejarmn L tLesI' t Q1ifIies (4n iAs (LW'It pild dci. 1 CIO

think thle thi Imhs cILILL wilV1 we as a m'LiIiit teen, act jug Ai t~s broad
liiIoigi'LL. L1ave to bhiL~i llg:1 tHe-0 ielalted pi-ogaInis iii and take it inito

Mr-. 1Pxlr'i-ilc. ~ ( )i last ('Oduld 1111 1 W(Lil]( like to draw out from
tis c'Ihart "'VttleLneii, wh Lichi is -o0Liii'ti _-iu the Secr'etar rVIeferred1 to inl
WS test iIIL VV7-t'rlhL V. 11Inyi V1 Muae r-4insidering proposals to raise

til b I asic' paymnt VILl'L t Ihi, sI-llml $d ~1 JAl IrtL M (41 a famLilyV of fouul-01
o4l4i'Lwisk ipLIilvI tIhe wve] IIIe QeW0it it should how I hie keepiniz-(
ilL mLind~ all Ilhese ithlor jirt)grarnstIlat are paying beulleits to the family.
Tlhe 1S percent of tile 11111ii ics ill ChILicago t hat are re'ceiv~ig public
lIui- xvm~ ~V~h(1 avo a 11 inl'WL VilhL 144nfi)iig if YOU1 eilia(t
FA 11 think that draws- iito qIuestioni the Wis(lolLLi of p)latinig liiL(olty

inlto tIW basic Ipaymen0)t a'I 4oe to 101110 o)thlil ILmjiovt'elit ill tIhe

Seli.ator curt ris. I wanrit to zai-k (41(lImt-t oi. YouL keep rol-ei-iri, to
-New Y ork andt ( hit-ago aril m1 on as~ typical cases.

SI'Illi~ BFN N FL IT. At ,N'1)i -;t .
-Senator Cum, "r. Atvpcal c ase. Is it not trui that theyQ gel a sizable

pro(porion01 ol L' e wlit' exp]4(Udtnr It Doe )4Siot New Y~ork get about
15. percent of tie tot al him 41111' x ll]d r ithi eI e Feth-ra IG(overnmn rt
iLLakes ?

Svc a-r Iy FINciil. My ivsporise to Set'aoi BIA4 w's that thle huousiiig
l-Uppillde lu lits a11i ,4) (IL :L -v 11111hiflt' f4) tilL ; cI-P Iii'-;, ziid ante ll)t Ft~li-iaI
MI11VY I i LiIa'll ITha t is wV lv tll. e r e aitypical.

Senalto IF It-LI 5. B1 ir h tIexi st ing Federa l we] 11111 pi'orr'a ill,
(11444 New' Ymicn gZLt 1111411 Q. ]0'rcel if tIhe dollars?

See idar iw 1'i Nl. Iiit(]L term of tlie headl 44 Iii O. yes i. The ltIargzer
cit ips obviorsly- -oinume a Igrr~lt (I1111ik of thl-ee lllL.

11I' [L I I' 1UI 1, 1,r N Ni I N Yi Il K rAVY

Mr. RviLr rI (:. x It' ILm ve t I I n It y I' it v IerIIi- 11%. vLi ir av Wvit ii IL
ai Slot". InI Niew \Iwk, (flrly '-, per'cent iii il AFDC) re'i]Iii4l)IS.i'1 ill)

I) Itt 14 A F"] )( i-rerip]ierds ill iNewv Xouk.
Wo Inivo givvlL ymlI a1 14(Iil4'4I~ coliy ll Newv 'huh. TIliore Nvvr-l -1114)

C, 1 o11 il tile fir-I- i-I't. Yom Ii;tVk' thLe 010L'(1]
1 1

1YttplL1'flIL

\grail, thle sailiI' k~indI I( ) i4gt-'i i 14? I 1hl lk 144' "!, llm il

44 527- 70W-1. 1- -19



TABI-E 4,-COMBINED BENEFITS AND RED'jCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN NEW YORK CITY[ (Revised)

State
Earnings FAP benefit supplement'

0 ------------------------ $1,600 $2, 288

$720 ....................... 1,600 2,288

$1,000 ..................... 1,460 2,240

$2,000 ..................... 960 2,070

$3,000 --------------------- 460 1,900

$3,920 (FAP breakeven) .................... I, 754

$4,000 .....----------------------------- 1,700

$5,000 .................................. 1,033

$6,000 ................................... 366

$6,550 (State breakeven) ................................

$9,599 ..............................................

Food stamp
bosus or sur-

Total money Federal State income Social plus corn-
income income taxI tax security tax$ modity values

$3,888 .......................................... $522

4,608 ............................ $37 522

4,700 ............................ 52 522

5,030 ............................ 104 522

5,360 .............. $6 156 522

5,674 $17 21 204 522

5,700 28 26 208 522

6,033 172 53 260 522

6,366 336 80 312 522

6,550 417 l00 342 ..............

9,599 951 222 406 .------------

Average
medical ven-
dor payment

per AFOC
family I

$1, 153

1,153

1,153

1,153

1,153

!,153

1,153

1,153

1,153

Total income,
Public hous- money and

ing in-kind from
bonus s all sources

$2,052

2, 052

2, 052

2, 052

2,052

2, 052

2, 052

2, 052

2,052

2, 052

$7,615

8, 298

8.375

8,653

8,925

9, 159

9.165

9, 275

9. 365

7, 743

8, 020

I A woman with 3 minor children where State pays $3,888 to a family with no other income. The I Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private rr arlet rental
standard in New York State was adjusted to include the rent as paid to a public housing authority ($3,264 yearly in city-aided apartments) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for
($101 a month) for a typical unit. Does not reflect increased standards as of May 1, 1970. 3-bedroom unit from data supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for

Same as table 1, footnote 2. employment costs and payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day-caro costs, health-
• Same as table 1, footnote 3. related expenses, earnings of minors, or any othe deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit is
4 Same as table 1, f,:otnote 4. $6,900 of countable income: for continued occupancy $8,800 These figures should be used with cau-
'Same as table 1, footnote 5. tion since the great share of AFDC recipients do not line In put ic housing, and hence would neither
New York City has a surplus commodity food program with an eligibility ceiling of AFDC breakeven receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate. Approximately 8 percent of

levels for AFDC recipients or $4,200 tor other low-income families of 4. all AFDC recipients in New York City live in public housing.
7 Based on estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969. Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC

breakeven for AFDC receiplents of $5,300 for medically indigent nonrgoipicnt family of 4.

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate

(percent)

5

72
72

73

75

92

89

91

395

81
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WORK 1)IS1NCFN'rlvrs UN)Ei TIlE BliL IN NEW YORK CITY

Senator WLLI.xms. In New York, a family of four has a State
slpplement, they get $1,600 under this bill, a State supplement of
$228S, which &i\es them $3,8,8 in cash, expendable income. They get
a food stamp bonus of $522, the average medical is $153. With publlic
housing, they have s7,615 of spendable income. If they earn $9,,99,
they have $8,020 of spendable income--because of taxes. But if they
earn $720 only, they have $8,298. They' lose $272 in spendable ijcoiev
and benefits lecause, they increase their earning capacity up to $9,60).

Mr. VENEMAX . This 'ould not apply to 92 percent of the caseload
in New York City.

Senator WiI.AXNIS. Mr. Secretary, a few years axo, we had I
should not relate this. but we had an unpleasant situation in one iif
the. bureau down here, exposilng e <ine S(tanItal operating in o01e ot
th departments. All I heard througlmut that time was why was I s;o
excited because it was less than one-half of I percent. I do 110t know if
you have ever backedd apples in a barrel, blut if you have a rotten one.
you had letter get it out.

You have S percent here and you are talking.about your whole
)rogran of make work. I think yom would revoginze and agree with
me that there are only a small piercelitage of those people oin welfare
who want to be there anyway. You are putting not only these work
incentives in the bill, but you are putting in the, bill a* requirement
that they register to take jobs, are you not ? That will :p)plv to only
a small 1)ercentage who today want t) live on the wealth of this country
anl( do nothin r, and we make laws against the percentage.

W e have a law against murder. You and I are subject to that law
here, but they do not have to write the law for us, because we are
not going to break that law anyway.

I am not impressed by the fact. on this percentage deal of 8 percent
and I wish we coul d op it. The notch is here. And if it is such an
unimportant problem and we are told to discount it just on percent-
ages, I lose confidence that, we are going to have the cooperation of the.
administration to correct it.

Mr. VEE.M-ANm . I am not trying, to discount it on the basis of per-
centages. What I am trying to do is put the amendments in the Social
Security Act. in perspective. When we start talking about the public
housing bonus, that is a separate issue. It, is not. incorporated in the
Social Security amendments.

If you look' at column 4, yon would find the total money income.
That is really what we are dealing with. In each case you retain more
money by working.

Senator Wmiitvms. Mr. Secretary, that is the reason that I wanted
this chart. I have said to you on maiiv occasions-and your retpresenta-
tives and you have been most cooi)ellalive in workig with i on
this-that if you could take the first four c(Iliunis in the charts which
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V oll p',it oil Vyelvrda, thi's prolgl':ilf look- lile a ro1'if.Tha:t
is the IIVIa that has b)(Pl -olld to tihe ButftIX Yolt ei a-ve lt lIIIX
I iese. (thl(I rog lra III s.

Senator InuJM. 1 a lilmnwnTt. I Nvoidd jin-. like- to -i-li !oi,
qol~ife Ifi

Whi lVfl have1 thi-s ll-raTll I fl WO' (111:10 1li,- ])M, a tI nilY 4f fmier
eali (hadl A01~00 ill ',ew\ York Cii V. I hteard~ :Imt1 the po-)tail wmr-ker i-,
drawii%$7,000or ,S.00(t for a year's work.

Ml'. X'4:NlIMA'. A fanlily (if four it Wflklt iti l ilt-ff lieih
YOU 11:1 v illdIica ted~. get,fi (TI. Tih1at iz xvhfat th elle et Hf)W..

sealat Or AVI~.I ms. A P o VtryIVin- to rf~jlm ct tilt' i lle-1iti( ill
tile lawv or are yron jist tVinlg ti pronef and- Wvrite. in all Hte v('ffooi(.
weiL'-lts anil cx pai11( themn

I 1POOIfl V/ tha t. ynu 1ha1ve tllese( probllem'l. Bitt Tliii i i the ])ill w~e
pas lul tliet tile q(ti i olfl, litI wla lPxtlvt AvolI WI I i-te 1.

I wanted to vrit jeize very illit-h lle hfo-ttl w~frkis st rikingr. I
tllillk it was indle fenilie. T iltrnI'O(,l1a :IPS rsltion l that I 1111 glit the
Pres-i (lenit otigit to m'1 force tife la w. I1a 11: pOlat ivlle whatszoever.

But oil thle ot her 1111ni, let f15 jlf: fl(-(- th ie 1)1(1 n.11(1Hw fall We.
as Meimbiers of tie Congres. pst i f a; lnoX-ing aI bi wic h either
lllitintts o1 pepetutanterp-pit-ier one- n If 1141osal where a fa ff111 v of
fouin- in tile city can trel $7,615 oniig 11111 irl and14 _rvt ])A-9 b working
and making $720, and then tell thle post1al1 woikerthaIlot "'oi l sliolofi
(1(1i ver the niall and11 VyI (filyV Nvi-i for 1,7.0 f0r 11 1<

%KOW. youi 11 mi ll hae 5(fff H' inClniti Xe for l. lied t) IIvmrI k. ANi ceT f '11T
figure thlat aI ioain call illake $RATIS if the- lill is pa):f -e atol siivneil byX
the Pt'e-;ilit. by aok nd ( getting S,7?0. whlervasz if lhe wvorks vvery'
day at a good job and~ mlakes $0,599, lie hia.s $-,,020, or -,270-od l 1(5
thain le would if lie spent his timel ill roekilr lfi.welit j114t
nllkeC no sens-e.

"NoW. T hiavo' nothing~ agam4t a rocking chltit'. T like them. But T 110
Ilot w~ant, to get, .smei a trdfeendous demand for tifeill that those of us
w1-11 would like to get one can't; there will lbe a sllr(ftg oif I hemn.

Mr. NiNM X tink we llnve to W lie f -l"i whenl :I family li
four flooe ill fact ref S1.60 Witlilt 1(illl anill i huh. Bift ill nlpiel to
puit it into pets~ fl~ts ye. 14 vio sa A& V ~ w tv mff.XitPlX et to) the St ate
stipplemnlt al 1111 I'll ~t oIf ~Q) it v aI dec-ionl of thw (T* 'ilf '\e
York to pay that hmioiit . Wheo u V olI ftt to the $522 paymfenlt under
thle urit- co1mmod011101ity V rIo2Tala1, that1 15is lI~ f 11 11r4g111 Ini ltilo 1 11
the M; ate. When01 You geft- to the medical pa vmeilt. th.e -w1ope of serv ift'
Iflidel' title NIX. we p~rovided the imi'o i'a blit)1 the St ate iltiph1le114'lts
it. Tllev decide, how muhthe individual i:s going to) -et. The4 plblir
lilollsill boniS of $2.052 was not, made hy the Congres's: it was Inadle
by the New York Housing Authority.
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If we want to project this till fuirthier, we call talk almiut the
benefits under education thiat t lie are getting. We can bring thlis upl
Ceel higher.

Seniator WiIl s.I app reciate t hat andl WCe Will put all the blaie,
onl New 'York. Buit I have entirely too mucli respect. for v\oil as a
Secretary to) believe that thec 14tate of Newv York came down'and told
you thiat the legislature ]I, giving ,3,888 suppIlement, and( you must
pay ii) so in-tch of that as, thie Federal Government aiii you said,
"Yes, sir: we will do it."

Thle food stam lp prograin is Federal mnivy and thec State of 'New
Y~irk (lid no)t tell Congress or von- I respect the State of Newv York,

huit I Iope that the State of New York did not come downi and. write.
this il :111i d ted ll onow i eli C ongress is going to h avye to payv. You
are Pod ping uiader the eN~stinii. law anyi pairt of the State siilplle-

iiit.are pll

3 f. VlNIl N. Itider exist inig law. we pay l "f 4 thle 1 ol alilllmt
of thalit thle ()miv f foilt receive-. S() Nve are paiitiipatiflgn
'[ lo detrillinat ion ia- to Nvlethlt (w lhut Ne aIn. griiii to pay that

waS x s Il a he 1 v tie Sl ate 4)fI New Vi ),1k. 11, the St ate of New York
Sa Iul IW -A N InI! to )I y S.0H 10." \Ne would h a ve to) pa Iy half of tlIm -t.
WVe have noi 4' i!i-ol.

Scm i tor W IiLI. MI 14. IMn Au v~ ~ q I iP i if tl Iie tat(p "SliIpjl~itit

Senato4r WILIA. .%And if thle Stat(' Of New 'mOrk wanted t" gliVe
the ~lyiiii.von ;ui'e (oh igratud to paiv hlf

Mr. II AWK~i IR a1re is sin ii e uter him ini"f, reasnsi 0 deitess.
SellIat4ni mi1A I jilist Nvollder t' if e si 141oit liav e t lie sti q'e-

:mv froil the( State lif New YUil Witt ing" here. I iii not knm tie(
state odf New Yoiwli wa- lelling V1ou whait von1 had to dii.

1'. Vt; N 11 'M TI N. M1 o
iti1:ilitr W11.ii.1 lit yiii hail toi pay '50it ce

Mr. Vt;m:tx.Inl e-fiie at is whiat l1Iajpelis now und1(er the
present l]tx Thei State -et.- ;_,alit levels :1iid we 1lalt4h the gr1altz
Seinti INV ii %.m'. !Adi Ole.\ lime ( liniii'-s iiild the adiihiiiitii

to aiie st thin!. i ii'ii

MrI. V\mN.\Nx. Ni. (m iare's -id. -State..' if vonlie tOw \VP~;- w
liflve -ll 11ne 1w 1ni i '11 ax lc a i willf 1lt I ihei -ranlt-."

~uliit'i' ~'1.t~ x~'. I'leii iii s cit it.
Mr VENEMAX AW~ an' \\ vi olieuiii it in tlii' Jl. We :it savimi.. we

AN-ill 'iihillveit :'P percl'i t ofi the StAtW lioltioti over tlw $1.0ii pit)
l ili poverty level. We hiavi plaicil : limit om whlat we will sitpii'nt.

Seiilmtor AVitI.IAxu. I think ( u41gles-4 illix drawx a little imilie limiit.
Bit volt will diihii ht 1--,-21) for aI manii( t hix a 4 expeihille
ilcl'ii with) a fatiliiv of lion' ii the S-t ate o)f New York., which i ,"-271
full' than if itii'v xxokei :iil earn"!ei 5RU.5t is in ili ve~v it, xuiwlk.
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Mr. \EN"MN. I think that, taking into consideration all the factors
in these. charts, there is a ver" defiinite disincentive to increase your
earnings up to that level, if you live in a public housing unit.

Senator WiVLL.AvrS. Very finitee disincentive. I think that is well
stated. I will not ask to move over-

Senator CURTIS. May I nsk a question about New York before you

Senator Wi LLA3I. Sure.
Senator CURTIS. I think we are very indebted to Senator Williams

fmrwingillg all of these 1rorr~lnjs ilito the 1)ietire. It is true that they
are a(hministered by many differentt depaitmnents, but they all have
their basis in acts of Congres.-;4, and therefore. Comngre.s has the responi-
sibility.

But coming l)ack to the New Yo'rk liii t il coluunii 3, which does
not include all of these alditiuinal l)eelits if I understand that chart
correctly, the faiuilvY of for has earnimr, of l.)O and if they go out.
and1 increase it up to ,4.000. they" lhave I ,lN, raise l their income 1,000.
And that is (lisregar(lin all o , tile lhonin 1 enefit. food stamps, ail
everything else.

Senator ILLIAMS. That is cor'eut.
Senator Cttri. And tlint .ert. v in 11I)t inl i 1id1emeit
Senator B:ENNi:Err. May I su&e,.t So I It 1II I You shihl not stop at

column :3. Aoil slhiuhl _'O ti-rllu,, the next hlree columns, because if
thev ,o out and a nearn 'OHOit. taxes Coic in and lhit them. So they do
not ,r et a thon sand (ltdlar icmrea-ie in come. They get a thousand
(lol:r increase ill inoome minus the taxes. If thic have an :i.,.nolle of
S1.01t they only pav .'),2 so )ial se'itrit v tax. If they have an increase
of -1.000.,they, will play lppmoxima1ehv S'265 taxes. So there is ap-
proximately $200 off (if timt ttioui4-and dollars for the taxes that they
ha Ve accumulated because I heY work.

INCmn*:ASK IN FA MILY INCOME AS; FAIlLY SIZE: I NCn:ASES

,enator W iri.v.rs. Well, I will explain it another way. They start
out with tle PSdA5 for this family of four, for doing nothing. if they
earn 89.599, they have increased their net expendable income to $8,020.
liut they have gone out and worked to make that increase up to $9.599.
Now. if they want to stay at home and have three more babies, you
can see by table 8 that they can increase this income by $2,591, or
nearly $700 for each child tley have. I think we should pu.t the family
of seven 1i) here on that, to show the FAP benefits would jump over
52,500. The State supplement would go to S2,792. which would give
them 4.5,292 in cash expendable. Food stamps would 1e $,846, average
medical $2,017, public housing $2,052, or $10.207 by this family of
seven, which is $2,591 more or about $700 per baby that they get per
year increase.

(Table 1; referred to above follows:)



TABLE 8.-- COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INPOME-TESTLD PROGRAMS FOR A 7-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN NEW YORK CITY

State
Earnings FAP benefit supplements

0 ....................... . $2,500 $2,792

$720 ....................... 2,500 2, 792

$1,W00 -----------......... 2,360 2,745

$2,000 ..................... 1,860 2,578

$3,000 ..................... 1,360 2,411

$4,000 ..................... 860 2, 244

$5bO0 .................... 360 2, 077

$5,720 (FAII breakeven) ......------------ 1,957

$6,000 ................................... 1,770

$7,000 ................. .......... ...... 1,103

$8,000 ----------- _ -------------....... . 436

$8,658 (State breakeven) . ..... ........................

$9,916 ....................................---------

Food stamp
bonus or sur-

Total money Federal State income Social plus com-
income income taxa tax' security tax5 modify value;

$5,292 ................................

6,012 ........................

6 , 10 5 --- -- ---- -- ---- --

6,438 ----- . . .. . . . . . .

6,771 ............................

7,104 .......................

7,437 -------------- $6

7,677 ----------... 19

7,770 $14 26

8,103 156 53

8,436 297 80

8,658 398 104

$37

52

104

155

208

260

297

312

364

416

406..

Average
medical ven-
dor payment

per AFDC
family r

$2, 017

2,017

2,017

2,017

2,017

2,017

2,017

2,017

2, 017

2,017

2,(,,1

2, 017

Public hous-
Ing

bonus

$2,052

Z, 052

2, 052

2, 052

2, 052

2,052

2,052

2,052

2,052

2,052

2,052

2,052

9,916 593 149 406 ... _

Total income:
money and

in-kind from
all sources

$10,207

10, 890

10,968

11,249

11,530

1i,811

12,08

12, 276

12,336

12,445

12, 558

11,819

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate

(percent)

5

72

72

72

72
72

94

79

89

89

212

I A woman with 6 minor children where S~ute pays $5.292 to a family with n'o other income. Based on estimates or medical verdor payments, May 1969. Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC
I Same as table i. break even for AFOC recipe its or $7,200 for medically iiigent nonrecipient families of 4.
a Food stamp bonus is the difference between the value ot the coupon allounent and the purchase 1 Public housing bonus is the public housiro agency estimate of comparable private market rental

price of the coupons, Based on current food stamp schedules, with mandatory payroll deductions ($3,264 yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated tor 3-tedroo unit from data
substracted from gross income in determining purchase price and eligibility. Income eligibility ;upplied by local housing authority, ircludiog any allowable deductions for employment coits and
limit is AFDC break even for AFDC recipients or $6.060 net Income for nonrecipients. Not all eligible payroll deductions, but not i iclud, ng deductions for day-ca re costs, hea'th-related expenses, earnings
families participate in the food stamp program. Such families would have lower benefits and cumu- of minorss, or another deductions allowed, Maximum admission hn ,t is$8 084 D] courtable icoeni, for
native reduction rates, continued occupancy $8,800 for federally aided projects These figures should be used with cauino

4 Same as table 1. since thn great share of AFD3 recipients d, not ive In public housing, and hence would neither receive
6 Same as table 1. subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate, Approxrmately 8 percent of all AFDC

New York City has a surplus commodity food program with an eligibility ceiling of AFDC break recipie its in New York City live in pu )ti housing,
even levels tor AFDC break-even levels for AFDC recipients or $6,060 for other low-income families
of7.

-.. .......... 8,768 342
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VIlltol" "W TI.i. \tS. Nmv ilnvtle Ithi- i.s6 the way to do it. It shows
wi lit we ha: 'e eared Alm4utt lo 1 ation m'iltrol. I just wmllder if we
have in tlis hill ta ken into (441 . ideration 11 ot tile actors that wNe
shol,1 dh-al with.

I walit to onll.r in what the S<cretarY sa-id \esterdaV in his anal-
\-.s ol the existing, I)w. Ih ,,existing laNv is a ju lLle tiht needs cor-

",t iligv. There is nro qu,.tioll about it. And 1 wait to help correct it.
Bid iWe cannot core,.t it without recognizing, not on i tle prolens il
existing law, 1it alsO rec1Ognizin' tile prOblems ill thill ii]. What 1
want to do il any Will that I help s l ort. is I", C isitt not only the
existing law bit problem, s with the till] that are called slarly to 0111

itteiltioll like these }rlre.
I thin we can do it. ilt I do not think we, caln do it by acting on just

OUPl p1 i, s, of t I 1gmroglan Ill11e 11 5anaying - at Initer (late we %Nill oil-
orate o1 f'ood Sf1taillp, at another date we will look at public 110tIsi ll
or II1)D,,a o on. I think we holdud have al of them, have tle whole
liil 11 here.

Mayl a t lI W 1(4 Anliitl Hid. I ;lilt1(mo14 il t iloi-c feibm" wh
thinks vo ,an s lve ay- 1111111em if you lea]ly ,ecognize it head on and
ge(,t to doing it.

Wo i IHl.,IN( l\N-IFVl IN )l:l, T BIL I 1 (. <l l.. IL.Y Or41 "-IAX N IN
Nt*W Y(Hllll l'IlY

Now, this a Ilntall witll , f:tvilY of seven. if lie works and makes
S9.9 I1;. he Nvold~ h:1N ()~ f iiicime. 01 )I-.8 ie-- 0 1 he worth]
if he 'lid not work at all.

T1I, (1 JJ.kx\. If I might interject there.
That demonstr.tes that if that recipient goes to work and aitnall v

1w~ Ilit of his own lai wmork make- ,I.9t;. th iai as a residt of earning
almost .10.)0, he is tI en, a ft er all is co,,idered, more tlan a tloiand
dol,,as W e or-It toilta ihe would be if le had 11At grolle to wo rl at al.

I - that, correct ?
Mr. I 1 ATII 1 ELI. (orrect.

The CHtIMAN. I low ,an we jinstifv that kind of rs.uIt . tit :a
person ea s $9.i-) ,41(d he is worse oil, than he Wouthd he it ie 1141
itrver gone to work at A 1?

Senator WILIAMS. That is basel om the hiU 1K ill it, Iw us
assuming We approve it wittoldit all llllivJll ,

Mr. \rvn:cEi~u.. I wItld lik. if t Iw I 11 littm m,'(od1,I eld l ut l Its. to
show how the bill chringes preset law. We have lost sight of tlhat.

Tie CI.\ ItIMr.. Is this how thIe bill \ l l work ?
Mr. IP.TRnE.L1.t. li.s is hIow tile hill wAild wrk. "ie siti'ation

Ihr1II ex i ign law is worse.
The CIIAIJ MAN. If mOtl are going, to spend 144 billion to cil ll.gre the

existing law, why <loes it work out that wa,\ Ca't yoiu Sipend S4
billion better than tha t ?

Mr. WelcvJ1.i. We are trying- to. Mr. chairman , ]lilt we are con-
fronted with 20 years of legislati\-e and execlt iye oversight. We have
ll (ed t otod -tllli) rpr,)l:g l wlli th li N(t welIfre t:lt So tle liotolleS

nei removed from those Irts. ]lilt wve vtraitily no.ree thai the plOlblem
i- v,.,rv Seveely 111omlicated by1 lot husin..
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The ('11l .Whly not jinik tile whole' thiig ando. Start ove eiav.lin.
say. "'Al 1 I'igh t . o tI 0'e n ext . 1 ai1111i1rv I- '-

S"enatoi' I IA N,,FI. I NVO-.(1 1like to oiter Il ipn 4 alit ia Supporti' to) (1
just that.

S-enal or ( un'rri. Wil v on viebi I ri gh tt I here?
I aiii thoroughIly convincedi that wev have to take into :ac1olunt all1

of these other' programs. because whiet her yolu have jiiisdiction of
theml or not. the C~ongr~ess floes .

IBut comn g Imnck even to v~on in 3. t iiis fain iiY Vof seven,. if tie v
miake t7-2() and raise that iil to ~K (,they get to keep) S2,000I. Th'at
s all. This' no1) incenltivye to work. Thbat is ain incentive not to work.

And certainly thait padt of the picture was available he fore e to
Willii nslhad even done ie( 10)1 exvork f r all ot' s.

Mr. O~rui'ai ne of tile' prolenms, oft con ise. is ho0w inulii
being taken away fis4 411ai'ilingts as a result of thle operation of t lise
Imaogrns. ( Meu of the 111(1St let Pogressi ye-

Senatoi' ( 'uIrrplqThat does not alhet col iiin3.
Mr. 1.rrvu.This is in fact only t he rates applying fromn here

oil out. because 1101 l ng is clinginig In ally of these colvlillus. You are
ilp to a 7:-lpeIcenlt r(ht-llt r ate. part ly by reasoll of I lie operations
of til ta'Social secuiu'i lv to x. (0)no of thle i i-4 ret rog ress i ve tinig., that
tile Soc'ial s('uilii Act iiuciluides is thle -- percent Soc'ial Secur11ityV taX.
Stairtingr at Zero0 illcoic. Tii~it i'-z 0111 ot tie l)1ohlelik. That grei-:-
yl 1ii114) 01itG pelveni. wi'h thel'(Juiiit ellactedl ill thle W
a i'1111111 liiu

liLlltrxei ii C lI'eot 1, lh t was 1"llc: i till'4 'on vSilite cmiiauir sonw

bml. whoI2" make 572. if 11 ll l O111Il'alettie tlm si ii's up t'i'NJHHlt

get01 aot all.0t grain.i i4tiuL

hi I S i- I L11 11 H)i .T l~t \.I ~ (1,1g l

P"7.tlwich o( in n -. l' inltx vilt lt 1W.) , 1 lit(Itli
Se natr Clux ';. WI a huhi)l lu('ictoIlie t~ w e lillluclurlie Fedr alT

Mr.iii- 1w H i i pr (nIe No 17v mork Si aic.ro xlwic iur i xh dvSae

4iii' tlo( Thp~l'I ey 1111i t * vta e ts ol $1) thaefo- l;l Mi

'c i f tO ,l._ I S. \\_e' ( 4111111 ,iti)e 1' 51 ) 1 ') j iS mlt(
1 jh'tNit i
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duction rate because of that State-financed pro±ramn, over which the
Congress has no Colitrol.

lenator VILI.MS. 1 am not so sure that if Congress is l, ying ,
percent of it. tlwy have no control.

Mr. PATHICELt.. Congress is not, paying any of it.
Senator Wlt.IA.Ms. ley aIre 1ow going to pay 30 l)ereelit of it
Mr. VENENIAN. No, Senator, we are talking about two dieitlit

groups.
Senator \Vimr...rs. I am talking about this g.rouap right here.
All'. V;N1::MAN. A\V i1ow sU!)ilhlent abou t hlt1 1' of the total Imoft"

1inyl, nt co]lum1n %\ Jit3 Federal money.
Senator imiLTM.ts. I amin talking aihout if we pass this bill as it iz

right now.
Mr. VENEM.N. If we pass this bill as it is right now. we pay s 2..')0

as shovn iin tle first I0M11 peii I o rt ani l we pa A' 30 t(trelit of
tIhe alntmnolit sliowii ll lie second collimii, 1lJ) to the p overty line. The
poverty line 1oi' ;I tllitv (,f .-ev n is

Seitr "W11l.1 \Ms. If we think it is too m1ch, all we have to sayv
is we oly PIa V zerO J eree ut or onldv ui) to a vert aii a mo unt. We cam
write it. in ?

St% l;tol' AVII.! IA\tl.. W\ith :11 lu V 10e-l1'.t t,, le 't-4ae of Y mw "Y,,lk.
and I reslpect them. ve do'i fur l ux e t(o write ii :il3 percent o1 1ll n-
limlited :1111milt.

r. "\'E .. N~. ,We p3)ay pe rce','ent I14) to tle ) poverty line aud- --
Seiator Wiui i.. s. If we \ant to d(o it., e'1 P roi (1101) it.
Seietta'V FINlH. Mi,..ht.
Mr. 1PxruTicvr.LA. .ll I was Irvino to point olt. Senator. is there are

a inum)er of State-flnaiied progri-als that firtlher conll]lioate this pic-
ture. Wherever a State has aI general assistan,.e pro,-ram that there is
no Federal uloneA ill. if it is redlcing that assistance at a rate whih
is too high. it colinpletely ideruines the work incentives in the Fed-
eral program.

Senator Wlri. rs. I appreciate that vo cannot tell a State what
tley are going to (10 with their own State xey. But we can iin thi.
bill regrilate the amount of a State progrnin ill which we will have any
participation whatsoever. We can also eliminate 4,1' put into the bill.
anIld the bill (loes have some, that States cannot relluie that wlh ih tle
were paying before if it was below the poverty line. We have niniriimni
rest rictilonsl on the State and penalties if the" (10 not. We 1o to a ,r'f-
tain extent tell tie State and we can regulate that point as long as Fed-
eral money is foliovi," tlhroilu.

Now, jut Ise that chart again. We wolild like a hill lre tl- t not
only provides an incentive for a man to work, but it is important tlhat
a man take pride in his work and work toward avaneenvent and try
to be a better man. We even have a trailing program here where voil
can train men to improve their position. That is a noble objective. But
if that man is working and making $S.658 wider this bill with a fairrily
of srAen, Ila has $11,819 expendable income. But if lie improves, hr,'
status, lie i offered a promotion )y his manager or ie. can get a proino-
tion aid wants to bid, if lie take. that promotion and improves it ill)
to $9,916. for eaeh $1 that lie gets extra salary, lie loses $3.42. That is
not an incentive.
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Mr. V rE.,,. A\re YOU talking about the man without a wife orfamily ?

Senator WmIm,.V[s. I am talking about. the earner.
Mr. ThV31 AN. This would not apply, of coite, to the intact fati ilv.
Senator Wiu.i.k.ts. That is correct. 1 am speaking only of fatiilies

that are affected by this bill.
Mr. VJ:NE.t.N. Which i the Ak FI)C caseload.
Senator WILLL. IS. That is right. And I will agree that there will

be a small percentage of them. I just lope that we can, in worki r I
this bill, brimn all of these factors into consideration I' the cominittee
from all of tie agencies irrespective. I am going to ask you to al-o-
apparent]y I overlooked one columrin here which would he a lmotcl. :11id
that is oil HU)'s rent supplement, to what extent that woult he
a tfeted.

Mr. V\:.r.x. The Federal money is what you are interested in.
Senator Y(-lrI.\.. Yes, and, Mr. Secretary, if you could think of

any other, regardless of what it is, tl,'t would be affected I would like
to have it included in here so we can get it before us. Maybe it does not
need changing. Maybe it needs expanding. But I would like to have it,
anid 1 could more intelligently act on ihis bill. I say that as one who
thinks it would he almo-t criminal if we sit back and say we are ,oinve
to keep the existing law and do nothing. The existing law may, in nlans
instances, be as bad or worse than this. ]it I would like to have all
cases to see if we cannot correct the program so that 2 years from now
somebody will not have to come in and correct the notchies we have
created.

Senator BINNrE'rr. I think it would be interesting to have rent slp-
plement added, but a man does not get both public liousirg and rent
slipplellent.

Senator WILLI.AmS. That is: correct.
Senator BEN NETr. So you (to not really add it, you put in a sub-

stitute.
Senator XVu..us. Wlit I meant ly adding, some do not get rent

supl)plement. at all. So lu li, housing would come out and maybe a
lower figure would go in. ',\itlh rent supplement, it may eliminate a
notch.

Mr. \ENEMAx. We could probably determine what percent of tile
caseload get public housing or rent supplements. We have 8 percent in
1l)hli hollsillri, we may 1have auiolher ., jiel ceit ill reilt sluppleliills.
and -we have others pa.v-irg outirely for tleir own housing.

Senator AVIVTA.i.s. if yon think of any program that would by in-
clusion make this appear better. or less notches, put it in. I am not
trying to pick up the notcre-z that are bad. I have put in all that I
could think of, lit I have foid mt a new oie today.

[mo- i' l, , I t-IFI .IwI uNUlil I111. o:s '1i o six sTA :sII

Senator BYRD. Would tile 'Senator yield so that I might ask a ques-
tion?

Senator WIL.ms. Surelv.
Senator BYnD. May I refer to page 44 of the report of the Comilrit-

tee on Ways and Means. That is the table dealing with State and fiscal
relief under the committee proposal. My question is this: Am I cor-
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revet ini tin v ws'-lt11tini th;1t lituil this ill "0f pon-ilit ol the nelief
(Zo ifl to the Stt(- Nvill goi to tle State of' ( 'ah foiai Pillt'(Xi mtvitlV
3', percent Nvill go to New YIIwk, Af: tihi itet ts, Ill inois. I 'eiull Nvall ill,
and( Ohio, and( the t-etainiug -3 lieeelit will Ithell be dividedi 11110114
the other 1 IStaltes I waultIt my attest ionl is wither. I ain tttiilerst attd-
inr this ta] te wacitiatel *v.

Mr. Vrll ii . I have not Itrokell (down the lierceitniages, but I thitik
it would wo rk ouit approximnate ly in thait iiiuge.

Sentort~ Bivt. Ini Wwtel wortl. if Con~t-s ellatt tltiwz bill. of tlip
ti-cil reliti (l to the vai tit Rt ute. 30) ]lrii iln tinud liies will
5! ( 'it i foru i:t ci n0ot hie 2 it aet will uro io live S41te e New York.

~r~-;ut-~ts.Illiniois, 1 eutiiic. :11.4 ( )16o. alni Ownt thte other
I f -tatle will g.el I lit reninhtitter pecl ?tt(i

Arrt.bt t i Thaett i t be ili-ahlite Tttoiftitit
00tt11d at' "1t11. ineq: tht. -c ofni nnhe Neciiu or iereertt of ttoa

i dII vi N \' I c ait was ! I O7 I1:11I in t iIin a -c - to 11iii t II it. tttI let t i e adI-.'l

tidtit tvoletvs, hite haitis i-~t. -0 ~etct t. wfaeitt prio5-

intl1 nqdVi their teAre ititutV e.ctttlv. I ieu±ni hwllve a11- on fereneep~w

Smnt o Bll) hukIiti fritooii: If fvttlip itvltil that peonto tlpeito in

ti ik tto It C; it th i ti l f t
elt tcIctiji etii i- 1t

it v.- I It7clo \i nl rd , v ithlie 14 akt vIo-i (t huo ttii c il bt
Ii or yll to a f Ii itlt V i lvt o r W i lias .

\Tlwlti 'I tI l .tit o 1'li ntt-t I t - io tin el I ttii eTit iO -
tiovi ofe l44aw niiltlnis ats, r Kimm nnttl i.Ileir.' itis ue

~ii xt et of tI did5! t~ to t e'll. etite to'efiliviltuit tat wOitli
m" ictix abttinlht e wt al Stte-. If ve ibI that it vetn iltife~Pivn~ee

t odci lhtt litrool St Iett (ttitthop titi t tioe tecidI e-rmqitme

toIntv Itc r a it end(Atse A. W fre. nmtO nsAp it
the U xur~.Ys

\lt. t:NtnfAN.110A" (not knowMUN Vo that wol work I' ntr
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'TO ('Ii x Nvrx. If xxV 410 a dlC'iM"l hadi to beC a rvC;idelit of a Sao
for 6 Iliolith. or 1 a year i (ille to' b11e eligi 1)11 for welIfare payments

till in a State wvel fare plan that the St ate fr'oim which tile p~ers:.on
imigra'~ted Should( icon~tiue to mlakI' i ellare paiviai to tliaf persoii
f01' th at firs G- Iiil t Is ori vel. as11 til c ase miay b e, t heli ifI a pw rson1
Should iligzr1te fromt, let 111" ra, Nli , Sissi ppi to C al ifIornia or -,o Newx
York, lhtokilig at t I'he ter wvelfare, siat itt e im thiose St ates, the Stato
Ii'oji wh ichl lie iiirattA xvuild hie m'ijQt'' toi i'ntitiue wel fare pay-
Ilielits uint il lie Could qualify under the laws of' the Staeto which ho0

MuIilse (does ivtt aply t the Federal Gox Cr1ilt it it .vout apply to
tile State,-. Bitt Ve14 if 3ou (101 emi isiot) it ats appjlyin~g to thle Federal
Government, what I (lpsirili('i xx ttli requlire equal lrl'ilt'tioul. The re-
Aipient i itthl he Imuo d C Itl th lIaw xvy miO'eiVIiig payv ieits frm atitI
.State frvoml which lhe had Iiiit rated lulltilI t lie State to wvhicli lie had mii-
gr'ated I had p~i(ked ull t lie paynuqtit

Wh'lat is y'our tliiight A mot the aidvisability of liavingr some, rewt
dncvy leqii retinent.s lvi l atvei in Fedhera 11aw tvIo 1111)11' t the -t ate thiat

p rovide, Iliilre gjnvt i 0 l x I Li iv liilv l-t Itilti at su1ili iiiirit iw of

Sellator. W\e did ] hut tttilililt tit aiillt'- it.
'Ihe ( AVxt:hx .\ 1l:ut (i) om ti llink al1mt t lie iiei'it-; of it ? I call

find plenity ofI liwy er- to adx'ise tue a boo I ilie u' ~tit itioiial su
Sevietar'y FIN('tI. We think that bh ilnmsinii" a1 1at iinal liiinhliut

floor, wxe have taikeii ai tA 4e1 tp in vaintg thIis d isparitv het xx'-'' thle
States. We think wei have itaile a tir. t -tep toxvar'u .ett iniz s olii''nd
ards 1zthat will he hl]pfiul national]\..

The C'I txnlt \N. Well, now. ltleiisi' uiderl"'ainil. 1 alit nilt qiurrelin~g

Secret al'x FlINCtH. Airainl. tlii. is ati'igieu byv tile soiiilogri -t- ai'k and(
forth allillt xx]i:tt mtiptivates t pet'"tti lit mioxe hl'i one 'late to an-
other'. I ant sure that in liiittm-i'' whein a lieald of ;) family' idecidve to
go fromi one State Itt '1uitithi., Ilie iluiesnot git liei'cau'v Ilk- thliiiV Ill're is
1ie Irel ief oir xx elf. there, lie goes- bve(ali- e lie liiilestly valtit 5t itn-

plxe Is htt. loll lie i, Naiit re'.eil lx' li f", 't Onta thile W~ lett0r Wx
f'ire tllil', i'a t'i'i lie doe"- 110t get tilie jit)h le i- lopili'lt, lIm.he i:s

I itl wei think vce liave t;iki'il ai -teft iln til t-ighlt ii-i 'tt Iiele by
plittitii (- ill this fl"', it will helpr Io Inli' the gi'vtil i'pytrity I iilttl1lt
wve Ito xe 110w.

Liiiaia xxheni xxi titaili' :i toojill. itirte ill tlt] wxiltt''pxt;tt. W\e

t i it' initial tllort 1:lt I~ hat1 4)f that ie' ( tha; ;tIil f'!'oit Nt'

Mi's. x: al in ti iiml 11Iii: I t'iphi' were leaxiillr- Nati'hez li'oe
oxe' ti)I miilw iito -fe t in:1 i'l'eu'i'tl xxel 'a I'e. a1)i tw li' t '1 11i 4

h-ai'Ii Lwi,uiiawli to '1 to 'vl'e:i to) avoid pii.611t&, all tlio-e.( tilxt-.
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It is hard to do mirn ito hll) thle State thIat i picking ilp the hardenl
of States- boi'dei'i all foil], sides. C olorado had a inotle liberal pro-

"tam than tile Si'i'ou111ii Inr St ai e,. jii:t as did Loii~ia at oiie t iie.
I notice the bl 1 oeji have Iheire W-oild stike ( down alany re-idenex-

req u irienl ent s. Oni page 67, 1 See :i liiy tat it pol 1i1ills anlly~ eii
requ iremuent wlic 112 xcuds ii indiVidulal Who FeOSidles in tile StatO.
-Now. that i'odilies the Court liioiii. It secmii' to) illii I hat it' aiiv Slltate
waltted toi hal'te ai1 ilia.i natiNve puoi 'raili for its working pooin' or f' r
its, lie -- p,11i i'l that weiit 511iwtlithiill- Weyond~ whait the F'ede'l
(oVeiiiient d141, it iiihi biud a ovalei dia "f' be lurI'ili it is Picking
ill V iiiili be people i'oilJii.( to tilt, 'State in AM advantage of it.

at thle ii l thle le l' i nn wa11 \ :- d ia ftcdl. I \\nIIi lin iit i'i nuot tIl lle-i-

"Hii ill ,lningi~fiix nga i f thivn.i a t~o(i' pOiiii idotet i fi'iiii a leat

ilhill teiilit l)21'ti'il.i'\ iht Iou dol ai I i m uki2 a lla wlt to be~

li-11-is 1ri 1ei a id eol li1 tu tiiitill a >12111' W( V( (~' I n 'iItldo toa

bi-e.Ah PtIn' StateI iiihfit id i"l' thii a loi, hllnlnY ilif t~ingc~

tohat he 11(lh l~~a
'Fii. Wi~un~x. e ll. in it we w n it h eilliivlel i~iaie
Tile aim Iol lws IN li winke ll'oii tile State hereA lie,* Wiist flniell _-'ra

a adIIe of Iilt I (lilelepit fo he o,- in where tem ifec p Iihade bini herel
lie Il2~ beO oI ofll woark.lr ',pic) ~uIa akn md nm

that. VENEaN. Ulnderul haneiut~onint iltii'iete e )i'iil'Fit I"is 1 lot

afe Ciiu p'nznx ill le earned, it. iS i iie'tate.aw inrt t1 ial "Iif
lietI) earnigil th IVN ('aitl ret t n Loiiiii le %plsfh lV, "V1( tIe IfV he e
conic'the u i t nlie l a t ~id o es tolltl Pys is-ij i t ,1' m fii :i, ill1( Il fiiian
(aeSiamtAn!at.fras a hec tom O t vr i n Mala llns ii'Mi:mi 1 1

whelreeth appen to,1 Ie cat the.l time.1 )]
Mr-l N. .ut couinld 'that olel isn tlt'. :-"I. \\ reident ofTxas

ad' earu ,lital iinnilonin f lraeilld Lvl wih IOEiltlI = iid J'ievwnit in

'Pli (i Ilz.XN.- The arijieioin is ht lih earnshis et 'liIi ler

eaed het isi~e t he. teM "ICetl C~' idShm hr
he ia. eNM. luof work
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'T1h0 CHAIRNIAN. AV*lheeCe hie is working. an i e dram's Ilis check
f rotii tilie Slate where lie Ciht'iWe tile etitlemient.

M 1%. '~iE .It does riot make attv di fteretice where reidlence is inl
ti htr ca:-e. lt~itlce is not a factor.

The CIIlmAnlf%. There is 114) doUl t ill 11ii V ti nid t hat we Call legislate
a re(, itetice t'equi rTtient if weP NX lit tio. Tll iStNate., tie pitel'sto do
a t img i mott it untder that Sttj retil (0ourt d'ci sion ( ~1Itt I wt itt 14
tink if we thought it wOtl~l be dlesrable, wie conld &1 mi, A fter all4 we

enaettor.; of t he~ Itiied N ame oli ti.- ,i (imiittvte. I ttt we, dt, Il~i Cr-
-teilt those States thatt -nt It- here. What i'av,)ily nffeet- 50) State-'
firal ' hl-ls the -tnitiltry as a whole. it ;>eetIi> to ie.

As' I itirlertail it. a PH.t-, Cilrt ouirt dei- o l(ih- that a

tlie Mtan had a.ttida ILea i 10i j'm Zt ) :it pttitort the ciIt. I 1 ttl
that you hit\-( exatminted this 'imm, atii I tNtiitd like to kniow what Yontr

te\- -are onl tt.
Mt.r, n Weua ') v, ill thet Fa ili v Asi t a ice Ac(t . 'Settator.

toi (ih.il with that pit tlletti. it ha.s 14) do0 Wait i tile 1ttcL-tion 41t i 'a tther
the ittetit "f :t t'iittitf t il-V Call he _'a'erat (,1 1, 1 nItIt tIeI re -t o ,f
t1w fan iv,.- I'!trtte id, (.I ilpt i the1ier :vtei- I f thiete is a

Cititt1itItitli htit-tatil tite famtil v. we take atcc~tttt of Ins, tittcitel,
t'e 1.a 'tile-:,~ iti a

1
tl her iw. 1Hot thit ili014 Pim S aail aitle tth le liiilv. W\e

ate I itting to create, through thle welfare law, a -troutgY r1 tttrerll(-tt
Ithat a tian itt t ids sittiatitii hais a i'pott-iiit' to -tpptrt the family.
I think that pIt]icy nioes itt thle direction that vonl walnt to go inl.

Ate(trxttit.N.I 1,1tt(m that PItt4' 1it tOW titite that We ait -'.t actiVe
ilt bi, Hieldtifo dinlitt-intt welftate paititeut.-; to pq"It(ih, the old,, way Ave
Wotild (to it was~ that ifi t wasWt IN Iita t of a Wlii ii whet ie' he

were uttartm" he mtt no 'tti''j d in.tttit uliar f(le tha cild tta'ret tnother
WMitl lilt( a :-iiit tlechi ring" himtti h le IThe fat her t)f that chifl. If \'fill
read 'aIm athe lawym m-wie alui lit- casve,. t hey sa v that is a fairly

Mia'tt mtthiat itry t) itllitiie. That hititir the a.tht,fat titti is
theni hel Miaile' hir mjqtlc itt otit hilil. at~ llt 4)tte Itti i it
him it l. Now. thaIt \%- al 'at het' v!ltiti' t'i'tii'' if' fli' father Nwas
t':tp aliteo, okn~ and itt!It'-titi ' Ia~!I iort to tt,]'I tin)i thant we

)1ie tetl- to gtittlii w t 1eW-'IM1 11ii tid:Iv, that! theIN elaw(tittma ge-Z

O i'att' htettt mt t that 11 i 11 i de ii d ha Ilhe'aa ret'Il'ft a-It child.

littat m ~ l twit liiini ivft a ut'.%14 llull

S-e('tetaiI'v INilt1. I have not -Ittlit leva.
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v i 1. I n ve Io ;z i v ) I ;II'V ii-eIH) o dwi li cor it'oil I ]Iat. "-;iiatoi'.
Th'le ( 'I I.r.% xN. _% sid 'nitfI IIIIwi Ig a I a clearing with tile ( 'a]i fojija

aIt IIo] it ies I I III iie(l v(N t lie m. it -I p n vIa uItI e at thIa: t talifle will I(I Iha ve
liete 4ictett mis onl tiit Wftnii ao tha n my lia ii any i.iii onold find
oiiilpice el-e. Mrl. Veiiil oive ei r e, what expvell(' dlid yoult havv
Axiih iThe C ai fo'iin law

.111% hll\AkiNs. I iiiWt t his l~ogZlii was :1 very cilliciiit one~ ouit
there. Thei coi'iiiiite iNet' di al hftii lon a woinani in ('alifin "lhit)

!-Zaii. "T'hie iicu I li ked Iliii emudii tha limt1e took nivy chiild to a ballI gane
aind they cuIt (ill Ini vwe]f pa imit. ' TI, s mtile proldili. I £Zit he'.
milii hih tile case occurred

Mrf. \Vuxim.m' I think then was ai nieasiie put thmroug~h thliat made
mpresuniption t hat al niiiii us i Iig the role oi spl)Oi oni be 1 al

fior tile children. I thiink this is the one that wvas knocked down. b)it I
limvi' Ilot iead the deiionf.

Thle ('i 'l~lN. I lOW do0 von1 feel ii out thle casze where therIe is a
51 ep tat lie ' il til 11io1 ,e ' SI iid( in it t hat i ncomi be ivga rde as Keinrg
mivanilaile 10that fai liit
II~Ic. \:rt I f the incoii i- nvmilallt. lie is liable.
Th lAIi.~ nwAN. If a niani is li vingz in tIhat Same hlsc' with that

fa ililv an 111aims inot lniii'dt Ihle inothcir. wi iv sliod 011( belie t reatedl any

INitoil1: (ii' i'.iAiamVtlj i'11ii: EXi.UDiii1l UNDNv TIii BILL

lId- me ]lis1 readi tbi oil page 13 of the bill

Tln'rst Ohitl hw vXcliiii'u thet iiieoua iiii rt'souii(4s of any intlivliiiial. other
thmi±an Ioai f nIM chid(r a Mmmlia- of a Iniat . mich, as lettriini't in
;i'i''rd ill' with Iit ii a prt'sc ribled by w i' Secreta ry. I, niot a vili i i et to ot lie'r
iiitiilif'rS (if the. faiiiiily. . .. anid foi Si('li jiuimis'as such individual. ini any 01 her

ist'. O),ill 111t hei (onsiit''(l a iiiiiir of tow faiiily for at*- purpose.

It -('tils to i that is. a mialt ei of wrmit in ir ight into the( statute that
if a iinan et uses, to Olaim his own child, lit' has :I cashi advantage.

Secrietary~ F'r C Ii The luil' Sent'ln'e. Senlator', says alppropr'iate
St mite law slidid be applied. So wev will bej I think. l)1etty well guided
as to the legal def'ini ini which wve ini the Departnient Nwotil(1 act.

Thle ('n IMIIMAN. 10nt ft at desn't seeiii to ajphly to siiset io (d)
which I tead. When youl sayv there shall he (xclilded li, income of
anmt'olin'cs of an-y iiKlNOiWia other than thle lialeut. Welh is deter-
inmed iii acc'ioirianc ie widhi ci te ' aN presci'b ed b y the Seciret ayi

as not available -thel n say Ii anyv otlipi' cse shall n~ot be considlered'
a ienOel' of the fin il for: anyi lillii'se. The wvay wve read that is
tinut no iniattet' how 1iiu1'll icoline that personl had, if lit' does not Iiiari'i
flint nail11 r a ud wit iil m thle ha'on te firom thIiat fun ilv, ('een if lie' he
a wealthy~ personI~i. yon iiiu1st still 1prmovide Ilie wvel fare benefits for that
family, evli milli that mian liviimgthie'.

S etae -i Fi xii. Yes, budt there would he a quest ion whether thlat
St ate would in that situation considei' tilt el atdioiisiip a com inon- law-
rt'ilat ionsliip. inl which cmize thle iuuan Avoumld lbe held liable for tlio-'
obligations. Tiat iw what thn' Nln gvmaz goes ot to say1.
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lie (>I .! nM, xx. 1 :lii :n1lvic- d it is Il l ie" if I' .IIles the I iaIilit V
I iMt tIht co-me ilIIo elect.

Sectai-01v Fi Nlilt. I en ii iiOtive vol tlii ii ii]ieol" of, States \wVlere
that liailli'tv would e-'lei. ]mt (ier. would cerital I, lw a ililllel" of

1Mi. V\rNi:.M \. S-eniatoi-, this -,vilole s,tionl is ciititled, at Ole !bottolml
of l:jlre 1-2, 1iie 24. "i'lTe Iiieomc atid I1'es ourri-1 of ai Noii-( 'otribt in,i
Adultt" So it is (le(illed that tllis 10i(,\" ill lilt :i\:Jilal)le for iieullkey-,
of the fanmilv.

The (nlm'izl.\.Nx. TIat is tie s :ot of thing" we are talking alan,t w1re
a man is well abIle to contrilutv anid is living with that family.

Mr. \1;NE..\. If it is deeiled lht tli mollev is a vailabh, to tle
fan iv, he would ]lot l)e a lilnilCo itribiultilig ad11t. I'his is alter it i.
deemed that the money is not av ailable for the tiiilv.

'I lie (', I.\tnr.\N. If they" are going to get t ie, flll" welfare 1 elieit
witlmut a'nybody making g an: effort to vaise tiat father to pay for
sonietliiung, it is 11ar(] for ine to, See how we aric goinlr to have a sitiu'atioii
here, that father will make anv ontrib)iltion. If lie either make- no
)o.tribtion or makes it furtively-if they cheat on it, they ,re just

letter oil'.
N\ow. inl Imiinnn. ;huuIi a eical whi tihe Stateot to1iitrhi lmotit

it. w-e fouiid that a lot of Iapas caime home when tle welfare pa'mnents
were cut oil'. O(d pala came home theln mid started Sii Ilh)ort iii T liq
faiiily. But ip until that time, mama was not demanding that.

Mr. VE,,E.I .N. If he is a parent of oiic of those children. he has to
contriluite. lie wAould iiot be considered a iioncont rihutin, adult.

The (.mt..x. Well. let us assume t lit lie is a pai-eit but ihe has
never been legally declared to he so. Tht mother doe.s, not charge he
i a, a rent a ld he claims hie is not.

Mr. \ ENI.M.N. Vell, that is a tough one.
The C('mAF.\r..--. Would it iiot be to their alvantaie to collect the

aMixirumn welfare payments?
Mr. Th:e.x. 'here on aire getting into the question of fraud,

really. If lie is il fact the parent and savs lie is iiot. and tile mother
a:y1s lie is not, then you ha'e the issue f fraud. If lie is in fact de-

teriiiined to be the p.avrent of the child. he eaminot lie a noncontrilitiing
a Mult. lie would ha cC to sliport his child. We have two groups. those
who draw a little, those who draw a lot. People do the same tliing on
iullmne tax.

The ('i x ANr v,. There re :a lot of peclhe wlo 4'hi.h oim von. es>e-
,'iullv those who do ot find it 14) their tidt:t -- ipleiiett tiir
1inctine bv emlloYmennt. I would think the de(,ree of cheitint aid the
uh_,ree of temptation to draw the ma xiimi degree of benefit, would
,'-u+e SOme people to fudge on it ad tend to lie about it. if it tends to
h1 t lie) u av(antlge. )o vonl not ill i il rem,,\oe t11e ilm'iltivye of
tlit mother to have that fellow dee]lared the father and make him
res! )I +ihle for the siipport of the child? They can draw a lot of welfare
if they n int do it.

Mr. II xwmix,. The Senate plt in, in 19617, much stronger )rovisions
than lund been there previously on tlie subject, of paternity, and welfare
area,.ies arc heing piislied to do as much as thev can under your 1967
I i,' iien ets on this very subject. We are talking about, the same group
tlat a, i receiving AFIC today.

44 527- 70---lt. i1 -- 2)
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Mr. WXr:..AN. Senator, I am not disagreeing with you. In fact
I would like to nanke sure that everybody who has tie liability and
the responsibility is paying for the support of his children. Nut 1
think we have written it ill the bill as strongly as we can. If you ark,
tie parent of the o]lld. you are liable. >Iow rhow do w, get it in
stronger language Thmt i- what I am concerned about. low v oilt I
wei change this -ctioit to make it any stronger

The ('iiAIIMAN. I 'I hp le -ii niply decllnes to admiit lie is tle fat lie
of Wiat ciil, tiemr is no way thit von can reduee \our welfare 1ay-
litits inide thtis -AIat te it is written right in the tlll that you canut ii
dto anlthing'. to Itili hinm .-upport that family. That implies to me
that all the ll4t-re ia |itket ot the mother to have him declar-ed the
father tif tihe lild.

M1. Vr:xi.Ax. More is required than jilt a -itlti -I .teiillnt thit
lic i, nto the father. There ate ways of deteriini, who i. lie father.

[he (11iNI \tAN. I taietthat We get together, ~Oiiof tote)()III
, - xii h 4) 11 r -t aI , andt iv), to n ], t I ils (mit.

,,,.t irv Ii,,ii. I 'nte' :-t.i,,in 4t6 .we have a grid of Fetldral lia-
ilitv Mli:hi ,',rriile th e S ate law anti the problem that the tiio her

:,tiAt hamve if ..-]e brits legal action arain.-.t the actnal father to
r1itt cil 'ftier. I liiiik we s-zfiold l otk at this .etion in relation tii
tie plolleti von ti c lai-ingy. Sealmtl', atid try to work this oit et ter.
The ( i -Alt .MA N. We will haxe stotte stt-,tes itis to Make aloili. tmt

line also.
Senamltor IiN .r. May I have one qlue-tion ?
Th'i. Yes.
Speat(r BEI NNTTvr. Mr. (hai Illian, during the presentationn of the

charts. patittiularly for New York and ('tivta.,o, there was colnstalt
colllietet tliat. well. this i: hitter thani existing law. So I would lk,
to ask the Se'rctar\" if lie can arratige between now aand the time we
00111i0 ttogethie' tomorrow to give its a parallel chart showing. ill the
lir-t ,oltin anld the etnd to nmin-wel]. I ssmine the third column

Ir. V iN i. .',x. I'llp th ird 1-0in in oul d he chaln &ed to a legree in
,;())!ie State-. Seniatoir. What \we call (o is break the coliii down into
Iedral all State pamleints.

:4eiiattiW BiNNI.I''. Ili Oithe' "xviiils. I would like to have ii to the
enl dtf lit I hitl coltmnin what exi-ting law would be. lit the fliial
,',tittIt 1 would like ,1 it -e its to tal - im 1t it e' c'( i0 Mt' 1, ) , ll-
parl' what 111, l l't i w Ql li ler existing law with the pattern
id(-r t:( rww i W. M, mm''~wiltl show~ it- where we have improved or
whli]r '' iv i' it. I 

1
' i lit' site - t1 io w otrse Iby Ilie lle iit , o:tls ill tie new

hill. B it daiv is 101 Inv , il,. it [,rIt ill it' i+,s,. Dio it fori New York
arid og Itiao.

Mir. \Vr i i v'.,- Wtill we dii it. senatorr. 'sslnlini i that the ffol
>r+'ll ]l'lsi'lli\\,n1,ld lIctiol+lie thait i-sinl cltfet now. orl -e tliv 'e

pri op)tl',l -al ?#

Senator Brtx;iyrr. If that is a lri'te iii existing law, let ils do4) it
AP1,,1VAIir lit, i mlt Iy .. ini tive h t', . 1 1) progr lll i'al'i~i ..

'Nil.r:N:.\.. ihe lh ipopol tu{[liiii. rat iol f d Staip jogii"1ili.
StCiAto. lhxx:ii, Bit that is liot existing law. That shonlih have

been in I ietc. ,erlilui s. I et is ta le t he existing lawv and cotnpiare it with
tli is ciiait. TAt is colui,is 2 and 3.
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beeretaiv IF'cii. W~e will do thart, Senator.
S eiator TIxmr 1henr weO Call qle:4iol VOli about it whenl we niet

ThIe (2 ~RA.Mr. Svcretarv.j S-enator lIlliii:dge lladl to leave, but
hre rr-ked t hat I requeAt that you priepre these sameI tables for Atlanta.

Ga., anid for Brooks County, (Sr. I wold( appreciate, it if you would
furnish those tomorrow.

*eer'etarv Fix.cnr. We cannot (to that by tMorrow, sir. We will have
it as- quickly us Nve can.*7

Thie ('~ii.nrm.mx Senator Anlerson?

IM PA\CTF 011I1 ON, 31 I1)LAiID io 1.

Sebiator A NIiEso.N . HowA much wouldr be tire additijonal cost, of the.
ii. rli'aid jrrgraiir for fi-,cal 197T2 if the bill is enacted

S ecrvrtarv F'~c Il. 'I'Ie total cos.t., Senator
*>ena~tor ANI)'1.,o'iSO. What is tire add it ional1 Cost of the inedicaid

.11. \N:EN-~.\1A If the famiily) a*-si-tance plan ~irsinto oetct how

Ailli'. \'E:N 2i1.N. AMedir'aidl WOuld u10t roverl lie working poor cate-
y~c. 'Fi was nlot considered. I a ii not sure tw apartment has Iwo-

cr r I what the; inerease, would lire if thli working poor were to be
V0'crcq In byirredicaid.

Sc-eta rn FiN) ii. 'l'lire hars lbvvi a project ion of about -

Serial or .\xlDIsN N. If the working 1)0ur lper'son has; a private heal Iih
,11 '111ant' iplarn, WOWn (Mie of 'Idis aIrierit s be de(lnrct ible from his as-

-t a ii, I j riments
>crtivF i r. It would riot.

''li tUrMAN Senator. HIarris?

WORK DI)IiNCENTrVrs 1 UrND:IA

Senamtor 1 1.\iois. First of all, a couple of s'tatemlents. 'Mr. Chairman.
I r 1i ik t hat Seniator' Williani" has done an excellent Service inl point -

ir it tire kinds of mnirtles rthat appear in tile presecnt- law. 'ii<
aIest ii I had yesterday. whiether1 those SailnO iiotclre'- WiOld illtrot still
t ii the law munrer tire new progialn. It has lwvni rlcrrrrrtrrrcd todayi

Ai rt they would he. I thdik that, together with tire question m-101ii
hrr Aii~'imar asked iin rezrrtl to tile striking down lvy law of ri iei

limp )i erirer t . a (ci sion Nw th AMw rc I hapI m' to agie indicated youi1)
D.11 fa mo vrr n ' v well pat cll on to a system b'i i Ir oth Ii I Xpayieis nn

"Aar 1ie'r its agree is a fa iInnre. That is why i I olt'ereri a sul ist it rrr
1uialr and will oler a 1libstitilte pi), bOcaulSe It. -Will. Wit'r a 1leXiHr1

r vl ric coul ho)1( 1ph ased inl over a reriodl of yea rs. rgotetIr with
-1 ~ iniiin tire Secireav about what reources anrd iricione will ire

kt nrrros ril. .Iurr 1L19% ilOw mite rrial rr*'rricsro lirt uno brim recchcI~n
A=r tie Derrai liret of Ifealth. E l~iucat ion, andr Welfzire.
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taei It o lie l 1 It , ait i n! \itoeI wI.t II isI liec IA I) prlln IV Io I la ve

ntnlforiloitv aitittli4 titi State" -ttilil ini. one child( i- ltwinti of the Sainte
worth ili\~l(VP~~ he livis.

Also. the 1)1:11 whic I11 haVe Sii~rg)xvsted would re4lieve lt(e tat-, ofi
the, onorti~luolls and ii "ro ing ei (41do of welfare whc Iie s upontt them)I. 11e
1)ill before us- wi( Id not do so. So I hope we will, at the propeir tie,
have a 'haiwti) present an "Ililitativv wav to (by tHd. '1he Sig-
±ft-tiitii -which I have ilade - Intt il4 t aiiiattil oif Faiia L the level.
It is tlinvinL (nlit this Ah1 vSteutt and statingiI a new 0ne, which
M Oditd he ani atllet0NIei I systeii. in; I voil t Ie iniC( 1 ilitbi- tI Ita I t() I I i es
xvltieIt exist iii the nresentA lawi as wellI as ini 1T.11. 16311.

14HI '1N1 N ViiI'l \i N IIY IEW AND (tUE4i'ilt x (*- wiirIiIAtI
AltII N 1sINI BN A NMIII BILL S.\ IOTA"EDi

rhiere i- allitair thing that I miant to say' . Wvith all due reslpett.
ven~t eienl I 11(1 ieve tii is the ilt t-t ill -preipa red present at ion that I
Ito ev 5(1sinc 1IC have 1 ten iin the ( 'ongiess of the United St4ates'. I ani[
ronl vituazed timt smite of I lit- very- sin-ile (iiestins do not ge n very
&A iu anti casv re i e mth ingii as ii asked .9 mit iiie ago ah1-oul
itiedica id. anid tile qm11e-tittns I asked yesterday ahl th le (lay-care c-ost-.
It seems1 try me that thio,;e nrv tliiii-s whichl oiut dht to 'have, been ca sil v
a vi n iride. I tecauo they ought to hav~e el tiion i gut oilt it) ad vance vh eml
Y01 I ptt this Plan. together.

Now. I will just lhe very frank with you. flIIIIIt VS ale Cicilat il)r
veryv '41 rlil vI iln th is rom tWin v i"i yesteray thait the dMY nistiat il
1it nil s to Il tiii (di tli is IMIi in thI is cor ittee and t hat t lie presentation
iaq ]wCell lukewa na mand con fused I tiiijoseiv to sahota ae this hil11. 1 think

youn are ent it led to knotw that i- what is heingy saidl. and I just want
to bear vou say for the rect id wNhether or iiot that is what vou
1 titeiid to (T0.

aeret v hN-,clt t c .eIna t or. we Could not lit t j ii vlty e tti e
St Ita ili he t is.

Siintoi' 11 T.%is. I (10 nit itink so. 1 do( itot thlinIk \-oit could have
tirl t tivv al ri011 earailice wi li u iii havi0 e ))i-(,t less 11(1p fiii to von r,

too 1 thIian what Ii itsace dental iv occurred.
MrI. (i ai it lia 11. I aint IVp Ul that weV wil 11he aliie to proceedl duii ing

lie aft IPit1ti ot I tet a se I (b)i nut bIteieve I have ('ee btwoked ait "A hill,
ith'ltlinte tlie TO( page social sv(itnity l til we biad 2 years ago andl
the tax I til we had last year. that I have as, i I V (I loCtio'1 altoiti. 4-).
,(,(Ii n" 1111211uv t lllLr-t w'e canl ask about. S o I hlope wVe will go this after-
Itittit M~r. ('Itirinalt.



ThIIe ( 'I I AI -N I.%. I fold on jil a 11iitite.
AS VOUi k now. Si4n a vtr 1 fa riis, wve have a c' nnfei'enee >i edIilled thli.s

a ft ii'Noon Wi t vgal to thle a ii' ut tax I nH anid t here are live met i-
het's of thei volomittee who, of i'ocirs. would like to kl(nw what is being
7Nidl ill thei 'olilithiittee I'ootn but whillitiliiiatc'lv will ho it that
('0011 i'eie It the Svi,'tai'v oan hie here this afternoon, as far' as I ant
ei('We IlliLA I would Ieo m-illitig to 'onit in' this ln'ariea. tis a tte'iiooln.
f ii iiiet'stalidi vonl will lint Ieo ill (omii011 ilrrow.

Seniatotr II .usi. Th'liat is; tighlt.
Senator BEN-Slit. I would haive to) addi t his 'aviat . niiil 1dit 1111

that we c'ali finid a Replitldiiaii "Sh isz willingi, to sit. In'oeI ill not
tink it is fail- I(o ask the Secri-1' V t4) ('01i1p li'k w-ithlitt a HOIRiTilit
(4 his own ii pat ,v hidntu avaiilable.

Senlatiit kII ' I thlink it is titrildy ivllltant th1at we get 11his

Th'le C11A\tMIu\N. tiVe will fl'tih iOnO DI'iii'T'at. We will eeif Wve

Seiretaryv Fitviv. .lmi tt -'lean up1 the i'e'ii'i. if thn' Senator wanted
a i'atmiot'ial deiial of ain il~itei o t") ahiiihi thvi l4ll, 1 ant1 hayy
lo enter it. If tici Spimuinii wants to expledite tie( Situaiionl lie iall Slb-
ilit (Iliest ions in ailvaiii'e w e will lie t'ecliivv. TFhiis is a lill of enor-
tanuis1- ttnn1-rnitiiide. WVe have h1ail a4 liciiilier of Maidere iii~1 in the
I llu-. We h ave h a d to alter 4111 interi a cn' nideraly~ onl thle bais-~

(if those 'I a ucls. IVe will 'ont intiie to lie a> ', pii ' as we cani
under the eiroumistanr'es.

Seatori IkIuwre. I aiii irlad to hear it !-airi. Mr. Seeetar. because,
I Wmialt * ito n4) -' that I hait *sa ver 4'trni g I'veliiuz which circitlateii
*1rioili ee' iiimav n today. I HOWim Pmli ar'e enititledl ti know~
it. an 11 a in gilad to4 heal yol l w~4ii- t hat it W lint FO.

Thne'l\l~~x Well, to lie ent iri' lair alunit ri m'Ilatter'. I think
the i'eeoiri lion Id inc amte( t hat an 111111'r o(i' tI se i nestioiis have i'e-
lated to State 1laws and1 INe wav' i) iiti''nt Xa; ate r lte ailmispii ngiiL
their wol fal' 01i,'as 1()t iiUu'v, it WiMIsoewhat W inth for cqie ien',
in AWaslinLgtcu to know. howm -sonanlie Itidi'i S-t Iti law- is- ischa1ii'rging
his- 's; iiiiiiv So) tin'- Sei'i'itar'v lois akii Ieen iCalleid 1111)011 to
t('-tif ,y with i'eiga ' to wi'v i hi plns whlen 11 vi lay' Iiis poram tin a1 -
-ide aiilot lii't llpirnuvri1 I thit he is tint ailiiiste'ligr.

But I do t think thIiat it is esv'iiI t 1at all t 1va'>e proira Inls hie l ooked
ait to, re' in conitext . hlQ'aii( Withumit it. w'e get into tle(-e' ;tioiiil ies

39JVHIi niid. ha' is ti'4 a dl t't (1f than if ie( hadl iot worked at, all.
Senator Willimis has reqmnstm 101 t ht14 renuahlnurtalili' lie hlriltedl

at thlis, iiiitit inl tihe ti'i'ii'. Withioit objection thiat will be (Tonle.
(TFables '. (". and 7 follow :)



TABLE 5.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 7-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN PHOENIX, ARIZ.i

Average
Food stamp medical ven- Total income: Cumulative

bonus or sur- dor payment Public ious- money and marginal re-
State Total money Federal Slate income Social plus corn- per AFDC irg in-kind from duction rate

Earnings FAP benefit supplement income income tax , tax security tax modty value a family bonus r all sources (percent)

0 ---------------......... $2,500 $500 $3, 000 ....................................... $756 (1) $1,176 $4,932 .............

$720 --------...... ........ 2,500 500 3,720 ............................ $37 756 1........ ,056 5,495 22

$1,000 . .......-.....-..... 2,360 453 3,813 ------------.............. 52 756 .............. 1,032 5,549 81

$2,000 ..................... 1,860 286 4,146 --------------------........ 104 756 ............. 960 5,758 79

$3,000 ..................... 1,360 119 4,479 ................. -.......... 156 756 ............ ._-93 5,979 78

$3,722 (State breakeven) ... 999 ..............- 4,721 ............................ 194 756 ..... ........ 852 6,135 78

$4,000 --------- ........... 860 .............. 4,860 ............................ 208 ............................- 828 5,483 336

$5,000 ..................... 360 .............. 5,360 ............................ 260 ............................ 720 5,820 66

$5,720 (FAP breakeven) ---.. . ....................... 5,720 ........ .................... 297 ............................ 648 6,071 65

$6,000------- -....... . -----------------............. 6,000 $14 $4 312 ........----- --------------- 600 6,270 29

$6,375 --------- ............................ -.......... 6,375 67 10 332 .......................................... 5,966 181

I A woman with 6 minor children where State pays $3,000 to a family with no other income. 7 Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental
"Same as table I, ($1,680yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
I Same as table I. suppliedby local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs and
ISame as table I. payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day-care costs,|health-related expenses, earn-
£Same as table . ings of minors, or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit is $5,100 of countable
1 Arizona has no food stamp program, but has a surplus commodity program with an income eli- income: for continued occupancy $6,375 These figures should be used with caution since the great

gibility ceiling of $4,344 for a family of 7 with no earnings and $4,824 for a similar family with earn- share of AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would neither receive subsidized
ings. Not alt eligible families participate in the commodities program. Such families would have housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate.
lower benefits and cumulative reduction rates. I Arizona has no title XIX program.



TABLE 6.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 7.PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN WILMINGTON, DEL.1

State Total money Federal State income
Earnings FAP benefit supplement A income income tax tax

0 .......................... $2,500 .............. $2, 50 ..........................

$720 ....................... 2,500 .............. 3,220 .......................

$1,000 ................. .. 2 360 ............. 3,360 .....................

$2,000 ..................... . 1,860 .............. 3,860 --........ ...........

$3,000 ...................... 1,360 ............ . 4,360 ...................

$4,000 ...---.- .. ------ 860 .............. 4,860 .......................

$5,000..... ............ 360 .............. 5,360 ........................

$5,720(FAP breakeven) ------.. . .. ... .. ... .. 5,720 - $11

$6,000 .---- - ------ -------.. . . . .. .. . .. .. . 6,000 $14 14

$7,650 .................... .. . ........... .. . 7,650 249 48

Average
Food stamp medical yen-

bonus or sur- dor payment
Social plus com- per AFDC

security taxs modity value family

. . $1, 185 $764

$37 1,185 764

52 1,185 764

104 1,185 ............

156,,,,,,,,,,, ......... ,

208 .......................

260 .... ............. .. .. ..

29 7 .. ----- -- . . . . .

3 12 -. -- .. . . . . .

3 9 8 ------. ... ------------. ...

Total inco
Public money

housing in-kind Ii
bonus all sour

$1, 020

996

972

876

780

684

588

528

468

$5,

6,

6,

5,

4,

5,

5,
5,

6,

me: Cumulative
and marginal re-
rom duction rate
ces (percent)

469 ............

128 8

229 64

817 141

984 183

336 65

688 65

940 65

128 33

I A woman with 6 minor children where State pays $2,172 to a family with no other income, 9 Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental
2 Same as table 1. ($1,560 yearly in city leased housing) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for
3 Same as table 1. 3-bedroom unit from data supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions
4 Same as table 1. for employment costs and payroll deductions, but not including deductions tor day-care costs, health-

Same as table 1. related expenses, earnings of minors, or any other deductions allowed. o,aximum admission limit6 Delaware has no food stamp program, but has a surplus commodity program with an income is $5,700 o countable income; for continued occupancy $7,125. These ' ,ures should be used with
eligibility ceiling of $3,840 net income (income less mandatory payroll reductions), Not air eligible caution since the great share o AFDC recipients do not live in pub1. housing, and hence would
families participate in the commodities program_ Such families would have lower benefits and comu- neither receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate. For example, only
Alive reduction rates. 29 percent o AFDC recipients is Wilmington, Del. live in public housing.

, Based on estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969.

6,955 50



TABLE 7.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REUIUCTION RATES UNDER SEtECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 7-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN CHICAGO, ILL.'

State
FAP benefit supplement

- Total money Ft deral State income
icone income taX tax

Average
Food stamp medical yen-

bonus or sur- dor payment
Sncral plus com- per AFDC

security taxes modity valueO family 7

Total income:
Public hous- money and

Ing in-kind from
bouris all sources

0 .....................

$720 ........ .. .........

$ 1,000 ... .... . ...........

$2,000 ...............

$ 3,0 00 --- ------ -- .- ......

$4,000 -- ----------- .

$5,000 --- -------- ---.---

$5,720 QAP breakeven) -----

$6 ,000 ...- ...-- -- -- -..... .

$ 7,0 00 ....... .. ....... ... ...

$7,683 (State breakeven) -----

$8,000 .. .............. .

2, 500

2. 500

2, 361

1. 860

1,360

860

360

$2, 144 $4, 644 ----------- ----- --------

2,144 5,364 . . . . . .

2,097 5.457------------------- - -

1,9 30 5, 79 0 -.... ......... .. ... . . . .

1,76 3 6 , 12 3 . ... .. . . . .. . .. . . .. .. . --- -- -

1,596 6,456

1,429 6 ,789 ............... .. ....... .. .

1,339 7.029

t, 122 7,122 $14 -. . . .

455 7,455 156 .........

--- 7,683 253 $7

. . . - 8,000 297 11

$37 600

52 552

104 552

156 504

208 456

260 408

297 408

312 40E

364 30

400 360

416,,,,,,,,,,,

$1,380 $1, 116

1,380 1, 116

1, 380 1, 116

1, 380 i, 116

1,380 1,116

1, 380 1,116

1,380 1, 116

1, 380 1, 116

1,380 1, 116

1,380 1, 116

... ..... 1, 116

1,116

I A woman with 6 minor children v.here State Iays $4,644 to a fariily Vith no other income
2 Same as table I.
3 Same as table 1.
4 Same as table 1.

Same as table 1.
Food stamp bonus is the difference between the vlne of the culno allotment and the purchase

price of the coupons Bisei on curre-it toil st np soholies, with inindatnry payroll deductions
subtracted flirs gross income in determining ) r:h ise price and e'ig ,ilty. Inc)ne eligibilty limit
is AFDC breakeven for AFDC recipreots or $5,40) net inca-ne fur nonrerpsents. Not all elighie tam lies
participate in the food stamp program. Such tanilres wuuld have lower beiifts and cumulative
marginal roles.
7 Based oi estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969, Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC

brealPeVEn for AFDC recipients or $5,400 for medically Indigent nonrecipient lhmities of lour.

SPitlic housing bonus is the public housing age,.cy eslimate of comparaIle private market renda1
(12,076 yearly) uTIMUS amount of public housing rent paid Ca!culated for S bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs ard
p3yrol deductions, but not including deductions tur day-care costs, heoIth-related expenses, earnings
o! mrors, or any other deductions allowed Maximum admissin hlmit is $7,800 of countable income;
Inr contioed occupancy above $10 470 Since cantionied occlopancy at higher incomes for increased
rent is permitted no cJlahff point for eligibflrty Is shaNI, In this tile These figures should be used
wAith caul'on since the erect share of AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would
neither receive sLbsid.ied housing or face the high cumultire reduction rate Approximately 18
I;ercet of alt AFDC reciplents ii Chicago, III live ii public housing

Earn wings

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate

(perceiit)

$7, 836

8,423

8,453

8,734

8,967

9,200

9,433

9,636

9. 700

9,791

8,499

8,392
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T1V4 Wfepihliva1 side "f1 tle 1qiiiiniteve iiidicatte(i th1ey Nill comile.
iii all (if thini will lie bere fromi I illie, to tI inc (lilt-ing thle aftenon.
We c.,ll cithe Iici vait or 41 ied -ow hia eii :my a riuleI that 1ataicuilarly
coiver.- this, sit ilatio -ti ft von like.

seii'et ai- Ft xiilt I tldiiik we ]night asi well p ced
Senait o I A mitns. ( ka. Ilia kyo vviyt IIV t i.

Xt ihlVI asked sve ta (Viest im rei ilaitig to cIhild carei, ail yiioiii
lii e give m(t ie ,ic ti eIhalt I line Sonie inatertial WNhil Iii to (it with 1h1ow
that progritn wtiltI operate. -

W1it Ion ohtj ci i i we will dive ini th lie cilit' at lK.i in iit a -beevt
cut itle I "( 'l1(1 C'arFe nderl tilie *F'atii v As-i. st Ilia Progr'aimu :111litine
cuthiled 'Major Si ep itn Pruovidinig V.A.] Da MYv 'lie. Both (if these
tiliXy tIhi name of J1. It. Siigritinui. .1aiiiiYAi2' 1971. atid also in ad-
(liti~ta two11 I i ii11115 t edcIa tianui' 2S, 19i70. hol tilIah eled 'KM~ko aj i o-
spo-iililit ies in life 'tti-ioii of1 (iiil (Cale, I 'mder tile Fanmily A-

As I say, those N-il lie dat-edl ini the reordl at this toit 'Fliev detail
howl 01h1t pr-zamii wvill work, and so forth.

'1! e vi itii tient si-4I r -edv( to~ ftodlw iw

1. Whio b: 1ligiIc foi. Cijl Cr('?

it I 10i ii 11 1i 1a l i tyI rv II IIII tIIi, tri

t. it I'd If Iit hi m, I! Is it I~ ('ncI, I; Ii it P) roridcd Ea dwl fl v lr id im

i ittuitt ic iila 1 4-li4fhInvil~ t he sue 111'W-htc Ciiii'Ell tl t-ii
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(3) They may have their child card for in a frwmill dry! rre Irluic,
which would have a small group of children (2-6 cared for in someone's
Icome.

(4) Tley may have their child cared for in a gronp dOy eari,' cdttcr.
15) They may, through a vendor payment systeir. choose aiilrg av:a ie

(lay care programs, or in some cases, or 'g~ize their own program.
In each of these olptiols we would expect to set reasonable stalards ns

to how Federal funds can be used. These standards will mandate for options :.
. and 5 that there be t'iliiit ielaI activities, health and social services, niuitin
aml parent participation. It is our belief that a large numhier of pa rents will
initially select oltions 1 and 2. but vill switch to 3, 4, or 5 when they iulehr-
stand how snitch iore they offer to children.

Child care will ce available, as necesoary, for children from birth through
14 years of age.

3. lloc Will Fnlds Bc Distribtcd?

We intend to parnlel tle model called for in the iManlcowver Act. There will
Ice a prime grilnee at lit State level and other prime grantees in] Ihoset hcl
ireas which Ic he large child car, needs. The prime gr ntee will then coot ccci
\VIIIl ;c NIli'h'ty I f 11ill i(i :I lI rivat' icrga lIcizItiloons (cincludiig for-proIit grolIps)

to Ipr'ovide lie a[l1ail Care.
oe intecnd to ccoi al,8ge States and local eclicnnniti cs to f)r la 4-C (('Ciii -

lmiciclity ('oorcdicatei ('il C'are) organizations to serve as the cricie grantee.
Thtlese irgiati cions are broadly representative of publi ;ili private edic-I
tita, health and welfare agencies as Wtl as parents. Sllch linkage is very
imp irtant to olan overall strategy iii tire eme rging held cif child dveloirirent.

WiVcre a 4-C organization ctoes ccot exist a welfare cr ccl ti-atioir agency, cc
IHea Start i rograrir, a halth arcd welfare corrncil, or other sirilciar agency
rcray ie the lricirt granitee. Culer some circnuccstainces a corporltion icigit Ice

selected as a prince grantee on a national level (e.g., Ford Motor Company might
want to develop day care at its plants for FAP recipients who were receiving
onl-the-job training.) (It shoalc lie clearly understood, however, that fMrnlds
cinder thi act may not be ilsed to support (lay care for persons other than
those specified in the act.)

.;. Staff ctd F'ocilities

Training fund are "utcorized in the Act ncr! mill le extensively used. Par-
ticular emphasis will be placed on (a) deverqping marragerial and lacrricz
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vi npetenice, and (M) emrloyment of 10n-professional.. We e timate that 61571 or
lilre of the total state tcan be non-professionals. In the o lqy .to!(m of the pro-
gram chill care jots could be created for as many as 12% of the persons register-
in, under FAI.

The Act permits u.e of funds for renovation and remodeling. The latter term
cioisiderably broadens existing authorities and will permit n broad range of
building improvement,;. including structural changes, or even additlios to build-
ilgs which do not increase available space by more than 20%. On the other

aml, it drecs not permit landl purchases or construction of new buildings. We
still have under conIderation the possibility of submitting constructiol legis-
lotion. Inogram grants can include money for rent am thus may stimulate
private industry to build facilities.

. dmiti.s'roatirc Tiokogcs

The administrative process involved is as follows

.1. . t the lc,-rol Leerl

(CI , Labor, and Social Security will form warkil tvajs at both Wnshingtio
Nid A i-ui m levels. They will 1la jointly and dehveloip 'orolilated laos fir
, 'pera tioll.

I. .1 t the Matc and Local Lerc (Sec attahtchd elirt)
1. IlMor advises OCI) of the ePtimated number of persons to he reiitered in

Ii gu. 4eigraphi area. OCrD (a) identities a prime grantee. al( (ht begins the
ii es. rof fllmint day pare hrogri ins ba.iedi oil antiillated numbers of Iirntw

e-ntcring troini, a 'illp an lnoyntent.
2. T]hte SocbialI Security Admtnistration receives alldicatint for familyy As-i-t-

alce a l refers inlividuals to the etmlioiyi tent service.
3. The employment service registers the individual. At the sane ime, a repre-

sitta li\ve of time prime grantee or of the agency niroviding soti services for
that area conunsels the parent on available day care options.

4. The employment service notifies the prince grantee liu n the individual is
s-heiluled fur training.

i. The prime grantee coitletes child care arrangements with the parent.
I'). O t11onitors the operation of prime grantees ail works on problems iden-

tlii lv , Lil.r or Social eciirity.
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MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE PROVISION OF CHILD CARE UNDER THE FAMILY ASSISfANCE PROGRAM

Social Security Office Employment service Prime era:-i-e I Day care coitractor-

A. INITIAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILD CAPE

1. Indiidua applies for
larnily assistance. Social
Security otif,es
employment service .... 2. I Fdividual registers for

trainR or employment.
Employmrenit service
d,J.i .s child care piri,e
griantee of approximately
when individual will enter
ermployrnent or training , 3. Representative of prine

prantee may be assifeed
as a member of enploy-
ment ser ,ice tean. I ri any
event will work closely
with coach. Prime erartee
advises individual of
a ailabfe options

(a) I ncomne e ctuion.
(I) I n-hgne care.
(c) Family day care.
(d) Group day care.
(e) Vendor payment.

A. It individual selects
iCOnie eXclusoe,

prime grar tee noti-
lies Social Sec rpty.

B. If individual selects
in-home care cr
vendor paymei,
prime grantee
rrarpes payments.

C. If Iidividual selects
family or group care,
prine Rrantee
air akes chid's
enrollment ..-------

I Examples of prime grantee would inlude a 4 C organzat,ln, a welfare department an education agencr'. ci a hslIth
and welfare council.

' Contractols may include any competent puElhc, .rr.atc nornprofit, or private for-prcft orgarzamon.

4. Cootraclor pI
%ides cay care.
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B OfHER RESPo1SIBILITIES

I. tott e 3 pf ire a ritoe
PAei ind vi i
Iongir qu3lifig f J;
FAP

I. Advises [T me Pran lee d:
loun idol teirhiites

tr Cling or empliry-
meet,

Individual alleges that
crud care arr1qe-
rlents are adequatete
to permit Cer tM Mai-
tall empl 'lmet.

I. Works rilh orploymerst
service to de ,elop obs for
FAP recypleit; in cOI
care Feld

2. Helps individuals t- . .rage
child cair ii-al - ls
if they ore 1.s5sIt --.

3 Mooitors o:,er.tion I l cI, hi
care progan3l to see trit
standards ore fret

4 Collects fees from parents
who car ra, part of cost,

5 Assists indiidual to obtai
utoer cr11ld care Arhe, they
die no longer ehgblJ !or
care under farlly assist-
ance program.

6, Coordinates actlvitles witr
otier early childhood
programs Provides traiq-
ig and techoical assist-

alce.

1tL1 CARE UNDER TIUE FAMILY ASSISTANT( PROGRAM

I Uh o
brent nlii 't chdig (ih *tr( ffr jafrtir'ipijm' in train tug o a m-iainfrain employ-

mlreI, and who --
lteceive FAI' paym(nts-,

llte-eive supplementary iayicilt.s,
1'rrtttrly reini ied FAI o ruclalu-r n tary Jly i lts, '11rd
Iteeeiived AF)'_' atlnd/or p:crt icipated in WIN.

lliible for
Fe-s' r (,h r/ rail - fit '-rJ I (-c /ti? err f-it- fir irnryi

(roulp day car'-e,
Family day care, and
In-home care.

Fundrd through
Grants to competent public ant private agencies of all types.
Grants to ztgetrcies to provide child care vouchers to parents.
Excluding child carecosts from the calculation of income
Fees urn a sliding scle basis determined by IIEW.
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MAJOR STEPS IN PROVIDING FAP DAY CARE

[Major steps follow numerical sequence, I through 191

DOL/Employment
Service DHEW,'OCD Prime grantee I Operatig:ageocy J

1. Advises OCD of
expect-d numbercf ptace,:nts .. 2. Estimates numbers of

children requiring
service ...............

3. Estimates types of
services required and
gaps in available re-
sources. Requests
landing level for new
programs.

4. Approves establishment
of new programs and
sets preliminaryfunding level...... 5. Programs funds and

invites applications
from operating
agencies ... ......... 6. Prepares application for

funds.
7. Recommends applications

for approval.
8. Approves application and

towards funds toprime grandee .... 9. Contracts with and
allocates funds to
operating agencies ..... 10. Operates program.

11. Notifies prime
grantee that in-
dividual is
scheduled for
training or
employment ........................... ......

12. Counsels with family and
explains alternatives to
them.

Exclusion of day
care costs,
Voucher system
In-home care.
Family day cpme.
Group day care.

13. Arranges for enrollment
of child where neces-
sary. Approves in-
home and voucher
arrangements ....

14 Provides service and
reports to prime
grantee.

15 Pays operating agency,
Collects fees from
parents. Monitors
programs,

16 Reprograms contracts asnecessary because of
changes in eniorlments,

17. Receives reports from
and monitors opera-
tions.

18. Notifies prime
grantee that in-
dividuals are no
longer eligible for
child care '. ......... ...................

19. Terminates enrollment
ol child

I Prime grantee will be that organization which has greatest capacity In develop coordinated day care programs.
Preference will be given to recognized 4 C organizations.

May be competent public, private nonprofit, or private for-profit organization.
Must be coordinated with agency making FAP and supplementary payments.
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MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE PROVISION OF CHILD

Social secu rity office Employment service

CARE UNDER THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Prime grantee I Day-care cor tractor 2

A. INITIAL ARRANGEMENTS
FOR CHILD CARE

1. Individual applies for
tamsily assistance.
Social security notifies
employment service.

B. OTHER RESPONSI-
BILITIES

1. Notifies prime grantee
when individual no
longer qualities for
FAP.

2. Individual registers for
training or employment,
Employment service
advises child-care prime
grantee of approximately
when individual will enter
employment or training.

1. Advises prime grantee it:
individual terminies
training or employment;
individual alleges that
child-care arrangements
are inadequate to permit
her to maintain employ-
ment.

3. Representative of prime
grantee may be assigned
as a member of
employment service team.
In any event will work
closely with coach. Prime
grantee advises
individual of available
options: (a) Income
exclusion; (b) in-home
care; (c) family day care;
(d) group day care;(e)
voucher.

A. It individual selects
income exclusion, prime
grantee notifies social
security.

B. It individual selects
in-home care or voucher,
prime grantee arranges
payments

C. It individual selects
family or group care,
prime grantee arranges
child's enrollment.

I. Works with employment
service to develop jobs
for FAP recipients in
child-care field.

2, Helps individuals to change
child-care arrangements
it they are dissatisfied.

3. Monitors operation o
child-care programs to
see that standards are
met.

4. Collects tees trom parents
who can pay part Ot
costs.

5, Assists individuals to obtain
other child-care when
they are no longer eligible
tor care under family
assistance program.

,Coordinates activities with
other early childhood
programs. Provides
training and technical
assistance,

I Examples of prime grantee would include a 4 C organization, a welfare department, an education agency, or a health
and welfare council.

Contractors may include any competent public, private nonprofit or private for-profit organization.

t'1Ihtti (-1 " ('II II)tI'-N -:1,I=IttI, FUJI ('t11l1) e'A I.2 LN.XI~fI : 'I'1't itot,

Senator I],JRRIS. llowe-er' we have not yet receiveI infor-mation
from you as to the number of children who Nould bo eligible for eltild
catre under the bill, and the number of children who Would tmleL
present law be eligible for child care.

l looked at the material, some of the material which the committee
lad given us, and there is a chart which is called "Table M-AFDC
l'amilies b Whereabouts of Father, 1969," which is a table excerpted
from a preliminary report of findings-1969 Study of Aid to Main-

4. Contractor pro-
vides day care.
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i~ ,w ih DI) pcinlctt ( lliiltett by fli e )lui ttncttt Af I [raltit, FA11Ci-
thiit. nndr Ali]' tare.

W; t 14)1t d 6iect-ol 4)11 * wQ ill 1)1lace~ t hat ill tit~('recor at(1It thlis 5 oilit.
Se''c ( a I-0ty ' INCII. AN iil) d(ociInolI It is thIIa t, Sir
senator i liits. i woill1 jut 1tatii it to (ou. it is Table \f-.kFI)C

IanlIi's1 JWlwt'eahottS of !'athet', 19G9. It slhow: thle number, tile
1(94h inihpi-, 100;o.100. 'lint is the linher of falnilie.s presently. Of
t (Ie f1i in it's, 2 75100 f )1en3tly are headed by a fat her ill thle Itoh e.

Tht '0 0l( lt'at4, lby Illy cal('tlritiotts, titider' I)I'':Cft law, I .332,900)
.\ l,'1 O 1'ttid1i'4 WW'Ii an, hevaded by a 11iothier. where the father " I4)m'

4 I tOH ll,1':r Its llhi' tlitetl front) the hom11e.
Wilit ol(tjet'tiott, as I myov,- we l pv 1hlace that in the I'ecml.

I t'Till t-Oet'1'4'4 to follows--:)

AFDC FAWIEES BY WHEREABOUTS OF FATHER. 1009

W'eTrrabouts Norfl her Percerl

T p 1, 6]), 400

In the home . . . .. .. -- 297. 1,0 19

In ain "Wrt.~ow
We~w ns

t
utn --- - - - --- 6 903

Wiir -sedicit instittown -- -- -- 6. 200 4
Pruscs or retnunsotory -.. 531500 3 3
Olin-n :rsittol - -- - - - -- --. - - 1.300 1

Not im the home or an inshtititn he mS resilng vi
Same county . . . . . . . ..---- - 01.03 n 19 1
Oitesent Count sanme State . 8 6.1200 5 3
D~erent Stat and in the United States - ----- 126, IT) 79
A toiign country is 01J) I

Whereabouts uniknow ------------------............... ... .................... 630, 600 33 7

InaplhAxhle (taher deceased)...............................................-- 90 00 5 6

Senator I I. tais. I have also lookedl at i ex('etpt frWn the Piesi-
(lent 5 lmdget having to do with AIt r vi1( (1t, 1619( wit inn it thje tion at
this point wve "ill place thalt illn lip r41'41'(l.

It states that the avoet'aue ellildt'en revl ottg Si'a er(1 nloul er is
ex pelted to rise' 11(111 2 in 19W9 and 1 97tto 2.5it 1971.

So uider thle Priesidenit's hu1d t figniit'es I take it you ('tli at1 lead
loithie the nmier of fattoil jes ptesetttl headed hA mnoti ii's, xhere

the father is 101 5-clt from the hoim an sav there ar' at hvad t thatt
ma.l i ldd e u,6 ntder present, laws who are lirl 1  for cild 1 at-I.

, waOw.s looking at the Pr~iesi dents hlni ret 1 arc wich~l dtai'"
tint ('16tt'V forward Siificient, 1ntiinhers of people ini citildl cre to iteet
what you testified y'esterd ay is the goal, naniely, 300,0)01 54114ol 1igeo

children ito childl cafe and I 15,0 oo t'esrlAio children in (hild Prte Bit.
ait ailly raIte, the IPre'id.i'tt's lotdgvt aniiimts 122,33 inot tr, moulid
he Served byv tis child vrte I)t'ogt'io itn 19713 oild that wold itclttde
161 rl i'O 3 t l y :306,333 children.

Now. the Ito lii-as I s10ay, Nvt' w9ill plore tlm rt ex"Tet~t1111 fm lie IWOe~i
(lt? > litlget ini thle reri'at this point.

(TIli excerpt follows :)
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arie il ilile to pril'ie (4illi (ire for thleu lli 111rli NN-ile4 tihey aire 111141lcigi ll,

eliili 11.4dI, (at N ili i 111allie ti accept thev trulililig 1o upigradie their elliphi)'lIlilit Y.
III iiihit ion. cilii Care is~ prove ided for I ieli( eiii]reli f ('inpod fornwl WiiE I JN

viilee'l(T until stichi timle I,. iitii(r Sati1sfactory eili (.,Itv (-.iglii II Ilie
iille or the' Ilter t-an pay fori tilt -are fromII hleir tviiliIgs.

Al era' 4c hiiltreli if) eareii per' iziotliei are ii' Lj eted to rise fronii ;ilitt 2 i 11691
.il1170 bto 2.-5 in 10)71.

The tile Ibelowv Show work~loadl d;itzI for WI N ch1ild t-are

CI'LDt CANE UNDER1 WOIII( INTNlI l'( )GRlAM

1969 1970 1971
actual estimate estimate

A,. eage a cheis rcceivng cr
1[1o01l4es 6, 475 34 130 49 750
irnplcyed 'a tipr5 825 13. 161 43, 603

T0t11 7,300 47,.291 93 353

Average chitdrpti ieceli~og care
Pfeschool - 4,088 26 483 65 348

Shoae10 512 63 099 168 035

Total 14 600 9158? 233. 383
(thsrcee 4 (12 959) (67,860) (124. 3/5)
(Emr a ,ed nojhers) -- (I 65,j) (J6,722) (139,7003)

1; o tr __ - -r . 28 500 65.,450 122 533
Chi ~r v - 57,000 126.850 3 A, 057

5 iApi~ix t4) ilie 13,ndilc't foar Fiecal Yvar 1071, pat' 44:1.

Sentor ii kIoits. My p)ont yesterday Nvas t hat wve sought no~t lto l1115-
lead6( ouirselve or' thi 11(('111ler lpitlll)J ilzito t hin~kinhg that we2 are going

to p~la(e '111 of these people( ill worli, because~ asve discovered yesterI-

day. there, is a (jtht2Stiol about where ar1e the job4,; that they could fill.
And secOfli'liv, we talked1 about child care andi whethier oi, not it

WvoIld lie av.61-hlae t) 'l1Y olliher thanl at ritlivi ul ~1('1'iIt1g(2 of
thos-e Illotlier, evenl pr'esenitly heading families onl AFDC, whichl oh-
v iiius ,v w501116 be, I take it. a l1arger figure under this l)IIl.

I j hot wol1i16'1' if youl have an11y t'flillIlont o1l thalt. I don)1t1 Iallt ti) be-
labor01 it, huit I t hinik it is inipoitatit that, we know just how far we a Ire

Seeretai'v Fi-N('1I. AfIr. Chairman, Nve should have, for yoil by toiulor-
row, and for the committee. that additional 111foriiiatlin. 0 4

I maly have illisunderstood t1w igures that you reciteid. It is pos-
nile i m111 tIhey areIt til 1w VlN fi &ni lvIs 6 as~ opposedi toi whlat we 11:168 pro-

liosell under PAP3 . and niot having seeni then, I ami not sure
Selnator I Lklalls. Thie Presidenit's uI dget-thI ose, Were( ihlde('(1 I think,

WIN figures.
NOW, -,Ire the figures wider the billI which y-oul niow\ propose, the PAP

bill, would they be cumulative or would the~y be inl addition?
Seeretllrv Fi-r'll. The\y are inl addition to what is prop~osed inl the

budget.
Senator I [suni-. Those are not broken down mindei- the WIN pro-

i'r1l11 ltv Sonlaiol or p3resc'hooil chlildlren, s0 Nv (to) not3 knlows t what
(it('g( )ies they' NNolhl1l fall inl.

*At presstitne, June 11, 1970. the material reqluestedh had not been received from
I li(' )cloartnicnt iif Helth, llticvitloii. andi Wetltarte.
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CIiiI'.\11i IN OF iI~ ON iV:I.FAIE AND .\ 1iW'N! i0' CnLDll

c.\Ai: UNDIin TrHE2; nl.!

lut at any rate, 1 take it you will a-ree that there vill be a wide
."a1 lt-ween the number of mothers wlo would either b;e required or
encouraged to seek outside employment or training, and the milumer
who will he able to do so if ihild care is a 1iar, since Nwe will tot lie
alhle to produce suffhient child care to make those figures the samie.

Secretary F,'i -Ci. No, sir. I would not concede that.
SenatorII 1,m1s. The( voil ie inot i'jinred to say Inow wnnaaiv

iiiotlhri would Le involved?
Secretary Fix-,ci. Not until I have seen the figures.
Senator II.\ins. That is right. Yon dol't know how lniny children

and how naly motlwrs are involved so you are still not al)Ie to answer
tie question.

M.. "'ENE;M. N. t i'oal uiine (lcl' the ill. Senator?
Senator limas. Ye,:.
Mir. \ ENEMA. There ie 150,000.
Senator 1I.\mmIs. Oh. I know that. What I inall iF how many are

eli vil)le. I know how many von cover.
Mi. r. Mr. Ihwow torb, l v las tha1t.
Senior 1 ,mans. That is; tie question I a 'kcd vesterdav.
.Mfr. lRosi c-. Senator II rris. I nm .A, sistant" Secretary of Labor

V(e lt imate tliat there are allimd 100.000 mothers who have at least
one child under G who are not mandated to re,.ister mliider the hill. and
we have no firm e,;timate on how many of those would volunteer.

But the hill envouralrea- volunteers and says in it-, present form tlat
ther would receive the same lpriority au mothers who are mandated to
ri:ister who l\ye cli ildien from age 6 to 17.

In the latter ategor.v, I believe our" figures. from nmlory. were
5.10.000 mothers in that category.

Senator Il.\m,1T. With school age lildren .
Mr. Rosow. With school a ze children: v(-, sir. And the i'ea ;on that

the bill asks for 150,000 training opportunities for mothers ill the first
year i; that, we believe that is a realistic firire in relation to our pres-
ent basoload under the WI N program were we have already regis-
teed ahlt 13, 4000 people, and it is a question of how i, many more we
Iall al isorh.

So the li50,000 figie for children i.s merely derived froll a basic
nmber as to hiow 11u1(h training and employiilent we think we cln
enelatt, in tie first year, added Oil top of the lipresent. WIN baseload.
Senator I tr, s. It is anticipated, tiheni, that, that figulmre would rise

to i,cori1 with the nni1her of children who niliht he served ?
,Secretarv F INCL. 'ot in tie first y'ear.
Seniatfor II \,,lS After the first yvear.
'eii'etail *F N" II. Suhieqmmentl. ?
S-,elnator If \11fs1. A after the first year.
Seeretar- Fixci!. Yes.
Senator I[knuis. And so is it corlec't- 1 iplllni it is. as the Presi-

hluml 's 11 udret inicates--int You lie ye to figure 2.5 ,ch1ildren per
it iltier coveredd for 1971 ? Is that correct ?

.\Fr. Rosoow. f think it nav le a little higher than that.
Senator l.\imlis. And thel if there are 500.000 mothers, a von esti-

lliate it. who wild have s(1ool age children, and therefore ider the
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law multii~ lie mpiiedl to take eploviiieiit. VMi ~iilt ifltlt)v that by
I) 111( and a 1l f andl~t * ouild gv~t s-oinetlliar over 't iliollioul Iiildrei,

only~ u00t,00()i f MAlIie ar'e Ineviolm for ini the b1ll for AMliare in the
fir:,I year. Is that right?

Mr.lun. That is iilit.

I 1iii * a :-Iifppuvi twvrice to th lim\i~k "iid ,iiii~olje tive; ()f
the WlI, aml, oue coilId not rae a Iivadl of thle oIther. AndI )f ~4 it
is recognfIize-d inl this hill that when the mliler rakes a.1 4)w\hii

shve oniilets f rainii andl gets. a job), the vhild (r onmthinne, whereas
III~dlr lvre-elt law, depending oil the behiavioir of the State. it many
Ioiitiiliie9 hlt ini MOSI CnC:ipases f110(n it ;after abioit 90ip'av.

S~ena~tor llil I llndertaiid that and that would Also iii t1e:4,-: tilt
Inicosire, for this iinbeiw of cliild-caie laisio bq- icilsol of the tact
thfat by hI\\. yon aleO exteninig the thne durn ig w hid the ca he miitt
be reiidered.

Mr.' R1Ism'.v, 'sir.
St'OCit~iV' Iiiii. I think fIt ee aIrV I Nv( 'Ith~d Jiiit,' \1. ('bliirin 1,in.

t hmt aiii i'(levaiit it this pinlt. (n )o , thim A=oui the 10i1w heitartiif.
t his po4)t1i4n of the fInigiraii m~ h 6ibff iiii(lilitel ocinit ime aparnt
from thle of eratIiv- d a te o)ftlheii- lv t Ie pr012iaiii. TIli i(a iv .tlt i ve
Mhie isi Io tiw 1)) tlinIilpoIii-i 144 f t Ihe lnii4bleil yoiu lmi a(lhires-iig.

Surietaliv IFiNcif. Thie ,eowiild point is that the( average number of
Alilri ii K FA-eiK~ilite teionle-Ieaitei faiiiie is ""0 111(l " 1.7 ivr
ceijt ut the PAP~ sh'ial wlallel fiiilips have G iiee or imoiVilreAiim.

S'enaltor I I.lPlas 1'h tu i1ltipfivi. aiuir f or ally h~e greater.

M~r. 114 5(4. Alliit a million aii(1a halfI hilreii

44 '1 i uti ('Ilili) AR p.\i : o Ji

SViIilntil I Inslil. I lhave litell 00d14 that tow ailonliit (0, Iuilivy ill this~
IMl I that voalIt prov ide ',(I- the 1--10.000t icihiI-care posit ioius ie-ed (ili
a1 coI h)f kS IN a vai r vi ilI da,. theV fIsim Is I "tmat circ

Mr. Ilo(sow\. W\e ive- d S1,i6i a earlii fo 1he pre-ulioid aged ch~ild.
whhic is e~tiiuated to irlicsiiit a typh-af casv of miie iin a family of
filll, and1 tOV ChiildrVii whO ire0 S01001 ag~e. it whuiul tI lirl' siicWa-

So Nvli pion aV~iage it ont, that is lit. If "n $511) pci capian, hit
1 leiivled thero \vns $-!.lWl forithreechiihrimodividedyI fviree gvvv3Ami
an a verage( i)f "."1'0 each. bint it was d theremVI IIal V iolnIyu1VI for the
frelch(tli co t leiiig .-uistn"I iallv higher and thev a fti'vi.-ool co~st

Seciet aiU*1 I Vm I. A s I rec ai1l, that n datIa i S b&sed ol Ivead(-t ",I t IfigutI resi.
S'ellator II'mi"nIs. It is' Ily undoerstaningo that hetmn vl e prme-

SWiteul1 to tis c01iiiitt0 feWhich will indicate that the hiiill im shold be
54 )Iiiethlig iarud ",-2,000 t as tie( nati onal1 ave rage per echildl for day

cae'. Do ou dnriue with th fat
M.1I'44W. 1 think 1HEM' has soii utso that.

Mr I. I v a m~.senatIov :1ll we canl Say at this point is that NvI en
hese fgrswere put together this was the unit cot in llendstart

VSUe t ofi i monp~fli~iitIi m ut ion for m Co11-'lay I I adst a t. There is siome
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inidicat ion 4t Ina~ *Nhve gonev upi to ablot l s, 1,70 iii the initeriiiihlnt
I ani not familiar with the S*2,000~l figure.

Setiator I IxuiS. 1tI Wit A Inoper a iilogy- I l&a(lst art withI dayv
iare

Mr. 14.vrn(I:1.l. At the, Jirepet tuile all Iedeial &qn r iiala>

are tgoveriild 1y i( 1mile 110set ofI i s-ca 1letd i lt cragrencyi' Federal ly-
carie st a ularids.0flU' are thle 11 eadstailar stm11ii 01. An iii 1i N iia v ('are

is stih)Iiied to mleet those' stantihiids. as well.
"o peniimiin ih11aiig ini those adm(lhliIstiit ivv >lllarils. yo:-, it is a

fairly' liiijhi level. eiiiieleild formi ofi child~ delpmO)ient service.

Sena~tori limlis. Wii i wv iai(' oil that:LI. hoimXVwill t ie (Ii laiards lie
:-t for lie typeof1care and( what soit ()f io cisight anld adiiiitriition

w~ill t herte l)(,of this Alilil-cart prognia in general ly?

MriIii. uSW'(i lW thwo lil lumiell tive. agi lie 1 iiahit1_ V1- ol r
,taI , l rs, t e assuvtItmIw IhIai r 10 v -rv-11 th pait fc

that is givenl ini th fmlv sssalvdy-avp(grll
liii' ile c(Oiililtt'ev wvisliey to inoake clear andi it dii ini As IejiO1.

tha~t iitereuit types of Varv MWii~ he approiatiiie inl dit'Ierenit tyvhie. of
sit itatiion4. And it nov libe more appriijriuite for all older lhill, for
exalillle, who is 'gillg to schoo~l. that lie he taken care of in the ho011!>
of 3 to a' ini a prograill! t11at illigdit lie more reircat ioiial inll atutre thla
yon wulidi waiit to give ai piiisliiil child. whom youi are co1iiiii~
with on a fllay NAi. But the lue'sent initenit i.- 1(o apply iiitvra_,reiie
s51 a ds t hat we:( ar It(\ tryi in ig to iedefilii wiit e Ow )lhic of 0 E o.

mo1(01 that a -,roi A pill o (f the wmniieli who wvolihil lbv this bill lie rv
qinrei to wink v'uliitarily iliutie joli, or at least th1at seeiiis to me to lie
the iinjiot of what yuhave statei. Why thien i ~oiould wev go tllo ii
what is al li)st iiivoluiitny servit itie, it seiis to inn aniid ivq]ti i it
whlen we are going to IWrOlill get iioie volun teers, if hi story is anyV
ltldgeotln we ol ak'erro nwy

See ret a r Ft -uii. 'Well, ol lit1n)e5 whiat I womlen * o a11ll t ei-
v'iewer i; not liiessaiily whit they Thhe e. '1h ig iiit like to have
the intervieweor ulieve that they 111( \Workd, or flhal 11ev wuAIiie to
Work. We think that it is in inyv es htighly desiAhic that thevy
work, 1 icau-ze of tie le jint ion tiiat pas:-zes (itii ith le ehldrI en.

Yoi lave gut. GS percent (of Iliose whi ai'e alieadly working who
w'olId hili eli gilte, with )Ii ereoit working fil Ii mev. '[le latterc arie
work in z and payving taxes.

So f thlinik wve have a very goodl reason to believe that tis is not
itivoltittarY servitude. It is soiiethinig theseZp wvomlen wanit and desire
to (10.

Senator I Lnn . IWell, thie qiestioti is what sort of ,joius a re they
working it voluntarily. If 68 percent :ire working! it, Nvouili lie jfltel'-

esti n tikiow hatsot o jo ao wat indofpay.
Mr. PAiItCETAT. Senaftor, as the Seeretary stated in lhis testiiniorly

ye sterdayv, the 68 percent. refers to mother-s N;Iio are witliont lislandS.
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n1ld who Ilave children 1telween tile age. of f1 and 17. S.rtme olf It tem
mav have inioiies above the I eligibil it., line.

'i']hre was an effort to lid out ill a population sitiilar to tle AFIC
)opulat ion, wIlieh we are wi.delinlt wit.

Senator lkimlis. I understatI tiw:At, but isn't that statiti nantlg-
less unless we know, also, what sort of jois that (G6 percent are working
at. and what tie jobs la N? Wherea< in the program which vou are
presenting to the committee there is not any kild of standard ahilnt
i)a.. For example, there is )o requirement for a minini. or pre-
vailing pa.

Mr. Vm:xE..x. Yes, there is, Senator.
Senator I xnins. Is there? What is it ?
Mr. Rosow. Weil, tile bill ! provides that in referral to work t!he

perso will ibe referred at tile Fele:al Ulnillml'1ll ware O tile State
11li6lllnml1 wase (ro tile prevailing wate, wi'hever is hiiier.

Now. il' ofal as stti ie of (hli oct11 ptions are not cove red Ilv either a
Federal or State llil11 ), ill tliat casti ill( prevaiii1 waite wrIld(

iertaill. 'Tihe eiit lpiovirilit ser\vire wouldr 11:1ve it) ea!ldisll. ill fact, th10other) p~eolple are lperf',r),ilil."the( Sanll, wirIk 11)ruder the s:111le, ,.onlitionZ.
at tOhrm-v, wgv: e at i i that .i)l) , ill faut, are lheill Ifiller! in tlie rorninity
at thtce wtae-i'.

Slenat"or Ii M lts. (Gh)ot). Iiat wa at ii(Ibl in tle I htause. was it?
MIr. 1105099. \es.

Se'nat or IxI.ts. Well, that's irootl.
Secretary Fltx'l. An(1 ait ik Ilit till, materia ,l .ivcu to 1 yrIl, Senat o',

we Ii lale tle p )ret t A .FI )( t) \r,_II ,rc wvi wt)rk, l( r )ke di riow into
fiill I tint. ]).att inle, prifesSiointl, ai ndl. :ntl oi lth.(Material Supapliel for Ile record at this l)r)inlt fllows:,

PERCENT OF AFDC MOTHERS WHO WORK BY S LFCTED CHIARACTFRISI CSI

Percent of total who \Nork

Characteristic Total Fult tire Part time

Total 15. 75 8, 0
By raoe

White I.. .- - 5 6 0 6 5
Nonhite .. . .8,8 9 1 9 7

Pre-ence ol children
Under 6 13.2 7 0 6,2
None u t,der 6 19 5 30 IA. 1

By lduclr'
0 to years. 15 , 9
Sto II vesrs .52 79 73
12 years . 8 Sl . 98
) 3 plus yeir3 22.1 i? 4 0 9 2

By IF nylh of tore conrcwouslj on AFDC ro Is
In 1 year 14 9 77 7 2
to vearn 15 8 ' 7 3

2 to 3 years I5.8 78 9 7 S
I to 4 years 10 9 2 5 7
4 or more 16 1 67 9 4

By usual occuptlon.
Profesioal, semiorote snnnl. proprietors, etc 30 F 18. 0 12 6
Clerical sale., and kindred workers 02 0 14. I 7. 9
Craftsmern, Ioremen, and kindred vortkers _2l, B 14. 

"  
11 0

F rnpe _-- 17 6 308 10. 8
Operatives, aid kindred seri,illed and skilled ,nke s 18 1 1, 3 4 8
Service workers, except privte houeold .4.9 11 5 10 4
Pivnte hosehold service workers 31 6 8 5 23 1
Unkilled laborers 11 2 5.3 5 9
Never employed or work experience vols onir!. . B ,3 5

I Excludes mothers in AFDC IF ase,
; ource 1967 AFDC Characteristic Survey (triire. e re derived Irnor datn not co)mplelely edited Finma results are noI

likely to show signif,cat dierencen )



USUAL OCCUPATION OF AIDOC MOTHERS BY EDUCATIOrNi PERCENT UISTRIBUTIOrs

B year- sl education

Usual occupation. TrtaI 0 8 9 II 1? 13 plu

Professiond, smiprofessronal, proprietors, etc 1.0 0. 2 0.6 2.3 12. 4
ClerIcal, saes, aild kirdred workers 9.6 1.5 9.2 28.8 33.9
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers ... 6 .3 .6 1, 0 9
Farming- 4. 1 8.6 L.8 .7 .5
Operations and kindred semiskilled and skilled workers . 7.4 5 5 8.5 8.8 7.4
Service workers, except private household . 19.2 15. I 24.9 23. 5 17.4
Private household service workers -- .-.. 14. 1 18.0 13. 7 9. 0 6 2
Unskilled laborers .. 12. 7 13.6 13.6 8. 5 4.7
Never employed or work experience unknown .... 31. 4 37. 2 27.2 17.3 16.6

Total.. 1000 1.... .. 100- 00.0 100.0 100.10 101. 0

Source: Iq67 AFDC Characteristics Survey. (Figures were derived from data that has not been completely edited.

Differences tiom final version are likely to be insignificant )

USUAL OCCUPATION OF WOR.KlNG AFDC MOTHERS (PERCENT DISTRIBUTION)

Working mothers

Occupation Full time Part time

Professional, semiprofessional, proprietors, and so forth 2.4 1.6
Clerical, sales, and kindred workers 18.0 9.5
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers- 1.0 .8
Farming . .. 2.0 6.9
Operations and kindred semiskilled and skilled corkers .. 13. I 4.4
Service workers, except private household- 37.2 24.9
Private household service workers, 16.0 40.6
Unskilled laborers -.. 9. 1 9 4
Never employed or work experience unknown . 1. 2 1.9

Total --- 10-0 .0 . 1. 0N0

Source: 1967 AFDC Characteirstics Survey. (Figures were denied from data that has not been completely ediled. Ditler-
ences from final version are likely to be insignificant.)

Senator I I.\11. 1)o You really relieve that you vill gct itore X'oltin-
tecrs than you can take Ti-1v of ill e1hicd late l13n1 iHO jol).S 11l in train-

Secretary Fl NclIt. Whenllim sit vvollllteers.-
SeIt ot' 11.5111S. 1 t11ea1 11tV(1 upon our ( wn Iti.-tety and l5cl tillo

tile sIC l'vN of w(m).11 whot 1 have ci tilciren hoi vlti wotk.
Se:,tcretary Ft Nl!-it. lite l etnind in t Ie sn-t Ims 1 Iw1 vs CXi'C('cl tl'

,r:ljifiility, at1l1 I titink We have, tI'-t i It)o ielieve t tat \i(: w ili . ....
Svn. tor 1 Ihua. hat is exactlv 1 ' (tiestilt. Ily, tlien, do we gothl r li ' what i" a \'err. N dlerlicalilig ] ill of thingg,, 11111, 1 -'upploze, is"

th ' e only thin like it in oIIUr stiity general, 1it1 IefIi,'e ilttteiS
with I -(h l-; e (.itilliii 't o ovrtk? Are re s( ,l're ttisilt the 'eiit
oi ihat ill or1 society \ li t we int he lrJ diiwig it side ('0l ett tiro1 we
wolnt like :

Aplr. lI,,Ic)r. I \\ t l like tl address Iltl ,tsi Ic tlttt, ti'l.alls, I Is :1
ltkvII a lfot ,(tf kritiri.-n Iil noitIt ht il l] 14 "'clivnl lildi,'trin il]w
Ilmlitttl - tilt fthis lln.€ b~eel l I hI (li. , i and! re view. And v,'- have

Iiv'1i I lia i ( it (fit' '111 l tght t it..\.' s S ret'lr\" linl 11,1S, -id, I t think ill tlw fir-Ast-,ase tlht' is really
i 111,'-,ti1 of -ilti ec(ltit>y. Maly m l hers ill o rll society ]lave ele('ted

ao woratk wit, of shee 0i011011]it' i c:,,.'sityI, not iv';ctllse tles' an, r 'tl1'etl'

V(111 t I't I ( walt to r'eelk fil (iilmelit in vIl lvnsitett, but cl'ae n 'se t her
hiao ive school-ave citlildIren itl tt' i'vatego'y ( to IT, ani lUist eithLr ((]' -
trilbute to t f ahe fi ly sniliort or cttiut ,urie witlhut working.
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A s NeO tI V V Finc 1111'0ii, (;S 11rc1 t of these? m-0111l'l ill the lionmwl-
fate poi)Ol]at io011 111 wokiig todbiy. And they (1o not haive anyl) ai h1 froiti
the' S"tate iii terns of child-care, facjilities; they' air entirely self-slup-

'I'li0p-0 I~ re t1alxpaliOVO and( se0 tltielves stug-tiigl ing to exist.
il t 1hey scoother people in the so('iet v filv supported 01'slppolted to
a (ICrI'Ce ait 1':11iu1 lev'els in (lifieleiit Sttcs 011(1 not motrking. TFhey
see this as5 all ilteqittoo relaOtionlship).

Apropos of your (IlileAion. Senlatoi' H arris, about whtletltei peole
mwont to work, told tlhei'foi'e con make the transit 1ion anl in-depthI
A udy in Bait inme fO that inn1r0M' (it others had a stronger desire
to work than mothers of tile type, I illint ionO( who have ikubi 1(1
NVoi'king an~d are not on welik. Myi0 a1e 110 wor-king and parllt ot
the reason is that they enllilot make the tranitsOii on their own My) ii
need( 501110 assistane e1nc, 1WouragemO~enit facilities, tile, type of thing wve

five people sit around1( tile tabl with this Ile1rm] and( sOve the~ xil'1011
Inlit1htir0111( i ll ir ts. to 0mark.

Many of these 1)001)1 a11 ival iv a fraid to go out ill the maol( to work
Weinn? t hey think that tMy' are, boilig to fail 01'that t' tile lliWlited
or titey have' no skills or' it ha~s f)0011 1lly~ X'0:l' since I ey 1:14t held( a
pol), 01'thteV have worked at job)s t hat (lidinot worIk out.

So ilisofal.' s your, (1 lA loll about trainling is i'oli('er'le, Wve foeh ill
tie I epati mnt AI La~ui i thIat we have, Si11(0L 1 962 with ita~ssatge of
the Manupowera'iingi :111 I )ve1011111011 kct, puit ilto p lace a very
(1Oi)oi':te aidextetdd series of t tailtinig pl(grl'ills.

We have been inl tite 1I'iming, gl'oi g l)'o'(s511', and1( this ent ire
IIackgl'ollld of i itlowOI' t lififig is acuOi lblo tot' Ithe vo'olixteri
lothIers. W~e~t' 1 It limiited to t Io 11000h 51)1)10 :111( thle 75JHi 1)-

space.-t.r5~t(O. lucy are i lc'(ivntt 11 to 1110 in-phltce plograi (If abiou~t
1., Iiilioii tr'aininlg 0p1 1010'tIiiV('.

' 11(1 sinc inO St- (If tlw; peeopie~, 1 'Iv do lilti n1, would( qulalif y 111(11-
lliatvly as5 (111Sad vat at getl 1015115,ls We woldl tend to re'el'l o(t' pr'o-
g 1:1illS to take1 thil willu.

'--o that it is qtu1te 14 11001 101111. I(h1illg lilt howv well the trll tion
froml xel taie 6)I woirk ;ictuihlly olpt'rato.s that wve rm)tY have :t :1 11111io

mvii i I)1)1 ppl cl t o tto- ltc'I'sl

H 1 Ill w t'l'ql~litI "J i tspisv to wha1 t Iiide. t as i YO 11 vi' icoti

:11,0 Vei\ iinpolttit if (i l tol llI0I' inito the Nvol'k fouce

' nli do wve knlow, 101' PxnIlii)1, thle efect (If lilakil it ill torYt~l'
rot er titan voliiittay?

Ml(l' IEI- %lt l It VillA N HI ;0Nl'!' GIVEi;N ii 1(01;11 11 viionw'lr itA (tl t

)i INDIIi) TO llusll

Miay I j u!4 say tis 1:an thling oIl thte :11110 questionsl: I [owv wouldl yol
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Slots, cli ild-I'lle )OSi t 10115 and train g 1 Iposition1s. and( So fo ithiit I i-e
wh 11o vo)111t eI, o r th11ose wh Io ar I 1 eqII i Ire d to 0go Ito NVor1 k?

Mfr. RosoWv. Well, t he I louse Ways aud lvaiis Committee hadl in-
(heated that it ',',Oi1( priefer tile adin ilis( rationl to threat voilunlteers' ill
tile Same11 Category of p~riority as [iSI oe who had I eel madaiht ed to
register. So thait Nvoidd nivan- -

Senator II~ni.You meanl lnot to-what was thle Choice ? I nienil. ws
01) )05edl to what

M f. I osow. Well, in fact, wve have been silent onl the qlle-t411n of
tile trieatmienit of volit-Vters, although our implicit initenIt was to trleat
tlhema withi the' sa me. priorif y as ailly other inotlwi who was i'egri t e I-l.
If t-xo woniel Camne n1, 01We who volunteered aiio one who was rgi'it ered(
because her clildrl were school nge, an~d the condit ions4 were faor~-
abule for hoth-let's s'av the( one who registeed had1 only 01)0' chlild under
age six. She was al e bodlied and tiue chlild was' four or fivo years old

01)1 :Il adieqilate (day, care center was available. Sh1e w,'ouild 1~ tr1eat((
jst like the mother whio ingilt have a child 10 in school. Tic; I is tile
intenlt here.

So wve woulld be flex ilde witlh regard to both.
Now, iil looking' at the eiillloymleit 1)oteltiAl ofahls wvelmsi

ofi aertrin categories.

1F01 example. we have soail if a Inqwmi Iis tver 49 y(rOl f a)20Vy. IWO'i

"il lihll'e a ior lii"I eleploymnei m~ it i 0 i anI a Iwiso1u) ini ti6
younger age glilu)s. If a person is olisAlu or1 oil any Idh im i10
iilent, we Nv'oill votisidler themelliminitedl iii employment p6tilin. I f t i-v
had less than 41 yearus of s school inqg we say they arie limuitedl. If they lin!
more, we wiould say they, have a potential. If aI mlothler I a tw'0oV r li-e

lplesclool children. we would put Oer in a lower ('ategr' u evenly itf
s1 e voliitre(1-leaul there are in)peditimeits to ]lei- workillgr :Ind
t I lee ar e imipIe(1i nielit to th soia ICs(t) 1ruict iie t akin g, core ofI Ier
4lliilreil.

If tile J)1'l0i is betwxeeii the noup of 1 li(] nd21 aind ini school fil1l li e.
IeI( i, exci i pt ed by thI e l aw.

'44 the se a re I I V ort ot1 eilIe ria thaInt we u1'el in1 deflIi I I t IeI p]10r es
mid( p)otenltial for wvork.

Seliato(0 11mms~ 1. 1 lei if thI ere were ti lee v411t eciI OhIt MlePy :1
three wvhoi wele rUJuired to riuel)O for wor0 k or I roininr. nllkdilLr a
total of six, three of, eoeh cateivry. and( you find four p(4~itiolls---lint i -.
',(l -wele able to only\ plodllli child (-are and joh< or trilint 1f!w fomrl
yo 011woiii take two fromi Valli pateg.rory

Mrlx' ( fiv. No. It Inig-it v It Ihot oil tAmc Nwol In xydoliuitiei nuo
o(I Would( be of thle legite giolup. It wold~ depend~l (-11 Owc lf\.
Jud'e woldl 1(1 lbe any~ attempil)Ito ~lild1(liei ieI

liii'olijecio o I'(f the ~w is (id to) ile Illitive hut. rather, to hov ic1the

p~lls c-overed 1llulel 111o 1niiliv A.-ii'tallu( P(L~r-Inl :11pt1 4omvt

100t tihe oiJQN-tivt ewxill 6 to iioll (hi tho11(- wVIhl 14'e t10h ot oie

1411 'huhto -iilcre l(l1 tluliil(Lt 01woik.
If we li:1d 10 volunteersr, :md0 11:1(1 a ihinddii lerti :,md tile 10

V~diluiiteeisha 1((1te be'st howil- of 11l:1llii- it, we wlidb w'wl, !I) tIwl
first a1nd1 Ow -.(1 Ot to tile relursi-nilts Ileou!-- wve :114' n11 154l 0 li
tet al.
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nIe jIV-t lillisdlil1 that oliC pioinit, thieii. Youi Nvou411411t (list inlfli'h be-
Ov~en the mWi exmelt to the itegiee t1hat tliev -11 N, h l btter'1 chanc1ie of
Onking~ it.n I5 1 ti(dCI't111 it, ivinlle4~ss of what (atc!plI'v tiwv werk, ill.

ill isn't it a, fact ft hle adi n e-t tois oif WIN iould tell om

Arll Se.~inator I larris4, I thiiink thle problems hiere has been withI
tv 1w\'e11t Ia w, ant! iWQ have refrre t4) 11 i' befote,1 and the( Seem'-

pvislili wh ich'i is th l peset lua g Ilt ha 84lwev tw li uidgmient a,
to wimi whll ( ie ivfmteted to th e Wel fare I e I i itieit . Ail th i em have
be l \i1p" varying, stInarid Is. arnl iiiolia 1 j 10 lg-IivIenS iiivol ve~l h ere.
l'i'oi 7 K t''ellt Mride'''lsi 1 h to 81 -perient referrals ii New York
( itv. 1141iitolm Imlwp en the bade kindly (if probilemi.

Thii' 'itit"Iujol ini 11I1N is iiiqigiL. Tie emp11loymient service. tite
State Nvvlf1 are people, hav e 1 iei'lw ii llore orient eud t owaril t ryi ng to
Illiki' the( li1'iil.n1'iii work. ail so forth. So I think tha~t As really tihe
i'i'iiiiiih tI lingtil Ill. 11view.

IMPACT11 OF\ NIN.IG 1141111kI'l's WNii Ji'. ('hiairnia

Mr. SI' let a rv. I appireialte Iihis 01111011unity -Nto 'ie with x'oit today.
to hanve -yonl Nvitl 11o and I ('4'1tlily aglee that we all have thle same
-ontl. alt 1iiillt1l I an) vitally volii4'1'il ab1(11 ou e of the( in foirnation

I Im 1(moe (if 111Y st af II '111id'sx bruie f ii ic on il1 at 111 ipenled this
Iiii'ii' I if1,1 Ntl 4 Vtrt'4t '41vt'il in, what wI, are tguiil ''ti 4 n clii111011 jobs.
I know that cnne oif your stalti-1 itl in t(1t'iaI ion inay inihiate that wve

14' winn to have tloe joli'. lit I lian'e 111:n11' of I'( lienlnfactllrer's
i'11ilI too Ill' "11(1 talkillto till 4'lhillit whalt i 4 lappenint! to their
eni IMlov4 '1' wI lel they are fomed to anO twv'rmeml 5 1(l est alih p~ijlant".

'Iilst 4111p I'' femene' I had 44114 of tile 114'll \\.]to li:i h'li tllkinllr to0
I ie S ''(' tai- Ioft ( '441111 1' 1'i(' SI' ('et ar 1'nS 11~ 11 ltl alo to) Seei'et an vo4f

L~lleht' l1t 'Ivya1ilili! his part 'illar. pl-4iblih~l. lie sayS' to vl'onipto
hi' isz fli''I'4 to gil to) Taiwan t41 Ilpon a plant. This is, the elietio ta's
inihlht i. Andl in 1971 \wnflintht p)1lnt 'ollis on-Stl'eali. 810 po4rt-elit of
the vmlii1oyV('':- ill In11111 it hi,~ ph)llt- ill the liiitidl Staite-; will be out
or " wk.

Amw if wve 1114 ''4' v ei'rnlu' of t hat-141141 I thlink we are aoi11~z toi
I I I\i' it. III I fonIt I llatel v what '11.4. WIe Wronl4to tloti ') 41 theM' 14C'i14l4

1Labior.
S4r11vtil 1 NIX All right. Fine.
Se'1I'etarx' IFlN'n. We will siiak to tile wel fare a'lit'its of it.

>'111t orFAN IIt hintk it all t ie- togret h1er.
Spell'tarv Fi-,mt. It is tied together
SOMlMit 01'ANNIN. Yes.
Im. 1"i. As ' oii know. Seniatm FrIannlin. t his pr'0gtaill tend(Is to
MY hielvWAY ont thle lnivaite e(tor. anRu the situlitimilfthat von
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have jist described is tvpical of the type of alistment t hat m-c.ur-,
where foreign competition or any other factor of competition is rais-
ing nnenlploylient, reducing sales or pressing down on that sector.
and it has hlad an llieveni efleet ill diflferent Industries and different
towns, as you indicate.

Now, recognizing that, we have looked at the general labor market
situation in analyzing the program. The Burean of Labor Statist ic:-
points out. that there are an average of 2 million jo) openings that
will he created in the economy on an average each year in the fields of
clerical. sale:;. service, and operative omcli)ations, the tyjpes of oeclllpa-
tions that the WIN people in fact, have been referred to and have
successfully made some labor force connection.

Senator F.NNIN. Yes. Well, of course, now we realize that there is
not a service job available unless there are several manufacturi ngr or
production jobs available, or agiriculture ,i whatever it might, be.

In other words. I call recall that we utilized a fi rue for every 100)
jobs in manufacturing or agriculture. whatever it mi,,lit he. thaet
would be jols in basic industry, we would l have perhaps eiaizht to 10
jobs in service industries, 1nid so you are talking alout service indus-
try jobs that will not 1)e forthcomingi unless wve can hold these jobs",
in mannfactuiing, agriculture. and all the rest.

I have watched and have been studvinlg it as to what can I)e done.
and I think that yoni not only in the Welfare departmentt hut in rilm
Labor Department. espe(iallY, must take a look at what is happen-
ing from the standpoint of what we can do to hold these jobs iii
Ameria-countervailing duties. anti-dumnlig laws. a change in lie
administration of tariffs laws.

I mean. we are not competitive in very iany industries to(la.-...
certainly not. in the electronics industry. You could just naie them
down the line, whether you want to tafk about bicycles, motoivecles.
automobiles. The aircraft industry is about the only industry ill h ich
we are still competitive.

So I think wlhei we talk about this progi, A we better consider
what is happening in other areas or we are niot going to be abde to
(10 what we are, discussin..

Now, I had the privilege of visiting one of the work centers, one
of the training centers in lloenix just this week and I was very in-
pressed with what they are doing. But then I started talking about.
well. where are they going to have jobs ?

,Jut14 last week the were lviv ing oil ill Our ilants there, people tlat
1)oalNl vere the last ones on so they 1lie the first ones oil. And I
know ili this eXamlplle r ga\e where 2,0 pluttcfllt o)f tlie jols would he
discarded, un fort no ately- -al i this gentle ial-Iis bee1 ill Iouch withIi
Secretary SIhu1ltz, lie is associated vitlh Sceretary Slultz so le Iinas
brought, this to his attention, that most of these people are beitig laid
off-in tie 1 0-1ercent group, about 4t percent of theia will be lpv°lple
who hlve bee em loyed through training progi-anis. and they have
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spent millions of (h)llar., both Government iiioney aiid their own
money, training these people, and years of work, and now they are
out of a job.

Now, I just think we have to get our different groups together or
we are going to be in trouble.

One problem we have and, of course, we are facing it now with the
st rikes and with the demand for increased wages when we are not even
('om)iet it ie at the present time-unless we can increase productivity,
wre cannot increase these wages.

PAYMENT OF BENEFITS TO STRIKERS UNDER TIlE BIIL

Now, II.R. 16311 provi(les that recipients cannot be required to take
a job which is vacant because of a labor dispute. Does this mean that
a family-that famiiily assistance payments and State sul)l)lemeltal
payments would be p:'iid to workers on strike ?

Mr. Rosow. No, it wouldn't pay the workers oil strike, because tile
would not be referred to a job in a p)lant that is on strike. They would
not, in effect, be used as strikebreakers. That is present labor law.

Senator FANNIN. Vell, there are several-I realize that, but I don't
know exactly what you are going to do. In other words, when you are
talking ablut someone not being guaranteed a job--that is the way we
talk about it, guaranteeing a job-I just wonder what is going to
ia)pen to those jols when they are at work and there is a strike. What
is tile lvsult . What happens ? 'They are taken off, then ? What do they
do. go ba(k on welfare

Mr. Roso(w. I f t hey go oi .t ri ke?
Senator FA NNIX. Yes.
Mr. Posow. Well, it is not anticipated that they would go on strike

and go on welfare.
Senator FANNIN. I know it is not anticipated, but is it possible?

Would they be eligible
Mr. Rosow. Well, first of all, they light be receiving strike benefits

from tile union. Secondly, many of these people, as you know, who go
(ill strike teid to get p'art-tiine ellhoyment or secol(1.ary types of
ell)loyment to finance the(n while they are on strike.

Thirdly, many of them could not qualify because they could mot
pas s the .sets or income tests; ill other words their income in tile
preceding year, alld their estimate for tle next quarter would rule
them nout. Because tle strike is temlpolrarv in (luration, they could iiot
say: I have n) ilnome ant i('il)ated for tile whole year because we went
(it oii strike ill March and 1 (Io)'t eXIpect to (N'ok anv nmre.

So I think that niost of thenll would he disqualified out of hand
inl to(.iIS of tle criteria that are ill i i legislation.

Sealtor FAxNNIN. Well, we talk about the terin of the strike. You
know, we had an eiglt and a half niomth strike in Arizona ill tilt
olplper industry. Well, it was all over ti Natio ~ and so I am 'itallv
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Ci021Tl('A thioi s, i-i-u-c I .1' have Iiiaiiv people that I think cll
he a' )1ad il the i miintg I1 i iN~ 1bu t 1 %4 iild (11 c(' (mri(d about -whiat
Would (1hiapp~ien, I ec'ase th i s is a sezotis prol deiu.

PAxYMENT 1'i wtzrx-i:txxi I1NEmls wii IlTUMNs CONVITE ('Iii F 1001 TING

Nod letting ove'r, Woud oi re1(1 til le 1I- Aou t'i ( heos of' wel fare eli oj
liility foIr any iWIei'si ioiivted oif iot iii 4r similar t-rim , alter tile

efetid ate ofthsbl
Mr, lRo-ow. It would (Ideol(1. ill rvlatoii to that spec-ific (1 wiie-ull.

what their status wan. If they -were under prosecution or incarcerated.
of i'uie, t hey are i noavailable fW work, aind if, t he cannot meet the
work avyailabiility t.I ti ney ivd bi (lgii le tl wWiuS.

Seiihator FANN IN. AVell, noiw, I t hiiil Mr. Se- cret arv, peiliaps you
Could aii1-xverithat. It IS More H0Moii jiirlicz4t iou..

Se-I-Ttalv FINCHi. Well, first ofr all, the( ohi iU 1JniJ)(lilut that Mr'.
lhiiivxrefereiid to wouiild be tireseuit.

Second]V. if the ller-Soi x'as ]tot inicaricerated and( 01liciwise( 11et
the 4-'ti-rQ, lie wilhIifnt he Ire-hidtqd bQ virtle of aiiy ;14tixif ili
hie bai WI'I~ ci41y01t41 ofi a uiflhll. iiiifli

Si'liator -xi- MY llattiii iA PIl--tionA is from the Stanillhliilt

I iI1';4 very 'Viii s11111,Prole'i WI' eivi' our1 (-fi)st oIf piorlilet ion ineicaslillir
t rv I IcI d I IS] N. I (allSI'A -th si' trike' hi'iaiise of till' dishi i')l( -s that (14)
o--ul,1' aind I u(eI that Ji is Just iiipeiat ive that we solve that piroii'ii.

Thait is the i(':i,ll fori i"y (llh(Stifiii in that ieviitl, ll('lailsl I

(1.111 Woirk tnai(rlt-' to immui-ili( n0lii of these otheri prohhei-,1, siiici as
thle factories miovin oiit 4 if this countriv, giving thiem inerent ivxes.

I ofl'vo 111441 amindmilieint 4111 (m1W tax Weoi-ii lWll hut 1 wias Wlu alde
to gr't it tiiih.to try to igive a company operating hevr(' operating
iiill h United States, the s aln tax holeits, that we gzive a coinpaliv
thiat is 41jera t intgon foreign soil, anid 1 could1( niot 'een get thait th iuiiir!l

SInYi whoh' olbje(ctivye is to) try to pirovidle 111ol'Q Jobhs in this country l.
1]1out uc~'hl~teitle'x v

Set,- let ari 'N -F i. I think two t hriijds have come thirough iii tile last
2 I(My, tiol dan m io c-en-lan y Ator.

We cauiuot cllsidoel th*is welfare i-problemi without regardi to tlio
,ri-nl'ral 1 Ilolie that youi a-c lesc- ribing. and of cours-e we have to take
lilt aicill the other pingiaifl - cit.17ciollty, and S, tate, 011(1 we have
toi putt then inl the largercooiti-xt

'e;ltiir FANNIN. Well. 36% Sveitalry. I amn very pleased. to bear
You snay- t hat, Knu Aeli~ if I havliie it in thiis iiaro co ((ntext t hant we
ar igcr ii -j to le rfoii a i'ert a in s-erv ice an d we are i.roiiig to heI ( abl e
to1 ii -i-illil -lihIi> ohjoct ixes that wve all have, I think it would~ lbe a
I il-a' h1-elii-e and1 wei (could lli -heari molly, manly peoplek.

F cLI~~vlNCIi. I agi-ce.
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Senator I.'ANN . AInd I was concepnieu almlut that. As I xven!
through, tile trainillr center I tflioug]it about, well, here are I liese peo-
Ile. The * N, are working now to achieve the ability v to p1ftormo jolls wijieh
they think will be available to them. And then here; we are with. people
Weilng laid oil that have been in these training prograins before.
So, iaturally, ml1del1 thes-:e conditions we would not have work for

]I'"N I-;F'I" IUNIN]'I AS.ED OIrN oI is M'I' E) A.\TiII:Ii II THAN ACTUAL INCOME}

Now, o1 another vein, why dl(o: II. 16311 tirovide toe folieiit
alliolints to be, bl-,aed oli the fainlies' quarlely ii(le as estimated by
the Ie('reta'. Woull'iit it iiake mre sene tol the fQilvs actual
Iinvolne to be tile deleli ii liu tator as is, for exanl)1e. the vase with
tihe 'et irenent test under ,aeil ecrllity

Secretary Fixii. We have a iore ablN N ititat ion in social se-oilit'y.
F'onit ii adninistrativo .-tandloint, the )elartment thought, it was
easier to monitor the inconi, on it quarterly basis rather than u1-ing
another time fraille. We are willing to discuss tile question. of course.

Aenator FANN IN. In other ords, Vi yon ale it solid on it ?
Secretary FInI. No.

-Irn. 'I'\ins ili 'IOTI'IN UNI)tiA III I 'T E1.I'i.Iii ToNBENEIT A, UNT ,
F '11l i4.\ Nt;IS (ii. I NI' 3E

Senator FANN\mxIN. The bill ,-tatvs that the Secretary llay by ivula-
tion l :ablish raises of inoilne witliin which i a single, amollnti of fai-
iv asSisttance benefit shall aply, 1Wouiui't this permit you to pay tile
ile. benefit to a 'anii ty with i neo of (A , iiN) as to a fainily wiih in)

mncomie
Al i. I ,\ATB Ci,.l.i eat or , tiat 1)1ovi ioli was )ut in slpecitially so

that we might, if adniinitratively it alqearl to Iste nefe raloie, use
the kinl of liulhallisili that is 1ited in tile veterans piograini. There
the steals or ranges of intnine invdved are $14H) 1 stves. The theory was
if solnone.s inoie was elangig only by -it hundred dollars a'year.
it her than having to unleigo tie ainiii.-!tratiye expense of recal-
cuitt img for' l few tvits, wye woui he 1ermiitted to mainta in tie Naipe
lbnefit anywhere within that lmundred. We were not considering any-
where near so harsh a thiing a- lisand-dllhr stepS.

Sentil IFANNIN. I See.
Air. VI:NEM,\. Seiatori, I think we should also clarify one other

thing.
It is my understanding that under Social Securitv the benefit pay-

IlneiIt is based on tile alinual estimated income at the hegiining of tile
year and then adjusted on the basis of actual income. So yol do have
-11 ajiiultment period.

Sena(orF FAN'IN. Yo think it will average out, then ?
Mr. VENEMAN.. Well, we based it )i what the person thinks lie is

going to earn. You pay the benefit oil that basis, and you would aldljust
it according to actual earnings.
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't iiCIASE o' OF : OLOR, 'I:.Ev'SLON 'TO AVOID RESOURCES LIXsITATIoN
UNDE B~vItLL

Senator FANNIN. Tle bill requires ym toi' exclude from considera-
tion as resources assistance an aiplicant's -]Ioiiselold goods and per-
SOual 01t'ects". Wouldn't tliis icalt that it. would be to the advantage of
a family with savings of more than $1 ,l,5 to spend money m suih
things as ceor television sets or expensive furniture to reduce their
sources-their resources to the $1,011O0 limit so they can get on welffare

Secretary F'I,,cii. That is the present law. This is another reason
why we decided to have a quarterly review-to avoid, or at least tettei-
mo litor, the situation were a family might be inclined to indulge
in that sort of practice . As it is, we can get an average over a period
of t ine and pick ill) any distortions that would result from that kind
of activity.

S. CIE' .A lXYS W \IT I I'iioii 1 NI'li']L IlT u , Al: ('I I SEC liON W.'t ill,

Senator F.NIN. Well, in tile research authority iinder tile bill,
yol are l)eruitte(d to waive ainy requii ireients, as I understand, orI liiii-
itations with respect to eligibility for ani amount of fainilv assitalicme
tis OU dletermine aplprol)riate. , inln't this atihority Perlips pier-
,,iii you to estallishl a guaranteed minilliuii linvoife n Irograni within
SColiiuiity wi ha', aratee for a family of four?

In other words, I al timing to Just analyze this so that I fuilly
understand what would take pla'e.

Secretary F Nitli. Well, it is not a guaranteed income prigraiii.
As ]()lng as vl are including only what we call tile faindi l unit-I
1ie,il a groip vith cliildr'ei, Or a Child, and you have I work requirie-
ient, then the term " liri;niiiteed annual incule' .it doe,s not appl.,

The pl'o"raii does lImt inlwlude all ,ritizels. It does lint inllilide tle
sill.ll,. It does int include the childless c miIfle, lidl it does tvt inhle
tle one1os who \Volt'l, work.

;eliator FNIi. Well, I1st ilt to rep)eit tlile get frk'clt
I alve, more important thall aythiing else, is that we oniiihill v,11at
WOlk with I t li Ie work of (t i O( teliit ii eits. A . d I a III verv ple-cd I II:hIt
,"oMM of tihe other depalalititllns are r'e)lesented here today v Ibcal t, I
ju.4 lii very skeptical that we can cirry this throul l i',e,,vl
niless we ('ait sav e soi of tIiese oJobs tIi are leaving 1i is coillilti'v.

And tile ones, as I .aid, that are leavilihg, al the ones that tlese
people cii work at andli hanlle without extensive training.

.MINIM!I'.M'tll" A(if F;II', 1:11 ;MFNT

Mr. ('ia i rnI'l, iliank you,
'e,1ator IIAiitS. Back to a JUCstion I isked cail'ier abomi the iiiii-

uinun Vage. I thought I understood what was aid ailtt lie niniuiiii
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wage, but apparently I did not, according to what a stall member
tells me. It is what-I originally thought,, that if the job to which a
pl'son is referred, is not now covered by a minimum wage, then a

minimum wage would not have to be paid; is that correct?
Mr. Rosow. That is my understanding, Senator.
Senator HARRIS. Yes.
Mr. Rosow. I thought you might have misunderstood-
Senator HARRis. I did
Mr. Rosow (continuing). When you said it covered your objective.

It covered it in part. And the other part about prevailing wages, it is
conceivable that the prevailing wage is less, particularly in the South.

Seantor HARRIS. Do you know w whether picking cotton is covered by
any minimum wage?

Mr. Rosow. It depends on the State.
Senator HARRIs. Is it covered by a Federal minimum wage?
Mr. GrrrMAN. Yes, Senator. It depends on the number of man days

of hired labor used by the farmer, 500 man days a quarter. So it would
depend on the size of the farm.

Senator HARRIs. But if it were a small enough farm there wouldn't
be any minimum wage for picking cotton

Mr. Gtu rTAN. Tt1at is right. It is the size of the farm which deter-
n ines coverage. Small farms are exempt.

1:EQ1 INI[N. I'ELM)NS UN)VlI THIIE 'DI ) 1 \UIAEI' W\ill AT 1,-s I II.\N

MINIMUM AA

Senator 1I1aRis. Then is it possible under this bill that a mother
with school-age children could be required to take a job picking cot-
ton, for which a minimum wage was not paid?

Mr. (Tur'ra' 'i.-N-. Yes, Senator, if that were the available work.
Mr. VENEM AIN. I think also it. would depend upon whether or not

there was a State law. In some States where there is an agricultural
(xemlption from the Federal Ininimuim wage requirement the State
does, nevertheless, cover women and minors under State mininuni
wage requirements.

Senator IRmIS. But 1 mean it is possible that that could happen
under this?

Mr. lI -,sow. I-es.
Senator HAus. In my own State one time the county coilinission-

ors who administer the free commodities prograni decided during the
cotton-picking season to stop it and refused to give out free conmmodi-
ties, no matter how needy people were, because they sa'd this kind of
Pro,,rain keeps us from getting cotton )ickers.

'1 hlat is why I as'khd you that. I think it is far more than theoretical.
I just wonlderif you have any response to that ?

Secretary FI.Ncii. WNell. I think it is covered in this bill under see-
tion 448, part (b), which says that:

No family shall be denied benefits under this part . . 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 favor-
Lble to the individual than those prevailing for ,iailar work in the locality.

Tlhat is as far as the bill reaches, Senator.
Senator IIximus. Well, of course, I don't think that is far enough,

as you know.
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Now, back to the question of requiring work. I call your attention
to an evaluation of the work incentive program made. by Anerbach
Corporation of Philadelphia, Pa., dated January 29, 1970, this year,
and submitted to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Without objection, at some point in the record, this entire report
will be included, but I will just read to you some very brief excerpts:
and ask you to comment.
(The 1,)lllete 1'1 )olt apj)pears in tits Iearti, as apl)endix A., page

383.)
Auerbach] Corporation, which I understand is the official evaluator

of the department, said this about the present WIN program:
unless mothers can be employed In positions paying substantial wages, either

the cost of AFDC-related services will increase as a result of WIN, or the net
useful income of the mother will decrease, or the program will have to be limited
to mothers who can find their own child care at little cost.

Another problem Is that WIN calls for compulsory participation of mothers.
This requirement has provoked such consternation among welfare rights rellro-
sentatives, union leaders, and others, that the program began in an atmosphere
(if distrust despite the fact that.,

Far more volunteers exist than slots.
Essential services, child care in particular, simply do not exist in many arc'vz.
The punitive provisions of the legislation are largely unenforceablP.
A third inconruity involves the job situation. Although the WIN concept

is built around jobs for welfare recipients, there has been little investigation of
the labor market to determine exactly where and how jobs can be obtained, and
how many jobs are actually available or likely to become availalb for WIN
e-nrollees. Now that the program is underway, there Is a growing feeling anmonz
local WIN staff that many participants, women in particular, will not obtain
jobs in the already tightly restricted labor market existing in many communities.

Aft 'illther Onn th lt e re1um t , a v-:.: '' hi' ,t1 I's ,'11,1 :,t hmn]l,"
tl,' ,',uliiii, off f: ioT'."

I wonder if von hove auly "1 it lont (;u whether those nhieo.fons wil1
be let lne1" ftile FAP prograll whi,.iii)h u a re reroli teadin ,.

Mr. Rosow. Well. te Aeml''1'rll ( m'. Whill Ila, :I .t t with tb
Department of Labor wals invited to testi fv in exeult i-e .,jo.ml before
the ,'oinin ittee on the ,')ollillteiilts voni! 'vml. Senlltot' 1[al ''i'. Atll in

additionn, tll clh.irii:til invited l"iplov'nilent Service mll~l Welf:n'e
State directors froin citrit States to testify a mut lie WIN lW,'or;it
f'on tl ciir 4S'lo ol userva I i-il.

Al lMnot inoiirioitsl v theN stated that the 11IN rrnin ill thiir
view. vn the ulost promisilnr ma Ill owel' ot;tl n t0I:t I1 h, colli iulon i
since 1.02. and rr -oe, tie in'om ittee to look wit ta!or on the 1a-.i-

bilitv o)f this p1rogro i wot'kinlr to achieve the obietive-s of this bill.
It is truev that ,olme of the wohuletts von state exist. tud there oe

other problems. In fact, after hearimi- the te'tilmnony in the executive
sess4iomi we prepared an analysis of the six problem ':oaea miler WIN
that were identified by the State repres:entatives anl the Anerbach
people anti how the Family Assistance Act would ini effect offset or
1lit asid, t!!ose problems.

T will lie irlad to sumn it that chart for the record.
(The chart referred to follows:)



FAP WOl LI) IMPIOUVE (IN WIN IN SIX IMI'I'TANT AREAS

l.irolem Areas in WIN

1. Incentives for Iraining ire too low.

2. The Emloyment Service cannot di-
reel ly helpi enrollees iniet personal ex-

t losses relatrd to training.

3. The reipi iretitent for smbstaitlil State
dllir c-omitrilintions is a iajioir inipediiieiit,

.4. 'Ile referralil'' rt'la ionhp hiel iwe-i
Nvelf:lii4e 11l eiilmptlylemit agelmiies is too
dli, l'elionulryv old variailtle, restlliii,- i

git. atitl lax eiiforoiienl.

. I mu agimicy resliiolihilili il giiil-
liles i-ri-te ciiiifui-uiin anl onollict.

Ii. 'Thi lack of li-qu-ileo cihl nari' is a
ii.jlir irlier to traiiing and (iiniployi nt.

Provisions (if WIN

Trihniees receive a monuxiniin if $30 a
monlih in aililion Io their welfare Iy-
ient. I' S SA Sec. 131]

1xliviies aittrilttalilh to trihig ire
taken into account tiy the State welfare
ageiwies ill deteriiiniii lied. [SSA 'ec.
4-21a) 18)1 D)I ii ]

Federal assistanilce for tiniiing is lim-
ited to ,80%/r. for child care to 75%o. [SSA
Sect'.. .135() aiind 403(a) (3) (A I]

\\el f(are a veivit's refer "a irrhiol ito" ini-
ili\iils, is interlirtled oind delcrniijiiil iy
e;mlidh Stat ;igeiriy.

Proc',lires fur disuiialiicatiim, for ix-
;miil,. lirhvile that blotli I malu' ain Stile
Wt fare agency ies iike relIated, lint po-si-
lily diitfMriiig, d(it eriiill;itiions. I SSA Set,.
1i20 a) ! 1t iF) I

Sliatei welfare a i-l-in-s 1irii4vhii f r c-litil
'-ar( s-rvi-es: 2.'- iili-liiig iii rcituitred.
I SAA Svi 03. 1(13.1) (31 (Al)

Suiru'iv: I rlnlt leiiltf |Iailiilr

'rovisioiiis of FAL'

Trainees will receive a mliitii of s.,io
additional per month, but where the man-
Jower Iraiiiiig iaiyment ex'eefl'i Ili FAA
lia.vinent plUs this $30. the fainily would re-
ceive the ilifferene betweeli the two. I FAA
See. 432u (1) ]

The Secrettry of Labur wold make pay-
nients directly to trmices to cover their
training costs. [FAA Sec. 432 (a) (2) 1

TIhe min i iti tig fornl nla Nvoildh lie 9)-10
for training, and 101,1c federal for cliil
care11. 1 FAA Sec. -135 and 4161

TIle static, would require lint every
adult. l e-liodhd ii edier of a family i'-
i-iviiig :1 ssistie nmt register for work
or t lining. 'le only exceptions are clearly
stlpified in the bill. 1FAA Sec. 4,71

tesloiinsibilities vire dea rly delihlalvii
with regpvct to registratin. Irainiig iiil
work, with tio 5tcoi ii-ilIiies ilil a separate e
iirolirintion Is iiioviled for the Secretary
if I.illI mr. [FAA Siw-. It7, I IS, niil 135

'li' 1nlluhi ll (of Statte n it lith wouli lie
i'liilliiatill; aiitlio ity is tlexihh, with iv-
.l e Ii wio Io Iiroviies I lie strv i4ite tiI \ Ii:
forii i ii aIA . a1l4, 1 includes rliOvNtiill
child care cotitimiis for those hvlio enter Pill-
ployent [lA,A Se,-. 136ii iil 413(h)('01
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Mr. Rosow. They deal with things like incentives for training, the
ability of the employment service to assist in training expenses, the
question of child care support, which now involves 25 percent State
matclhing, which is a major impediment, as SecretarV Finch said
yesterday, the fact that the child care funds funnel through the wel-
fare organization, which does not make for flexibility of use; the
fac t that the WIN program is young and has had a problem digest ing
so much registration and maximum enrollment in a very brief period
of tine: the fact that referral has been quite uneven among the States.
The critical problem of the dual agency responsibility between II EW
and Labor with regard to this term "appropriate person' which is
now cleared u ) in the bill so that registration is clean and clear and
not a illatter of judgment is critical because in that step itself there
will he a clear commitment to deal with the people. It will not be a
quest ion of achieving enrollments.

They will be enrolled. It will be a question of providing the work
training, the jobs, and the child care. And to a large extent the ardelen
will be placed on the States to )erform and on the administration (I
perifln in these areas.

So 1 think the Family Assistance Act seeks to eliminate some of
the existing legislative inadequacies in the 1967 WIN aiendiiients.

Q, 'TIuN t'" kl1,1''Y 'I'l IXPANID (i1 l) ('AR: 'O 'iiF I'XTENT PINIeoW'( l

U NIIER ' BILL: lL

Scnntor I Iimkns. If that is so, given the present number of child
care 1 o,4itions, how will you gear u 1) now the several million, I sup-
I)o., applicants that you are going to have now'

mr. iBosnw. The1 present 1967 WIN amen(hnents make no distinc-
ti(n. if fact. between mothers with young children and mothers with
sCl.ool-agxe children. The law erely irefers to appropriatee person"
anl it is left to the discretion of the welfare organization to iiake
that decision i ( that is why, ill fact, some of the so-c'alled voIuntecris
ale Iwi'sn,-s with youn g .hilren whIo were referred Ibv the welfa i
(ticer.

The family \Asista ,.e Act (-]early exallpt; ,ill ilothl-'m"- wVith y'nmg
,'01irndit a time when they are needed full tinie in the honie.

N ,w, wvith rt,,,in i to Ilw,, i ,othies witi (c ildmi i o 17 'eirs of
age, it is (ilite ',receivable . a ain in tennis of 0ur 1 rioriti .s, that ,
la ',e nilicr of tlosv inotlhis will have ,childi'en Mo will not reqirei
what we 'iara teristicalv l ithak of as child care. rhvy are ehildcii
wlun, a re preadolescent, 011(1 adolescent, and are really self-snfficient.
Tihev 1iny rVllire seine recreational facilities or parc-time piogrrais.
lint Hint h t lioter wild have more freedom to enter a training pro-
,i:nl oir take a job tian one with a very yeming child. The l)eol)lli
will exist, of ('mi'se. in Wet's say the age group of 6 to 12, somewhere
ill thwre, and it will really be a problem, as Secretary Finch said,
(If jeting more program into place during the I-year leadt ime 'hi clh
this bill wold provide.

f11 tlr wod. f'(ls, 1fids w'oald he provided on the day of enact ment
of the legislation p)rim to the registration i)rog-ralli, which will take
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ill July 971, Blit it is very likely-and I think vor point is
very valid-that child care facilities will not, in fact' be il ilave
all over the country in a siliooth and etlicient ililliflet to assure thlt
aull the persons 'll \1ve registered who have children are ready 11
will ing and able to go into jobs.

There w'ill be lags and inetlicieicies and unevenness in t his process,
ad in itself it will place tile Imrden and a demand on its to lerforl.

Senator ll.itilus. )o yoU believe that in the first year you will l)e
able to provide work or training aud child care for every persoln wlo
is required to go into a wNork or t raining program and Ior every per-
soil who volllllteers.

Mr. Ihisow. I don't think ve could categorically say yes to all of
tlse quest ions. I think that we wvill have work ree'er'al for somi,
people who will not have 'olg children, where it will be easier. It is
possible, under the bill for the mother to purchase child( care, and
that is being done to a large extent now, alnd that is l 'eated as all
i con ie disrea rd.

Ill o}thelr wolds, it is filalced rather than subsidized, in efll'ect. Alnd
I think we cn expect a lot (i' that to take place in the ah-.ence of
facilities beingz available. We have got elltry for tlhe private Sector
it col in. We have auithoritv for tile Seciet ary of II EV to c.iii
tract direely with school oal r1ds to try to overcome tie Ipill n iof
cosvtriotion and to tse facilities that are in llace.

So, I think thant onanv ,ft l e aspects of tlhe p roirt'l hlk olpti-
m1istic, but it would be (liffit.ult to make a universal comiminicit.

Setv ator iI.\ns. You just don't know, lie.u
Mr. losuw. Yes, a lLirge proposition of the answer is Yei-. lill ill ilt,

totality t of t])e--
Sc ll at or IrIxas. )o -o know h ow niny notlers ti' .Inl

,iiiId re , 0NV how man il others of s'hool-age children lii ye t tQlti -
f iled n e I(r le present pro , tral..

Mr. HI ,Iav. Y,, sit' I can't ive you the liieakdhviil 1\l" lie at'
i lie Child lrtt.

,'lator 'I Lx ris. [lie law doesn't dIiscriminate now
Mr. N , oso. But w'e have, in ft,., en iollcd ill) to. I think l)"el ':t v

,df tlhi.., yi~ear, I85,ii~}{V t l-oi'iis 1 {,iml tie WIN pP,,.zl:i. Niw, liii

includes males as well as females. Ai we have 1)1iu'ed il attivc cIl-
iIos itent aiouni 22,0tt0 of these people. "We have. of cin it". s'ill tc
iniile.-- in anyv pro ,_,riani of this tYpe oif drloouts, of people \xvo

cM ]il oi't ilptite, who have illness m.h persii al veasoilis t'oir 1biI I
S;ento}r II ans. But ho}w a~ny of those were mothers wit

children
Mr. RIso\'. Of tile 1:18,000, 1 think about GO) percent are mein.
Senator I IAllins. Io we really know ?
Mi. Rosow. Yes, we have a record on the colilpllter: 30 percetit ark

female and 40 percent are male in this program. We have a breakdown
bY age, rae, education, labor force stat us when they entered, and other
c.fit ical facts.

Sen tor I I.\mlzt. A-ou don't know how many of those, of course
Mr. Ibisw. We don't know how many have children in each age

Ih racket.
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senator I umis. hat i- right. ''hlen. we don't know how Illam u ,llx I
Ile required to) rellistvr if tfie law wer ias it is recommended.

Mi. Rosow. No, but we know, as we .aid earlier. Sewator IlIm'is.
that 500,000 women would be required to register N-iho are 'o, the cat ,-
gory of having children age 8 to 17.

Senator I1.x mil. R ight.
SecretaiV Fi '. And that goes to the fir-t question vol) ra: icd 'It

the opening of this session. Ve would ]lope to have this data tomor-
row. We think wiat we will lave is- not al optilInlili ex le. lit
what is achievable, trying to work with the liet inforliti u Intlat theDepamelint hl.s.*

I1I:I'S, -tN T kVI% N' I It V 1 1 ) " , " CA. ) I:

Senator 1I1Ixuis. )o we lave any w\av to know how manIlV (1wii ifiel
day care slots there are now avaiiahle'in each State? wawe w i',,l
Aie to iletermine flip extent to which personnel qualifivil t nride,
tlhe kind of day care required is available in the States?

Mr. PATRICtFLL1. Senator, we do not have the day care capacity of the
,inirv. 1iv State. We could give vou a nationwide figure of 1l .70t
licensed or approved day acre centers or family day care liIn mi- vl i,'h
li vi' a rapvitv of ome t, R,000 children-

Sienator I1Taiis. How do you know that ?
Mr. GRANATo. That is th-e latest official survey, made in 1.6',. We

iPtlii1 o--

-imt-nir T.PT. 'Vho imdlft(e the slurNeV ?

'Mr. Gn.tNvTo. The Child'en's Bureaun in EIEW made th,, -iirvev.
Senator HARIs. How malny of those aue vacant and would Nhe avail-

able for llis: program ?
Mr. in kNATO. There is 110 actual fiscal estimate, but oilr eXperivnce

ill tie past lias been that the majority of these slots are fill.
.enatnr hlnTs. So. I niean what makes us think, then, tlat all thriQ

(11i1( rare we Ire talking about is deliverable? Htow do we klow ]hw
11,nv child care positions could lie delivered in my hlme Statv of
()hl.ioma, for example?

Mr. (h,\X'To. I think there is no question hut that there i ruiii,,to
have to Ie a program for reoli'ce exlolil'n, or pmogIm 111 CP:l1-,ioIl.

I'tilzii(' f:imilv ,l:V (:re lionileZ. wv ,.ld expand ranidlv to provide
':i ,r mcliildrm1. I ttliiuk tla a we i-n dtevelon tflie ieNou 'c.. Whlt her
we ll i!npte tire total ieed as raidlv :,, the referral-, are Tnle. I think
w, -(ill nied t(i lliswv"'.

S rtt!ri Tl ~itlIui': " Vht ihirt the tv:lilip(l people?

Mr. it~axv. 'Flie ll~l (:1lls for flind' for' t,,lrinintc. AN'(e woild pre-
pare ., plain for traininr profe-<ioimils nd AFDC reipien.

Senator 1 IArumiI. Are suchli plan ill 1ein now?
MNfr. -iT.A'\T" TO. Yes.,. there arP.
Senator IT tItnr. Are there?
Mr. GIrANATO. .The , lannin and outlinini in lerins of what we

would (10 immediately is in the plannin, stareo at this tfili. Ve ar&

''he initelrialt i'nferred to allrPoer on llirC 2 tl..



333

estiiiialiij tht wle (oull lieiin witlh aliproxiinatelv I 2 J' rcent of the
position, includii g welfare' recipieizts and e(ilit'al' l hope to .,J'o 1o
iII 'liw 05,"--

Se'iatr)1 tIIRiS. n)on'it \oi have authorit tinder the exi'ti ig law
to do tliat with very few ChiIldren actually" heing served with child

Mr. (w.X.ro. Xes.

" M I , 1 1.1 110Z} ( i l~ \VM!'IV"I;I~fLI!I.I. )N I A\ I.*I"\ l I'1"1T NOT \' AN .' ll\lN lNt';

11111 \ A.I

Sellator I I.%nits. U under wiat l1r40isions would FI )( liitlier- who10
wOi'k. 1)ut :i'e not ntder a trainilltn pro'lim, be aile to secure (inv
care under this 1 1i. Is there provision for that ?

Mr. P'. 104 tIM. Senatol, two thin-rs are relevant here.
First, ni; ;a woman moves ito eniplovienlt or is employed full tile

for that mat tei' she can partiipate in these program is under a fee
schedule approach. It is sei ied in fle bill that the Secretarv would
pass on the amount of paynient or the fee schedule that the woman
would have to pay.

Moreover. the ;ill says that wlierever (lay care would be iecssar
for an individural to continue or to( enter full-inhe eViploynent . it cani
ie provided.

)ne of the problems; here. of course, is do you Want to undertake
to pi ixide fully goverinlent ally subsidized day care for a large nu-
her of fmNilie who are alreidv providing their ow or, 01% in usiir
sc'trie resources, are yoi tryingl to target in oi those faiiilies which
114ed the d:aY are to ,et wvork in the first place. We have tried to
strike a balance here.

!IWQl \4Y Id s S , ;i ii l 'l ron t: l ' i~ I.'\ iI, (q' Fyou-n

Senator l.\nns. Telling about scarce resources )es ine to the nes't
lmestin - ,ich you, "Mr. Secret nr1v. talked ollt earlier, and that w-

the adequacy of the S,'600 I ) 1in iimiu i coiie fl,-4or for a fail ily of
four. (Thu,.rrevs ould dc, iJle to &li smoineiih (iitgereitilv and Q fr ex-
'inple ,nt approve A BM INI or '!T and wit h this savings rai.-e the
level of these payninls. That is oi viously true.

\\h;i 1lauit thi? What s i lgeted in Presid(nt Nixon's budget
for r-ve,. 1 in ring ton flie Atles for tlie year in question here, and
(0!11li't t w , foregone n 1d( added on to the level of income provided
in this ldUl

S ,. t'nr\ -lI.' . 'le administration's commitment is very clear.
It is a lnillWrn for the first full venr, moving to 5 billion ovar a 5-year
period. There ha Sleein no act by Ways and Means o'wi that provision.
T think theiy feel flnt it i, very important cotcelP, n'!d I e no
di.spo;itinri anywhere in the administration to alter that decision.

Se,,tnr T .itni,. Wihat about the food stamps. We were looking
en: lie at th, proidewn 41f It,'hies. of servicess in lien of '1rimt. Slme
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econojil ists looking at tile way we operate-wlerelby we provide
services, health services aid housing services, and so forth-said I
wish money had been invented. Suppose, for example, the Congress
decided instead of the expanded food stanip program to provide cash
in the way of raising the minimum provided for in this bill. H ave you
figured ouit how much that would allow the floor to be raised'?

As I understanid it, for each hundred dollars it is $400 million.
Secret ary FINcH. i That is approximately correct.
Senator I lnms. What would be the cost of the food stalUfp 1)rograim

which is down here.
Mr. I.vrmcLLT. The President's proposal, and in fact the present

food stamp schedule, I believe, is priced in fiscal year 1971 at about
$1.2 billion. If you substituted cash for the food stamps you could
Iuy perhaps a ,"00 increase in the basic payment.

Senator llmmus. If that were done, it would eliminate one of the
olcli problems that we saw oil the charts you presented this iiorniii"

in response to what Senator Willi jms was asking. Would that lhe so.
Mr. 13,T-rICEIJ. If yOU were to rel)eal tle food stamip law at the

same time, yes.
enator I1.P mis. That is what 1 mean. And in place of that add the

cash that would otherwise go for food stahiips to the level provided in
this bill. You would not then have that notcl prol)lem in regard at
least to that item, is that so?

Secretary F'imci. That is correct.

l.sREPANCIES EIEIwE STAiTES

Senator II.,nins. Now, Mr. Secretary, you said in your statement
that the present law is defective iii that it is characterized by un-
justifiable disorepaic ies between the states. Under the FAP program
which vml are recolime.lding there wonld still be discrepancies be-
tween States, is that not so? There would iut lie any uniforlity as
to wht a child is entitled to State by State. except for the mininiumi
floor that tlie Federal Government guaraInteed.

s5,retalv F'INC'r. Well: Io. Yol .v11141 .1lso have the adhlitional
;i'trrf' fnatiolia elig ihilitev staiiularnl,.- wlhic would lie a wholly iie
Concept.

Senator lI.\Rms. 1 un(lerstand that is intellectually
Secretary FINCH. Then, of course, it is up to the State legislatures.

and also, where you have city and county programs, to the city and
county, to decide how much they want to add to this base.

Senator IAirrs. 1 call your attention to the chart which you pre-
sented to the committee entitled "State Inequities," which shows that
the States have average monthly parents of a family of four between
$2.50 and $299. That one State is $49 and that 19 States are between
$1)00 and $149. In other words, that chart showed allowance payments
v;ary greatly with each State.

Without objection, we will place that chart in the record agaoiin at
this point.

(The chart referred to follows :)



STATE INEQUITIES
ALLOWANCE PAYMENTS VARY WITH EACH STATE

Average Monthly Payment
Family oF Four

$250-299
$200-249

S100-149
S50- 99

0-49

2 STATES

9 STATE
14 STATES

1 STATES

I STATE
I10 020I

Is



Senator tIlAis. Now, you would still have greatly v: trying pay-
ments hy States under this press cnt system, is not tint so;I

Secretary Fi~xc'h. Yes.
Senator Ixmrus. President Nixon said at one point a child should

Inot be worth more in one State than lie is in another State and that
was a major failing of the present system. That criticism of the
ple eiit sy.steim would still li, olic, we Iiadl enacted the famlif i m- i
progrram. is not that so'?

Secretary FIxcH. We would have closed the gap enorimiily. Inler
family v assistance the average would be $133.

SeInator IIAIis. Right.
Secretary FIxch. And then if you were to throw in the food stanmi)

increment, the average would get u) to somewhere :around -205.

.1Mm. 1 :;i Ii!. I Nm,: I I. \V1 . t i Im .Ai(;\I I miN W mII I 'I I V IL 1.IV:D i--i

I NC (IiL.\i(1

Senator lRinmis. 'ou used as an ar 'ument for this; Iirogramn that
it would for the first time limit the Federal obligation.

Ser.reta rv FI-,N h. That is correct.
Senator II,\rms. Is not that therefore quite likely to raise the obliga-

tion either of the State or the burden of the poor eiron ?.
Secretary Fixcmi. No. The inducement before was for States which

hlmad sullicient resources to inm'rease their expenditures, and thereby take.
advantage of open ended Federal matchin,. California did t his.

Senator TIARIS. I call your attention to chart No. 12 in llie ihiool et
entitled "Material Related to I.R. 10311," prepared by the Senate
Finance Committee staff, a chart entitled "Federal arl -tatc Sharing
in Cost of 1ienefits to Families." which indicates-and I dio believe
that there is question about this-that Federal costs would stay rela-
tI,'v, v ,c. i-tant iisimf only from $4.7 billion in 1972 to $4.9 billion in
1 n, , ti:nul Si at, ,,-. oi the. other hand. would increase from $2.1
,illi, P i 172 to ..,. billion :I 1978.*

) tii ime tha tlm is is
Secret (r Fxxcn. Well, we cannot anticipate how the State legis-

latorms will react to savings we are picking up here, so that I can't stipu,-
iate tlat vN wollid uim.ess-:1ilv set this result. 'T'le Stat,- m:a 1 e.ide
to put some of their savings, assuming they got revenue-snaring in-xl V,(l ns w ll --

Senator 11 \nINs. 'I'llo -t:il1 tell- me that that chart is ba.ed upon
your own cost projections given to the House Ways and Means
committee .

Secretary Fixcr. That is correct.
Senator Twms. That being so, since the Federal Government is go-

ing a. vonl sav for the first tine to limit its contribution in the future.
those costs You project yourself, isn't it obvious that they will either
be borne bY the State or' the burden of the poor person will not he aq
greatlv relieved as it is otherwise projected.

Mr. Yu:',.,. N. Senator, there are tmW') thin gs that we should t O!e
into consideration here. One of them ;." that the State costs inder ex-
isting prorams would risc as mcli or perhaps more than they
w-old1l under Faniily Assistance. The other is that this chart relate

'The in,'t rqfrr.dt i to appear nt p. 1.1 of thi.s h4'a-tnr .,
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(lilly to grant l)avyiiltN. lhe bill provides that the State could t urn
over tile administrative costs to the Federal (G1overlnentt, and ti oev
administrative cots would he in addition to the Federal costs shiowit
iin the charts.

Another factor is that the Federal Governnent would pick tip 10)
percent of child-care costs, whereas now we pick up those costs on a
'5-25 matching basis.

.Senator IARnIs. Of course that is not being done.
Mr. VENLMAN. And the GoVeinineiit would pick u) 1.1 pe'vent-
Seioc11 ilAMs. That does not. really relieve the States niutch be-

cause, as you said, States would not. be doing it very much anyway.
Mr. VEN.MN. It would relieve them if you had a massive program

going.
Senator IILAmis. Well, I mean it still is the same thing, though.

I [ow (ian----
Mr. V . The point I am making is that thi, is not th1 ticta1

p rograi cost. n'his is only te gradnt-iaylfent port ion.
Senator HARRIS. Right. But isnt it rather inconsistent to say that

we are going to limit our Federal contribution and keep it relatively
constant knowing that population is going to go up and costs are
going to go up. and so forth, and the projected costs of your own fig-
ii ics 4,ai Ig Ip, aud therefore tile St ate will eitilir Ihxit to take (,!I
iii01re of that or the person will be less relieved of the burden of pov-
erty, and at the same time recommend a reveme sharing program
wlierebv we will give bark some costs to the States?

Wouldn't it be just better to take this welfare burden off tile hael
of the States and at the sale ti nli do a more 1110foil anl 11 animile
job for the people involved ? 'Flit it is a1 o)viols choice an ,waV.

Secretary FINCH. As a mIiatter Of )liilO-oplhv1. I have to di*aiee_ . . I
Just do not think the Federal (oveinment or IIEIW (,uht to b~ectle
tot ally involved there.

Seiator IxAiS. Both Of you have been of (-mir:e il State governl-
ment. I served 8 years in tie St ate senate. Call ' 1111 leistaiid flow
a Governor ()r a Stale leislA:tor could feel verv Atronly , as omei have
said to nlie, that under this prorianil you aic'saVyig, we arct, (1 111 10
limit what we pa*v, ai1d hero is tflia prole, ni you feflz a havye 1)
take oii more of it youirselves

Mr. V\ENEMAN. I1ht they would not be t:akimiir on am- mll as thev

Senator I lmuns. Well. I call vour at ten1tioll to Yourl' w)n'it prl'oecii
of ti Yoes. Xou saCv costs are woil] to rise.

Mr. V EEMNN. 'That is correct
Seiiator Ilnmmus. I1u1t yml say' the lFderal slhare is nt. So :a State

1 egislator or Governor looki rig at this progn-ram wolul,1 hiiik that I he
Federal Government estimated the co-A is going up and it i- Iprotet ed
by a limit, but we will just have to) do 0 1 e best we call.

Mr. P.vrInIH.,. We a Sharing. Se llor. ill eiflarg d ':I- lozad cnt-
with tie Statesq. And we are not, liniitimru our coitllrilillon ol anl :i)-
solute basis. We would he l)avimr :8() percent of wlmn ever size supph-
mental prograni the State has. ui1) to lihe povrtv line. There is a
sharing.

Senator tI[uins. 1Why (10 oi estiminte tlien that the coI ill lIm,, 'ext
4 years will only go up fr:om 1.7 to 4.9 billioii
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Mr. PATh-C:IAiL. That segmezit at the bottom of tie chart is corn-
,o-et of Iw, factors. ()ne is the cot of the working poor program,

wiicli as we said yesterday was estimated at 100 perveit pal iipatiol.
With economic piosperitv, we. hope that by 1976, those vosts wotild go
down.

Senator IlAmtls. Wh t id yolt sRa, with economics prosperity

Mr. VENMAx. Yes, assuming that.
Mr. lAT'ruCELi. Assuming a continuing inflation in wages which

in the working poor level is ,tboit S percent a year, there will le
smaller and smaller family assistance payments. So that segmezit of
the white area goes down. I however , the portion of Federal costs relat-
ing to the 30 percent matching of the State supplenittal was
projected to go up at the same rate its the State costs themselves were
project ed to go up.

Mr. VENEMAN. See, that Federal portion has built into it, what is
it, two billion that is built into that potion ?

Mr. PATRICELLL Yes.
Mr. ViEm.3ux. If vou would take that out then you would see a

lit te different growth pattern in there.
Senator IARIus. Well, you can't have it lioth ways. You can't argie

to a fellow who is more conservative than I am that. this is a good deal
because we are going to limit tile Federal contribution for the first
tihe and keep otir Federal costs from going ui ) in the future, as yo4
state twice in your affirmative statement, and then convince me th it
it is a goo(l (leal for the States and the poor people at the same time.

Mr. \ENEM.N. I thnk what we would have to do in order to make
this chart actually reflect what will l)e happening would be to separat(
out the working'poor portion of it for that 4-year period. Then I
think you would see more oif a corresponding increase of both Federal
and State dollars.

Senatoir Ilnms. It is trtue, however, as the statement says that the
Federal share, is limited but the States' share

Mr. V\ENM.N. No, the Federal share in the existing categories is
not limited. It is limited under family assistance only to the extent
lint we will pay 30 Iercent tip to the poverty line.

Secretary FLN(Ilt. In other words, we would put a ceiling on Fed-
eral grants on a per case basis. That is the signuficatice.

Senlator IA:mNs. Mr. Secretary, yon say ott page 5 of your statement
underr the current system we lave no control over the allocation of Federal re-

sotirves. Eatict State establishes its ovwn benefit levels and the Federal Govern-
roeait has an openl-ended obligation to provide matching for these benefits. The
result is not only a l)otettially iunnagealde draiin on Federal resources, but
the cnatitui of a system in which the Folderal Government (liseriminates suln rly
iii its treatment of equally needy families in different States. This is neither h61-i-
-: 1 eqo litatle.

I agree wit 10 that. I t hipk tlhunt it is a good statement (.ernerally in so
farl' Is , we are troiltg to have to pay for it one way or another. I think
it is very imporialit thatl v riznlenrstantd lat it is riot a questioll of not
Inak inr :a payment or making soie payment. It is going to cost us
cit her wtay.

But at anotherr point in the statement yoit say that this means that
for t!( li,t time tie Felei I-d share will hbe li rited--on page 16 you
state:



It k important to note that this poverty line limit for Fedortl ntching IlmlS.
fur the first time, a limit on the Federal welfare commitment.

That, is correct, I take it.
Mr. PATItcELtA. It is correct as to benefits peir family. We think it

is desirable to put a ceiling oil the Federal contribution toward hitherto
mil limited benefit levels. But, as the Secret ary says, we are proposiiig to
match 30 percent, o a case by case basis regar(less of the nmber' of
cases. IVe think you call make a distinction between the nulilber of
cases and the amount per case.Senator II~lll1s. Right. I understand. So if th'at level is to be super-

seded then the State will pay for it, or tile perSon will not get that
ext ra funding.
Mr. XVENEMX. Ove' the po\-erty line, it would be 100-percent State

funds.

]Z,;DU("'lION IN I Nt'IILI IIl 50711E ,'OIN( PERSONS " NIDEI TIlE BILL

Senator HAmIs. All right. I call your attention to charts 5, 6, and
7 : of the. committee material.

It has been said by Senator Ribicoff and others that we are embark-
ing upon a very new and, some have said, exciting new concept with
a llinilnuni Federal income floor. What worries me is the fact that
what is intellectually stimulating to some of us may not be as good as
Mreue 1nolicv for those who need it. And I notice, if the chart for
State A is correct, that a family of four headed by a mother with
earnings of $2,000 and work expenses of $,0 per month lender the
present law will realize a total income of $4,267 but under the law
which you propose Awould actually make. less, $1.147, and that an un-
enlloved fati(r with earllinUs of $2,00) and work expQnses of $30 1)epor
I1)o1th would make $i4,)!;7 presently. or would realize that presently.
1)u1t under the )ill wlich VI(t pIropose would realize less, $4,1-7.

In State B a mother with earnings of $2,000, work expenses s of $30
per month, would realize a net income of $3,467 under present law,
Mid would realize less than that, $3,347, tinder the law which you
1ropo-e, III many catetzories 115 t1ose charts indicate, tie alllOlnt
realized would be about the same or not substantiallv different. anti

bhat in New York City a mother with earnings of $3,320. work ex-
pense allowance of $60 per month, would realize presently S6,027, but
mnder the law which you prolpose would realize less, $,.517, and in
ofhe' cate.-ories no increase at all. Ave those facts substantially cor-
rect, and if so do yoll agree that that is a rood result that Ieople
would )e plenalized by tile )l ssae of tli law

S:ec.retatry Vix'i .FI Wel , first of all, I would like to ask whether or
1 iot this inl:td 1es the food s amp in mieam ?

Senator IIAutts. Well. I do not know, since it is not included in
voti bill. A2 I have illdicted 1iv the le-isbatiio whicli I !1t)Pol,'(l,
all these, matters ought to be considered lo-elher. I do not think
they ought to be considered separately.

Mir. PAvRU'rrLLr. SeIatol, the reason that this was donle was sonie-
thing we touched on only briefly yesterday. 'Tlie plreslt aw permits
dis'cl-ard of the first :: ) of e: 11'iml, lus oii',-thuird otf timt. rest,

- 14 -, 1,, p 117. 110, nlll 121 ,,f til ho r&.
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INS, on top) of tlan xvlnutever the Shate dlelvles is wvork-related. ex-
Jleunn". In Solvie State; You imayi hive WIl. (Ii even ,il~ 4. if woik-reliateil
vxjieiises, which, wheni added to the first $8,is taken asz in initial
diisregard. Family Assistance tries to Standa~irdize that. Based upon De-
lpa1tient of Labor surveys t aken in a niuper of citiesz, we pegged the
work-related expenses at roughly ',f00 a niont 1 phis daycre

The p)eCSeit law inl somec States permits a Iauger. initial dIedluction,
andl that in turn results in a larger payment as earnlings'a go up ana
ligzher so-calledi break-even point.

Now. as Nve Said, in New York City. 111olcr pres-eili law tli p'ail iil-
Ill iiiotilei would be receiving Nvelfi nueiou i hr Ptrindn.2 have jImad~i

oVce 47.t4(0. Son iu-wre in th lirn nge fri o 7. 444 to $Y.8 44 she 1404)14w~
il el "iii:ie. wliereas un der Faii I Ass istanc and 11 iii) t rca nirt Mii
miikv for ivo1k-INUMe~ expienses. i lie hreak-eveti point iiei'(inii i'oiuzilly

We1
H (lii 11of ee]l thalin Sa ll444 lo':> of wvelfr bpnpliuifitus to Pol

NhO] l):4ve rela:tiveivly hi ePiiiiiiigS WVi.- Ill 1el'ro. 'Iblis i - onle o4A4 lie
Klics Ant has to be made betmvecii liniviii. n veiy hightl ceilinir on
wx el a re benefits and a djiust in g work exlwnsves. and lie roj i-li 1 c
oh the basi avuneli. and all of the we'.

Bw u nle'ss you wish to in n ainl a1 evi liiir (of over "'7.1100 ill New
York City vi w think thiat V011 WMIildl wnN:t to aicJet I hi kind of

Sciiato Iii1 Avnu. Ilow ninny -;tate,~ wxill ke (Udilv"a ' 'ikl d lioN
iiny a ri anltagped 1 th(le p)rogrin i ? In 401cer wordoL 10 D1 v : wil
realize less TIMMYra fiuds anid honw iniv wxill reaize Iire?

Mr.VNMx. All StateCs xvoilli 1Gum('l fron, iAte ininnou n. rhprel
is n iV ;aiijg cl 1 4 iin flie p rovi sious.

'um ntor I1.xnin. Ts it true-
34 rI. V EM %N. 'Sou IC of t I ini Will coni1c iiiit even. vIvi ic a un :ien -

Wee tNO it iilhl not cost hI Iin v iuwiti, foe t Iei next 2 yenin-,. 15 1
i4'00lI. bflip teSavxi ngzcae

Secret ary Fixcji . Six Statles conic out evelln :ild tie others--
Mr. WEm%?' 17ndce tflie coniuuiie M1l1. Arikamisa. eoerin, IOwn,

Wenuiiky, Misis 10y. Missouri. Noirthi ('arol inai Noeil DI Ao=a and
wiuth Carolina wiili hve 1no-lo-s 1-irox 'soo ' ih~~udet lc

TOO44 ttnt' wouldiio olO Maini ny fA IRlef lut woiildl he jivo-
iectiv1 froiii ilwoi1-ir ainv auioa o~f-. All thip r'e~ of thel tac-
wo-miu obtain s~omeo fi,-cal replief. And Setnator, T think t bore is, a factor

A'we iia kceep in (i1iit ion whenl we start tniking" about ft
I ci c 1) paIonil . 1 Th l4 es~ make soiivie kind of :14111 timu ct on On liepmr-
(ceitlirp of FedeIrnl par ilittion in the SiAnte siipplecmuicil pnivuxnt.
We e N rc DlvuW hel pill i a trod sihar ie"f thle piresent it se? ond. Tibev
ire' lot tzoing tio gi any iore niiiney o11t (if 11i" The S';t tc- are jnt

(soiwl~ to vved4 iio(ii tik,"il rii-f .,- \-(,, 'ro to 51l n Sf0. lint or 12.i~4
Out of about 19.0~0f( AFD(C finiieit ill .Jaiuirmix 4f tlhe' vt~ir. rc1 t

:1 lion lhcml irt Stite; that 1mv iloiv a SAM0 level for example
Senator IT xuriwm. I hchieve b hp ili is R jiereut of those linveui v

mivr i nder thli law Xxiiiild notf rece: ye aim iiiore Tindeir thle hll

wh ii I,] iii prI io, iO'. D)o x'ou In le rA anI I(','fIt to lie f hep 0:5 se
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Mr. \rxr:r.V.. I think it Nvolll be close to that. A good .lare if
those are in States that would be making supplenental 1)aylnerlt'.

hit the point i.z that as you increase tie present t'seload, tile per-
(oeltage wold( decrease from 82 percent to a leer figirt', but you wold
still have about a million or more in seven States. California, New
York, Illinois, Pennsylvania. Massachusetts, Michigan, and New ,le,-
sev hlve about a million of tile caseload. 'e'll( plan is not going to
help tlo:e people. It is going to help the Other States.

N.VI'IC N.\I, \VIE I"F.RZ ,',STTF3

Se lator tI.\Ils. I think that is why I feel that y'iii have 1() take
over the welfare system and make it 'a Federal prograln. And thel
von avoid all those other problems we were talking about this
1mHorining.

Second, it seems to me it is a rather important thing to relieve thw
States of those increasing burdens of education and welfare. Addi-
tionillv, since there are no residence requirements anymore, and I
a ree vith that, it is even Ilore imperative tlat we really make this
into a national system altogether.

Mr. VE oA.Xou have a resourve problem tWhere. And, of course.
if you make it a national system there are a lot of questiolls you haveto answer: Iow (10 you regionalize it? I)o you bring Mississippi 1)
Io New York's level if you nationalize it .

I"11)I1:.\ I .\ DM I N I LVI'ON OF AV ELi.A I E

Senator 11.\mis. Let me ask vou about that. When do you I)la , t(
take over tie Federal administration of the program? When would
ymi he able to do that and how are you going to do that

NMr'. V:xNM.\N. Federal administrat ion of tile family assistance pro-
grtl could go into effect at the time the bill becomes effective.

Senator H1mt\s. That is my quest ion. New York, as I understand
it, is ready to make aj)plicat ion.

MI1. VENEA .. T1hey watit tus to take over the whole program, in-
cluding the grant payments. We are saying we will adlminister he
program under this bill-ve will handle their supplemental payments
for them.

Senator lixus. IHow many States do yoll believe wvoul dec de
ulmn Federal administration of the supplementary program and of
the adult program ? I)o you have any idea

Mr. VTINXE,AN. We do not have any idea. We, put a pretty good in-
cenrive in there. We said if we administer federally we will pay 10)
percent of the administ rat ive costs; otherwise, it is 50-50 sharing.

Senator I-Imms. Do you have any idea how many might so (lee ide
Mr. \ ENEMAN.. We have no idea on that, Senator.
Secretary F a

States.
.EM)INtST[)ATION OF MEDICAID PRO1I1\ A

Senator HARRIS. olow would the States that decided upon Federal
administration administer the medicaid program ? How will they ad-
minister that ?
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Mi. Vnxii:i .\ N. The States will aiihniniq icr th at. We are llfit pro-
l,.siii in .his act to take over the admi listrat i l of ti t ., NIX.

Seulator I[.mas. How do voll avoid, it seems to :le, the argument
that you wind up with both still in it anid all the dluil)tit: ion of two
kind s of programs and two administrations. I)oesr't that seem ter-
1il1 v i ieflicient ?

Secretary FiNci. We are prepared to ui ake a I)resentation to the
('0minittee of how we use eligibility for title X I X as a back-up iiiech-
:inism for the administration of this program, although there would
he. a sepIarate mechanism withini I lEW to dimillister this program.

HEW PLANS lOB .IiMINi'I JVI'N

Senator IIms. What lirenc'y under II I'W is goinrr to administer
this part of the program.

Secretary FIxCn. The Hollse Committee relort suggests a totally
iiew al !WIeCy, but one that would have access to tile information that
we \\( ye in Social Seenrit v.

Senator l1.xmms. What" would he Yotr plan ? 1 mean are You hound
ivY that l1ousie report .

Secretary FINcr. As I indicated in my opening statement, we will
have this before your committee veiry sllortly.

Mr. ENE.m.\N. We want the beneit of the wisdom of this commit-
tee. Senator. before we nmke a final decision on that.

Senator I Lais. I would, too. I would like to have somehodv's
wisdom. It seems to me that instead o'f the present hodge podge system
you are iust groing to double it.

Mr. V'ENEMAIN. No, 1 d1o not think so. What we are suuaestin, is
11W a 'omnideto take-overof all welfa cc.

Senator IInns. That is exactly my point. You are still going to
liiire some down here and some down here.

Mr. VENEm:MAN. There has been a lot of discussion before this com-
inittee• and within tlie administrations over the past years of separat-
il',, tIe se,'vices a's wt if public assistalne frol t le munvy ypa 'n ient s.
We feel that tlie Federa l GU vernmien cal pa N out money Ynmoe elti-
ciently than 50 different systems can . i even nore than' that w!lere
tilt, lave as in some State, county admlloist ration. And we are willi g
to pay 100 1 p-rvent of the expense of disbui rsing tle 111olley. That is
what we are talking about when we talk about administration.

States would still be revspl'siuble for )Yiovidintr the social serviCes
;eSl ect '.

Senator I l.,mmiv. There is a rumor. Mr. Secretary, that vonl have
said or feel that it might take 5 or fl veais before you would h;e willing
to ic'ede to the first reque-st that IIIE;W take, over the administration
of the program

Secretary 'IINci. I have got to fimid your rum1l1ior source, Senator.
That is thle first time I have heard that.

Senator IlAmus. Really ?
That IMame to 'i, ve.'terd:iy. They znir wmild ',ou a-k I!w Se-retarv

how long lie tIiiiks that it "would take before IIHEM would he il a
pw'itio i to accede to a request mae o dier this lill for Fe leval ad-
miaiiist ratiol. How Ioong do 'ou really Ilink it might be?
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)o you have any idea ?
Secretary FINjCi. As I say, we are prepared to give the committee

a full demonstration of how this might be done, on the basis of our
experience with title XIX and social security. We think they could
move rather rapidly, within conceivably a year's time.

Senator IARRIS. Within a year?
Secretary Fi-cH-. Yes.
Senator 11AR Rs. How many new Federal and State employees

would be needed to administer the program; any idea?
Mr. V-NMNEAN. Vell, you would have a reduction in State em-

ployees, of course, S-nator. and an increase in Federal employees.
And I think a lot of them would be transferred.

II i T A11\\ VO1 1C.E" .\I) M IN I"J 'I iIO N Or I.F

Seintor II ts. IHlow many people do yo have working on the
IIEW task force on the admiilist ration of the program?

Mr. VEN,.AN. We expect to have about :30 working by the first of
.Tulv.

Senator 1Iimmis. 1 have some additional que ,tions. We are goii,
to trV to quit here at 4:30 as we did yesterday.

Senator Hansen inilit have some quest ions.
Secretary FixcNi. Senator, we, want to correct the record. The num-

ber on the'task force should have been 90, instead of 30.
Mr. VEmmAX. We have 30 on board and we expect to have D0 by the

first of Julv.
Senator HIARRIIS. Right.
Senator hlanszen ?
Senator 01h11ANSEX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think I will take notice of the fact tIt the Secretary and staff

have had sonm long days already, this is the second one in a row, and
forgo :?I n ji,-ti-m . ] di l' the ,)l),ortlility e;lrlier to, ask on:llw

quest ions.
Thhank you, sir.

IPI.FET:lNtC; IN I'\OAEN " 11\l :l1 IN .\IU .T \ND F,'AlIT.V 1IoOIIAM5,

Senator Ulnius. Right. What is the justification for the lack of
uniformitv in jumyents? Under the family assistance program the
level would be -500 per year for the first two people. and $300 per
year per person thereafter, but the level of payments under the adult
,ategories is, a, I un(lerstand( it. $1,320 per I)erson. Is it just a matter
of doing the best you feel we can do by allocation of resources or is
therm some reason'for the discrepancy between the two?

Secretary% Fixeir. We would have )referred a cutback. But if y,.
begin withhlie critical case, obviously it is with the first two persons--
assuming a parent and a child--that you are going to get the greatest
clout with tlle dollar, and then beyond that von just have to go to what

seems to 1e a rational figure.

Mr. NN:N:M N. That is ide 3"i Yo'11m ]waviest fixed ,,ozt s cqvm ill-
hiosinu, .,11 1 certain 114h( .(it fxell i fi l s tirn a 'n mii lv. You have, to hve
111sil.11 )hlmther yoi, hive twoor tl11, e 11(d as voi md to thi fa mi ly
tI .,)st el>,v indi vidual is reduced.
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As fri' as tile adult (at euol'ievs colieined. Oul' icin tati O
to fie W av.s and Means Com mittee was $9() a iiin our or'iginal
kill. Thev raised it to $1).

Senator II LARRIS. And, of course, you have already spoken to tie
fact that the bill does discriminate against childless couples and single
lpi'lrols. which I believe vol said vas a matter of deciding what was
liit.rI tiipoirtant to (Io with limited resooi'es.

Secretary 1IN('11. And a matter of nmakin., a judgment oni its social
illlipai,.

Senate il I IIn . 'I':1 is wii t I Ilieall, whit Vol coilsi s tI'ed to lit
lll)lWe hIilmrt!lt 1.

l, l4;l 1' "1'R) I II'.\IIN N;I F IIIINI TIECTi\F VEP ' ,\ ) tN'I', A\H RF It \ I W

Wiait about a provision in ilie bill which, is 1 understand, llow\,
1hat pi)tlnymnts may beo mtide to a person other than a faii ineinie.

if the Secretary deems that appropriate without a requirement for
notice and opportunity to be heard.

Is: thit colect
Secretary liytii . I tiink there is always pIoavisii for a hieadlipng.

a ue t i ng alz itntg where tile father is gone and iaVe vo have
g at a (,lear- t (i-o, ater a liat lig t alil iiniinim ilitI y ot tof e tiiolii
adequately handling--

Senat If.\ims. l'hit i- the qmnvt ion. (Can it he dont without notice
:il(! vitiriil hearillt .?

Mi'. lRrnTLT. The individual ha sa tile right to ask for a hearing.,
S eli4tor. 'lhi ' is similar. aeordilhl' ito r. Ihawkiiis. to provisions of
1w cial Secant v Act low.

Mr. Th.erijyS. 'lre iz a right to a lihearing . at the present til ime
unilder the existing programs, li prat'icallv anv decision litt an indi-
vi'llin ecoiliders ntdlvorse.

Senator lI[.lnls,. There is no intent to dlenv that rigit in tlis situ-
it i i I nean it that is i1(41 p itedI in thelull, than it (mtig t i lhe

coirected ?
Secretal'v Fl Nc]i . I think that is essentially prieelt law. ,ellNItor ".
Senator 1.munt. What I tieva is if that rigiit of notice or hearing

i- 110! now p provided to a parmet, if payment is g 1il rig ,it Ic. 1iiade for
flin1 lii ml I( amoni e otIhpr tiiat the, parent, shouldn't that he col-
i'ee (eI and nofttie,, of he, rin and livaringr he provided ?

Secretary iv : ]N'. WIN e wIL 1ald it 1 iject to its i K ing slled out nlore
s1 Ae i f l] 1.

Senator I I.ipl s. Good.
Mr. T.'lhA't rLi. 11a.n n 1,jor situation itl wIticih that kind ' pro-

tectio pa-ient would hle used would be puir.;lrlit to the ter]nma-
tion of benefits for all individual who has refused, without go d
cause, a training or joh opportunity: and the finding of withoutt
good cause" in itself involves the hearig procedure.

AIMINISTR.rION SOCIAL SERVICES BiLLr

Senator HARRIS. I understand that, Mr. Secretary. You testified
be fore the Hlouse Ways and Means Committee that :
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We are iniidful of the need for social and rehabilitation services as all esseni-
til 4irotlary to anl effctive income maintenance prograin. We willl be sending
yiu dtra ft recomndzat ions inl the near futurec.

Wh'len (10 you expect that that bill will be coiig to us, and (d0
voit believe that we can properly, act upon thi bill without having
that before lis to colsier at thr- sam1e t hule?

Secretary liv 'NxiJ. 1 tii12k the Under S.-ecretary hlad better' Speak
to that one.

Mr. \I:NFMAN. Seiliutor, I think the two issu~tes are separable. T
think that wve can act upon this bill with]outt having the services legis-
lationl before~ We would hope that we would have the services
lpr'pwzal wvithinl the very near future.

Mr. 1PATlu1cl:LL1.. We 1hop~e, Sena"tor. tii at \vilell tile, services, 1li]l is
trlltsilllitte(i. wiich we, hope) Will he Very 5111ty tile X' 111 (llliitt eo
'voilt1 tryv to ;lit oil thait lInea-Ilre alonli %vith this-, )utt that i", ni(t (I:--
~efiti,11, ;1, tine I ldib!' Secretarv h as ,a id.

sellatol' I Ixanis. Wihat will be leti inl tit le IN' after this, bill Is ini-
plelluCl ite ci I ) ilt Ni' need' tO ie act ill it l o;t aSoc a! sci S-\i-e ti'ai t

Mr. lt viIiIri This hill cotitains- aliillilllellts to title IV which
Wiillil It-:tIeev ellFll Iil 1tlhe piveut ,ervice-i 1 pionrala1. Tht-re is
nO doitht thi asl, (if 401110 tiicsuiti oin tilt' ri'sl side. ,Iltiill~ this.
ofher; :ill oppiliiil't 1 v al-it to rfeiti l111 -ca'cicei'sst lictille. But this
blldoliinti i'haal title IV oft llie S(idl ~titvAt

Mir. 11' NvF x e didi lo it hi ihi(r within sepvics . thle exist illg s('IW-
itcs I '!i-I il i ~ld lefila Ii1 ill tile S-c ia1 SetVouritYv Act.

At u-.viiv. ()s osTi-ii1NlNM; IN tilt>SES IN FAMILYA' .ssTANICi llENEIT'

Seiiator Ilfuons. H as there heiec anly discii.-;on wit hiu 11EANV pro-
posull'g ailtoina.'tle CoA-o IIillgr iflicreas5 ill the faililvtt a ire jiii pr-

AY!Iillil level,; Ilolil,( tile fill ftC tile Presiilellt s rvcolliileltit loll ill re-

M' r. Th vMA,1 ere hiave ii (t . Sellator. extcepit to 11 IC ext ill t t 11:1t-

hOc a variale ceiliicias far1 its the State stpivileielit il lailllellt arle
Coifll~ anti would reflect tile cost of I ivillg.

1 ST'I NCTFi iN IIE''EE N EM tPLOY ED) A ND U NEM P1LOYLIEMlFATt I I Ft
UNlIEIITHE BILL

Senittot' I~ThiTi. Let mne ust4 alsk Yolu tills one las't (utilo.

Wihat aboutt tin he t ditilion b~et ween ani eiViiloyved aliil all llllC-

}loyed father under this bill ? nhat Juts _vel SMlne c",Ilse, for Con-
cerni to members of the committee. Why (10 We need tile distinction
between tile two? As I llnlefstaiid it, those were Mr. Pitt iicelli said
wot'(ls oif art, "wvorkinig poor," aild "iieiiiploved fatherr" Wily (10 we
nece(l theo distinctionl?

Secretary 1 FINChI. OtherWise we have no way to break out, of tile
present t 41'llture.

Senator HARItS. Why can't it be purely based upon income with-
out making a (listiniction between an individual working part-time
andAone working full-timne. I do not see what the distinction is.

44 527 70-fit. 1---23
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Mr. VENE-MAN. It could be done, I suppose, Senator. But I think
the distinct ion was made by the Congress.

Senator IIAiRms. Yes, but is there any reason why you have to stick
with those rigid categories?

Mr. PATRICErm. The reason that you cannot completely obliterate
them at this point is largely financial. Treating working men and un-
employed or part-time employed men identically requires either a
raising of the basic payments so high that the unemployed father
program is subsumed. or a requirement that the States match the
payment to the working poor so as to bring that payment up in all
cases to the equivalent paynient. for the unemployed father or part-
time employed father. In either case the additional cost i, in the
range of several billions of dollars.

Mr. VENMMANT. Another thing, Senator: One of the basic prin-
ciples that we tried to adhere to when we were developing this pro-
gram was that no one now receiving aid would have a reduction in
his assistance. You have expressed concern just looking at the New
York example and a couple of the others that were prepared here
by the staff, where you see a slight reduction. If we were to treat the
unemployed family the same as we are proposing to treat the work-
ing poor category. they would be subjected in many cases to quite a
reduction of the'aid that they are entitled to under the existing law.

( II I1AI) (A' .l S'I,\NI),IAI)

Senator TitmIs. Just this last one. Is it possible under this bill to
require a mother to put her school-age children in child care facilities
against her will when those facilities do not meet the standards that
she believes are adequate?

Mr. VENE, ANT. Well, they would have to be standards that were
established through regulation by the Secretary.

Senator IlBRins. By the Secretary of IIEW?
Mr. VENEMANr, t Yes.
Secretary Fi,,-ci. Yes.
Senator L[.ios. I ave vonl prepared any kind of standards?
Mr. VENEMA,,. We do have day care standards now in existence.
Senator Imatis. And those would continue ?
Mr. VEN EM.%A-. They are essentially, as I believe was indicated ear-

I ier this afternoon, the Head Start standards.
Senator lARRSs. Senator Hansen, anything further?
Senator IhANSEN. Do I understand that the Secretary and his staff

will be back tomorrow morning?
Senator IIRRNnrs. That is my understanding.
Senator IA\sEN. 1 will have some questions, but I know you have

had1 a lng day and would forgo asking them now.
Thank you very much.
Senator Ilmnis. You really have had a long day and I for one ap-

p'e,.iate it very mnuch and I appreciate your coming here and patiently
answering these questions ,l~ie afternoon. I am advised to announce
tlat tile coninittee will stand in recess then until 10:00 a.m. tomorrow.

Secretary FINcIi. Thank you.
(Where;pon, at 4:25 p.m., the committee recessed.)



THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

FRIDAY, MAY 1, 1970

U.S. S ENkT,
CoMIT-rEE ON FINANCE,

l1'ash1igton, D.( .
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:00 a.n., in Room 2221,

New Senate Oflice Building, the Ionorable Clinton P. Anderson,
presiding.

Present: Senators ILong, ('haiiinan, Anderson, Talmadge, Byrd,
Jr. of Virginia, Williams of l)elaware, Bennett. Curtis, Miller, Jor-
dan of Idaho, and I Hansen.

Senatoi ANIERSON. ('on to order.
Senator ]Bennett, (1o you have some quest ions'?
Senator 11.:NNET'r. Thank you, Mr. airmana. I have a number of

questions here.
Mr. Secretary, if some of them seem to he a little harsh, I am trying

to develop the record, because I ani as alixious as you are to solve this
l)roblem and to solve it within the financial limits that have been
set, by the I-ouse bill.

I31PACFT 01F ]ILL ON 31EI)(AII) IIIA.

I would like to open my questioning by referring to an area that
has not been )reviously discussed, particularly, and that is the impact
of medicaid on this overall problem. ('an *you tell the committee,
either now or with information filed for the record, how many people
in the area where we are discussing are eligible for medicaid?

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT H. FINCH, SECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN G.
VENEMAN, UNDER SECRETARY; ROBERT PATRICELLI, DEPUTY
UNDER SECRETARY FOR POLICY; CHARLES E. HAWKINS,
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR FOR LEGISLATIVE
AFFAIRS, SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE; MICHAEL
MAHONEY, DIRECTOR, PROGRAM EVALUATION, FAMILY ASSIST-
ANCE PLAN; JEROME M4. ROSOW, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
POLICY, EVALUATION, AND RESEARCH, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR;
AND ROBERT M. GUTTMANN, DEPUTY ASSOCIATE SOLICITOR,
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. VENEMAN. Actually, those who might be eligible, Senator,
would be persons in those States that do not now have the unemployed-

(347)
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parent program plus those others not working who would becoine
eligible for public assistance. The bill itself does not propose to extend
medicaid benefits to the working poor.

As Mr. Patricelli testified a couple of days ago, it is estimated that
the additional costs of medicaid extended to the unemployed-parent
category in those States that do not have it now would be about $100
million.

Senator B IN,,'rr. Can you give us any idea of the mmber of people
involved?

Secretary FI.cH. We will have to work that out and provide it
for the record.

Senator BENN-',,NFr. Would you provide it for the record? Also, we
would like to find out approximately what I)roportion of this number
each year actually receive medicaid payments.

Mr. VExrLNA We call do that. I think we have that.
Secret ary Fix e. V had bet tei 1e precise ,l)out t hat, foo, Senator.*
Senator I3EN-xr. All right. how much (toes medicaid now cost the

Federal and State Governments, including the cost of intermediate
care uder title II? Can you get that information for us?S Pe,.Q tary Fix-,-i. Yes, we will have to iret it fo ,i .*

Senator B r'NEFrr. Of the new people who wmld become eligible
for cash assistance under this bill, can von tell its, houv niy are now
eligible for medicaid and how many are not now eligible? Can you
get that informal ion for us?

Mr. lPATil1CELL1. Th1 e new persons who would come on the rolls
under tiLe bill, Senator-that is, the working poor--are not now
eligible, and they would not become eligible as a result of the family
assistance program.

Seniator BExNErr. Are there not some States in which they might
be eliriie as medically indigent ,

Mr. P.I'ICELL The adults are not eligible for any payment in
which there is Federal participation. Many States pay adult work-
ing poor people under wholly State-supp'Orted Jpr ai'ams.

Senator lIE.N-,,urr. But is there not Federal matching g?
Mr. P1,TmRrI,. Not for the adults. Soie States do pay medicaid

for children in the families of working poo, and if they do there
may )e Federal matching.

Slatfor l]iNNE:'rI. Now, I am running into a contradiction here.
The stair says that if they are categorically related, they are eligible
or the Federal Government does provide matched funds for the
medically indiligent.

Mr. I'r.,nu('Ev.mI. For the peoplee in the already established categories.
I was referring to the working 1)oo' in this case, the new group.

Sector I ENNEAT'. Do 'oii have any idea how many of the working
poor are categorically related ?

Mr'. lkAruTI'ELTT. "Well, the way I am using the terms, the two are
mutuimllv exclusive: That is, tile working poor are not now in one of
the categories. The adult categories are the needy aged, the needy

blind, I lie disabled, and the unemniloved fathers.
Senator ]lr-. rr. OK. I think maybe that question deserves an-

ol her look.

* At pi sstim ie, . 11, l i. 1 t70. he in at rii raq' ..qu 'std bad not le(Il rece'ived
from l I)el uriment of Ihalth, Edcation. aad Wel fare.
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Secretary FIxcH. We will try to give you the precise figures.*

90 PERCENT FEDERAL MATCHING FOR CERTAIN M3DICAL SERVICES

Senator BE'xNrE . The bill provides Federal matching.of 90 percent
toward the costs of health care needed for emIployment in contrast to
the Federal share in our large States of 50 percent uder medicaid.
Do you not have a problem here? If the 90 percent is available only for
health care needed for unemployment, are. you not opening a loophole
to permit some States to decide'that is the basis for medicare service
and would it not be worthwhile considering reducing that 90 Iecent
to 50 percent so that there would be no question as to the reason for
the medicare?

Secretary FINlt. I think the concept, Senator, was that where
medicare facilities were not plentiful, this provision would induce the
States to Irovide those resources, and thereby to expand the group of
people who could be brought into the employment market.

Senator BENNETT. I recognize that that is a desirable thin, but
admini4ratively, is it not going to be very difficult to decide wIetlher
an applicant's need for medical care is related to his need for employ-
ment or whether it is just an excuse to get a 90-percent Federal
matching

Mr. PTrucYrnA. Senator, we now have in the WI N program. and
in other manpower training programs, thii. same kind of blanket
authority for the Labor Department to cover incidental medical ex-
penses tlat may be necessary for a ien-on to go into job training and
employment. Typically, as 'the Secretary has-said, this is u ed as a
last resort where mediaid mav not be available to match, for exam-
ple, the cost of a physical extaiiiration tljat might be given before a
employer will take someone on, or to hell) meet the cost of eveglasses
or prosthetic devices. In these categories now. there is nmatcfintri that
ranges from 75 to 90 percent for such supportive health examinit ions.
But, again, this is only a last-resort kind of authority if fumi, can't
be found for medicaid and other programs to cover the health costs.

Senator BENNErP. Well, it seems to me that this offers an oppor-
tunity for the State to shift part of its medicare burden to the 90-
percent basis by saying, "AVeII, this is being (lone inl order to mako
it, possible forl thiem to -get employmentt.'

Senator ANDERSON. That is right.
Senator BFNErT. Is the 90 percent available for the family of the

worker?
Mr. PATRICELLI. No, Senator, it is not.
Secretary FINcm. Only for persons who would thereby be em-

ployed, or for whom employment would be made possible.

SECRETARY I)S1CRIETION UNDER I:sE.\mlri .ImrOIrrIY ix '[rit nILE

Senator BENN-ETT. In the research authority under the bill, von are
permitted to waive any requirements or limitations with respect to
eligibility for an amount of family assistance as you determine ap-

* At resstime, Junr 11, 11)70, the nmteriaI requested bad not been received
from tie lhpalrtmont of Health. Eduention, and Welfare.
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l)ropriate. Would this not I)elnit you to establish a guaranteed mini-
iiini income program much higher than the poverty level?

Secretary FiNcJi. That, of course, is not the intent of the legisla-
tion.

Senator BENNSETT. Should the bill be amended to put the poverty
level as an absolute maximum ?

Secretary Fi.NC. It is possible that we can strengthen the language,
hut that is the Federal matching ceiling we mean to impose.

Mr. VENFMA l. The question is how much Federal control do we
want to impose on a State if it wants to go above the poverty line with
100) percent Stato financing. Should you say to a State, "You cannot
go above tie poverty line?" We are not participating. It is all their
money.

Secretary Fi-ch. We would not want to foreclose a State from ex-
Ceeding tie poverty limit, as long as it is not draining Fe(leral funds
in oillig So.

Senator BENNETT. My question refers to the researcli authority un-
der the bill, which has not anything to do with State matching.

Mr. V ENEMAN, . I al sorry.
Mr. P1ATlmc(ELIr. Senator,! the reason for permitting a waiver of eer-

tail of tile family assistance requirement,,, including even the pay-
nmeit levels, in a research project is to permit the testing of differ-
e at kinds of incentives and payment levels for their incentive effect.
Tht is what tile Office of Economic Opportunity (lid n the so-called
New ,Jr-ey exfa'riment. They are paying to a group of working ,poor
families a benefit that is in e'Xcess of tile present AFD C paymel t in
order to test. the effect of the higher paymnent on thesc. people's work
habits. But this research anthoritv woull in no way 1)erimit any major
increase in benefits to substantial Immnbers of persons. It is a very
limite(l authority, limited by a closed-end a)propriation.

Somator BiENNE,-r. You say it, is limited by a closed appropriation?
Mr. lPA'RmCmLLT. Yes, sir.
Senator BENNETT-r. What is the amount of the request for author-

izat ion for that appropriation ?
Mr. P.rTmRIA. I believe the louse bill lms a ceiling of nmot more

thait .S20 million, Senator.
We have the same kind of authority now umder sections 1115 and

1110 of the Social Security Act.
SePatOr BENN ETT. Will ,you provide for the record, if you cat, the

(est iiated number of families headed l)y males anod tle number of
famnilies headed by females on tme AFI)C progranis. for the fiscal
yea, - 1972 through 1976?

S,.ie tary Filcit. Yes, we will. Wenat'. We have them for tile 1971
!iiet ion. But 'ol want ( 9'2 t hIr'li 1)7 .1

SZCeator BENNE-i'. I rec0()rgnize ( lha, t1ese ae requests vol mu,,t
obtaiin after study. We also would like the regional distribution of
the.e families, and1 b State, the percentage of families that would be
ovoered for fiscal yeair 197'2 and your estimate of the average income

of these families it" fiscal 1972.
Secretary Ft-- ir. Yes.*

* At presstlnm. June 11. 1070. the material requested hnd not been received from
the Department of Health. Education, and Welfare.



EX v CIHID CAME tEGULTmXN EN.ALI .X STATES TO Ev.AM
('oNGhESSIO4NM, INTENT

Senator BENxT-,-FTr. Turning to the question of child care, on page 15
of your statement, you say, "States and local communities have all tot)
often been unable to establish day care projects because of their in-
ability to provide the 25 percent under Federal sharing under present
law." The legislative history of the 1967 Social Security amendments
show clearly that Congress intended to require States to refer appro-
priate mothers for work training and that the necessary day care had
to be provided. Unfortunately, 11 EW regulations have given the States
ain easy out by not requiring welfare agencies to refer any women for
work training on the grounds that they did not have the day care
projects available.

Would yon consider changing your regulation so that these States
will be re quired to make these referrals?

Secretary FINCH. Yes. The new bill does that. We would, of course.
be willing to alter our regulations if that were necessary to accomplish
what we want to accoliplish. I tlink our report that Senator larris
pUt in the record yesterday does demonstrate the desirability of full
Fe(lerai fuinditng for these facilities.

Mr. P vrTCLI. The legislation in 1967, Senator, allowed the States
not to refer whenever they found someone inappropriate for referral.
This was not something that 1EW (lid in contravention of the law.
Moreover, that legislation did not permit the Federal Government to
,ro beyond 75 percent of the day care costs. So those barriers to( day
care under the WIN program were built into the 1967 act.

Senator BENNETT. And you propose now to operate so that the spirit
of the law requiring referral will be carried out and that they will not
he able to use this device to avoid referral

Secretary FI.,,cjt. That is correct.

A\DIIINISiIAT(ON OF I),Y (C.RE PROVISIONS 01 BIlL

Senator BENNE'rT. Could you des,'ril)e for us now or in later in-
formation submitted for the record how you plan to administer the
day care or the child care provisions of the act ? The House report re-
fers to prime grantees which will administer and coordinate the child
care programs in particular areas. Who will these be? And how mail.
of them do you think you will need throughout the country?

Secretary FI.-chi. Well, they can have varying characteristics, Sen-
ator. We could use a school district in one area, a private charitable or-
gaization in another, a foundation, the State welfare department, or'
a leser unit of govei'llcnt. The programN will operate through the Of-
fice of Child development . It, would investigate, in the field, which
prime grantee could provide the best facilities, purchasing orders, per-
son nel. and so fort l, on a competitive basis.

Mr. VENEMAN. Senator, I think we can submit for the record a pro-
posed definition of a prime grantee and what its responsibilities would
be. Project grants will be made to the prime grantee agencies, which
will be established at the State level and at the local level in urban
centers with a population of 100,000 prisons or more which are de-
signated by the appropriate public official. The prime grantee would
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be responsible for working in conjunction with the employment service
and the agency administering the family assistance program to deter-
mine in advance the need for child care services. It would be respon-
sible for developing the plan for use of existing resources in the coi-
munity, and for stimulating the development of new resources when
necessary. It would solicit, evaluate, and select proposals which are
submitted by public or private nonprofit agencies or groups in the
community "that wish to develop child care programs. It would be
responsible for assisting parents in making child-care arrangements
and resolving the problems which may occur in relation to child care.
for collecting fees from those parents that would have an obligation
to pay a portion of the fees for child-care services, and for monitoring
and evaluating the services provided by the various child caring
groups.

Senator BE.NErTT. Apparently, you are reading from a prepared
text.

Mr. VENEMAN. Right.
Senator INNE-I-T. Would you like to submit that text for the

record ?
.Mr. VEN-tA-N.. I could.
The prime grantees woulh not IE responsible for direct service pro-

grams, but they would be responsible for monitoring.
Senator BEN NETrT. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the prepared text be

made a part of the record.
Senator AN\DERso.N. It is so ordered.
(The statement follows:)

PROPOSED CHILD CARE PROGRAM UNDER TIE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT

The Department proposes to provide child care services for eligible children
In the Family Assistance Program by making Project Grants to Prime Grantee
agencies established at the State level, and at the local level (in urban centers
of about 100,000 population or greater) which are designated by the appropriate
public official. The Prime Grantee would be responsible for (1) working in con-
junction with the Employment Service and agency administering the Family
Assistance Program to determine In advance the need for child care services,
(2) to develop a plan for utilization of existing resources In the community and
to stimulate the development of new resources when needed, (3) to solicit,
evaluate, and select among proposals submitted by public, private non-profit and
private for-profit groups In the community wishing to develop child care pro-
grams, (4) to assist parents In making child care arrangements and in resolving
problems which may occur in relation to child care, (5) to collect fees from those
parents who are able to share the cost of care, (6) to operate a vendor payments
system program whereby care Is purchased for children in the existing programs
In the community, and (7) to monitor and evaluate the services provided by the
various child caring groups. The Prime Grantee would not operate a direct service
program except In unusual situations.

Any public or private non-profit agency could be designated as a Prime Grantee
provided that the agency (or its proposed Family Assistance Program child care
activities) was subject to a policy setting body composed of representatives of
the public and private agencies and organizations In the community with an in-
terest In day care and child development, and with at least one-third of the mem-
bership coml)osed of parents of children eligible for day care services under the
Family Assistance Program.

Direct grants (or contract with profit making agencies) would be made when
no Prime Grantee agency has been designated, or when It is considered advisable
to do so In order to accomplish the goals of the family assi-tance program.

Grants contracts will be awarded to train persons as (1) Community Planners,
able to organize existing resources and develop new resources in a community in
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an orderly manner to meet the needs for child care under the program, and to
utilize existing resources when possible to reduce cost under the Family Assist-
ance Program, and (2) Day Care Program staff, both professional and non-
professional.

Contracts would be arranged with State agencies presently responsible for lic-
ensing day care programs to study, evaluate and certify all day care programs
in the State which meet Federal program quality standards.

S-enator BEx-xi'lr. What agency ill your Department will have the
specific responsibility for day care?

Secretary F1,lNcll. We have, as I say. the Office of Child Develop-
meint, which includes within it now the Children's Bureau and respon-
sibilitv for the day care centers and for Ilea(I Start. That Oflice would
have. the ultimate responsibility. It is directly in the Office of the
Secretary, Seitat or.

senator r liENN'r. Who heads that aaenes ?
Secretary Vi-'i. )r. Edward Ziigler has been appointed by the

Preidlt le has not vet
Senator BEXNE'r. D)es le e1 )o't directly to the Secretary?
Secriary Fl-Ncli. Yes. sir.

SUI"FICIEN('Y OF 'liOI'OSEi) AMOI'NT OiF iAY CARE

Senator lBl:N.r-H'. Experience under the WIN program has indi-
cate(d th at there have 1 leeti s'omie greatt suv(icss in the -work and t rain-
ing plro"illis for noll(rs of young children. Although mothers of
children under six will nt 1b b required to register for employment,
I undt'4and from re'adiiir tt h I [ou Report that t hy will lie allowed
to Nvolniiiteer an(i have iilt smine r Ii ,It -,s miller cat egorl c, of regis-
trants. If your p1rorain is going, to he effective and helpful. (do you
not antici juate that yoli will have to handle m,,re than the 150,000

Seci'l arV FINCih. Well, we tried to galxe very carefully what was
possible, w('hat was obt;linedl. This is three t ini'e, our )leSIt WIN
day caie c(Il)Oncnt. Thbat is quite a jump. I think M'. Ro-ow, from
the Department of Labor, who has had to deal with this problem,
can 1)101 labl'V give sonV wIell)fil testinlouly O(n this point.

Mr. lI 15Iw. Sci'iit(,ir Benntt, tie Ma;nlower Administration, by
1971 will have inl place about 1,200.00)0 traiiilmg ])laces, and this pro-
gram wlulold a(d (In aliothle' 221.000. It is visualized, as your question
prolpI'es, that a nululer of these 1leople in atd1ition to the 150,000
would hIave train in,_, providoel )v ( ili, ase )l'ogI' alli. So the 150000
Is iut addl-on to the llase prorain. It is, hard to sav exactly what pro-
portion that would be, but w'e are train ng- abollt 200.00h pulllic as-
sistilli.e recipients each year already in add-tion to the WIN program.
1t is ,onci \'oldl,' that a con' idem'al le'lluction will move into our basic

Seitator BEN-E0'r. 250,000 is over what period?
Mr. Ro1s1,w. lhe 200,000 was for fiscal year 1969.
Senator BEN NrIl'. So 'ot have greatly" to increase your facilities if

you are going to take care of the people'who are eligible to apply for
that service ?

Mr. Rosow. Not so much our training facilities, Senator, but our
day-care facilities; yes, sir.
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NEI) FOR PLAIN DAY CAPE AS WEI, AS (I11D001)

DEVEAPMENT PRO(IRAMS

Senator BENNETTr. In connection with the plans for work training
and placement, is there not a need for just plain lay care, plain baby
sitting?

Secretary FIN-cH. Yes; that is true.
Senator'1-3 .N-E'r. Are you prepared for that, or are you going to

have a program that will involve a much more comprehensive opera-
tion. whether it iq needed or not ?

Mr. izoow. There is an opening in the law for the mother to buy
ler own services, which could consist of baby sitting or care for th'e
child at home inI a lpzs formal manner withmit any institutional tied.
This would ble paid for by a set-aside provision llerebyv her welfare
payment would not be reduced to the extent that she is paynia2 for
thi , type of service. This is (lone to a large extent with lmaiv of the
VTN mothers Tnder the 1967 amendment.q at this time. "I hey are buy-

ing the services. It prol aly is not of the quality in many-cases that
is visualized. But where there is the motivation to do this :and they go
ahead and arrange it unilaterally, they have been permitted to0 go
ahead.

Senator BdENNETT. l' this. can a mother refuse day-care serv-
ices and avoid trainiing and still h, eligible for assistance)

Secretary F ci'iI. No.
Mr. Ros sw. The bill provides that adequate day care shall be fur-

nished as a coditionl of work oc' tr:ining. But if the S cretIt-v of
111E11W has certified a day-care facility in a11area and the ilncthel is
referred for traininuz, she canot exe' ;i e an independent judgment if
it is adequate for all persons being referred to that facility.

ST.V-" "WEiI,:\I, cit(l.ls tFill w' cIK INi i0oon1 AND I)AiUI'iTS UNIDEIR 67
WITT 1(l1 ('111lDRIEN

Senator BENNElT. Can voi tell us what States provide assistance
for a dults under 65 with nio children and what States make siupp:'-
Imentar'v payments to the working poor? If this is a lone- list, it 'ant
6ce sulbiiitted for the record.

Secretary Fixc'r. I think probably we had better submit that for
the record.

(Tle )epa rtnent subseqently supplied the following iniforicia -
tion :)

All Sttes provide c'lsst'llicco to awdclis who are blind, with co maxilccccnc lzv.
tirchli the l"edvral-Stato provc' (oc of Aid to tie Blind.

All 1totes , , lxc Nevada p v'ide assi st ancc, to ,adult \s whc cc ci'O di.sal:h4 h ,ia
doind tho lice Stat for the cc-lcicrnat "c]cd total ii dia lity" Criterion andc
l'c'icvc'cll th' iges, of 15 and W5 through tile Federal-State program of Aid to the
IPcrm'uc'cly acid Totally l)isaiciel.

All States provide s-istic aev tIc adults who crc pareiclts or "filc, ienedy ca re-t:kir rolativi" of i-ih l lcitbi l ci der the -'ecleral-State program ic Aid to
Smci lics with Decende it Children: such prersns r c pgecfly miler the a gi'

nf 1.5.
Through the Genecal IAssistnicce lirogran. sorne aii ic -aible in all States

nd 'cmti'e for adults uilir fle ago of (i3 who are not eligible for Al, .\P'T).
or \FDC: however tie cnont acdl duration of flce as~ista'e is frequently
limiti to sliort-terc or eoiergencey ,cssistance or Is sticicect to lice Iimniatlation of
(ccity flccis ill tle 22 Sfates ill whth General Assistance is adccinistec'ed en-
tirely by colcccty or town governments.
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COMPILATIONS BASED ON CIIARACTERISTICS OF GENERAL ASSISTANCE IN T1lE UNITED

STATES IN EFFECT DECEMBE.i 31, 1969

EMPLOYMENT AND EMPLOYABILITY AS AN ELIGIBILITY FACTOR
1

1. Assistance given primarily to unemployable persons or to families without
al employable member, 21 States.

Arizona 2 Maryland i klahoma
District of Columbia Mississilid I'erto ltico
Florida Missouri South (Carolina
(Georgia Nevada 2 Tennessee 

"

0i1am Ncew Mexico' 
7
1rits

Iowa I North Carolina Virginia
IAlistina North Iakota West Virginia

2. Assistance given to persons or to families without regard to employability,
32 States.

Alma ' KaIas h 7

Alaska , Ki-nti' ky Oregon
ArkanI.i sas W Mine ' l'eiiisylvania
(alltorm a ' M rssachllrietts iIMhde Istand 
('ioloaolo * Mihigan Sotiith lakot" *
I )Oil\ie are t IounriNerrta V Ot

hlawaii Nel iriska * 1VahintI 

Iho Newv 1 tamps iire \\'i-iinsiln
Illinois New Jersvy WVyiingii
Indiaa Nis Yolrk '

Qo v .st ion: Iloir artrio y Sn tMna' e l uiippl tlr',ictat- paym icnits to "iic iworkiniiig
powr"?

If "working poor" Is defined as an intact family in which the breadwinner is
futl ciiploni d ilt does not take enough in wages to meet maintenance a nd/or
aih'l t .i-a laeds. HIP iieto tin nay lie niswiercH ini Itvinls of the State. .o(.al,
or Stlte-local General Assistance programs.

In the generall Assistance reports received recently (Program Clarai-teristics
as if icemer U1. M.9), 32 States reported that assistance would be given to
art eniili yde" person or a family whth an employable adult; but only 12 Strztes
reldid in tIn' afilrmatiel tih assistant would he given to the (.urnttly frilly-
employed person (or his family) who needed help with maintenance costs and
ljnedit'al vosts.
The rvnaiaing 20 States did not reply to the question on this detail. However,

in 11 of these States the gonral assistlane programs are locally antniniiivred,
in inly front (.olnty ftnills, and ire not likely to le nvailablhl for more thtwn liort-
term supplementation to meet emergency needs. In addition, 4 of thi 9 States

ilhli have State-adminitereoil State-supervised programs of Mendeal As-
sist.ti(i reported that the aid was generally limited to short-lera or emereucy
n(,eds. In the remaining 5 (of the 9) States, it i, possible that continuin as-
sistnie inay lie given to "Ule working poor" froni General Assistance futls oi
a Statewide basic. If they in fact, give sluch assistance, the total oif ISates
which aid 'the working poor" from General Assistance funds would be raised
1"i 17 SNWi

Senator IEt-xxur. If these States cotitinlue to do so, should the
Federal Government acice)t the ies)onsibilitv foi-, dninistering these
programs, even though they cone entirely from State funds?

1 One I rrtsdflion (Virgin Isla nili unrortrl.
2 In emergpney enses, asststinee ilay tip otrn to employable persons. For such i,.,r-ons

sonie of these States use registration with SES is a test of ernpliiyatoility or witlt.rresQ
to ne cTt erit lotn nt.

Ias special program i1GPA-E) for employable persons in the counties which trave
cheterd to parltrottate: tireera Iis not Styt wi ihi rurrent repttratiron with R ES is

roqitrel for ii'A- . h~lt for Wi-aer Plblc Assistancee sueh regitratioi is tIlei nis n,
"test of irrrtrory:lititty."

4 Limited to sihort-term and emeretney assitnnee.
Lilmted to short-term assistrnre, except In the few units that are State-supervisd.

8 Limited to families nil to wormeii over -M,
a Sretflaly reported that assistance i given to fnlty-mnpoyed persons who are In ried.

Did yen report aid to clrrntly frllcV-etnrioyed neey tint itirer data imlos S tae amy
ie i e to ito so.

*Regulation- vary locally.
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-i1. ITAwKINs. A substantial variety of general assistance programs
exists. Senator Bennett. Practically all States do something in emer-
genicy situations or for handicapiedI people who do not fit into the
Federal categories. Within the context of this fact, there are seven
States which are doing a significant amount in terms of supplement-
inz the income of working poor people. However, there are no com-
mon rules on these programs. They can vary from ext remely little to
quite full-fledged programs in which the treatment is exactly the same
as it is under federally aided programs.

Senator BrxElr. Are voi saying that we should leave those pro-
grams in their present conditions, that the Federal Government should
have no concern with them or no attempt to adminiister or supervise
them.

Secretary Vixcn. We would continue to hope, Mr. Chairman, that
t his program, if enacted, would preempt t hem.

Senator JIAENN -r. Then the Federal Government would administer
it ?

Secretary Fi.Ncn. Yes, sir.

MLEN AN) l:COVEIRY PPOVJSiONs

Senator BENNE'i'. If it did and the State law liai a lien and recov-
erv requirement, should the Federal Government attempt to adminis-
ter that part of it, too?

Secretary Fi.Ncu. We have our own lien and recovery provisions,
but they are tied to the tate law in the adult categories,

Senator BENN}ErT. So your answer is that tle Federal Government
should attempt to administer that if it preempts the State?

Mr. PATJIICELLI. Senator, the lien question is relevant 0nV ill the
case of the aged, blind. and disabled, tie adlt categories. We (10 not
have such a provision in the family portion of the program. The ques-
tion tait you raise comes up in the ease in which a State chooses, under
tIme bill, to ask the Secretary to administer the adult categories of pay-
ments. Then who would administer the lien and recovery portion
would be decided in neotiation between time Secret ary and each State.
It would be quitee feasible, even though the Federal Government were
making the payments and disbursing the money, to expect the
State-

Senator ]BENN -Ir. This would be subject to negotiation?
Mr. PATRICELLI. Yes, it would.

AI)MINISTIRATIVE DiETEUIMINATION OF 3IK)I(.\ID -IMomni [ITY

Senator E*-NNE'TT. What would be, thme responsibility of the Federal
Government in regard to determining eligibility for the States' medi-
caid program ?

Mr. . TI rrIELLI. Ve would hope that event mally, since the Federal
Guv-anment is aldministerin, the f: mily assistance benefit and there-
ly applying the samo eligibility criteria that aIre applied in tlie State
sl)l)lemenfal pro gram-, it might at file same time make the esential
determinat ions for the State medicaid program. This would be subject
a..ain to negotiation with the State. ll we would hople that we could
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eliminate some extra steps by having a single eligil)ility determination
process and investigation process applied to as many of these programs
as possible, pursuant, of course, to the States' willingness to do that.

PROSECUTION OF FRAUD

Senator BErNNEr'. Referring back to the comment about lien and re-
covery, wouhl your answer be the same with respect to t lie prosecut ion
of fraud ?

Mr. PA'r TCELLI. Under the family assistance program, we have a
responsibility for bringing such prosecutions at the Federal level
when the fraud involves the Federal payment. If the fraud involved, in
some way, the State payment without involving the Federal )ayment,
responsibility for prosecution again wouhl be a question of negotiation
with the State.

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I have consumed 30 minutes. I
think that is l)robal)ly my share of time on this rould. I want to thank
the Secretary for hisan.wers he has given. My questions have been es-
sentially gained at trying to make the recor(l clear and 1 appreciate the
response.

The CuI.tMrNrAN (presiding'). Thank you. Senator. I believe that Sen-
ator Miller has, not had an opportunity to interrogate tie Senator vet.
Is that correct

Senator mIxLLER That is correct.
The Cii t, iA. The Senator from Iowa is recofgnized.

('oN('ir OF SuIT.aLE ,MiOY.MENT

Senator \ miti-. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I would like. to ask a few qiie-tions about this -on-

cept of suitable employment to which you alluded in vour Ol,)1ifg
stat ement.

For example. let us take a machinist who i. out of work and other
are no machinists' jobs open in the locality. How hmii w ild we wait
for suitable employment for him ?

Secretary Fixcir. Since that is a decision that has to be made 1,v the
Secretary of Labor, I think M, losow from the l)epartitmelt -ilauld
speak to that, Senator.Mm. Rosow. I think it would he ditllctlt to )p-ify pre'ie I ie Sl -

at oMiller, but the way that the program las t, en aIn ini uev(d tmdt~V
the employment in-u'ance 1)rogram is to prurt's-i rely, with tlh pla--
sage !Of tHim" lower the definition of suit ahilitv m mrelat innsllin, to what
is available in the labor market. So if a person is a maclinist an1d mines
in tihe. first week, it is likely that the agency ,would tr to loc(ate some-
thing appropriate or stable. Not necessa rily IY at wx1i ju, at thle
same ware., lit mav" e something in a related aryea. ' l'lw if a ftew
weks elaied. hev would t end to lower the detiit i'n ol' whit is suit -
able. P'robhly after a month elapsed, the " ,vo ld start 1,mkiinu for
ot'r jolts to refer this person to. Thev woull not hold to it.

SIat o' MTiLLER. Then a ball park figure would t l about 3,1 v.. is
tI hat vrrect ?

Mr. hosow. i think that is a reasonable figure.
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Senator MI LR. Suppose this thing gets into 60 days and there are
no machinist's jobs available and there do not seem to be any com-
paralle jobs available and there is not much prospect of anything
bein,_ available and the only thing that is available is something in the
coninion labor line. such as cutting grass in a city park and doing
CoI1111oti-labor type jobs. What would we do ill that sititat ion.
Mr. Rosow. I think you set up a very dilicult question for tue to

answer b taking a, person with such high skills and earning record in
the labor market. But if we addre,se yourselves to --

Senator MiLLE. I would like to do that, be,'ttse there Are some
loo'alitii's, as yoll know, where there i. possibly going to he a lteal
problem.

Mr. Rosow. Well, as you know, the word "suitable" was in fact
deleted during the floor discussion of II.R. 10311 and solne new lan-
guage was inserted by the House in an amendment which does not
use that word any more. And, of course, the intent of the House and
of the House Ways and Means Committee in redrafting that section
of the bill, Senator, was to tighten the proviso that you are, quest ion,-
ing me. with respect to, namely, tightening the intent of the law to
refer people to work and not to use language which would su,.,rest
that they have options not to participate. So I think the intent there
in our review of it is along the same lines that you are proposing.

The Secretary of Labor will have to issue guidelines to the Em-
ployment Service on how to interpret this, bitt in the main, it is fail,
to say that we. have no prejudices or attitudes toward .lmv kitld of
jobs or work as being inappropriate for people. We feel that the
jobs that are being held by other people in the society at this time
at the same wages are aplpropriate for people that will be referred
for work under this program.

We would, of course, have to take into account as vonu sugge t the
skill and earnings and relative background of people, their train-
ing and education and what thev can do in the labor market.

In that sense, the House inserted words which say that no fanmilv
shall be denied benefits if the individual has demonstrated the capac-
ity through other available training or employment opportunities
of securing work that would better enable him to achieve self-suf-
ficiency. We are still trvintz to interpret exactly what the House mean-
ing there is, but, I think the intent is to say that if a man says. "voin
want to refer me to a job with manual labor, an utiskilled job, but
if you give me a week, I can demonstrate to you that I can go out
and do better on my own." I think the idea is to give the Employ-
ment Service an opportunity to accommodate the man in this reoat'd.
If bIe did not find a job, if his tactic was just a stall, the Enlmlploy nen t
Service would refer him to this other job.

T think this was inserted to say that the individual can do better
on his own and I think it is a fact, that most people do find jobs onl
their own or through friends' referral and so on, so that option is in
there.

Senator MILLER. 1? tlhorotghly subscribe to that option and I ap-
preciate your describing what tiis, is although I must say that if you
are a little confused as to just what it means, we are going to be (on-
fused, too, and I think we ought to have some kind of ontline from
you as to what your guidelines under this would probably be so that
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OBLIGATION' OF DESERTING PARENTS

Senlator 'MILLE.R. -NOW. i Was Very inlterested1 ill this provision of the
bill starting at, pa'Le 32 -with i'espeet to tile Olbli~lfion of dleser-t ing!
lparellts. Perhaps1) this shld he dirlctedl to onle of 3 ourl D~epartment
people. Mr. Sec rotary.

DO 1 int erpiet this prov-isionl to Ie limited in it, application to those;;(
-who are drawing Fedleral paychecks ? I note that it Says onlpgik
33--

Sectvet ,u FiNcii. Any' benefit, sir-.
Sen'ato MIr.!yn. Any lT(Cl'al (heN-k.
Secretary'% Fi-,\!i. Tax re-finds, or anly other amlont due frrnn1 the

Federal (iovel-nmlenit :that is rig~ht.
Senator 11,011. el, that would lbe fink, as far a-- a Fede~ral eni-

lployee is Iccrned. I anu concered~ about somnebod.y who11 is s-ilily
wNOrki&f- for a pri vate orgaiwatio lor 01ossihhv runn11ing his ownN-1 h'i -

nesq. Wh~at (10 we (10 wilit himi ? Can we irariuisliee the wages, or why
Should there not be soioe kinid of a Feh'iakl law 'whic l ov-iles for
a1 uariuislillenit witli bin ra-sonabde limiitat ions of wvages or szaaries. or
lev-y uponl pri vatel 'vN hel l property ? I can see Nvwere thieve' -old( he a
great manl of these dvleetilnz' parent'. who wold]( 1e iclifliillt to catchl
Un11der tiliiii itatioli of a Federal chiek.

Mr. L\Is.This estalishies a 1'ederal ohlig"atioli. 'Senator 'Miller.
fo.wlya Fedea paymnts The lirol i'iol pernlits this' obli L-;toll ti

that, to thle extent that it is nlot ohrie-aiseditustcomet 'out
of an\- future paymienits piayable froml the Felerul ( ;i-liineii-1t. whnl
M'"Illd inmllode social s'eenlity I en et its payable in hie futulre- -

Senator AIlI.l! Wl. iaybc f call 'rive aolOl ex.alliJple. Taike a

aneplan, ke decideis that hw is proin-'r to ile!:ert 11;- wifit and u (iii'le
and I-an1 out, let uts ay to a 'State ou~t ill tit" West . 0111I the( lFder-ai
Governmenl~it. the taxayerO~ls. pay fir a1 faIlli ly a-sit one plaii. an~d
they Cannot locate him. As ioll well know. it i> p-et tv (lillthllt for thle
I:ite- to do this. Abiout :1 Yeal* later. howi~ever'. we 111141 1111 it ii; ' vollk-

inlL for soille 1)li\'te L0Iliill a1t 'I~ e -1()'l~ V 01)(1 liing' hii&,1i
on, Il th len Now. lllicilthis Aii I ((inalia I haut vii ale ri~ng~ toi 1W

abe tW olltail a1 ~imhlveilt of somne 1,0ld naaills him1 so that eveni
I hilill he is 1o10 et 1 aliy l'cile iaIliil1 or ally Federal ill-
conic cheeks or tax refhml-in -w v iflhg likew that, that p~oild onul a-
nist htis wages

34. I [\wIXlxs ith Mrelito the Feder-al hlalinlit ,3v s.
S-ecretary hFlNcll. Soltatol. onIllg I2'-". of the( H ouse report, it 'ay

that It heextent On ;Ilie-c nnoluis cannott be 'dhetei l inectly troll
thet inldividinal iivIde tie' Olliolnits due to the Federal (1vemnlelit
'IontidI he collecti MuIll ally 10114(111 o herw i-c diii hi ll) at any V 2111
from, Oal othicci, or a, incy ofrt he I iiited Slates or- h110r ally Iedel

Sen'lator Miii13m. I want to) gel away frloln that. I like that as far
as the person Wine is levou1111 r Inlipe timw the F lelde iah Go vernmenO~t.
I'A "s NO1 thwle examlIilt- I gaveye. le. is woin fok alrvae('1pr

tionaill tle nly hec, ) "Vts tat V Pt i his Ihank accnuut are
Irloili his enmpilover. TIhe (1,oVlO init is ]Iot tied in wit Ii Ih at at all.
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here are no cotitracts w itI the i)rivate cpooratl ion, there at'e no Fed-
eral ehecks coming it there at all. These are just checks written on a
local bank by his eml)yer to his local baik accomilt. Are we gointr
to he able to get some of t hat money

Secretarv Fix('I. i do not see aniy prescription against our going,
against ally income or assets that lie has. I think this gives us sulli,:ienlt
authorit y.

Senator NIL[ryi:. I wanted to make sure on tiat, leeause lie kept
coming back to the payments of the Federlal emloyment cheeks m.
any checks drawn on any depalmment or agency of the. Federal
Government.

Secretary Fixc,. That is just Ihe easiest way to ,ho it.
Senator "\mui. That is the easiest way if the situation 1ernhits it.

bitt if the sitiat io does not, you are still not stopped from going in
and getting a judgment, getting this money out of his payclleck or
oiut of this p)l)erty?

Secretary Fici. That is my opinion. That is the way his lhi -
gunge. %vas drawn.

Senator Mi'm~mt. May I ask, is this the first tiine we have had a plo-
poIsed Federal stat at . that woil(d enaldle Us to get this done

Mr. TI.\wixs, here have lIee numerous lhills ill nay Colnle r

oil this score. l'lis llts historically been a State court matt er', an1 ,
liw States all subserihe to some typie of uni forili en fol'icement of t l,

obligation of a father to his ehild.Billt it has bIeen a very ditlicult inat-
ter for States-

Seoitor M [L~i:I. If this is enacted, it will lie tlhe first time t lht we
have hutd a Federal statute to cover this ?

Mr. I tkWivXs. I f this language is einacted, it wihl lie the first Federal
statute.

SeltatorM -,:n. May I Say I a pplaild Nyos' recollnImlell(dlti (iln -that.
I think we have needed soinetiing like tiiis I'o a loint loll, tili

PROJ'i;('TEI) COST Or 'AMTIXY JiVNEH'rT UNIWR TillE: it,

Now one la-t (tuectiot. I tll vefertitir g ow to this cointl e jrillt
of the Senate Fita inc (' 0o1 ile Ce a e( i 1 A1pril -9, which i as va riiat
and siinlrv chin its in it, eltitlei "Material Related to I l.: (211"

Onl page 9. there is the 'hili it which I have alrcaly used l resptmnli,.-
to some colresl)olidence I have had on it. And I thtiilk I have hind. an,1
1 think many of its have had, letters front people who are com'r0ei1i
about the cost of this prot-li. I think I can p:icifv sone of them bv
saving: "Well, it is ti1e tlait the c)st is colisid(ienIlv more t1tan th't
li-p-ont cost of AFIIDC, filt if wei are ever &,iiz to Ine'llk ,it of tli(i
n110s we ave in. we have to have .-,ttvtlhinr that is iroil.,r to provitle
illclnt i es. to break oiit."

Anid it is trite, it will co4 itae weln we st'arit it 1 t a-s time 2Oe.4
ot, it in v well .c 't less z1,11 shimild of co.t luyi v wore.

I thillk onl aoloier l]ate. on rae 21, -n hae ,-hIiin 1 Iroj'-Ieil
(,ist iiuinit1in from ,1.7 )illion i n t972 to h .. million iii 1917(. 1 do nloi
think mnv of our constita-its ate eoinig to slretn to ituich n!)olt that
i Ir ease, esl ia Illv wit It itItlttii. it they reer tio tlhe itedieare pia-
gin n 1 oiir F'ileia p)io,_,ris. ioiit liiw they have ballooned tip.

*T'hi'. dllnil t 1- r,,prodiid aq a part (if tih priited roei ri of tht, oariig at p. 107 IT.

4-I 527 - 70 pt. I - 21



362

I am just wondering if their fears are weil founded, that by 1976,
instead of seeing that up to $4.9 billion, we see thlat clear u ) to $6
billion, or $7 billion, or $S billion. What do you say about, that, Mr.
Sec-etary ?

Secretary FINCh. I will ask Mr. Maloney, who prepared the ma-
terial and hyl)otheses on which we based these recommendations, to
respond d to voi r quest ion, sir.

Mr. MAlONEY. Seoiator, I would like to refer to the chart, Oi )age
19, Chart 9. The figures that I would use if I were presenting that
chart would not have shown quite (he precipitous decline in families
receivilng family assistance tHat this one does. I Worked up the figures
this morning wliithl said tlat the nmm1ber of families receiving family
assistance in l)7 would he about 3..) million. We :are not Saying that
the decl iie is assliar) as this chrt shows.

With respect to your second question about tle way the costs seem
to nove over tiiiie. yo0i Iallv ask two <lle tiolns :

One is whether ill cost (sti nate itself is correct, and the other oe
is whether its trend over timhe is correct.

Our assumption in presenting tlese (.'(st estimates is that the benefit
level would remain the same ald that all fai ilies who are eligible
to participate would he inel ided ill the cost estimate. Given those
a ssuilptiolns, then the cost ci age:; o)ver fime onlv as a resIlt of popli)O -
lation growth alld income changes. Our best evi ideice suggests that
in tile lirst few .years, iiCoine grow I Would offset pol)ulatiom growth
ill terills of the cost est imnate..

SeI : tor Thu.:. That is a very resuo sive answer. Now let me ask
V0)1 al lt ti", aSu1 l 11 pt i )is. Yoiiri first assumption is out of your ('1n-
trol: it is ill thw hiaids of tie Congress. So von (.ali lot l)e resp(, silute for
that.

NUM1i:n:1, OF' FAMMlIS ON wVEF.\.I1 UNDER Tile PlL

With resl)ec't to that second a,-sllupt ioll, low hard are your at 4t
to ,,over vou Hs.:ul)t ilis tl!at all eli!ilde' fan\livs are covered hiere
to the vary ilig legree-, tlat fainily assistaiice will ie periiiitted ?

Mr. M II INO '. Sec tor, A1 tlhe'tlsi' data under vin om1 est inmates,
we N e i Usilni g Biurcali of Censiis data ol numbers of'fa ili es b)y f:1 nuiiv

Ill ot1(r word.,. I simply hke what to ('ceisus tells mae i; tile iilii -
' iof fa ilies l by imcm e.
Senato MiLTnc,. And how recent ae t( heir figures .
Mr. A[.\HONEY. The data that were used to preseiit the figures that

:ir' in the IIou- e ,a vs and Means Committee Report were based oil a
iMii'vy conductedd especially for the Office of Economic Opportunity by
thu Cinsis Bureau.

There was a survey taken in March of 1967; it reflected 1966 income.
Il developi))L oilr V4i inates, we did project the data forward from 1966
to 1071, incorporating known growth rates in income and population.

Senator mrui:u. What you are telling us is that vonl have donle the
liest you could ii tr'ving to get adequate projected (14Mt.

Mr. MAONEY. Yes, sir.
Senator MtLrrj:r. But the earliest base for the data on which the pro-

jection was meiude in 1966?
Mr. M.\uoxrv. Yes.
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Secretary IFxcii. 1 think the statement might be made, Senator, as
with tile p)rogiral of Medicaid, that the State action really had more
ettect than Federal action, because if a State wanted to increase its pay-
puents, we would siml)ly match what, its legislature was willing to do.
We really did not have contr ol over that situation.

Also, these ligires assunie 1,O0 percent parlticipatiou, and I think it
is very unlikely that we are going to have 100 percent participation.

Senator Mii.Lrii. Thank you. 1 would like to ask one more question.

wFIAA.\E: BNEFI:VTS FOR ATRmlKERS

(n page 22, 1 i ine 3. of the bill, that provides that family assistance
can ,',-1 tilue to )e grialted even though tile ilndi'idual concerle(l is not
emplloyed if the position offered is vacant due directly to a strike.

I call see two situations. I can see ooe situation in which the individ-
nal concerned uav have actually participated in a strike. '[hey bad a
vote to t rike, le joined in voting for the st rike. so lt(e is ot on strike.
It may ike rat le pirolol Igedl. That is one sit oat ion.

I can see another situation in which he a1o4l his fellow enilllyes
want to work but there has been a strike ill a city many miles away
which produtes the parts needed for this particular 1lant and they
are just the vietimos of a strike over which they have hlad no control.

Now. are we covering both situat ions !
Secretary FIN, Fi. I think agaill we had better refer to the Depart-

lierit of Labor on that, Senator.
Mr. Ros, v. Senator Miller, vith reard to your first que..jtim,

wvliell has to do witi the pei'son N who went out on ; rike. Matiy of
these people cold not qualify for benefits1 hecaimse of their assets
being higher than the $1 ,5"0 assets test, al also-

Senator MILII. Iet us take one who call.

Mr. Iosow. Then it would be a bluest io of what the 'State law
said there, becal.e nuiny States ( d4 have laws prohibiting )aylmelts
to strikers. We do kiow in fact that in tle truncking ,-tvike now in
Ohio. in some communities, some of lhe strikers are oilh welfare and
tci is a question of fact being estal ishied hlere as to how they at-
tailleld eligibility. Thiis is a local juri iction imter anl it ii un for-
tilliate thlt that ha.s hlal)penled.

I think it voulltb onhl v fair to sav thuat it i conccivab le iumder tlis
law that a striker vwo ]uet (Ie inco)ime and assets test wouldd in fact
qualify for a payment, although that is uot the----

Selator M Jl:. Bllt that would b)e (leplident on the local law.
Mr. Rosov. Stllljct to testlicti(lns on the local law. With regard

to the Fedeval payment, the first piece of it. they could not contravene
that. The],v woti(I be eligible for the Federal payment. Local maw
Would disq alif, v tlleml frot suppleuentation or otlir types ,,f Ipay-

nnt. So t here wohill be a I vo-part response to N(11' (Iliestio.
Senate or\ ,:n. What y( are saving is that -on' are drawiv,, nio

(listillctio1 1 twe'l tie sitllation where a striker vhto otlierwiste. ( lmli-
ties has participat ed in the local strike directly, and the situation
where lie is 'nevel '1 victim of a strike many iiles away which closed

iiown the 1)lant i'i whticlI ie Works ?
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Mr. Rosow. Yes, if he is subject to a secondary effect, as you out-
lined, he would le. eligible to participate in this payment, again a-
suming that lie sat isfie1 the requirements.

Senator h . The hingliage of that l ine says vacant due directly
to a Strike (hew lily atteiti o. W alt do ,Oil milian by directly to a
strike ?
Mr. Gu'i f.x-x. I miay, this language is taken directly out of

the Federal 1lP jIwi)lONljl t 'Tax A\('I directly related to iiwurance. Its
intent is to iiisii ic that n obodly will lbe disqliiali ied lbecause he refuise.
a position which is vacNtit heca,.se of a strike.

In other word , the la:ntlguage does not deal with I lie striker Iieln+lt,
it deals with I the position ,of the person who is referred to a jol that
is vacant because of a strike.

Let us assume that there is a strike in factory A and the person who
is not an employee of that. factory is referred to that factory. He is
entitled to refuse that position without having his benefit' enmitle-
ment a Irected.

Senator MfiLTynz. In other words, if you did not provide this, then
you would be laying a foundation for Federal encouragement of
strikebreaking?

Mr. Gurj-Tm,. 'lint is exactly the intention of this provision, to
prohibit that, That is all that thiis provision deals with.

Senator MILLEn. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CIAJM . Senator Talmadge.

"' l' 5r,0ao() MI.:MR:nS OF ARMED FRVICES ELIGtIBLE FOR \EViI*ARE UNI)T:R
TIE BILL

Senator T.LMAME. Mr. Secretary, do you know ]low many memlbcrs
of the armed service:, would be l)encfite(l by this legislation ?

Secretar\v Fvxcjr. Our est imate, Senator, is about 50,000. Originally,
as we presented it to the louse, we excli(dled inembers of the Armed
Forces. The lfouse lruolit them hack in,

Senator l.wvr\(+i:. Th'wevotild have to he married and have a child
to benefit at all, would they not?

Secretary F N-cIr. Yes, sir.
Senator Ar r.air..A clild could benefit a peisili liv aihnmt .,,3,00

move a yen r t hn a pvl'smi who had 11o child .
Secretariv FINCH. 'l':hat W(01t he the effect. Vel-, sir.
Senator T.\IJMr.IItE. Mt. 1%Mahoney te4i fled a nomeit ago
Sevret: nv Fi xr. T should point out. to keep the ni:1ttlor in context.

tha t tu t propo,Il wa made before the Adilliiisiratioul propo- oh for
a militr Ny p'yv increase. I enn't tell you ]Iow it woiil1l work olt in view
of tha! 10oolr>il. Pes'iln11hlv', the proposal, if adopted. would lower
the ninlter of potent ial recipients.

"-M, ',f1 ED Ni'i IUiI it" ( \i. Aim 1'AlW i.\ AII - N('i' VITll \iii lN T ,m!u:.\C-l r
1 N (~'O:

Senator Tlx\v , is;f. 7Ii.. ahonev stated tfat the imi ,,ciof (if nm-
ilits would be m.5 i illion ill 1075 inisteid of tlhe ").I million tht wen ,
tle previous est iiate. This is (,onsiderahly higher 01,a11 tle figure
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shown ol the chart 1' page 19 of the staff book. Does this mean that
the co., figures on page. 21 * of the stair book should be increased sub-
stantially and if so how much?Mr. IAuONE Y. Senator, no. The family estimate that I gave a few

minutes ago is consistent with the estimate of $4.9 billion shown in
chart 10 on page 21.

Senator TALMADGE. How do you increase the family estimate from
3.1 to 3.3 and achieve the same result that you have on the card?

Mr. MAHONEY. Senator, I can only apologize for the fact that I was
out of town when your committee staff was trying to get some num-
bers. As a consequence your staff was not able to get the information
from me.

Senator TArLMIADGF. How long has that been?
Mr. MAH1ONY. I just came back from out of town about 4 or ,5 days

ago, Senator.Senator T,%rM,%MX;E. You stand on the fact, then, that your revised
estimate of 3.5 million families woill not increase the cost over your
previous estimate of 3,100,000?

Mr. MAHONFY. I am sorry, Senator, I did not understand your
question.

Senator YIoALMr.\Iu. 'OU estimate here in this book that the staff
prepared the nmmiber of families (lrawin I benefits uder the family
assistance prolraiu in 1976 as 2,100,000. You have just stated that that
figure was low, that you thought it would eI) 3,500,000 by 197;,.

Mr. M.1hoNEY,. Yes, sir.
Senator TI.m.\ic.E. That is 1 year iii adva ie of this 1976 tar.got

(late.
Senator i[tL.LriT. Would the Senator yield at that point, because he

is followinlz on one of my questions
Senator Li,M.\ixNE. ('elaillV.
Senator \mi i.it. I think le inla(lvertelitl y misstate i the ltumber. The

ntulmlber that was projected was 2.7 million hY tile end of 1 76, follow-
ing that line of families receiving the family assiH; lnec 1)1a, going
from 3.7 down to 2.7.

Senator TAIMAIXE. YoU a1e olrect.
Senator Mlir.vr,. I believe tie res])o l.e Ito my question was that tley

estimated a drop of only to 3.5 million at tlie (11(1 of 197 .
Was that not the response 1 111 asking the witilie s this.
I believe you respout(le by telling Iue that you tl olit this should

le (-la oged to 3.5 million at the end(I of 1)75, so you still 11i1 \e a year
to go B it I anm sure that is what Senator Talioa ,,e is referrig to.
You did project down to 2.7 onilv a year later

Mr. J'rIn('rTt. I think the lrol)lem, Senator, is that the w2.7 as
nlot our estimate. Apparently the staff )amplet indicates that the
ostimate caiiie from tlie departmentt of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. Aal) ltly it (atic from the l'l at Instit ite. These tie not olur
inhiTmlbers.

Senator TmT.\AD4i. What figures did von give the house ?
Mr. P.'uhtcnJ.I. Mr. Mahoney said li'was itt available to provide

that nimiber, huit the number is actually 3.5 million.
Senator TLMADGE. The staff is not given to errors. They took the

figures provided by Federal agencies. I appreciate Senator Miller
making that, orrection. I was looking at the projected AFDC

* See p. 127.
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families, so it. is even higher, the figure that the staff ha,'. and yours,
from your source is 2.7 million. You tell us now it will be 3.5 million
a year ahead of the date in 1976 and tell us still that tlia would oi
increase the projected cost. That seems inconceivable to ir. .

Mr. MAhTON-EY. Senator, I am not questioning the estimate of 3.1
million AFDC families in 1976. Nor am T questioning tthe estimate of
the $4.9 billion cost. of FAP in 1976. My only question is in refer-
ence to the estimate of families receiving family'assistance-2.7 million
in 1976. My own estimate is that it. would be much closer to 3.5 or 3.4
million families.

Senator xruw. That is what I was asking an(d then asking von
if that would not increase thte cost.

Mr..M~1[oNv. T have never provided an estimate of 2.7 million
families as eligible for family assistance in 1976.

Senator TAL.MADcE. Obviously, an estimate of 3.5 million families
would cost more than 2.7 million, would it not ?

Mr. M,xlmo,-rY. Senator, if I had given the estimate of families
eligible for family assistance, consistent with the cost estimate, it
would have been 3.5 million families.

Senator TALMADME. And would that increase the cost figure here on
the chart on page 21 of $4.9 billion?

Mr. PATRTmETj.T. Senlato'. the ti!. re of p4.9 million (lops refer to a
family caseload of -3.5 million. The Department never provided, to
the House or anybody else. an estimate oif 2.7 million. That appparent-
Iv came from the Urrhan Tnsritute and would have resulted in a dif-
ferent cost estimate. But our figures are consistent. A tRure of 3.5
million families results in cost. of 44.9 million.

SentoiTM "l'.\.,E,. iYo stand on that ?
Mr. PArntmCrLLT. Yes, sir.

SECRETAIRY ' INTENTIONS TN T'AFoil kV!IS FOTII ICII T I.IF GIVES MT
1'MACYI "I DI"WRI ETIt iN

Senator T.-.Ar.ux;F. Mr. Secret arv, last October, inl hearins before
the Ways and Means Committee, Mrs. Griflitl asked vo to list all tile
places iln the bill where tile Secretary is given autlor'ity to decide the
policy and issue relations and to indicate wlat your regulation
might be in each case. Tie printed House liearinas siniply state that
the. information referred to was not available at the Iimne of tLhe print-
ing. That is a half year later. and I am sure that Vo have pi-epared
tllis dommiiemeIt. I would apl)eiate your i, isert inf it'at t01i-4 tImint in the
record before the time of printing.'Can you do that ?

Secretary I,,-m1. Thiat is a mommenital task. Seatom.
Senator*Txm,.Nr.\n. I am aware of that. but this is a muounuent'al

piece of legislation, too. We must make monumental decisions.
Secretary Thcm. We will provide what we have. For example, we

have beell workilig on the regulations for day care. We will provide
it as we get it pieIemeal, andl hopefully, well before You get too far
into public hearings, with puhlie witnesses.

Senator l.\TrIx;r. llamIk you, .M r. Sltl'etary.

* Al preostine. June 11. 1970, the material requested lia not been received
from th, l,1,'ortineut f I allli., liuation, and Welf"re.
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ASSIRI N( ,]()ts FOR IVELFAitE IiE('IPIEN'I$

Senator TALMADOF. Mr. Secretary, on Wednesday, I asked you how
(1 you expect these work incentive features of your proposal would
remove people from the welfare rolls, if ever. You answered, "We do
not." I appreciate your frank'ess, Mr. Secretary, and I would agree
with you that the bill before us now will not do much more than make
a lot, of people register their names with the Fmployment Service in
order to get welfare. I propose that employers be given a tax incentive
to provide training and employment opportunities. Is this not the
only way that we can assure that there will be jobs for welfare reeipi-
nts .? A Senator Harris said Wednesday, pious words are not enough.

Sec'retarv Ff.--cii. My reference went to the welfare side of this pro-
posal. The purpose is to lay down the national floor that we have
talked about-to get uniform eligibility. We have had considerable
success at a State level with those kinds of incentives that von are
suggesting for ellloyers, in providing jobs. But we cannot solv-e all of
these problems in a bill that is within the frnework of the Soeial
Security Act.

I an fully in synlpatlhy with what you are talking al)out, blut w\e have
tlhe saie j ui'isdictional problems yol have with conlllittees. Youl
lnirhit want to ('lsider the l)ossiilitv of .I select committee to deal
with all aspects oft this prohleni and we iniiit come forward witi a
broader l)ro)o;al, in vol'ing other aninistrat ive sources, and work
with yo to have all ollilits hill to work out this whole prollen.

FAILIE O1' VI.1N I'll SItLAM IN PilVAT. SEC"'1

Senator ',i.$r,\rI. 1 think it, was bright out lIretty clearlv oil
Wednesdav that the WV\IN lrogr.1i, despite tile fa(.t th'it it rv(wiires
lile Secretarv of Labor to provide tile tiniingnili n1 work plaenlent,
has ben a (lisinmal failure. The committee it 1.i7 haid Direat stliess li
the use of mi-the-job training, bit of ,22 million appropriatled. only
:-O*l0. i ( was used.

Sentor Harris asked Wednesday where the jobs would coime friiil,
Mr. Secretary. You responded, "1 do not think this bill really attempts
to neet tIat problii." Aire not imlost jobs today in the private ,ct r?
I (o iot, see hio'w the bill opens ill) any jo)b oplpor ulit ies there.

Secretaiv FINCII. I will let Mr. !.oso+w respond to that (Uest ion. We
lave golle as far as we call go \\itllil lhe context of the I)epa itnlenl
of h1EW's jurisdiction. Ve have tried to improve t lile ill'ii in
whereby tlose oI welfare could he referred to the I)Iepartilent of Labor,
wi ich in turn ilis it s relationship with tle private Sector.

Mr. Rosow. I think, Senator Talmadge. tit it is t1 little unfiallir to
call the WIN program a dismal failure. It is a Ao(ni ii plogrlam and
it, has been doing exceedingly well considering its youth. In the
If house Wa ys and -Means (onilliiit tee Executive SePssi mn. as I relm eted
vesterda y, six State directors were iit ited in 1 Y the (Cl iCrnili iin an
iliey testified that t his was olne of the lllsd prniisin italm11:1vpower pro-
grains that had ever been legislated.

Senator TI,.iI.:. My recollection is that tltis roglra1alli is .3 years
old and voll have cert ifted less t ill 1,0{) people in tlie whole S rate
of New York. WVoidd that not characterize it as :a dismal failure.
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Mr. Rosow. The prograin was legislated in tle 1967 amendments
but, did ]ot take effect legally until October IONS 1 believe. And
there were 14 States at that time that needed enabling legislation.
So tlo rate of invol vement of States was progressive anld in soic
casez. quite slow.

In fact, tile WIN Plzi rI:' has leen operating under severe legisla-
t i\e obstacles. And we have )ointed out to the committee in the 1 House,
and here in the Senate, how the family assistance bill addresses itself
to these problems. In New York, as you say, Senator, there has been a
very low rate of particilpation causee of their interpretation as to who
is eligible to participate. They have only been referring around 311/
percent of the recipients. Inler the new'law, there would be no such
referral 1 ,'ocess; the registration would be automatic.

Senator "T,M-.A( . Riegi station, but. does not Inenltioln referral.
Mr. Rosow. Th'llere is no referral necessav. Registration sulersedes

the referrl. Once tile person is registered. tle emplloymnent office
,Itmlt --o to work on that person in terms of :a job or trailing

Now. inl fact, the WIN program. despite its limitations, haS ell-
rolled 188,000 people as of February 28 of this yeir, and has placed
in employment about 22,000 l)eol)le. The averace wage rate of those
popl)le is a little over $2 an hour, and in a great variety v of ocila-
tiiii. Some States, of course, have done remmarkablv well anld other
.t ates have done l>oorly, partly because of judgm'ents being niladeby\ v &, fare organizations and State we! fare leolple.

Snixtor I.x r.\tD.. Is the figure that. you have, is hat alomitt 10
mill ion people on wel fare?

Secretary Fi-,-ci. No, sir: tile AFDC population includes about
six and a half million people, )ut tlit't includes all tile children. Of
c',Irse. the WI N rlogam (oes not, purl)0rt to deal witll l tie
re'ipletits. It deals with the empllovahle adults. 11, our estimal es for
the famlliv a sistance program, we'elAimate that we womil d enroll iv
re-itratio)n, as required in the law, around 2.9 million ,ersom s.
ahilts. And we think that a large nimilber of these pple-aoout -1:13
ler,'elIt -ave measmioal ,ly good potential for employnicut.

With regard to Yomr lue.t ion ais to where tle jo)s are, we feel that
the jobs exist in tlile private sector. As Secretary Shiltz will testify
at length on Tuesday before this committee, we have developed some
answers to flie questions that concern the Senate about how many
people will he placed ill work. We are very inlh aware of this prul)-
lem and very anxious to respond to it. Bitt we are doing it within the
context of 1isioiv existing jolts and using traininI, etcter ldaeeient,
let te i-c of te.ltilourv and ,computers in tI ie employillent service,
reorganizing the eilployment service. A number of things are being
hnc ri t, it now ili our dan in , for this plrognm i to n eet 1he ciiti-
c + 't1)an evaluate welre the WIN programs was weak and how we
could improve on it.

SE(t tt'I.\nv or L. I t. "IOT.\ , iIctISTIN UNDER TIIE 111.1,

Sector T'LM.uc;E. As f read this bill, the Secretamy is not required
to do anything really. "The Secretary of Lalor's sliaie for each per-
so registered pursuant to part ) in accordance with priorities pre-
serieed by him."Ife call make the decision to do anything le wants to.
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Mr. Rosow. That prescription of priorities was language inserted

to secure exactly w hat you are interested in, Senator Talmadge,
namely, a better effectiveness.

In other words, we would not want to have the lack of priorities
w hich would mean that we had to register and be responsive to all
persons in the same degree. The priorities are designed to try to work
with those who have the best potential for getting an attachment, for
getting good wvages and getting off of welfare entirely. So we Imerely
say that the Secretary shall issue guidelines to the Employment Serv-
ice saying, for examl;le, if a person is 55 elders ol and another person
demaii(ing limited facilities is 35 years old, you would give a first
]nioritv to the 35-vear-ol( person in terms of the training l)rO,,ram,
because the pay-out would be better. It just makes goo(l economic ,en.e
to do that.

Senator T.uMANxmra. I cannot disagree with what you are saving. but
we are talking about legislation, the previous act, ill 196 7, as I recall
the language, said "shall be referred.'

Mr. Rosw. An appro !)iiate persol, yes, sir.
Senator T,-m.Arx;. Tlis says in accordance with priorities pre-

scribed by him, meaning the Secretary. It seems to mae the legislation i.4
far weaker than what we passed 3 years ago.

Mr. Rosow. May I make ft distinction here, Senator Talmadge, be-
t ween the t wo pai graphs referred to?

Senator T,\L.ADGE. Yes.
Mr. Rosow. The present law, the 1967 a men (dments, says in efleet

that welfare organizations shall determine who is tini apropriat,, per-
sion over age 16 for referral to the Einployiment Service. Tiat is
where we are getting this great variation in state interpretations be-
cause the phrase "appropriate person" relates to the process of refer-
ral. That language has been deleted so that we have clear cate,.m-it's
that are exempt.

Ihllere are live conditions under which a person is not re gistere(l.
and if those conditions are not, met, then the re.,ist ration is automatic.
There is no referral around the Emiplovment Service. If a per-zm is. a
female head of a family with a child under six, the wife of a family
head who is referred as a member, is old, sick or disabled, or is needed
full time to care for a family member, or is a fitl-t ine st u(lemit- tlh'se
persois are exenipt. Everyone else is registere(l and; the old referral
I)rocess is slIpered)ed by registration.

The language you are referring to has to (do with their satltn.m
rather than the old situation. A great distinction here might be illus-
trated. If we took New York as an example, in New York to(ay we
have registered or referred 31,/2 percent or so of the. registered re-
cip)ieiits. After this bill is enacted Ae would have all of those who
should le registered on the books an(l referred within the period
before they get. their first payment, their first check. The Congress
would then be in a position and the administration would be respon-
sible in accordance with the annual employment requirement, in this
law, to indicate what we Lave done with those registrants. We would
not have a situation of saying we do no know why the people on wel-
fare are not working. We would have records as to who these people
are, how old they are, what their family composition is, their ad('edss,
their employment. We would have to respond to this responsibility.
Really, you are putting the monkey right on the back of the Secretary
of Labor and we are painfully aware of that fact.
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WORK DISINCE'IESlv VND:ER TH E BILL,

Senator' 'T.\I,)lrAeE. Let me ask you a question. Were you here
yesterday when those figures were submitted and put on the screen
for Albuquerque, N.M.? Or was it Phoenix. Ariz.-also Chicago,
Ill., New York State, Wilmington, Del. ? In New York State, a family
that did not work would get along just as well economically as one
who did and earn $8,000. Is that correct ?

Mr. Rosow. Yes, sir.
S nator l.vr.xiir. Now, what is the penaltyy if you certify a man

in .New York and le does not work ? The family loses $30)0. Is that
not rii.lit ?

It[r. ]osow. Well, in fact
Senator T.\u.m A);T. Thev wvoild still get tile benefits orl the eqnliv-

:tleiit of about T7 .Wl Vih w a ,( man want to work wheii his only
benefit is giiu to be .-200"a year if the Government will still give hii
the equivalent of 97,700?

Mr. Rsow. I think tihe administ ration is deel)ly interested, a1oi1.t
witht tle Seate. ill restoring and inllertili in the legislation th'e
st r - etilet possible economic inceitive.s for work.

SeNIAtr TALMAE GE. I agr(,e with that. That is what T am tlving to
get at, because I think we are going to have to have voiur assista S1e0
and the assistan.e of Secretary Finch and the assistance of our stall'
aln(] everyone else to (irasticadly rewrite this bill, because what vonl
l)ii1,1),t io accoml)lish and achieve just is not (lone in this legislation.

Mi. V..u:r.xx. Senator, those charts 'which were presented vester-
day apply only to a single adult-headed family, be it male or female.
Those fi_(rres would ilot al)ply to the working pool.

Sein'tor 'I'T.\iXiE. I am aware of that. It does not aply in all
vases. The fellow who is a professional malingerer will find some way
to uimlinuler anl I think we are going to have to consider that ill th'e
a c t.

Mi'. Rosow. Aidl ill reeo,_,nizillg your point :id the point made so
stroivrhy lv Seuitor Willia, s 1nd the chairman, we are aware and
('oC'evle(1 about those people who are in the stilatioll shown on the
('ha ts. and N: ilit to correct that situation to the mnaxillu11n degree
)ossil- leB uit we still leel tlht in New York, for example. with 92

Pe14e.t of ile )eol)lpe not represented oin that chart, we still have the
incentive siti ltioli as shown in the first four columns of the (hart,
Imel'A. what is iil the Family Asistanc.e Act itself. I do not believe,

even with our tnost sanguine hopes, that we can get everybody on
welfare in to work. If we can work with those 92 percent, I think we
are tak ing' a t,1.4 step. We would like to work with 100 percent, of
(course. bult I think we should be aware of the fact that even within
the il iitations, a e at majority of tlv people are not receiving all
these siibsiilies. Thie worldng poor are definitelvlot goin'r to be eligi-
Wle fm- these suibsitlie: and we will be iii a t'ositio' to 'remeliat,:a
('tiisideralhe proportion of the total.

Senator (Cu'nis. Would you vield right there ?
The wvorkinlr 1ool1 are not eligible for (lie rent suhsidies and home

p1ui'limse sublsidies ?
Mi-. ]risliw. Not as a result of this program im, Senator.
Senator ('iC-ris. I mean regardiless4 of what it is a' result of.
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Mr. lmow. T11,re 11,1v be cases ill some States whler'e thev are. But
thle bill would provide thiat the working 1)0o1 will 'lot receive State
suppleilientatioii of income.

Senator ('rirris. No, Ilo, I asked about a rent supplement. This bill
WOUld not take this awayf from thle. working 1)oor, would it?

Mr. VEN EMAN. lie- point 'we are' making is that lie working poo0r
would lose any playment from public funds wvhenl income reached
,-3,920.

Senator Ctiz uns. Now, Whaiit, llallls to a Workinig mian wvho has
purlrchse(t a hise tiidel section 235 and the Federal (Governmnent, is
suibsidizinig his paymlenlt, say, by. sfl5 a mlonith. Ile vaii go onl getting
that under thle hll

'Mr. Th IA. lat is I'oi'I'cc. But lie woulld have it mudei' present

Seliioi' CI 'i-Is. Yes. So the statement that the 'working poor1, if
tlis b i is p a.ssed , will Ili t shareI ii aijy aid(lit ioiial-

Mi'. \'EN IMAN. As a i'ctilt of tile bill, Semi ,,tor.
Senator ( 'uri's (comt inning) . Monietarv benefits is not true.
Mr. lhoiw. I iileant to apply it to those newly eligible as a result

of this lezisl at ionl, not t hiose receiving. au'sistaiii'e or-
Mir. OrrMA.( ie1(llt Sublsidies.
Senalito0'r i'l . Iiiat still doles n ot st andl.
.1-l1O Itor I EN NEUl'.T lib'ill doe0S 1ll0t ('11111ge.

sellaitol'(-i If s(liIbcI(lY is wvorkingf no1m' and( they are fully
('mlo- ed. h ilt thelir' :11-0~ a'eSO Ii 4 t ilaIt the iy arie el file for' beeit,

sidize d. sav. to the e xtentf of :1~ a olth, that will still goil n
Mr.NENEM\ N Sil siize i/thr loii , rl n rent sull sidlY, youl mean il

Mr. INl: N.All il rs lbild
seila lii Wi111.1 \ MS. Ano(t her' ('lltIll)Ill tha We forrot

ItEVIslD CHART ( \t5IIN NV'ELVI'Ati PIE NF I's INSMlEl('ls

Seln 111' ir M ri\I. Chbairm~lan. tile CI ep l miin' has jlst gi "en

tile111111 llee1 I-et iif (111 c1ha1rts wh\'ll til1vY IlaNl' vcvi sci for the t hini' timin.
1I bel ie v' we shol~d li II thl li right t 1ee so Iwpk cail11 l tii see 110w t hei i

The11 illformiatilln ic fei'i'ed tll follows.)

CWNUR1NiD 110FSEFITS AND flialUCTION RATES UNDER StmFX'.'iE INcomE-TESTED
PRooRAms, FALIEms OF FOUR AND t3-5EVEN

Note: S tlto il p1 n'it Iry gra nt levels sho(wnI irv genlerallIy at or neiar till

Wles. KSliei ii Cant 1i il's miighit reivei somlewhlat ihigli('l or lo wer paymlients deii-

ji'n1iliig on iiiolioit iol ot' 'Iniily iii ter'i'ii oll ;igi' ,Iill sex of imembers'l', rent paid.

spe'.1,1I iii'd, 'i I n i ilid ill t he hbisi (p Imyient m11(1 as i'(I livi'r oil. a 11(1 tile lii o.

It 5,110111(1 1)(- llo44 i tIll li 11il'lii'ii I t i 't s ire ivergze nni lly m111ivill f amili1 es

111:13 receive v'0 01sidl(e';nlly Idlier rir lower 1 ilillits, (lolien~linzg liD tiir inei ial

TieP tables.1 US--51111C that fam; ,1Iles part 1(11oe in foller jirogrl-niq1 to \villi I ii'

ifly h'o) enitle b104 y rioason of i neoi. 'Many eligible fa nilii's; li hilt 11lrtiilmpte
in food prlniin-is or i 'nilie housing pirogram~ls, however. Moreover. the sh~ortalge

of 141111li olsin.- iinits ill most cities- ftirtior fiiits the tniiler of eligible fain.
Ilies whbo rictlially receive benefits.



TABLE I.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN PHOEiIX, ARIZ.1

State Total money Federal State income
Earnings FAP benefit supplements income income lax3 tax

0----------------....... $1,600 $404 $2,004 ........................

$720.... ......... ------- - 1,600 404 2,724 ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

$1,000 -.................. 1,460 357 2,817 .........................

$2,000 -------------- ----- 960 190 3, 150 ......................

$3,000 ................. 460 23 3,483 .........................

$3.140 (State treakeven) - - _. 30---3,530 ...... .................

$3,920(FAP breakeven) ........ ......-................. 3,920 $17 ............

$4,000 ................................. _ -------------- 4000 28 -----------,,

$5,250 ---------------.-------- -------------------- 5, 250 212 $18

Average
Food stamp medical %en-

bonus or sur- dor payment Public hous-
Social plus corn- per AFOC Ing

security tax modify value family I bonus I

.... $441 (7) $1, 176

$37 441 .............. 1,176

52 441 .............. 1,176

104 441 .............. 1,104

156 441 .............. 1,032

163 441 .............. _ 1,032

204 ....... .................... 948

208 ..................- _-------- 936

273 ..... ..............................

Total income:
money and

in-kind from
all sources

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate
(percent)

$3,621 --------------

4,304 5

4,382 72

4,591 79

4,800 79

4,840 71

4,647 125

4,700 34

4,747 96

I A woman with 3 minor children where State pays $2,004 to a family with no other income.
a Calculated according to the family assistance State supplementary formula, but assuming exercise

of secretarial discretion to hold reduction rate to 67 percent, as authorized in sec. 452(bX2).
a Federal income tax calculated on the basis of the tax provisions in effect in 1972, assuming no

surcharge.
Current State tax schedule.

a Social security tax of 5.2 percent will be in effect Jan. 1, 1971.
6 Arizona has no food stamp program, but has a surplus commodity program with an income eligi-

bility ceiling of $3,072 for a family of 4 with no earnings and $3,552 for a similar family with earnings.
Not all eligible families participate in the commodities program. Such families' benefits and cumu-
lative reduction rates would be lower.

Arizona has no title XIX program.
I Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental

($1,680) yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs and
payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day-care costs, health-related expenses, earnings
of minors, or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit is $4,200 of countable income;
for continued occupancy $5,250. These figures should be used with caution since the great share of
AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would neither receive subsidized housing
or face the high cumulative reduction rate. Precise figures unavailable for Phoenix, Ariz. ot number
of AFDC recipients living in public housing.



F1"LE 2.-COMBINEO BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEA3ED FAMILY IN WILMINGTON, DEL. I

Average
Food stamp medical yen- Total income: Cumulative

bonus or sur- dor payment money and marginal re-
State Total money Federal State income Social plus corn- per AFDC Public hous- in-kind from duction rate

Earnings FA? benefit supplement
2  

income income tax tax
4  

security tax3 modity value a family 1 ing bonus 
0  

alt sources (percent)

0 .........------- ----- -$1,600 1188 $1,788 ---- _------.-----------_--------_------ $661 $437 $480 13,366 ..............

$720 --------.... ......... _ 1,600 L83 2, 508 ...... ..................... $37 661 437 540 4,109 ()

$1,000 --------.----------- 1,460 141 2,601 --------.... ................ 52 661 437 540 4,187 72

$ 1 ,8 5 0 ( S ta te b r e a k e v e n ) _- .- , 0 3 . .-- - - - - - - - - - -_ - 2 , 8 8 5 ......... ......... .. .. ..... 9 6 _ ........4 3 7 5 4 0 3 , 7 6 6 1 5 0

$2,000 -----------........ 960 ------- _---- - 2, 960------------ -------- -------- 104 .............. 437 528 3,821 63

$3,000 -------- ........ 460 ------ --- 3,460 -_------------- -- -------- 156---- - ------------ 432 3,736 108 0,'

$3.920 (FAP breaeoen) --------------------------- - 3,920 117 $12 204------ -.............. ........ 348 4,035 68

$4,000 ............................ ..------------ 4,000 28 13 208 ..... ................ ------ 342 4,093 18

$S,450 ----------- _ --- _ . . . . .. ..-- - - - - - - -- 6,450 417 60 335 ------- _----- .------------------------ - 5,638 37

I A woman with 3 minor childrvr where State pays $1,88 for a family with no other income. S Public "using biius is the pbhc housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental
Same as fable 1. ($1.,60 year in city-leased housing) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-
Sa me as table 1. bedroom unit from data supplied )y local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for
Sameas table 1. employneit costs and payroll deductions, but vot including deductions tor day-care costs, health-
Same as table 1. related expenses, earnings of minors, or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit

0 Dalaware has no food stamp p-ogcafr but has a surplus commodity prgrarn V,ith an inome is $4,800 of countable income; for continued occupancy $6,000. Thene figures should be used with
ceilng of $2.530 n't incoine (earrings les manlatary paqrI deJu~tcns). l)t at eligible larilies caution since the great share of AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, aid hence would
participate - the commodities program, Such families' banelils aid cu nuatiqae marginal rates would neither receive subsidized horsing or lace the high cumulative reduction rate. For example, only
be lower. 29 percent of AFDC receipients in Wilmington, Del. live in public housing,

Based on eti-rates of medical venJor raiments, Mi 1969. In yie, of the seasonal variation in I The increase in the public housing benefit increases money income by 103 percent of earnings.
medical care cost, it was asu-ned that May 1939 represents 'i of the annual 1969 paylnents. In-
come eligibility is Al-OC cutoff for AFDC recipienrts or $3,000 for medically indigent nonrecipient
family of 4.



TABLE 3.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED I|iCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN CHICAGO, ILL. I

Average
Food stamp medical yen- Total income: C

bonus or sur- dor payment money and ma
State Total money Federal State income Social plus corn- per AFDO Pubhc hous- in-kind from du

Earnings FAP benefit supplement- income income tax3 taxo security tax
5

modify value' family r ing bonus al sources

umulative
rginal re-
ction rate
(percent)

0 -----------... .......... $1,600 $1 496 $3,096 .....................

$120--- .--------------- - 1,600 1.496 3,816 . .

$1,000 ...... .............. 1,460 1,449 3,909 ....................

$2,000 . ............ 960 1,282 4,242 ----------- ... ....

$3,000------ ........ .... 460 1,115 4,575 .................

$3,920 (FAP breakeven) .. ............ ... 972 4.892 $17 ......

$4,000 ----------------- 908 4.908 28 . .

$5,000 --------------------------- -241 5.241 172

$5,362 (State breakeven) ....... .......------------ - 5, 362 230

I A woman with 3 minor children where State pays $3,096 for a family of 4 with no other income.
*Same as table 1.
3 Same as table 1.
4 Same as table I.

Same as table I.
Food stamp bonus is the difference between the value of the coupon allotoeut and the purchase

price of the coupons. Based on current food stamp schedules, with mandatory payroll deductions
subtracted from gross income in determining purchase price and eligibility. Income eligibility limit
is AFDC breakeven for AFDC recipients or $3,600 net for nonrecipienls. Not all eligible families
participate in the stamp program. Such families would have lower benefits and cumulative reduction
rates.

7 Based on estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969. Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC
breakeven for AFDC recipients or $3,600 for medically indigent nonrecipient family of 4.

. _ $408

$37 312

52 312

104 312

156 288

204 288

2U8 288

260 288

279

$1,116

1,116

1, 116

1, 116

1,116

I, 116
1,116

$5 409

5 996

6,0/4

6,355

6,E12

6,864

6,865

6,991

5,955

18

72

72

74

73

99

87

387

9 Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental
($2,076 yearly) minus amountot public housing rert paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs and
payroll deducions, but not including deductions for day-care costs, health-related expenses, earnings
of minors, or any other deductions allowed Maxirrum admission limit is $6,000 of countable income;
for continued occupany above $8,400. Since continued occupancy at higher incomes for increased
rent is permitted, no cutoff point for eligibility for public housing is shown in ths table. These figures
should be used with caution since the great share ol AFDC recipients do not live in public housing,
snd hence would neither receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate,
Appronximately 18 percent of all AFDC recipients in Chicago, I live in public housing.



TABLE 4.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 4-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN NEW YORK CITY I

Average
Food stamp medical ven- Total income: Cumulative

bonus or sur- don payment money and marginal re-
State Total money Federal Stale income Social plus corn- per AFDC Public hous- in-kind from duction rate

Earnings FAP benefit supplement income income tax3 tax security lao K modity valueI family o ing bonus $ all sources (percent)

0 ------------------------ $1,6C0

$720 ----_------- ------ 1,600

$1,000 ..................... 1,460

$2,000 --------------------- 960

$3,000 ---------------- -- 460

$3,920 (FAP breakeven) ........- . ..

$4,000 . .----------- ---- -- ......

$5,000 ..............................

$6,000 ...... ...................

$6,279 (State breakeven) ....................

$2,108

2,108

2,061

1.894

1,727

1,574

1,520

853

186

$3708

4,428

4, 521

4, 854

5,187

5, 494

5,520

5,853

6,186

6,279

I A women with 3 minor children were Stale pays $3,708 to a family with no other income. The
standard in New York State was adjusted to include the rent as paid to a public housing authority
($101 a month) for a typical unit- Does not reflect increased standards as of May 1, 1970.

Same as table 1.
3 Same as table 1.
I Same as table 1.
a Same as table 1.
4 New York City has a surplus commodity food program with an eligibility ceiling of AFDC break-

even levels for AFDC recipe ients or $4,200 for other low-income families of 4
Based on estimates of medical vendor payments, May 1969. Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC

.. .. . .. . .. .. . .. . . . . $522

.. . .. $37 522

--... . 52 522

. 104 522

. ...... 16 156 522

$17 21 ',14 522

28 26 208 522

1 2 53 266 522

236 80 312 522

386 90 326 __..........

$1. 153

1 ,153

1, 153

1,153

1,153

1,153

1.153

1,153

1,153

$2,052

2,052

2, 052

2,052

2,052

2, 052

2,052

2, 052

2,052
2, 052

$7, 435

8, 118

8,196

8,477

8,752

8 979

8,985

9,095

9, 185

7, 529

breu,.even for AFDC recipients or $5,300 for medically Lindlgent nonrecipient family of 4.
Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental

($3 264 yearly in city-aided apartments) minus amount of public housing rent paid Calculated for
3-bedroom uit from data supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions
for employment costs and payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day care costs, health-
related expenses, earnings of minors, or any other deductions allowed Maximum admission limit is
$6,900 of countablie inconie, for coinioud occupancy $8,800. These figures should be used with cau-
tion since the gret sh3re of AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would neither
receive suboilj!zed housing or tace tile high cumulative reduction rate. Approximately 8 percent of
all AFOC recipients in Nve York City live in public housing,

5

72

72

72

75 -1
C;

92

89

91

694



TABLE 5.-COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 7-PERSON, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY IN PHOENIX, ARI.
1

Average
Food stamp medical yen- Total income:

bonus or sur- dor payment money and
State Total money Federal State income Social plus corn- ---r AFDC Public hous- n-kind from

Earnings FAP benefit supploment-' income income tax3 tax security tax modily valuo family 7 ing bonus I all sources

$0........... .....
$7 ..................

$1,000. -- -- - - - - - - - -

$2,000 - .... .. ....

$2,706 (State breakeven) .

$3,000 ----- ..----

$4,000 ..................

$5,000 .................

$5,720 (FAP breakeven) .....

$6,J00 ........... . . -----

$6 ,375 --- ------------- -

$2, 500 $332

2, 500 332

2,360 285

1,860 118

1,507 -----..---....

1,360..........

860 ............

360 ............

$2,832 ...........................

3,552 .........................

3,645 ..........................

3,978 ------ ---- -- ---... .. ..

4 , 2 1 3 --------------------. . --. . . .

4,360 -------

4,860 .......................

5,360 ..........................

5,720 . ................ . . ... .. .

6,000 $14 $4

6,375 67 10

- $756 .............

$37 756

52 756 .. ..........

104 756 _ .- _ _. .

141 756 _.......

156 756 __ -

208 .........................

260 ___............

297 .....................

312 .....................

332 -----.----------------

S $1, 176 $4, 764

1,080 5,351

. 1,068 5,417

1,032 5,662

948 5,776

. 936 5,896

.- 828 5, 480

_ 720 5,820

. 648 6,071

._ 600 6,270

--- ----------.-- 5,966

I A woman with 6 minor children where State pays $2,832 to a family with no other income
2 Same as table 1. footnotes 2-5.
f, Arzo;ia has no food stamp program, but has a surplus commodity program with an income eligi-

bility ceiling of $4,344 for a family of 7 with no earnings and $4,824 for a similar family with earnings.
Not all eligible families participate in the conmnodities program. Such families would have lower
benefits and cumulative reduction rates.

7Arinona has no title XIX program.
PLblic housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparable private market rental

($1,680 yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs and
payroll deductions. but not mncludin j deductions for day care costs, health-related expenses, earnings
of minors or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit is $5,100 of countable income;
for continued occupancy $6,375. These figures should be used with caution since the great share of
AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would neither receive subsidized housing
or lace the high cumulative reduction rate. Precise figures not available for number of AFOC recipients
lining in public housing in Phoenix, Ariz.

Comulative
marginal re-
,iuction rate

(percent)

18

76

75

84

59

142

66

65

29

181



TABLE 7. COMBI ED BENEFITS AND RLDUCTIOJ RATES UNDER SELECTED I iCO.E-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 7-PERSON, F LMALE-HEADED FAM ILY Ir% CHICAGO, ILL.I

Earnings

0 . - _ - --- - - -

$20 ..

$1-000 ... .

$2,000 ... . .. .... .....

$3,000 - -_ - ----. . .

$4,000 .-----------

$5,090 -

$5,720 (FAP breakeven)

$6.0C0 ----- -----

$7,000 ....... .... . ..

$7,693 (State bieakeven)-..

$8,000 . ... . .. .........

State Total money Federal
FAP benefit supplement - income income taxI

$2, 500

2,509

2, 360

1,860

1 360

860

360

$2, 144

2, 144

2 097

1.930

1 763

1 596

1 423

1 309

1 122

455

$4,644

5.364

5,45/

5 790

6. 123

6,456

6,789

7,029

7, 122

7, 455

7,683

8.000

Average
Food stamp medical ven- Total income. Cumulative

bonus or sur- dor payment money and marginal ne-
State income Social plus com- per AFDC Public hous- in-kind from duction rate

tax I security taxz modity value family 7 ing bonus- al sources (percent)

$696 $1,380

. .. $37 600 1,380

- 52 552 1 38)

- 104 552 1,380

. 156 504 1 380

- 208 456 1,380

260 408 1,380

. 297 408 1.380

- 312 408 1,380

361 360 1.380

$7 400 360 ...........

11 406 . . .......... ......

$1, 116

1,116

1,116

1,116

1,116

i.116

1,116

1,116

1,116

1,116

1.116

1, 116

$7,836

8.423

8,453

8,734

8,967

9, 200

9,433

9,636

9,700

9,791

8,499

8,402

18

89

72

77

77

77

72

77

91

289

131

I A woman with 6 minor children where State pays $4,644 to a family with no other income.
5 Same as table 1, footnotes 2 5.
Food-stamp bonus is the difference between the value of the coupon allotment and the purchase

price of the coupons. Based on current food-stamp schedules, with mandatory payroll deductions
subtracted from gross income in determining purchase price and eligibility. Income eligibility limit
is AFDC breakeven for AFDC recipients or $5,400 net income for nonrecipients Not all eligible
families participate in the food-slamp program. Such families would have lower benefits and cumula-
tive marginal rates,

Based on estimates of medical vend- r payments, May 1969. Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC
breakeven for AFDC recipients or $5,400 for medically indigeie nonrecipient families of 4

q Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estionte of comparable private market rental
($2,076 yearly) minus amount sr public housing rent paid. Calculated for 3-bedroom unit from data
supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs and
payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day-care costs, health-related expenses, ern-
ings of minors or any other deductions allowed, Maximum admission lmit is $7,800 of countable
income, for continued occupancy above $10,470 Since continued occupancy at higher incomes for
increased rent is permited, no cutoff point for eligibility is shown in this table. These figures should
be used with caution since the great share of AFDC recipients do not live n public housing, and
hence wou!d neither receive subsidized housing or face the high cumulative reduction rate Approx-
imately 18 percent of oIl AFDC recipients in Chicago, III r live in public housing



TABLE 8 COMBINED BENEFITS AND REDUCTION RATES UNDER SELECTED INCOME-TESTED PROGRAMS FOR A 7-PERSON, FEMAlE-HEADED FAMILY Il NEW YORK CITY,

Earnings

$720,.

$1,000 . . . .

$2,000

$3,000 -

$4,000 - .

$5,000

$5 720 (FAP breakeen)

$6,09C

$7,000 . .

FAP be

$2

.. . . 2

. . . 2

$4,00 . . .

$6,658 (Sltle Lieakneven).

nefit
Slate Total money Federal State income S

supplement. income income tax- ta
4

security

500 $2,292

500 2, 792

360 2 745

,860 2. 578

360 2 411

H0 2 244

360 2, 077

. 1,957

1, 770

- 1, 103

---- 436

$5. 292 ...................

6 ,0 12 ----- .- . . .. . .

6 105

6,438 ...

6 771 -- --

7 104 - . . . .

7,437 ----- - --..

7 7............

7,770 $14

8,103 156

8,436 297

8,658 398

I$6

19

26

53

80

Average
Food stamp medical ven-

bonus or sur- dor payment
social plus corn- per AFDC
tax modiy value family 7

- $846 $2 017

$37 846 2 017

52 816 2 C17

104 846 2 017

156 846 2, 17

208 846 2 (17

260 84,j 2.017

297 846 2,C17

312 R46 2,017

364 846 2,017

406 846 2,017

1C4 406 ...............

I A woman with 6 minor children where State pays $5,292 to a family with no other income
-% Same as table 1, footnotes 2-5.
3 Food stamp bonus is the deference between the value of the coupon allotment and the purchase

price of the coupons ease1 on current food stamp schedules, with mandatory payroll deductions
subtracted fion gross income in determining purchase price and eligibility. Income eligibility limit
is AFDC breakeven for AFDC recipients or $6O60 net income for nonrecipients. Not all eligible families
participate in the food stamp program. Such 

1
,,nilies would have lower benelts and cumulative

reduction rates.
f, New York City has a surplus commodity food program with an eligbilty ceiling of AFiC bieak-

even levels for AFDC recipients or $6,030 for other low income families of P.

* Based on estimates of medical vendor payments. May 1969 Income eligibility ceiling is AFDC
breakeven for AFDC recipients or $7,200 for medically indigent nonrecipient lamities of 4.
* Public housing bonus is the public housing agency estimate of comparabV- private market rental

($3,264 yearly) minus amount of public housing rent paid CuIculated for 3-bedroom unit from
data supplied by local housing authority, including any allowable deductions for employment costs
and payroll deductions, but not including deductions for day cire costs, health-related expenses,
earnings of minors or any other deductions allowed. Maximum admission limit is $8,084 of countable
income; for continued occupancy $8,800 for federally aided projot s. These figures should be used
with caution since the great share of AFDC recipients do not live in public housing, and hence would
neither receive subsidized housing or lace the high cumulativ reduction rate. Approximately 8
percent of all AFDC recipients in New York City live in public housing.

Cumulative
marginal re-
duction rate

(percent)
Pubhic hous.
ing bonus

$2, 05

2 052

2. 052

2 C52

2 052

2. 052

2 052

2 052

2 052

2,052

2. 052

Total income:
money and

in-kind from
all sources

$10, 207

10 690

lv -68

11. 249

It 53

11 811

12,086

12,275

12 336

12.415

12 568

9,802
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everything that State governments can be expected to (o; and every-
thing that other Federal agencies can be expected 1o do as a part of
this overall effort.

Mr. Secretary, we, want to thank you for your fine cooperation and
also, Mr. Veneinan, for your very able assistance.

If you care to make a statement, you may.Secrvetary FlNCIF. I have no statement at this time, Mr'. ('hai inian.

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the committee adjourned subject to the
call of the Chair.)
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Evaluation of W~ork Incentive Program (WIN)
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able an assortment of specialists, including trainiiig experts and job
developers, the program others enrollees a better-rounded service than
more typical arrangements in which only a counselor sees the enrollee.

WIN provides for frequent, continual contact between the program
and the enrollee, with encouragement and support provided by coaches
who are often from the same ethnic and community background as the
enrollee. The incentive payment, while not lavish, provides another
measure of encouragement, as does the provision of supportive serv-
ices, in particular, free child care. (In some project areas, the provi-
sion of child care alone is enough to commend the program to pros-
pective participants and bring about voluntary enrollment.)That WIN addresses a recognized need is evi('enced both by the high
degree of voluntary participation aid by enrollee's enthusiasm for de
program concel)t. Enrollees often view WIN as a route of escape from
the welfare system (which many view as degrading and dehumaniz-
ing) and a way into a labor market.

Despite the'program's timeliness aud general conceptual soundness,
it has not lived up to expectations.

The basic problem is that although persons are eager for the pro-
grami, the. pr0cess of asseinbli time necessary resources, personnel, antI
coin~euts into aii operating pr'ograOm has prIoved~ painfully difficult.
Converting authorized l)rogmam levels itito enrollments anid convert-iug enrolliments into sur'cessfl results requires a coherent network of
services from both the Departments of Welfare and Employment
Security.

WIN is a bi-agency program, not siml ly the referral of recipients
from Welfare offices to a WIN program in local I)epartments of Em-
ployment Security. Child care, medical examinations, and remedial
medical care, as well as continuing welfare payments and services for
applicants are as important to the program as any of the vocational
services.

Though 1ile success of WIN (lepend(s on a coordinated activity, it
has been largely carried out as two separate programs. Separate guide-
lines-not always in agreement--have been issued by Departments of
Labor and Health, Education an(l Welfare, and few joint procedures
or training packages have beeii promulgated. The result has been a
misunierstanding between local welfare and manpower agelicies since
there has been little interagency liaison and little information in either
agency about the others resplonsibilit v or activities. In particular,
caseworkers-who are responsible for 'many of the WIN services-
often know little about the WIN res ponsilbilities of the welfare agen-
cy, much less about those for the EmIlplovment Service.

The enabling legislation makes provIsion for child care for mothers
enrolled inl WIN, but (1ote iot grant funds for construct ion of day
care facilities. Lack of child care is perhaps the most serious barrier
for any employment program involving mothers. Inst ituitionalized
child care for WIN participats is rare, and neither the private nor
public sector is moving to d(evelop adequate child care facilities. Mo 4tmothers in the program have made their own babysitting )rovisiols:
these arrangements are fragile, and subject to frequent changes, inter-
rul)tions, and breakdowns. Many programs are admiltedly unable to
provide child care, ar,d so must limit participation to these mothers

44--527-70--pt. 1- 26
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who can make their own arrangements. In addition to lack of funds,
restrictive local building codes aind fire and welfare ordinances
make development of day care centers r'ere difficult. Although many
WIN enrollees are being prepared for jobs that require shift work,
child care arrangements to make such work feasible for mothers are
extremely rare. Also, too little consideration has been given to the use
of child care for educational and emotional development of the child,
although this practice could result in an additional benefit from the
program.

Though the program calls for medical examinations prior to refer-
ral, they are waived in many areas because of difficulties in obtaining
them. In mamiiy programs, even where examinations are adequate, there
are no provisions for the correction of medical problem, that are bar-
riers to employment. Use of Vocational Rehabilitation services is
scarce, and few applicants are given such clearly needed articles such
as dentures and hearing aids. One problem is that the legislation
urged states to make us e of Title XIX funds but did net provide for
a direct medical program as a part of WIN.

Lack of adequate transportation is a serious problem for many WIN
projects: it affects the enrollees' ability both to participate in the pro-
gram and to secure employment. In rural areas where WIN operates,
many enrollees live miles from program facilities, and have neither
cars nor access to pmblic transportation. Even in large cities trans-
portation poses pl'o hlems, since sources of employment are increasing-
lv location on the suburban fringes of metropolitan areas, far from
the neighborhoods where WIN participants live. It is now common
to find sit national. particularly in the East, where Sl'uhlrban jobs go
begging while unemployment soars in the inner city.

Suitable training anl educational components could not be p)ro-
vided as readily as thaonght, so many programs had long, periods of
holding. Through )>, oWedilres for the'development ,of i ll'ititi ial
training are now aciquate in most areas, not all course. are well c-
ceived for the special requirements of welfare clients. lPrograms for
both Basic Education an(] IIh School Equivalency have been large-
lx "tandarl" packages, which often fail to meet the ulieds of welfare
I ccipiets. On-the-job tr aining has been virtually unavailable Iec:ume
of competition with other programs and lack of effective prro,'em-
for (0lracting with employers. Fewer than oile percent of WIN el
rollees have received this form of training.

The extent to which jobs are available to prw- ective WIN ' ,1-
nates" caun at be precisely determined. Few areas have ;'arricd ,,,1?
labor market s tudies for the restricted class of applicants served by
WI N 1rognums. Slat l members are. however, apprehensive about
placement, and feel that they nmav not be able to conie up with Ilifftl-
,ient suitable jobs for par'iloipants,. In areas where lperso1I ate oti
welfare because. of wi(lespread mmcm plo\ment. staff members onlilv
admit that they have no plans for placement. hut are using the li',)-
gram to help enrollees become, more mobile throut-h education and
training.

The development of large mnbers of jobs in tHie priv'ate Sect or isz
more difficult. than. generally acknowledged: in Imn-t roject-. WIN
is competing with other manpawer programs for a limited nmbller of
openings.
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RECOM MENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

During the WIN evaluation studies, we have made numerous
recommnendations for improvements in the program; these sugges-
tions have appeared both in individual site reports and in interim
and final reports. Although many of these ideas pertail only to
features of the WIN program, some apply as well to other manpower
programs that seek to ser'e the +'disadvantaged," and thus may be
relevant to the Committee s concerns:

Improvcent o/ Interageiwy L;a.3oi.-Improved coordination
and cooperation between welfare and manpower agencies )it all levels
are crtcial to the stic'eess of WIN. An interagency, task force un W\IN
is already funetionting on the lFederal level, and a similar effort
would be even more essential in local projects, where training ses-
sions could involve line staff from both the welfare agency (case-
workers) and the manpower agency (WIN team members). The aim
of ttch tr-aining would b e to elvttre Ihat each agency fully nlder-
stands the other's role in WIN anid tihe problems hilndring plrograill
StiCOSS.

Impl\roved l haiotl i- also important for the timing and coordillation
of tile re frral-enrol lIment pr,,te. So that Services will le available
when emrollees need thtlet. Imn proved hwal co mmunicatin cold
lead to a hetter-coriiated program, in which referrals w cre timed
to coincide with actital1 program openings, tIis avIid ing leligthy
"lloldi g'" peril,-. An other I, v-]rodit of . itelh tinting w oil d he
motVe V'tll cltid caroe : ILvrl its.. ilice the v ouild lie 1iiiI to gt liel
jiu-t lurti, to a ttotoler' - t ithproIgraiti l)aliticipati(n, and ltit weeks
or Ililnll ii ill advanl e n11 tie ex iectation if Cut1mle elrollillentt.

AItl ilh lilliiilt. it is ittl,,rtatit for welfare (l t 'l~i ri to re-
mlil iavlvlt'd ili thl ciiiplo"al'lit " of lla li+ill r pr ceCV-. ater -c ferral
and citrdllent of client-. A:- a 1;hi rl of iltiI)it ,\Itit ilit( it(agei I(.V liai-
SIt. Ca.sewrr .. l.uld le Ivtaiallile to the lettslls ont alt tihi 1itt

.''r,, /+++; fi, ./t ,,/ ,, ,' ,;, .- Slipp]o+rtive fillv]+ . , w
pr ,eN 't c ehllf ) ] - ill -t I)( / nlly IY tI ;4 I I. ( I ed . I ZIe MI1 iet : I

(Ial lici. i, l t l il ,',' 't-,t iv t "lye l l ;m I Itl l i tl i i ' tir c a : i ll :as
Itrl WO i11lhll e 'itiell[- -itc]l '-, den1 t ii ;i te I - lll -t 1,e :Iv: il-
;tIle. 1 P)F' -t III-i ItcVI iI uv' NtelIIeIIt I It \ I i o IlI Z I i i :I i , In,,' l .i, Il I I IIN w i I I -II , t, ( .';I, -i Ii t I! e I _-(i. . :, I:I: II , ) \ vv .  I t , r o' -

t -- i I d t , ) A F I .\l k i ) v i i't I, I rii, i,[- tI l .i n i~,+]+twl it il I N. IX

i-tm-c. Fi- ttd will 1k, llllir cii tamt 4itily fju staithttl ou i : 1) 1111-s. lit
al-u for riitvl4 'ti ,u ,t" ie4 fn o'ilili-, nind rel IlilitaiI t iot ,t exist-
ill,_ S11.1111tre4. T h'l~+-im leh (d<, i. , 41 ~, wm w , v 6], <'lilI c'an.

i ill ic-ithi oitlv il l , +i, iialn hmoz:rul l,: i v-ittittf :t rnl- mrenIt ,il-: only
a wclh-'o, 'iii e iti ',tlt tu-iv ' pin for the P l i-:iioi ,01 itI-1lit ilt-
alizel chill cat :-ev tices i.e.. centers). olpetot in at flexl;iI hour. to
Ilttet the llift lelll ielltettts of wor-kers, will suffice to meet the realtiteis (1'WI iN 1,artiipamnts..

The problem of ti-a l-porftion i-. not likely to be solved within the
framework of "VIN alone. It is worth noting, however, that revamp-
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ing of metropolitan transit systems to provide inexpensive and con-
venient commuting from core city areas to suburban employment
centers is an essential part of resolving the problems to which WIN
and similar manpower programs are addressed. This approach must
be coupled with the provision for more employment opportunities
in the cities, and the development of low-incone housing in subur-
ban areas.

In rural areas where transportation problems are acute, the pro-
vision of "WIN-Mobiles" to take components into remote areas is a
promising approach, but there is still the question of the availability
of jobs in such areas.

in (ens8ie Labor Market Analysi., and .Job Development.-Much
-more needs to be known about the actual availability of jobs for WIN
"graduates" in areas where the program functions. Analysis should be
made, on a site-by-site basis, and should include both jot) opportuni-
ties which are extant and those which are expected to be developed.
A particular area of inquiry is the relative potential of the public
and private sectors of the economy to supply jobs. WIN operates in
.many areas on the assumpt ion that large numbers of jobs can be readily
secured in the private sector: this assumption may not. he borne out
by investigation.

Once the potential job market for WIN enrollees is defined, the
program should be planned around that market, in terms of both
slot, allocation and provision of components. The size of W'IN projects
is presently determined by the size of the local AFDC population: it,
would make more sense to let project size be governed by actual job
availability. Labor market analysis would also ensure that training
programs were suitable for existing jobs.

Many projects ieed to broaden training possibilities substantially,
1nd to achieve much more flexibility in start-up times for courses.

The large number of enrollees in "holding" pending assignments to
components reflects a need for more components at more frequent in-
tervals. More scope is needed in training programs for women: most
programs are still limited largely to clerical and medical fields.Much more attention needs to be devoted to the develment of jobs

for WIN "graduates." To reduce unlroductive competition among
manpower programs, and redundant calls to personnel managers, job
development should be carefully coordinated in each local area, and
should be vested on a higher, more coordinated level than any single
program. On this higher level, major eml)oyers could be approached,
to restructure jo)s, re-examine iiring requirements, and generally
consider how the special needs of WVIN enrollees can be met il employ-
ment. situations.

Equelizoton of income D., heom1tf.-Present regulations permit
women on AFDC to accept. employment without having their entire
earnings deducted from their welfare checks. Under the so-called
"thirty-and-a-third" provision, the first thirty dollars earned by
AFDCO mothers in any month, and one third of the remainder earned,
are discounted before, earnings are deducted from the welfare pay-
ment. This provides an incentive for mothers on AFDC to accept
work even when their wages are less than their welfare income. No
such incentive exists for men, however; they are forbidden to receive
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such income discounts if they are employed for thirty-five hours or
more hours per week (or even less, at the discretion of the States).
The discount provisions should be equalized for men and women, pro-
viding the same incentive for men to accept work. Failure to do this
could result either in reducing the income of persons as a result of
WIN, or encouraging the breakup of welfare-support families headed
by men.

x'Enl.X-(-. BACKGROUND

The findings and recommendations presented herein are based pri-
marily on our evaluation of the VIN program during its first year
of operation. Visits to twenty-three projects were conducted between
September 196S and November 1969. A subsample of ten projects was
selected for return visits to check on program progress. Special stud-
ies were conducted in these cities on interagency liaison, child care,,
an( the labor market. Reports on each project site, and a filial report
on the overall evaluation, were prepared.

The sites visited for the AVIN evaluation study are :
Los Angeles, Calif. Chicago, Ill. New Orleans, La.
Peoria, Ill. Cumberland County, Me. Boston, Mass.
Trenton, N.J. Eastern Ky. Seioto County, Ohio
Sacramento, Calif. Knoxville, Tenn. Seattle, Wash.
Grand Rapids. Mich. Richmond, Va. Buffalo, N.Y.
Detroit, Mich. North Dakota Washington, D.C.
Kansas City, Mo. Milwaukee, Wise. Norfolk, Va.
St. Louis, Mo. West Virginia

luring this evaluation two cities (Los Angeles and Trenton) were
given special attention. A participant observer was resident in each
city for three months and a separate report on these experiences is
in process.

We are currently conducting a three-year longitudinal study of the
impact of WIN oil a national sample of 3,500 enrollees. This study,
which began in July 1969, involves site visits to fifty-one WIN proj-
ects, both urban an( rural. As a separate task in this study, we are
developing for the Government a WIN project rating system. We
have just completed an analysis of the 1967 and 1969 AFDC pol)ula-
tions and the potential Family Assistance Plai Population, includ-
ing a study of trends and differences.

Previously, we performed a nationwide evaluation of the Human
Resources Development (IIRD) program for the D)epartment of
Labor; this was another example of a program designed to bring
disadvantaged persons into the labor market. In addition to the WIN
evaluation work, AUERBACI's Socio Economic Division is cur-
rently evaluating programs dealing with issues of low-income hous-
ing, youth problems, and emergency financial assistance to low-income
families. We are also developiiig job matching systems, a rehabilitive
school program for wayward boys and an analysis of data require-
nients for educators.

pAG._ BLANK



Appendix B

Correspondence in Regard to Material To Be Supplied for the Record

May 4, 1970
The Honorable
John G. Veneman
Under Secretary
Department of Health, Education

and Welfare
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Veneman:

I am advised that the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare is to supply information for the record of the hearings
on H.R. 16311 on the following pages of the transcript:

Volume 1 (April 29):

86 118 137
87 126 158
100 131 166
104 133 167
107 135
115 136

Volume (April__Qj_.

187 196 260 (twice)
189 (twice) 202 302
190 (twice) 205
193 (twice) 258

Volume 3 (May 1):

343 349 356
344 350 358
345 352 383

I would appreciate your expediting the preparation of
this material so that this portion of the hearing can be
printed. In the event we find that there are additional inserts
to be prepared, I will let you know.

Sincerely,

Tom Vail

tv/mms

(391)



May 18, 1970
The Honorable
John G. Veneman
Under Secretary
Department of Health, Education

and Welfare
Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Veneman:

During Finance Committee hearings on the Family
Assistance Act of 1970 (H.R. 16311), a number of questions
were posed by Committee members. In many instances the
Department witnesses indicated that information, or additional
data, would have to be furnished for the record since the infor-
mation was not readily available. To date, none of this infor-
mation or additional data has been received by the Committee.

It is the Committee's desire that the transcript of
those hearings, held on April 29, 30 and May 1, be published
before hearings are resumed on the Family Assistance Plan
as modified pursuant to the discussion the Committee had with
the Secretary in its executive session on May 1.

I wish you would look into the matter and cause those
responsible for compiling the required inserts for the record
to complete their work promptly so that this first volume of the
hearing can be printed, and the second phase of work on the
Family Assistance Plan will not be delayed. You will recall
my letter of May 4, identifying the many instances where
inserts were to be provided.

Sincerely,
Tom Vail

tv/mms
(392)



U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1970.

Hon. Robert H. Finch,
Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare,
Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Secretary:

When you testified before the Senate Finance Committee,
I asked you where you are going to get the money to finance
the Administration's Family Assistance Plan. You have esti-
mated that it is going to cost the government an additional
$4.4 billion to finance the first year of operation of this
welfare expansion plan. I do not accept this estimate as
realistic. You based this estimate on an unemployment rate
of 3.5 percent. As you know, unemployment has gone up to
4.8 percent, thus adding 1.1 million Americans to the unem-
ployment rolls.

In addition, your cost estimate is based on 1968
figures. You failed to take into consideration the dramatic
increase in the welfare rolls which will have occurred by
1972, the first year that your welfare expansion plan could
be operated. Because of this increase in the welfare rolls,
there has been a billion dollar increase in the cost of public
assistance from 1968 to 1969.

Although I do not believe that your cost estimate of
$4.4 billion is realistic, I asked you durirg the Finance
Committee's hearings where we are going to get an additional
$4.4 billion. You responded, and I quote, ''Well, the Bureau
of the Budget has built in these costs and all of their pro-
jections obviously were trading off with other programs. We
have regarded the social implications of this as important
enough to make those trade-offs within our present projec-
tions.'' You also responded that you are not anticipating
any new tax authority to meet this new obligation.

Mr. Secretary, you have not yet responded with any of
the information requested by the members of the Senate Finance
Committee. However, I would like to add one more question to
the long list of unanswered questions. I am requesting a
detailed list of programs you intend to eliminate or reduce
in order to pay for welfare expansion. I would like to know
exactly which programs are to be cut back, which programs are
to be eliminated and the amount of money that will be saved
on each item. Only when this information is made available
to the American public will we have any basis for considering
H.R. 16311.

With every good wish, I am,
Sincerely,
Herman E. Talmadge.

(393)
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Appendix C

PRESS RELEASE

FOR UMEDIATr RELEASE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
May I, 1970 UNI ED STATES SENATE

2227 Now Senate Office Bldg,

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
FINANCE COMMITTEE HEARINGS POSTPONED

Honorable Russell B. Long (D., La.) Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, announced today that the Committee had decided to defer
further hearings on H. R. 16311 until the Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare could reassess the adequacy of the Family
Assistance Plan in light of the comments and observations of Committee mem-
bers made during the past three days of public hearings.

The Chairman noted that this decision was reached by the Committee,
in executive session, after consultation with the Secretary. It was the Com-
mittee's desire that the Department of Health, Educatinn and Vrelfare, the
Department of Labor, and other agencies of Government concerned with income
maintenance programs, work during the next several days to devise an overall
plan for welfare reform which would recognize the contributions made by other
aid programs such as public housing, food stamps, rent supplements, and so
on. It was also the view of the Committee that monetary incentives for able
individuals to reduce or quit gainful employment in order to qualify for larger
welfare benefits should be ended. Unfortunately, the Family Assistance Plan
contitued these disincentives to self-help.

When the Departments have completed their work, their plan, together
with full explanatory materials, will be submitted to the Committee for publi-
cation and will form the basis for further hearings with Administration witnesses.
Without specifying a time limit, it was anticipated that the Secreta:y of Health,
Education and Welfare would be reporting on this work in about thirty days.

Senator Long noted that more than one hundred persons had asked to
testify at public hearings on H. R. 16311. He noted that because of the action
taken by the Committee today, public hearings on the Family Assistance Plan
'would be postponed until after the Secretary presents the overall plan referred
to in the preceding paragraphs. He advised these persons that their requests
to testify would be considered after further hearing of Administration witnesses,
and that no new request to testify need be filed.

The complete text of the Committee's decision as announced by the
Chairman-and by Senator John J. Willianis (R., Del.), the ranking minority
member of the Commnittee, follows:

(395)
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The Chairman. "At has boen the decision of the
Committee, after consulting vith the Secretary and
his assistants, that the Committee will recess this
hearing, subject to the call of the Chair. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education and Welfare has agreed to
coordinate an f-ffort among the Executive Departments
concerned with income maintenance programs to devise
an overall plan for welfare reform which will take
account of benefits such as public housing, food stamps,
etc., which are made available to low income families.
'When this plan is subrmitted to the Committee, it will
be published. V.e will then proceed with the bill and
the various suggestions that might be made, further
exploring and meshing with the welfare program
everything that is being done under other Federal
programs and other State programs. "

Senator Williams. "I have no comment except to
concur in what the Chairman said. The Committee and
the Secretary and the Department recognize that while
this problem may go beyond the jurisdiction of Health,
Education and Welfare, we feel that we do have to con-
sider all of these programs that are related to welfare.
They must all be considered and taken together, and
the Department will have the opportunity to get together
the various other departments and see what kind of plan
they can come back with, and we will proceed further at
that time. I think this reassessment is an excellent
suggestion, and I certainly concur in it completely,
because we do recognize that these problems exist and,
as I stated yesterday, th first and most important
step toward correcting something is a recognition of
the problem.

'Ve all recognize that the existing law is likewise
a monstrosity that needs changing. So we want to be
sure that when we do change it, we are making the
corrections.

t"Ve had no objections, in fact we have a respon-
sibility, to take care of those who through no fault of
their own, are unable to work. But the time comes
when we should end a program which rewards Idleness
and discourages personal initiative of those who can
provide for themselves,

I1 think that with all of us 9worl-lg together, this
can be done."
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The Chairman. "I would just like to make it

clear that as far as this Senator is concerned, and
I think that this is the consensus of the Committee,
we do want to pass a bill. YVe would like to pass
the best bill that we can pass. We would like to
pass a bill which takes into consideration every-
thing that private employers can be expected to do;
everything that State governments can be expected
to do; and everything that other Federal agencies
can be expected to do as a part of this overall
effort."

Senator Long also announced that he would issue a further announce.
ment of the Committee's schedule with respect to H. R, 16311, as soon as
the Departments have submitted their plans.
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