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NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

MONDAY, MARCH 2, 1970

U.S. SeNars,
SeLEcr CoMMITTEE oN Numuarion ANp Husax NEEDs,
Woushington. D.C,

The committee met at 10 am., pursuant to call. in room G-308,
New Senate Office Building., Senator George S. MeGovern (chairnan
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Scuators MeGovern, Perev, and Dole.

Also present: William €, Smith, general commsel and staff diroctor;
Gerald 8. JJ. Cassidy, professional staff member; and Clarence V.
MeKee, professional staff member for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE McGOVERN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, CHAIRMAN OF THE
COMMITTEE

Senator McGovers. The committee will be in order.

Before we open our first hearings this vear, T would like to take this
opportunity to theak each member of the seleet committee for his
contribution to our work over the past year.

When we met for the first time on December 17, 1968, we [aced a
situation where the country was largely ignorant of the problem of
hunger and mulnutrition.

This ignorance was reflected in a total food aid budget for that year
ol barely $650 million, less than 15 percent of the amount needed to
put an end to hunger and malnutrition in this country.

COMMITTEE PLAYED DECISIVE ROLE

Today, 1 year later, that $650 million figure has jumped to 1.9
billion. Taking nothing away from the administration, T nzist say that
I think the bipartisan efforts of the members of this conunittee in
bringing the problems of hunger before the American peovle played a
decisive role I that dramatie 300 percent. jump in our comimitment to
the battle against hunger. :

I would like to remind the members of the comnmittee of the historie
food stamp bill that was passed in the Senate in September of Iast year,
and then more recently in this session the modified Tulmadge school
lunch bill, those two measures providing much of what we need in the
way of legislative authority to put an end to hunger in this country.

(1)
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A BROAD MAXNDATE

The original resolution extablishing the selecet committee charged us
with recommending a coordinated program which will assure every
U.S. resident adequate food. medical assistance, and other related
basic necessity of hfe and health.

Toward this end, we have spent our first vear examining the immedi-
ate food needs of the Ameriean people, and the adequacy of our public
and private system for delivering the food to mieet those needs,

As L have said, the 300 pereent jump in aid over the past vear was
lareele the result of our studies. But T think we would all agree that
another result of our work over the past year has been a growing recog-
nition that the President was right when he said last May that millions
of Americans are simply too poor to feed their fumilies properly.

Commeadities, food staunps, and free school lunches are all important .
but in the last analysis they are all measures of our failure to enable 23
million of our fellow citizens to obtuin the income they need to meet
even their most basic hunmn need, the need for food.

1 think it is a reflection on our country that we alone among the
advanced nations of the world find it necessary to hand out packages
of Toed and food stamps just to keep some of our citizens from hunger
and starvation.

Certainly, stamps are better than hunger, but they are not an
acceptable sul.stitute for a good job and a living income,

Americans; all Americans, rich aud poor alike, are a proud people.
They do not relish handouts of food, stanips, or even cash. What they
wang, in my opinjon, is u chance to join the rest of the country in the
ability to emn their own way.

A coordinated program to assure every U.S. resident the Dasic
necessity of life must include provisions that will give them this chance
toescape {fromn poverty and the dole and earn their own way as produc-
tive participants in our economy.

There are a number of income assurance programs now pending
before the Congress. Each claims that it will insure adequate income for
those nnable to work while at the same time encouraging those who
are able to work to do so. Each also claims to deal effectively with the
complexitites and glaring inequities of the present welfare system.

The purpose of this week’s hearings on hunger and the mecome gap
is to acquaint this committee and the Nation with these various pro-
posais designed to close the income gap and thus put a final en(]l to
hunger and poverty.

WHAT IS ADEQUATE INCOME?

We will be seeking answers to such questions as what, given today’s
souring prices, is an adequate income; how can the costly, humiliating
wellare investigation be eliminated; what is the most effective way
of providing better jobs for the majority of our poor who already work
or seek work; and how many Americans would need to receive welfure
payments if we were doing the job we should be doing with our pro-
grams of preventing proverty in the first place.

Owr first witness L]lis week, the Reverend Jesse Jackson, is, in my
opinion, uniquely qualified to speak on the ways in which we must
move 10 neet the income needs of our citizens.

v
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As director of Operation Breadbasket of the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference, he has organized a most impressive feeding’
program for the hungry of Chicago, in his State of Illinois. and even
a more massive drive to win jobs and incomes for his people.

He played an essential role in helping to build the public consensus
that made possible the gains on the hunger front in the U.S. Senate
in 1969 and the opening months of 1970.

He is a personal friend and a constituent of Senator Percy, a member
of this committee.

I would like to call on Senator Percy to present our first witness at
this time.

Senator PErcy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator McGoverx. Reverend Jackson, mayhe you could assume
vour place at the witness table.

Seaator Percy. Senator Dole also will have a statement to make.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES H. PERCY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE-OF ILLINOIS

My, Chaivman, members of the committee:

I am very pleased to introduce Jesse Jackson, national director of
Operation Breadbasket as our first witness.

He is well qualified to testify on the needs of the black community
for u more comprehensive and uplifting income maintenance program.

I believe that since these are some of the initial hearings in this
very important subject, he can contribute importantly to them.
As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have felt very strongly that this com-
mittee, which has a charter to investigage nutrition and human
needs, must look at all nunan needs.

HEALTH CARE FOR THE IMPOVERISHED

One of the greatest areas of need is health care. The disparity that
exists between those with the adequate income and those who do not.
have adequate income to obtain health care is literally nothing less
than scundalous. The United States of America, presumably the
healthiest nation on earth, is one of the worst nations in peoviding
health care for the impoverished.

There is the tremendons problem of providing treatment of those
who have some income, @nough so that they don’t get, in Chicago
terms, a green card, but who would have absolutely inadequate in-
come should they be hit with some sort of a medical disaster.

I received last week a telegram from Dr. Andrew L. Thormas, chair-
man of the Health Division of Operation Breadbasket and president
of the Cook County Division.

Dr. Thomas pointed out the crisis that we face in Chicago. where
county hospitals, Cook County Hospital, had to close their doors and
say, “We can take no one in at any time, day or night, unless they are
critically ill, unless they are an emergency, virtnally unless they are
on a death bed.”

Cook County Hospital, which has a staff of some 6,000 people,
including the nursing school, and 2,500 beds, roughly, had only 15
beds available in the middle of one night when on an average night
they have 60 cases for admission.
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I visited Cook County Hospital yesterday as a result of this wire.
I also visited the Martin L-+ther King Neighborhood Health Clinie
on Saturday morning and met with their staff; Loyola Hospital. and
met with their staff, and Evanston. But it was at Cook Coumy
yesterday afternoon that T had a grim picture of the inadequacy of
health care.

Income will make up the difference between whether people can
afford to get health care or not. Here the people dow’t have the incomne,
and the hospital simply does not have the capacity to handle people.

From 11 p.m. Saturday night until 7 the next morning there were
22 births, 13 women in labor in one room.

In the medical unit yesterday afternocon, 65 patients. men and
women In wards with one bathroom, no shower, aud one bathtuly.

In the United States of America, with the affluence we have in this
country, to have unbearable conditions like this is intolerable. Now
with medicare and medicaid, it is even worse from the standpoint of
county hospitals,

Medicare and medicaid have provided adequate income or sufli-
cieney of income for other hospitals out in the suburbs. out of the
mmer city areas, 1o now have emough income to attract away some
of ‘he Better doctors from the connty hospitals.

So we are facing even g more critical situation as a result of demands
and proagrams which are rightfully aimed to take carve of the aged
and those in later vears, but which leave the expectant mother, which
leave the family with eight or nine children, with insufficient income
to care for the basic medical needs hopelessly behind.

In surveys in the Martin Luther King Center, for fnstance, 50 per-
cent of all the families that they have reaclied out to bring in are in
need of medical attention. Here, physical and mental developuent ave
impaired. We talked with some of the health care people who have
been trained in that center as to whether there is hunger aud malnu-
trition in the community, and the stories that they tell would wriig
your beart. Right in an area where you should be able to deliver food,
we have 1o emergency commodity food program in Chicago, and
hungry people,

[ you live in the suburbs of Cook County there is an emergency
commodity food program. Yon can get a selection of 10 types of food
if you live in the suburbs. But if you live in the city, you can't get food
delivered to you.

At the bottomn of the depression we were able to deliver food. We
are able to deliver food in Vietnam, hot meals and hot breakfasts in
any corner of Vietnarn, but you can't deliver food to starving and
hungry cluldren in the city of Chicago today because city hail has said
1L 1s too expensive or we haven’t the delivery system or it is too com-
plicated to try.

I am very happy that we have a very knowledgeable man who has
lived closely to this problem, who is dedicated to finding a solution
within the system that we now have before us today. He has petitioned
the State legislature. He has petitioned Congross.

He is here to see that we, as a legislative body, respond to these

-needs and bear what the needs are, and then to see that the system

really works.

The system will last so long as it is responsible and responsive. 1t
wort’t last in the form that we know it if it doesn’t meet the human
needs that we face in this country.

-
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Senator McGoOVERN, Senator Dole.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT DOLE. A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF KANSAS

Senator DoLe. First. T share the statements of botii the ¢hairman
and Senator Perey and wizh to make a brief statement of my own,
Mr. Chairman.

The Scleet and Nonlegislative Committee on Nutvition and Humnan
Needs i< beginning @ new series of hearings into the somewhat ambig-
uous area of the “hunger and the income gap.”

Hopefully, the emphasis will be ¢n matters over which this com-
mittee has jurisdiction, If we are to disenss nutrition and nnan needs,
then thi= is the correct forum,

If we are to dissect the President’s family assistance prograin and
otherwise disenss, criticize, and debate S. 2986 or other refated pro-
posals, it wonld be well to adjourn in deferénce to the Committee on
fore which the bill is pending. ’

Finance bef

Last year, this committee assnmed jinisdiction over food stmngp
programs and school himeh programs, at least de facto jurisdiction.

Daring the debate v continuing the life of this committee, which
continnation I suppor ted, both the chairman and ranking Republican
of the Agricultnre Committee expressed their concern for what they
viewed as significant overstepping of defined jurisdiction by the Nutri-
tion and Human Needs Committee,

Now it wonld uppear that the committee is moving on from the
confines of agriculture jurisdiction to the broader realm of the Com-
mittee on Finance,

As long as we are in the Finanee Committee’s area, we might as well
start. on a new tax reform bill or have hearings on farm programs, the
war in Vietnam, the space program, air pollution, or any other area of
interest to this committee.

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the gravity of makutrition in this
Nation. There is, as stated In the debate on this commmittec’s con-
tinuation, much unfinished work which lies within the jurisdiction
granted by the Senate.

Let us focns our attention on the problems that are really ours. But
doing so, this committee can best fulfill its mandate and serve the
Amecrican people.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of this conmnittee now for some 13
or 14 months, I honestly belicve we can do much in the area of
oversight, in the arca of duplication and cffectiveness of programs,
but it does scem that in our efforts to preempt or prejudge the work
of other committees we are having hearings on the family assistance
program: before any hearings have been held by the Senate Com-
mitlee on Finance, which has legislative jurisdietion.

It should be pointed ot to the public that this is a scleet committcee.
We have no legislative power. We cannot report any bill from this
committee.

If we are going to discuss specific legislation, the witnesses should
come prepared fo disenss that legislation, specifically and not in
generalities,
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I certainly share the views of both Senators present this moriing
but hope we woukd confine ourselves tizs year to areas over whieh
the committee has stateld jurisdiction and not procesd Into areus
that belong to other committces of Congress.

Senator MeGovery. Let me just respond briefly to the comments
of the Senator from Kansas. I want to read again the original resolu-
tien that ereated this committee, Tam quoting now. The name of the
committee is the Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.

We have been eharged under the terms of our authorizing resolttion
with “Recommending « coordinated program or programs which will
assure every United States resident adequate food. medieal assistanee
and other related basie necessities of life and health.”

The Senator from Kansas is free to interpret that resolution as he
wishes in terms of his own judgment. But it secins to me to he a
broad mandate to this committee te Jook at the problems of medical
care, to look at other related human needs as stated in the original
resolution, and ne one ean Jook at those problems in any kind of
coordinated sense, whichh we were asked to do vnder the resolution
creating this committee. without-considering the proposals that have
been made to deal with the problems of lifting the income of the Ameri-
can people.

So it seems to me perfectly proper that this committee, in 1970, go
on from a consideration of hunger and malnutrition. to which we
directed our major effort in 1969, as Senator Perey has said. to look
at such related problems as health and the income problems of our
citizenry. i

1t scems perfectly proper that we begin this hicaring this moring
with a consideration of the theme of tle income gap as it relates to
hunger and homan needs.

I am fully aware of the fact that this committee has no legislative
power, but I think we demonstrated in 1969 and again in 1970 that
we do have some capacity to influence the course of legislation in the
U.8. Senate.

We did that with some effectiveness last fall on the food stamp bill.
We did it again in 1970 on the school lunch program.

It would be my hope that we could influence the course of these
programs that relate to the overall needs of the American people.

“hat, I believe, is the function of this committee.

1t is to look with some broader perspective than has been brought
to bear on these problems heretofore by some of the standing eom-
mittees in the Senate.

Senator Dole.

Senator Dovs. I supported the chairman in some of those efforts
and, of course, have no quarrel with general hearings on the gap
between income and proper maintenance, but it does appear to me
that we are certainly upstaging the Finance Committee. They are
charged with the responsibility of holding hearings on the income
maintenance proposals. If we are going to become some super non-
legislative committee that goes to the floor each time another com-
mittee passes ouf some legislation that affects human needs or
nutrition, then I don’t know any limitations on the powers we have,
that perhaps we ought to get into the space program, too.

Senator McGoven. I think the space program is doing very well
without assistance from *his cominittee.
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Senator Dong, We talk about expenditures, If we conld ent spaee
expenditures, we would have more money fur human needs,

I my own State of Kansas, many prograins have been 1In existence
10, 15, or 20 vears and are ot working properly, We have daplica-
tion. we have schools in Kansax with ne school laneh programs=, we
huve =ome coumties with no conmodity or food stamp programs, |
feel we onght to emphasize in this committee compliance with =omme
of the ongoing programs instead of jumping imumediately into =ome
program that hasn’t even been hronght inty existence,

Senator MeGoverx, Let e say just 1o the Senator, if T muay. in
rexponse to that, that I don’t think anyone intended that we wonld
relax our efforts to press forward on monitoring the existing food
asxistancee programs and trving to fimprove then, We haven't vet
passed legislation in the Honse of Representatives. ax the Senator
knows, along the lines of the leistation passed in the Senate.

Certainly the faet that we have a jurisdiction that goes beyond the
problems of hunger and malnutrition i no way implies that we are
going to forget about hunger und mahutrition.

P would hope we would continne to make progress in that area,
while we also turn o these other questions.

Let me just add one final point before T vield to Senator Perey. 1t
is trie that the Finanee Committee has legishative jurisdiction over
these income maintenanee proposals.

I would assume that the Committee on Labor and Welfare also has
some interest in this matter, and doubtless will e looking at it. It just
s0 happens that one of the members of the Finance Committee will be
before our committee on Wednesday testifving on a proposal that he
has introduced in the Senate, Senator Fred Harris.

I'don’t think thai w e are setting up a dispute hetween this committee
and other legislative committees in the Senate if we can serve o fune-
tion from the broad perspeetive of this committee that will help build
public interest and public consensus to enable our legislative commit-
tees to function more effectively.

Senator Perey.

Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to yicld to Reverend
Jackson so he can got underway. '

I think Senator Dole, who 1s a very valued member of this com-
mittee, constantly brings us down to the point and focuses our at-
tention. 1 hope his preliminary comments, will help us focus on what
our repnsibilities are, We don’t want to duplicate work.

On the other hand, we have had so mueh testimony to the effect
that food stamps really don’t work. They are not the answer to the
problem of poverty and hunger. This weekend people said they haven't
got the money to buy food stamps. They run out of money. They
get an allowance, for instance, that is way under the proper amount
for rent. They have to pay rent or they are evieted. They have to
pay certaim other expenses. They end up without enongh cash,

Others say they don’t have a commodity food program, Many
people have said 1t is degrading to use the stamps, It is humiliating
sometimes, It sets them apart. Cash is a better way to combut this
problent. That ig, 1 think, where we can focus, 1t fits in and is germane
if we keep it germanc,

1 think Senator Dole’s comments will help us stay germane ‘o
our purpose and intent and not be o duplicative effort of the Senaie
Finance or House Ways and Means Commicteos.
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STATEMENT OF REV. JESSE JACKSON, JATIONAL DIRECTOR,
e OPERATION BREADBASKET, SOUTHERN CHRISTIAN LEADERSHIP
" CONFERENCE

Senator McGovery. Reverend Juckson, we will be glad to hear
[rom you now.

Reverend Jacksox. Thank vou very much. T hope 1 won’t be
held in contempt hefore this committee for my preamble based upon
my exposure to the politieal lfe of America.

While committees fiddle and debate the approach to the elimination
of hunger, the hungry hurt, black and white, numerically more white

than black.
COMMITTEE’S POWER TO EXPOSE IIUNGER

I want to thank you becuuse, in spite of your limited legislative
powers, your tremendous power to expose hunger and to make the
mvisible visible has made 1tself manifest. at the community level.

This affluent Nation could not believe before 2 years ago that it
was one of the lowest in health care, and that 40 mithion were mal-
nourished, 28 million of which were white, 12 million of which were
black and other ininority groups. ' .

Of course, you have exposed this issue on behalf of the community
that I relate to. I would like to express my gratitude.

Hunger is a hurting thing, for hunger maims and kills and throttles
potential. It is the basic link between hunger and poverty that keeps
this Nation from attaining the growth and the development that is
possible, given its massive resources.

Moreover, that basic link keeps the poor locked in powerless

~frustration. The poor have been made the scapegoats for the tmper-

fections and occasional sluggishness in the ecconomy.

Rather than free the poor, we choose to filibuster about their
condition. Thus, that condition does not improve. It worsens with
time. Indeed, we persist in accusing the poor of being lazy, but the
poor are not lazy. They are left out and laughed at. They are counted
out and swindled of their birthright.

NATION’S ECONOMY MUST REACH. EVERYONE

But they have been the backbone of the Nation’s economy. Their
labor was priced cheap but it was extremely valuable and, in fact,
proved indispensable to the making of America.

Despite this fact, the Nation designs its welfare programs and even
its language with the intention of shaming the poor out of their
condition.

But when the poor view the Nation’s surpluses over and against the
rank starvation they face, they are not ashamed; they are angry.
Their anger is compounded by a state of helplessness which simply
deepens the distress of their condition,

We need to draw a program that will affirm that the poor will be
poor no longer, poverty and hunger are unnceessary in this economy,
and should be seen as a form of involuntary servitude which ought to
be outlawed,

-

N
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Instead, we have given ground for a conspiracy between hunger and
the public policy to sustain institutional poverty. The conspiracy
exists and it ig time for the Nation to sce its complicity in misery and
despair at the expense of the helpless.

The truth is that the poor are not responsible for peverty or for the
welfure system, which purports to deal with poverty by controlling the
poor,

The welfare system was not designed by the poor. Welfare was
necessary because of the greed of men at the top who were frightened
at the Nation’s ecconomy and withheld their money.

Their manipulation of fiseal and monetary policy shut off the econ-
omy at its most vulnerable point, namely the base. Rather than
develop a system to meet need, those in decisionmaking capacities
established a way for covering their own greed.

It i evident that a nation cannot reman half poor and hungry and
half free, no more than the house divided against itself can stand.

So o house or a nation divided against itself at the dinner table or at.
the wage table cannot and will not long endure. .

Public welfare has institutionalized the house divided against it-
sell. Teii full years after we had set the poverty standard in this Nation
ut $6,600, for a family of four in terms of standard of living, only two
States have public assistance grants for families of the poor that exceed
the $2,700 level. :

There is uniformity in the draft system for killing, but not in the
draft, system for healing. Thus, when we condemn the poor for desiring
handounts, we need to be reminded that handouts are all that they get.
and that their very survival is perverted to respond to and expect
handouts, those whose pride and/or ingenuity lead them to secure
more than the handouts are characterized as cheats and thieves and
dealth with accordingly.

Today there are those who still debate the question what is poverty
while their polemics become a growing body of rhetoric now shaped
into a consensus of middle America dissatisfaction, the poor continue
to languish in the'r ¢ondition,

According to the most conservative estimates there are 24,6 million
nonaged poor persons, despite the fact that only 6 percent of them
live in families headed by aged persons. Their condition is one of
constantly negotinting desperation and economic marginality.

Some 42 percent of them worked full time for over 40 weeks in 1967,
for instance. Yet they remain in poverty. Again, according to the
Heineman report, drawn from the documents prepared by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 58 percent of the working
poor worked only part time during the year. Some 33 percent of the
nonaged heads of poor fumilies were faced with severe disability.
Fifty percemt or some 1.2 million poor [amilies consisted of mothers
with responsibilities for small children.

Less than 3 percent of the nonaged heads of poor families: who
choovse not to work at all for the options of the poor are limited and
costly. Nothing establishes this fact with greater clarity than the
realization that poor people who work have found no guarantee of an
escape [rom poverty.

The so-called move out of poverty has consisted in a torturous
nll:u'(:llling of time which shoves a person sideways without moving
ahead,
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Well over 25 pereent of those who moved out of poverty in the
1960’s moved only $500 beyond the poverty line; 8 percent moved
only $200 beyond the poverty line.

Indeed, the other side of this tragedy is that the upward spiral of
price indexes actually added at least 2 million people to poverty roles
at the end of the 1960’s, noted the Heineman report.

On cducation for the poor, the poor get some schooling but very

Jdittle education. Their curricuhm consists of the sehool of hard knocks

where eredits are earned through hard experience. Their fate is pre-
determined and their starved checks are always post-dated low income.

Over 25 pereent of those with less than 8 years schooling carn less
than $3,000 per year. The median income of family heads with less
than 8 years of schooling is a full $8,000 less than those with colege
training,

In addition, the poor are called upon to enter schools that incar-
cerate them for life. The lives of the poor become a composite of
anxiety and dollarless destitution, frozen into subsistence incomes.

Over 14 pereent of urban families are poor. We saw these families
on our last summer’s hunger trip, whether in Rockford, Peoria,
Deeatur, Danville, Carbonville, or Cairo. More of them are white
than black, and we were able to make them visible during the trek.

White poverty was made visible by the hunger trek we took this
sutniner. We cannot say we found the people, for they were never
lost, only muslaid or displaced by an cconomy that exploited ‘their
bodies and their labor and then discarded them.

Neither the press nor the people within the communities we visited
would believe that there was poverty among whites. But in Rockford
and Winnebago Countiecs we learned of 14,000 white families with
imecomes under $4,000 per year.

In Peoria, wo found 8 percent uncmployment; most of it among
whites.

In East St. Louis, 24 percent of the AFDC fathers were white
and white families were among those in the model cities target arca
where income was $2,535 for working fathers per year.

These were the portraits of loss in the vast murals of alienation that
met our eyes and our consciences. For example, in Cairo, poor whites
were In the forefronts of a mistaken battle “pitting have-nots agninst
have-nots” on grounds of color when the real problem wus the stag-
nation of the economie situation leading to loss of jobs and of profits;
money and manpower and resources in that belcaguered little for-
tress at the tip of southern Illinois.

We arc the bearers of an American dream that hardly is compatible
with the nightmare that these people face.

The National Advisory Commission cstimated that if Negro men
were upgraded in employment so that their oceupational distribution
were identical to that of the male labor force as a whole, their total
earned income would be about 30 percent higher than it is.

By contrast, reducing the Negro unemployment rato to the levels
of white rates would add less than 10 pereent to the Negro's aggregate
earnings, even if they found jobs at the pay level prevailing for white
nien.

Scveral years ago the National Labor Service estimated that blacks
and other minorities were deprived of over $30 billion per year in

oo
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wages due to diserimination. Personal income for the Nation was
$759.8 billion in 1969.

For over 11 percent of the labor foree that is black it was only $53
billion. Black Sylvester Johnson was singing “something 1s holding
e back, maybe it is beeause I am black or poor,” was not earoling a
romance but certainly a reality.

We would warn the Nation that what holds us back will ultimately
ensnare the total republic. Men should eat in this Nation because
the soil is fertile.

By that same token, men shonld have decent housing because there
are trees and other ingredients for the proper construction of houses.

Yet the author of “The Other America’” no longer ago than last
month said that the Nation had yet to attain its 1948 housing goal of
800,000 housing units as the initial step in securing a decent house
for all onr citizens. -

Franklin Delano Roosevelt in the “Four Freedoms” address enun-
ciated that there must be freedom from want. He saw this feedom as
an inextricable tide as freedom from fear. :

Ancient seriptures say that he who turns his back on the poor
rejects God and in his affliction will not attend to his needs.

Yet, last year’s stalistics tell us that over 9,000 farmer payees
received $20,000 not to work. Five farmers and farm payees received
$1 million not to farm, one over $4% million not to farm.

ILLEGAL TO RAISE OWN FOOD

People, white and black, are malnourished and starving on Govern-
mentfsugsidized farms where it would be illegal for them to raise their
own food.

At least 32 farm payees received over $250,000 not to farm.

Illinois, the thirc} wealthiest State in the Nation, had the fourth
highest ‘concentration of hunger families, some 629,000 families in
all, more than 2 million people.

This same State earned over $666 million from its agricultural
exports and had over 35 farm households with farm sales in excess
of $40,000 to $60,000.

Senator Percy. Could you give those figures again? What was the
2 million figure you gave? o

Reverend Jackson. Some 629,000 families in all.

Senator Percy. And 2 million people are what?

Reverend Jackson. Are listed as mnalnourished. The 629,000 fam-
ilies average over four persons per household. So the 629,000 times
four would average over 2 million people.

Senator Percy. What statistical and research material stands
behind that?

Reverend Jackson. Based upon the poverty level, based upon the

“income level, and the persons on welfare, people in Cook County, for

example, and in Chicago, 26 cents per day, per meal, per person
allowance is 78 cents a gay given the price of food and 78 cents for a
person, for those malnourished by definition, unless they are mis-
appropriating the moneys.

Also, we found that in those same areas the poor in sonme instances
could not even reveal their poverty because of the intimidation.
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We found in Cairo, L., for example, we feel that the statistics are
even worse but we could not. prove ik, beeause we know from evidence
that we got. among the pe()ple, bluck and white, that during the off-
season the poor white and poor black are on wellare, but when it is
tine to pick strawberries and cotton that the politicians and the
welfare people collaborate and they are sent back to the fields off of
welfare. These are some of the kinds of evidences that we got,

This is part of what we are trying to say, that we would encourage
you, those of you on the committee, to come to some of these areas,
as you have, to talk with the people personally aud not just rely
upon the statistics.

_Senator Percy. You use the same sort of systemi the Internal
Reveunue uses to prove that a person must have a certain income if
they are speuding this amount of money and don’t report enough
income to sustain the standard of living they have.

You are simply saging if they only have this much mcome and it
is known that they must be spending this much for rent and this
much for other nonfood items, then the level that they have available
left for food is simply iusufficient to sustain an adequate diet.

Reverend Jacxkson. In the Cook County situation, where people
are averaging 78 cents a day for meals, over 58,000 families, it costs
$78 per duy to use Cook County Hospital. They don’t have adequate
medical care.

Senator DoLE. I wonder if you might eluborate on the relationship
between the farm payments and the problem we are discussing.

Some of us, in fact tﬁle chairman and T, serve on the Senate Agricul-
ture and Forestry Committce. We are now grappling with that
problem, payment limitation.

What is the direct relationship between so-called excessive farm
payments and malnutrition? '

Reverend Jackson. The inconsistency for us on thé one hand comes
that there is debate as to the poor needing more money, and often-
times the argument is that they don’t need more money beenuse they
should work.

These men are receiving money not to work.

We foand some poor people living on the Government farms and
because they were subsidized not to farm these people would have
been in conflict with the law if they had farmed to raise their food.

Some arc earnestly desirous of working to farm on those farms,

Senator DoLk. I don’t defend the large payments. They are part of
the program that Congress enacted in 1965. It is not as if some farmer
were taking advantige of the Government or doing something he
wasn’t authorized to do.

Congress passed this act in 1965. There has been an effort to
revise certain portions of the act. I think you will find the largest
payments in the cotton arca. I am aware of some of the cotton pay-
ments, and to whom the payments were made.

The point I am making is that the average American farmer is
not living off of Government payments. He is not much happier
than you are, with the fact that he must be paid a subsidy. as you
say, “not to farm.”

In many instances, as I am certain the chairman knows, coning -~

from the {arming State of South Dakota, the farmer is really paid
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only a subsistenee level, and it is all part of the program to stop
raising surpluses.

It is not a question of having the surplus wheat, for example, and
having people hungry, because we would be very happy 1o dispose of
the wheat.

+ In faet, we have something in the neighborhood of  $22 or $23
billion in the so-called food-for-pence programs.

We have been a very generous nation. Perhaps we need to change
the busic law. But in the process, we don’t want to store up great
surpluses of wheat or corn or eotton. I a large surplus is built up then
the dollars that may be going to the farmer now will go 1o seme
warchouseman or some large grain company for storage. .

Reverend Jacksox. I am not a farm cconomist, but at the com-
munity level we sce somme inconsistency between the States where there
are large agricultural exports and high subsidy payments and people
starving.

We also have some problem with the small farmer not getting the
subsidy, but some obvious relationship between the major politicians
and the rich farmer. That is why the few farmers get the most and the
many farmers become among the unemployed and the mahourished.
This we have scen evidence of in the ficld.

We have a problem with the inconsistency. We would assume that
you would come up with selutions.

Senator PErcy. We thought we had.

Reverend Jackson. No, there is not yet a solution because it seems
that the farmer needs to be subsidized, just as the States have been
subsidized. They don’t ¢all it welfare for the rich. The call it subsidy.

But the farmer has been subsidized. The rich college student who
goes to Harvard has been subsidized. Those in oil have been sub-
sidized. But the poor are not subsidized.

This is part of our concern, that there be some consistency beceause
the farmer needs to be protected, but so does the one who needs to cat.

OVERPRODUCTION AND UNDERCONSUMPTION

Our last major problem is the overproduction and the undercon-

- sumption because of maldistribution. We ean aceept none of the argu-

ments of maldistribution because they can get to us to tax us, they
can get to us to draft us, but they can’t get 1o us to feed us. So 1t
is just the inconsistency we are concerned about.

I would hope that by sharing this information with you that you
gentlemen would be challenged, cither to challenge me by taking a
personal tour which T invite you to take, cither right herein Washington
or in some of the farm arcas.

We specifically went to some farms and taiked with some poor
whites and some poor blacks who were starving. '

May I continue? :

Senator DoLe. Before you do let me say, we are trying to find a
solution. But it is sort of a two-pronged problem.

First, how do we reduce surpluses; second, if we do lower surpluses
then we have to, in cffect, pay the farmer not to produce or tell him
to get off the farm. '

It is a very delicate probleni. It is a tough one. Of course, we hope
we ean reach a solution with a better distribution program, where

42-778—70—pt, 1——2
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the surpluses go to those people who need the food, and at the same
time the farmer receives a fair market price.

I den’t know of any furmer who wants cxeessive farn payments or
farm payments beyond the limit. But there is more than one problem
involved.

VESTED INTEREST IN THE POOR

Reverend Jackson. I guess honesty would compel me to admit
that I have a vested interest in the poor beeause they arve the ones I
represent. Perhaps you represent farmers at another level.

Gur concern is not about the farm payments for their subsidy or
for their surplus. Our concern is the distribution of their surplus to
chiminate thie hunger, so that both the farmer and the consumer can
be fed while we debate about what we arc going to do about the excess
money for the farmer.

Senator DovLE. One of the largest excesses is cotton and you can’t
do much with that, ,

Reverend Jacksoxn, I have trouble believing, for example, that
J. G. Boswell, in California, who receives $4.5 million a year not to
farm, would rather work to get the $4.5 million; that in the Stat2 of
California, the No. 1 agricultural State in the Nation in fact, you have
the sccond highest concentration of hunger families, more than 860,000
families starving.

Senator DoLe. Is Boswell a cotton farmer?

Reverend Jackson. ‘Noj that is not cotton farming.

Senator DoLE. What kind of farming is it?

Reverend Jackson. Food. ’

Scenator DoLe. There are only six basic commodities that receive
support payments. What does he produce? Cotton, wheat, peanuts,
feed grains, rice, or tobaceo?

Reverend Jackson., He may be raising a new nation with $4.5°
million. ,

Senator DoLe. No subsidy is paid for vegetable or citrus {armers.

Reverend Jacksox. I got these statistics from the Agricultural
Department which publicly lists those reeciving payments not to
farm.

Senator DoLE. The big green book? _

Reverend Jackson. Why yes; big green book. It indicates. that
three farmers in California received more than $1 million a year
not ‘to work. One reccives $4.5 million, in Kings County, Calif.,
J. G. Boswell. There are five farmers receiving a half million dollars
or more not to farm,

Senator Dovk. That is partly accurate.

Reverend Jackson. It is in the green book.

Senator Dore. It doesn’t say in the green book they are paid not
to work. They arc paid not to farm. 1 think they are paid in uccordance
with the provision of the program. I want to make it clear that the
farmers could care less, probably, about the program. It is something
Congress did. It is not something that the farmers are doing.

If the Congress made the mistake, you c¢hould criticize Congress.

Scnator PErcy. As a nonmember of the Agricultural Committee,
I am not an expert in these cotton-picking payments that are made.
But I see more inconsistency in the agricultural subsidy program.
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It is those five crops that are always in trouble. There are 100 crops
that ave n the free market, where you win or lose, and most of them
seenerally respond.

The market system is the best system we have ever designed. To
pay $4 million or $4.5 million to people for not producing, when any
dirt farmer with a peneil that long on the back of a brown envelope
15 minutes can figure out how to beat the most elaborate computer-
ized production control system they have ever developed, 1 think
it is ridieulous. It is wrong to pay that money out when you have an
estimate of $2.9 billion by the Budget Bureau to close the hunger gap
in Amerien and we can’t appropriate that money because we don’t
have it. The budget is too tight.

Yet, if you could just take money {rom over here on these five
crops and somehow move them into the free market and get thean
out of the regulated and controlled arca of trying to limit production,
there would be more money available. The crop subsidy is just as bad
as tobacco subsidies, where we subsidize to limit production, still
stockpile tobacco, and then spend millions of dollars to advertise to
sell tobaccos abroad. You are still killing people off with cancer, I
suppose, with American tobacco. :

"This is the most inconsistent type of thinking I have ever seen.

Reverend JacksoN. Senator, 1t seems to me Senator Dole gave nme
an excellent privilege to divert from my message and perhaps get om
his relative to challenging the Congress to be cousistent,

I think that some of the stranglehold has to be directly related wo
the power bloc of the Southern aristocracy which has been built up
by the scniority system which has its roots in tradition and not im
logic. :

Seniority as opposed to bringing about wisdom is more closely
akin to senility. One would find in Sunflower County and other
Nlississippi counties, the James Eastland territory, where the starva-
tion is the most complete and most visible, where black and white

Senator Dork. Is there starvation, or malnutrion?

BIAFRA IN AMERICA?

Reverend Jackson. In Sunflower County, Miss., you have people
looking us if they were brought here from Biafra. I mean exposed
ribs and dying in ditches.

Senator DovLe. Where?

Reverend Jackson. In Sunflower County, Miss.

Senator DoLe. Do you have specific examples? If there are, we
ought to check into it immediately.

‘Reverend Jacksox, What I think we ought to do, which would be a
good challenge if you aceept it, would be to take a trip to Mississippi,
to James Eastland’s territory and Senator Stennis’ territory. We
could probe it any dax you would be available.

Semator Douk. 1 was there 3 days in January and saw some
problems but no one who looked as though he just came in from Biafra.

Revercnd Jacksox. Maybe you just talked to elected officials.

Senator DoLE. Nv; these were public hearings.

Reverend Jacrsns. Unless you go beneath the level of the pubkc
intimidation and deesl: with some of the people who live in the arcas
where they don’t vwen have lights, where bathrooms are out still just
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beyond the diteh, where people feel that wolfare is o privilege rather

than w right, where they think they earned public assistance because
they were loyal to the politician—just. beyond the people that can
expose themselves publicly is another whole group of invisivle people
in those counties, the invisible majority, and if this committee would
aceept the challenge to go there 1t would be very reveahne for the -
whole Nation. ’ ' ;

Senator Dovk. Senator Perey made w good point. We have helped
the farmers in Ameriea for the last 28 years. As noresult, in the decade
of the 1960’s we lost a third of our farmers. This indieates how much
help sometimes Federal prograns ean be.

The effort and the intent was sincere. Tt has been ever since we have
had farm programs.

The only point is that Federal subsidy alone doesn’t mean you are
going to have success, either in welfare or on the farm or in any other
program, O

Reverend Jackson. In closing, it seems to me that there would be
less unxiety there if the starving people were subsidized as well as the
farmers because everybody should be subsidized.

I onr consummate labor input has created a surplus, then all of us
should share in it. That s the point. If there is now surplus it is because

those that are now starving helped to create the surplus by knocking

away the weeds and knocking away the woods, and creating the
surplus.

As it is now structured, only the rich lavish in‘ the surplus and the
poer are denied to pariicipate 1 it. In fact, in absolute numbers there
were more hungry families in the Eastern and fur western States aid

‘Northeastorn States than in the South, which reveals that greater than

any generation gap alone has been the expectations gap.

These have been the arcas of greatest rebellions and riots because
expectation has been highest. Deliverance has been lowest.

In this gap, alienation has set in. All evideuce points to the fact
that the poor mercly get poorer as their submarginal incomes are able
to purchase less and less and their wages shrink to the point of
meaninglessness.

This fact surfaced in a table recently published by U.S. News &
World Report which disclosed the moderate, middle and upper income
budgets prepared and scaled by the Department of Labor are for a
family of four living in a city. In every section of the Nation, including
the Deep South, a moderate budget went no lower than $8,000 for a
family of four, based upon need. The lowest moderate budget was
$8,832.

Moreover, the lowest minimum budget reported was $5,812, and as
fz}rfSout.h as Louisiana, a.minimum budget was $5,997 for a family
of four.

In Chicago, a moderate budget was reported as $10,332. This is
beyond the median income of the city. -

HUMAN, SUBSIDY PROGRAM

But the moderate budget and the minimum budgets are in excess
of the median income of the poor and of the blacks. Our proposals
included: We believe that it is absolutely imperative that the Nation
support sonte form of human subsidy legislation as a means of over- .
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coming the structural poverty that has strangulated the potential and
frustrated the development of nearly 20 percent of this Nation,

The goul of stopping all hunger and maloutrition and removing the
seourge of poverty and destitution from all people begins when we
decide that subsidizing persons as our greatest resourcee is a commit-
ment to which we are irreversibly bound.

Fer example, the human substdy bill, ealled human security plan,
offered by the chairman of the Senate seleet committee, includes,
awmong other provisions, a children’s allowance, Ameriea is the only
advaneed industrial nation in the Western World without such a
programn, . . .

The allowance would offer one ereative way of dealing with poverty
where it is most damaging and where it makes people most vulnerable;
namely, in the lives of our children.

Other aspects of the humaa security plan raise significant issues
with which the Nation must be prepared to deal relative to employ- .
ment and the inecome and care of the aged. What must be understood
is that the poor should be neither puppets nor prisoners in our society.
They are the products of the success ()} the industrial revolution, Thus,
they shonld be nourished and encouraged and not shunted aside in:
this Nation,

SCLC’s Operation Breadbasket supports a hmman subsidy pro-
posal that will climinate the men and means test for eligibility for
benefits.

We have found in Chicago and in 10 different eities across the
Nation that persons who get up and leave their houses in the morning
to come down to the basement of a church or to a makeshift cafeteria
or to a cafe certainly are operating out of need and would not come
there if they did not nced to eat and literally be publicly humiliated.
They did not need the means test. They simply needed food and they
cane to eat, even out of their houses.

We furthber contend that hunger and poverty must be declared
disasters and emergency measures taken to remove the blight brought
on by the presence of both.

It seems to us that there is a direct correlation between man being
separated from rights that he should not be alienated from, like food,
health, education, a place to live, a chance to get educated.

It is indicated very clearly, based upon the structure of our Nation,
that we believe that a nation has an obligation to pretect, not grant,

‘but to protect, man’s inalienable rights, and that the only reason men

should be starving is that the nation does not have the fertile soil and
does not have the productive powers.

Emergency job retraining and job placement programs for unem-
ployed and hungry people must be put into effect. These programs
need to be much more comprehensive thau the usual manpower train-
ing programs and must provide a livable wage with adequate work
allowances to trainees as well as those placed out of its program.

We do not believe that just food stamps and eommodity programs
speak to the issue, but people need jobs where they can purchase
food. where they can purchuse a house, where they can send their
children to get education. ‘

We believe that the root of the question really is a job or an in-
come, not a variation in the styles of handouts. We believe that even
the Army and the National Guard, which we see come into our
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communities when the fruits of poverty manifest themselves in
rebellion, should come at the roots rathér than just coming in the
long, hot siummers,

Sometimes the Army ought to come in the long, cold winter and
he seen as friends of the poor. Just as they are scen in South Vieinam
they should be seen in South Carolina, where the Anny brings lood,
where the Army distributes services and sets up medical tents, where
everyvbody could begin to feel that there is a national commitment
to the elimination of poverty, ignorance and disease, and a national
commitiment to a nation for the people, by the people, of the people,
not just of, by and for the few.

Programs dealing with othier forms of negotiable tender than eash
should be abolished as soon as possible so us 10 end the stigna against
persons who are poor and place them closer to the mainstrean of the
American economy.

You are people, you nse money. To suggest that I use something less
than that would be to say that I am less than people, and by definition
assess e behind a psychological barvier that 1s more devastating than
the hiological barrier. Ultimately it costs more not to feed 40 million
people than it does cost to feed 40 million people.

We also do not appreciate from perspective of the black community
that hunger and black are seen as synonymous terms when in every
instance we found that there are numerically more white than black,
and the poor whites feel fovsaken when they are offered a racists meny
when they need a balanced diet. The elimination of blacks is not the
presence of food, health, or education for poor whites.

ADMINISTRATION SAYS ALL ARE ENTITLED TO GOOD HEALTH CARE

‘Public_health has become a public hazard in most cities of this
Nation. In July 1969, the administration, and specifically the Presi-
dent, made a declaration of health needs and spelled out the health
emergeney in this Nation. ‘

At that time, the President decreed that, everyoneis entitled to good
healtli care. The administration has failed to deliver on this promise,
health care as related to financing health needs.”

Those who cannot finance their care in whole or in part-usually
receive the very poorest care or uo care at all.

If this committee does not expose and make the invisible, unhealthy
visible, then we are afraid that the Finance Committee will be able to
say that they do not exist beeause, by and large, they are invisible.

harity as a criteria for establishing sound medical or health earc is
completely unacceptable and has been rejected by the Federal Gov-
crnment as a guideline for health care. ‘

Dr. Andrew Thomas reports that the growth of the Federal bureauc-
racy has only intensified the problem. An example of health care crisis
in this Nation can be seen on the streets of Chicago end in the wards
of its hospitals, particularly Cook County Hospital in Chicago just
visited by Scnator Percy. ~

Infant mortality rates in the impacted black and poor ghettos are
over 38 per 1,000 live births. In one ward, tuberculosis reaches 220 of
every 100,000 persons in urban Ameriea.

Tro blocks from the area where the median income is $9,800 per
family, seven hospitals handled four-fifths of the black patients in the
city and Cook County alone handles 50 percent or more.
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Again, some 70 physicians out of 7,000 serve half of Cook Connty's
265,000 medical a1d recipients. This results in assembly line medieal
care with a vengeance. Again, Dr. Andrew Thomas stated that the
erisis in Cook County is so severe that field-type emergeney hospicals
shoukd be set up in the biack and poor community.

Fortunately, some doctors now are developing a greater commit-
nient to public health than pepsonal wealth, This value system is
needed as much as assistanee from the Government,

Tinally, it is cruecial that those most affected by the erisis have pre-
paid medieal health plans and that they be allowed to participate in
the planning and the development of the program,

Tt 1s not neeessary that they be experts in all aspeets of medicine for
they will certainly sense the needs, which they have.

CONCLUSION

This committee lias done more to expose the evil of hunger and
deprivation than any, single body in recent years. When we finished
our march last year i Springficld, as you will reeall, the now Seunator
Smith proposed that $125 million be cut from the welfare budget,
which would have been fully one-third. 1t would have cut the welfare
allowance from an average of $47 a month to $32 a month, which would
have been instant starvation in the State of 1llinois.

His argument was to cut off or to reduce the ineentive for people coni-
ing across the State line into IHinois. i

The help of this committee helped us along with the Governor and
our Senators to challenge him to make the adjustment and table that
bill.

It is beeause we have some power to expose the demonice acts and
trade-offs of the poor for favers from the vich that this committee is
very valid to those of us ip the community. :

We must now move from exposing a play to executing a program,
but we cannot stop exposing it until the execution is in fact a reality.

WE CAN CONQUER HUNGER

This Nation has the capacity to defeat hunger and poverty and to
meet human need. It has the skill power, but it does not have the
will power. It needs but the will and commitment to proceed rear-
ranging its priorities to deal with these problems.

Our organization continues te pursuc Dr, King’s dream. There is
considerable concern here for making Dr. King’s birthday a national
holiday. Tt is one thing to lavish in his death and in his crucifixion
about his dream, but we need more, a concern for Dr. King’s scheme
which was the feeding of hungry people every day in the year and if
there were an exchange off and if we had to sct astde one holiday over
and against 365 holy days, for people to have a job on income and each
day being a holy day, we would accept the trade-oft if it came to that.
The fact 13 we need them both.

We arc fully cognizant of the nightmares about us but hopeful that
we will redeem the mission and soul of this Nation.

Thank you.

Senator McGovery. Thank you very much, Reverend Jackson, for
that cloquent and moving statement.
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You told Senator Perey and e fast summer when we came to
Jast St. Louds, and you repeated it again today. that there is some-
thing demeaning in the view of the poor people or any person, in
receiviug food stamps or food commodities rather than cash.

I think vou said last summer that men use cash, not stamps, when
they want to bux the needs of their family.

Fwonder if you would earry that one step further and say that it i=
also important how that cash is received, that it be done with dignity.
cither through a decent job or some kind of universal assistance
progran.

Reverend Jackson. It seems to us that it ought to be clear that
everybody reacts to our talking about the standardized income or the
base inconte.

We talk about the Nation needs a base for all of its people before it
talks about a ceiling for a few more of its people. The only time that

" stamps or cards are not. demeaning is when they indicate privilege.

I you can show a card to indicate that you are a person of prestige
and you can come to the front of a line, and you can get the most
service for the least amount of energy spent, it is good.

But. when cards are shown as indications of your poverty, they
demean the human personality. I remember, too well, as a child the
experiences both of the sugar stamps where people could pass through
and the kind of human tendency on those of us who had stamps,
which had the effect, oftentimes, of making us steal before we would
starve. :

We were forced into this state of perversion. But there were other
times when we would have to come up to the line and we wonld be
trying to buy our groceries based npon the stamps we had, and if we
didn’t have enough stamps in the midst of people who had just gone
before ns or people coming just after ns, we wounld have to choose,
with the assistance of the cashier, food that we would have to take
back, that our stamps didn’t cover. :

MAKE FOOD STAMPS AVAILABLE FOR BASIC NECESS‘TTIES!‘

Tragically enough, they don’t cover, oftentime, basic necessities,
like toothpaste and soap, and toothbrushes, which can be directly
related to poor health,

Senator McGovern. Those provisions, as you may know, Reverend
Jackson, were included in the Senate bill that passed last fall. They
arc still, to the best of my knowledge, not included in the House.

Senator PErcy. Can’t this be done without a law of Congress by
the execentive branch of Government?

Aren’t they authorized, by Executive order, to-extend food stamps
to cover a fow of these basic necessities that have been brought out for
a year now?

Senator McGovery. Unfortunately, the present food stamp legis-
lation, Senator Percy, is specific on that and does limit it to food
defined in that sense. .

That is the reason that you and I and other members of this com-
mittee insisted on broadening that anthority.

It is in the Senate-passed bill, T quite agree with Reverend Jackson
that it ought to be a matter of law. A

Just to pursue that question a little further, Reverend Jackson, it
has sometimes been suggested that the welfare system is, itself, a
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cause of some of the racial tensions in the country, and also that it
aggravates the split between those who receive and those who pay, the
taxpayers and, therefore, that some kind of device ought to be do-
veloped in the administration of publie assistance that doesn’t set
astde poor people into a category, that isolates them and forees them
into position where they are on the receiving end, resenting it with
all the mieans tests and so forth, and then ghring across from the
other side the group of people whe are paying for the program.

Could you comment on that, or any general reaction vou have, as
to the kind of program we ought to have that would get away from
what seems to me to be a weakness in our present assistance programs
building this gap between those who receive and those who pay?

Reverend Jacksox. It seems to me that there are several things
that must be emphatically understood.

I would hope that you, Senator Dole, you, Senator Perey, Senator
McGovern, and others, would push it from your platform.

No. 1, poor people did not set up the welfare system. They did not,
set up the condition for the welfare system.

The welfare system did not come out of the moral insistence of
political powers but out of economic necessity. The welfare system
grew out of a depressionary measure. I spoke of the high unemploy-
ment rate of whites. If we had had an objective standard based upon
poverty, blacks would have come on welfare as an expression of u com-
mitment to the Emancipation Proclamation.

Some form of assistanee in the form of 40 acres and a mule or a
welfare program should have been started here. But it was a reaction
of the white poverty.

Since that time, numerically more whités than blacks have always
been on welfare. There is somehow a stigma when you subsidize the
rich and give them depletion allowances as if there is a virtue in their
having acerued surplus that is the result of the sweat, blood, and tears
of the poor.

It scems important that to just feed a man bread alone is to run in
conflict with some good ndvice that Jesus offered us, that man can’t
live by bread alone. Just to give a man stamps and potatoes? A man
also nceds dignity. He needs aspiration and ambition level raised.

The whole welfare system as opposed to being seen as something
that is a defect in the desire and the will -to work on the part of the
poor has to be seen as a defect in our economic system itself when one
of the officers of the Cabinet or the President indicated o certain
amount of unemployment is desirable because it keeps a certain level
of competition at the bottom of the economy and that there is a higher
pereentage of welfare recipients who work every day but who just
receive so little money until their working makes no difierence.

HUMAN NEEDS AND HUMAN DIGNITY

Those people who would work people in this country and at the end
of 40 hours work they have not gotten a livable wagd, they should be
held as in violation of the law rather than those who work and don’t
get the money for their work and then are stigmatized by the law.

These are just some of the classic kinds of incousistencies and one
of my concerns for challenging this committee to move into human
needs and not just hunger. Hunger is really just.one angle of what is a
triangle or maybe even a rectangle of the whole poverty cyele.
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If & man is handling a. Robert Taylor home where 20,000 poor people
are in a six-block area, if a man cannot get o deeent job, then he eer-
tainly newds an income because men will steal before they will strave.

But then if he gets it and he goes to an overcrowded, underfacilitated
school and graduates ignorant, then he won’t have the skill necessary
for today’s job market.

Then if he has the job and the money and has to live in a house
that is not commensnrate with his income, then that will be meaning-
lessness attached to his reason for working.

There is a kind of vicious cycle involved in the whole hunger cycle.
You cannot really separate it from poor education, jobs unavailable
or jobs that don’t pay enough and ragged housing, which has really,
a deteriorating effect on the whole soul.

I felt at the very beginning, and I did not have the documents
hefore me as to what brought you into existence, 1 thought the
human needs provision, just by definition, took into account that
those of you here were versed enough in sociology and psychology
to understand that hunger may be a rock but the reverberations
express themselves in forms. Hunger manifests itself in a lower
ambition level. It manifests itself in petty crimes. It manifests
itsell in children being expected to sit up and learn abstract mathe-
maties on an empty stomach.

It manifests itself in ridiculous contradictions in our community.

Senator McGoverx. In that connection, there have been several
proposals made both by Members of the Congress and by the
executive branch as to some kind of a minimum inconie maintenance
figure. )

The President has talled about $1,600 for a family assistance pay-
ment for a family of four. Over the weckend a news reporter developed
that one of the Members of the House Ways and Means Committee is
considering a counterproposal to end the food stamp program but to
give families of four a guaranteed income of $2,400 or $2,500 a year.

What is your comment, not necessarily on those specific proposals

but that general level of income maintenance in terms of a job that

needs to be done?

Reverend Jacksox. I have some problems both with the amount of
money and the method suggested by the President, because it has
created the fecling that depression is the logical manifestation in the
community of the recession suggested at the top of the economy.

We know that poor people didn’t create inflation. Any time there is
inflation at the top of the cconomy there is a deflation at the bottom. To
ask for a recession at the top creates a depression at the bottom.

The poor still pay more for things they didn’t create. We still bear
the buxden, It is absurd, when one considers it, it seems to me, that
when the Labor Department indicated what a family of four needs
just as minimal in this country, or if you are just to be human you need
approximately $6,000 a year and none of you here would even subject
yourself even to a pilot project of living off that kind of money even
for a while.

Those people are just as human as these of you here or the President,
himself; $1,600 is ridiculously low when one considers $78 per day for
Cook County Hospital, and that is not a private hospital with a private
physician which most people want when they get seriously ill, including
the President, himself.
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Also, the method sugeested, whereby you turn the authority to the
States to do it forgets the fact that it was precisely because the State
leaders did not want to assume the authority to participate in the
democratic process and locked poor people not only out of the right to
catl but even the right to be seen as persons in the publie spectrum,

They lost their power to distribute goods and services when they

~wouldn’t allow poor blacks to nse the bathrooms when they had the

biological urge, or to even. use the public libraries when they called
them ignerant.

To give this kind of power back to the hands of the Southern
politicians in particular means that in Cairo, Ill., that the politicians
there can determine and define work, define what gainful employment
i,

It means in Sunflower County, Miss., or in MeMillan's county in
South Carolina, he can say, “You are on welfare. Gainful employment
is to pick this cotton. If yon don’t pick the cotton for $1,600 a year,
then we will put you back off of welfare,” which becomes a form of
slavery, and at the lower level of government there is no redress for
this kind of grievance.

It can only manifest itself in the kind of ugly rebellions that all of
us. disagree with as an acceptable form of protest in this country.
Of the $1,600 suggested, and the $2,500, and even the $3,600, given
the realities, the $3,600 13 closer but even it is absurd by comparison.

It is the best political suggestion. But given the standard of living
it is certainly not the best moral sngeestion. If anything, we need the
$3,600 plus the basic necessities of life.

Senator McGovery, Senator Perey?

Senator Percy. As I understand your position, Reverend Jackson,
you favor food stamps and commodity food programs now until such
time as vou can replace them. And you absolutely stand firm in
replacing them for eash. ,

But in the meantime, they are ihe most expedient and only
thing we have available to us. What would be your comments on the
fact that the city of Chicago in this temporary period does not have
food program? :

Do you feel they should move into this type of program? Is there
a sense of urgency about doing i4?

Reverend Jacksox. I have to be practical enough to admit (hat
food stamps are better than no stamps, and that commoditics and
food stamps are better than not having either.

But it hurts me to assume that the highest human expression
of the consummate wisdom of our Congress is that it would demean
the people it caused first to die for it in its wars. That is the painful
reality, that the consnmmate expression of the morality of our Con-
aress is that it would demean its citizens that it calls upon to clean
its bathrooms and streets and to die in its wars first.

It scems to me that in Chicago, rather than put the city on the
defensive, as some of us who have challenged political leaders have
done, we are trying to come up with a program, and hopefully the
city will work with us rather than react negatively, and declare
Lamnger illegal, not just immoral, whereby we can prove that there
are over 58,000 families listed as malnourished and that there are
yoor whites, poor blacks and Puerto Ricans in breadlines on the

orth Side of Chicago just two blocks west of Chicago’s famous and
infamous.Gold Coast.
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We would snggest that the Child Nutrition Act be employed there
immediately, that a state of disaster be called, and that in some
instances emergency tents be brought out.

We know of mothers literally by the hundreds who cannot get the
prenatal care. We kunow mothers just by droves in blocks who do
not have sufficient diets and whose babies are being born with
irreparable brain damage.

A sense of urgency has to come from the top. The drive to feed the
hungry can’t just be scen as a civil rights protest. 1t must be scen as
an American program. That has not yet come from the very top
Teadership in this country.

There is not that sense of urgencey felt at that level. It seems that
on food stamps and the commeodities our mayor should come before a
committee such as this and challenge you to get him an audicnce
with the President, to challenge him to |))1'i1|g off some kind ol unique
experiment.

Oue of the things that we need in the conntry, it scems. is that it
is bad, as the President says, when the Federal Government has to
provide all the creativity from the top dewn. It scems to me from
the bottom up some creative prototypes that expand present programs
even if it hurts should be shown so that other cities can become as
Chicago has become or as New York has come, or as Los Angeles or
Denver has come.

We have suffered ir one sense because of u lack of a creative re-
sponse from the executive level of our government, but also lack of a
creative program at the root, which is in the cities themselves,

In Chicago, if a child 10, 11, or 12 years old goes to a liquor store
and is able to purchase that liquor, if he is caught the child can be
sent to a house of correction. The parents can be pulled off of their
jobs and arrested, and the license can be revoked from the liguor
dealer within 24 hours.

There is a high sense of urgeney about the whole question of liquor
because we get so much tax money out of liquor. There is a vested
interest in protecting the liquor market. But if the saine child, white,
black, Puerto Rican, Indian, Spanish American, walks into a welfare
office and is starving and can prove it by subjecting himself to a test,
no dynamic takes place. '

If the child stays there after 5 o’clock, he will simply be arrested.

Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, this is literally true in Chicago. I
had a doctor call me. He had six children who were seriously mal-
nourished, a 6-month-old boy that weighed 9 pounds. He wanted to
know what kind of help he had. There was no public agency to whom
T could go in the city of Chicago to get food. I could get quickly a
preseription of medicine, but I couldn’t get food.

That, I should think, should be more casily available than medicine.

e Jewell Tea Co. had to come forward with a voluntary contribu-
tic- ‘- this doctor for food for these children. That is a terrible thing.

swnverend JacksoN. We need all the help that we can get from this
commitiee, again not so much to put Mayor Daley on the defensive
but to challenge him to come up with an offensive, a program.

In the 15-city tour that we took around the State, it is just as true in
Cairo, or it is Just as truc in Los Angeles, in Cincinnaii, in the whole
valley area of Olilo, Kentucky, and all that, up here in Newark, N.J.
And right hiere in Washington, D.C., too. 1t is just literally true across
the Nation, -

b
L
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I would hope that some of you who have some inside relationship
with the Chief Execntive of the country, on some of the excursions that
he takes, wounld see that he would take them around inmer city Amer-
ica, where he could touch hands with some people and see sotme cases
and nnderstand that humans and statisties are two different things.
Statisties represent humans, but there cannot be the sense of feeling
and the sense of pathos.

If there was much sensitivity to the leaders of these communities
who are trying to represent starving people as there is a sensitivity to
the leaders of other nations around the world, where we take our tours.
there would even be a tighter sense of communieation, and even in-
ternal security within the country itself.

We camot, get the feeling in Chicago that we got a real emergency, a
national crisis, and our President will come to our rescue. We ean’t
get that feeling, We can’t get it in Los Angeles. We can’t get it in
Newark. We feel that we are without a President. But we feel very
presided over.

Senator PExrcy. 1 want to get a quick reaction in four areas, to
get an indication from you as to whether you have done some thinking
about our problems.,

The $1,600 proposal in the Nixon administration is made up of
$500 for two adults and $300 presunmably for two children. It is a
children’s allowance,

Yet, Secretary Finch has said that we should limit our families
to two children. We know that families in Chicago, for instance,
or in many urban areas, simply can’t be taken care of because of the
number of children in the family and the fact that the allowance
doesn’t go far enough. Should there be any sort of a limitation placed
on_the number of children for whom an allowance would be paid?

Do you know how to handle this population problemx other than
just education, so that we don’t have too much of an incentive to
have more children?

Reverend Jackson. In my cxperience of participating in the
child-bearing process, I wasn’t inspired by $50, I will tell you that.
Not at all.

The other thing is that it does not speak to the problem because
the problem in America is not overpopulation. It is not underproduc-
tion in agriculture. We are not overpopulated. But in agriculture we
do overproduce. :

People are underfed, however, which is more of a reflection upon the
government officials who have not developed a system of distribution
than the families who have children. '

The other point is that when the poor people are deprived of the
luxuries of life, then to suggest that they be deprived of the essence of
life is just to suggest genocide on poor people,

Senator Percy. 1 would be very disturbed if we looked on popula-
tion control and family planning in that light. ,

I would like to report, Mr. Chairman, that of the discouraging
aspects of my weekend the most encouraging was the fact that through
education and family planning on the South and West Sides of Chicago
the population has fohowed cxactly the national trend.

Births are down 10 pereent from a year ago. This simply means that
a4 woman is not evieted from Cook Countyli{ospitn.l after giving birth
at the end of 214 days. She can now stay 3 days because they can take
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care of her a half day longer becanse we are now starting to see that
you can’t just keep turiing clhildren ont and not have a deteriorating
cffect.

Reverend Jacksox. That last bears some relationship between
cducation, as we all know, and income and small families. Amoig
other things, people who are making money are too busy making babies,
In some instances, that cannot be the universal rule because some
people’s religion in this country is such, and I am sure we wouldn’t
want to suppress people’s religious freedoms and convictions.

I don’t think we wounld want to suggest that the Kennedys cut
down on their families. This is a religious thing with some people.

Senator Percy. There is a tremendous communicative program
that you have across the Nation in Operation Breadbasket, and 1
hope we can look at the population problem in an intelligent and
enlightened way. We wsant families to have children to the extent
that they can maintain them. But the continued pressure in the
ghetto of population is a tremendous problem today. I hope you
can help us with it. )

I will ask one more question.

NEIGHBORHOOD HEALTH CENTERS

Do you have any feelings on the value of neighborhood health
centers? When it takes 3 or 4 hours to get to a county hospital, where
people wait 6 or 8 hours, and three out of four are rejected because
they are not bed cases, in an area you know well, do you feel that
neighborhood health centers should be expanded under Hill-Burton
and just reach out to put health care in t’he community and in the
neighborhood?

0 you think that is a good answer to health care?

Reverend Jackson. The average distance traveled by poor people
in Chicago to the hospital is 15 miles. That is the average distance
traveled by persons who are too poor to have cars, by persons who
have no allowance for public transportation, persons who are sick
and in an emergency must move in a crisis to get transportation
from their neighbor who is also poor and on the welfare system
and can’t have a car.

So, in a real sense, they are expected to walk the 15 miles, unless
the},i develop some other method that is not taken into account by
the law.

Obviously, if people had easy access to medical centers, that
would help. But we cannot divorce the ratio of people to doctors apart
from the problem either. That is why it is so inconsistent to me,
that hospital construction would be cut back, milk subsidy cut back,
and education cut back, because we need more doctors and more
paramedical people.

1t seems to me radically inconsistent to fight for the continuation
of our space program, which has such beautiful byproducts, and
even the suggestion by the Vice President that we take off from the
moon and go to another planet, and at the same time come right back
and cut Health, Education, and Welfare.

I am having a problem just at the local level of what I see of the
concern for environmental concern. I know the air doesn’t need to be
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polluted, the water vontamiiated, and the industries that pollute
and contamnate should be challenged to stop it. That would be fine.

But then to be concerned about saving people, that is where 1
think the President should take some community tours. Statistically it
may seem somewhat logical to cut HEW. If HEW is three letters. if
HEW is a thing and there are some statistics to be cut and statisties
balanced, then yon can do it dispassionately.

But if cutting HEW means making the sick sicker, and the semi-
literate illiterate and the illiterate more frustrated, I am sure the
President, if hie were more in personal contact with the persons
deprived by that meusure, would not have the heart.

It 1s_Inconsistent for them to be having praver sermons in the
White House and cut HEW and increase the moon program. 1 can’t
see the consisteney.

Senator Percy. Thank you.

Senator McGoverx. Senator Dole.

Senator Dovre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Reverend Jackson, you have made some very general statements.
I am not willing to concede all the points you would raise.

For the reeord, Mr. Chairman, since we are on the President’s
family assistance program, I would like to have made a part of the
record his address to the Nation on August 8, 1969, and his message
to Congress on August 11, 1969.

Senator McGovern. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Senator DoLe. If they could be, they should follow the statements
by the two Senators.

(The material submitted by Senator Dole follows:)

OfFFICE OF THE WHrITE Housig PREss SECRETARY—THE Wuite Housr

TEXT OF THE PRESIDENT’S DOMESTIC SPEECH, DELIVERED AUGUST 8, 1969

As you know, I returned last Sunday night from a trip around the-world—a
tri: that took me to eight countries in nine days.

“he purpose of this trip was to help lay the basis for a lasting peace, onee the
v. in Vietnam is ended. In the course of it, T also saw once again the vigorous
ct . *- o many new nations arc making to leap the centuries into the modern
e

-+ .n the United States, we are more fortunate. We have the world’s most
a i -neced industrial cconomy, the greatest wealth ever known to man, and the
funest measure of freedom ever enjoyed by any people, anywhere.

Yet we, too, have an urgent need to modernize our institutionns—and our nced
is no less than theirs. .

We face an urban crisis, a social crisis—and at the same time, a crisis of con-
fidence in the capacity of government to do its job.

A third of a century of centralizing power and responsibility in Washington has
produced a burcaucratic monstrosity, cambersome, unresponsive and ineffective.

A third of a century of social experiment has left us a legacy of entrenched pro-
grams that have outlived their time or outgrown their purposes.

A third of a century of unpreecedeinted growth and change has strained our
institutions, and raised scrious questions about whether they are still adequate
to the times.

It is no accident, therefore, that we find inercasing skepticism—and not only
anmong the young, but among citizens everywhere—about the continuing capacity
of government to master the challenges we face.

Nowhere has the failure of government been more tragically apparent than in
its efforts to help the poor, and especially in its system of public welfare.

Target: Reform

Sinee taking office, onc of my first prioritics has been to repair the machinery
of government, and put it in shape for the 1970s. I have made many changes
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desjgned to § ciprove the functioning of the Exeentive Branch, T hyve asked Con-
gress for 1 nimber of important struetural reforms=: among others, 4 wide-ranging
postal reform, a comprehensive draft reform, a reform of the nopemployiment
insuranee and anti-hnger programs, and refornn of the present confusing hodge-
podge of Federal grants-in-aid. Last April 21 T sent Congress a message asking
for a package of major tax reforms, including both the closing of loopholes and
the removal of more than 2 million low-income tax-paving families from the tax
rolls entirely. 1 am glad Congress is acting now on tax reforin: I hope it aets
=0011 on the other reforins as well, .

The purpoze of all these reforins is to climinate nnfairness: to make government
more offective as well as more efficient: and to bring an end to its chronic failitre
to deliver the service that it promises.

My purpose tonight, however, is not to review the past record, but to present a
new set of reforms—a new set of proposuls—a new and drastically different ap-
prozaeh to the way in which government cares for those in need, and to the way
the responsibilities are shared between the State and Federal governments,

I have chiosen to do =0 in a direet report to the people because these proposals
eall for public decisions of the first importance: beeause they represent a funda-
mental change in the mation’= approach to one of it most pressing soeial prob-
lems; and beecause, quite deliberately, they alko represent the first ujor reversai
of the trend toward ever hiore centralization of government in Washington. After
s third of a century of power flowing from the people and the states to Washington
it is tine for 2 New Federalisin in which power, funds and respounsibility will flow
from Washington to the states and to the people.

During last year’s election campaign, I often made a point that touched au
responsive ehord wherever 1 traveled. . )

I =aid that this nation beeame great not beeanse of what government did for
people, but beeause of what people did for themselves.

Thix new approach aims at helping the Anteriean people do inore for themselves,
It aims at getting everyone able to work off welfare roll= and onto payrolls. It
aims at ending the unfairness in a system that has become unfair to the welfare
recipient, unfair to the working poor, and unfair to the taxpayer.

This new approach aims to make it possible for people—wherever in America
they live—to reecive their fair share of opportunity. It aims to ensure that people
receiving aid, and who are able to work, contribute their fair share of produetivity.

This new approach is embodied in a package of four measures: first, a complete
replacement of the present welfare systeni; sceond, & eomprehensive new job
training and placement program: third, a revamping of the Office of Econotie
Opportunity; and fourth, a start on the sharing of the Federal tax revenues with
the States.

Next week—in three messages to the Congress and one statement—I will spell
out in detail what these measures contain. Tonight I want to explain what they
mean, what they are intended to achieve, and bow they are related.

Welfare

Whether measured by the anguish of the poor themselves, or by the drastieally
mounting burden on the taxpayer, the present welfare system has to be judged a
colousal failure.

Our States and cities find themselves sinking in a welfare quagmire, as case-
loads inerease, as eosts escalate, and as the welfare systein stagnates enterprize
and perpetuates dependeney. What began on a small seale in the depression 30s
has become a monster in the prosperous 60s. The tragedy is not only that it is
bringing States and cities to the brink of financial disaster, but also that it iy
failing to meet the clementary humnan, soeial and finaneial needs of the poor.

Tt breaks up homes. It often penalizes work. It robs recipients of dignity. And
it grows.

Beuefit levels are grossly unequal—for a mother with three ehildren, they range
froin an average of $263 n month in one State, down to an average of $39 in
another State. So great an inequality is wrong; no child is “worth’’ mare in onc
State than in anotlier. One result of this inequality is to lure thousands more into
already over-crowded inner eities, as unprepared for city life as they are for eity
jobs.

! The present system ereates an ingentive for desertion. In most States, a family
is denied welfare payments if a father is present—even though he is unable to
sapport his family. In practiee, this is what often happens: a father is unable to
find a job at all, or one that will support his ehildren. To make the ehildren
cligible for welfare, he leaves home—and the ehsidren are denied the authority,
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the discipline and the love that come with having a father in the house. This is
wrong.

The present system often makes it possible to receive more moncy on welfare
thav on a low-paying i‘ob. This creates an incentive not to work; it also is unfair
to the working poor. It is morally wrong for a family that is working to try to
make ends meet to receive less than the familv aeross the street on welfare,
This has been bitterly resented by the man who works, and rightlx so—the
rewards are just the opposite of what they should be. Its cffect is to draw people
off payrolls and onto welfare rolls—just the opposite of what government should
be going. To put it bluntly and simply—any system which makes it more profit-
able for a man not to work than to work, and which coeourages a man to desert
his family rather than stay with his family, js wrong and indefensible.

We cannot simply ignore the failures of welfare, or expect them to go away. In
the past eight years, three million more people have been aGded to the welfare
rolls—all in a period of low unemployment. If the present trend continues, another.
4 million will have joined the welfare rolls by 1975. The finanecial cost will be
crushing; the human cost will be suffoeating,.

I propose that we abol'sh the present welfare system and adopt in its place a
new family assistance system. Initially, this new system would cost more than
welfare. But unlike welfare, it is designed to corrcet the condition it deals with
and thus to lessen the long-range burden.

Under this plan, the so-called “‘adult categories” of aid—aid to the aged, the
blind and disabled—would be continued, and a national minimum standard for
benefits would be set, with tke Federal Government contributing to its cost and
also sharing the cost of additional State payments above that amount.

But the program now called “‘Aid to Familics with Dependent Children’”’—the
program we normally think of when we think of “welfare’’—would be done away
with completely. The new family assistance system I propose in its place rests
essentially on three principles: equality of treatment, a work requirement and a
work incentive.

Its benefits would go to the working po or, as well as the non-working; to families
with dependent children headed by a father, as well as to those headed by a mother;
and a basie Federal minimum would be provided, the same in every State.

I propose that the Federal Goveryment build a foundation under the income of
cvery American family with dependent children that canuot care for itself—
wherever in Ameriea that family may live.

For a family of four now on welfare, with no outside income, the basic Federal
payment would be $1,600 a vear. States could add to that amount and most
would do so. In no ease would anyone’s present level of benefits be lowered. At
the same time, this foundation would be one on which the family itself eould
build. Outside earnings would be encouraged, not discouraged. The ncw worker
could keep the first $60 a month of outside carnings with no reduction in his
benefits, and beyond that his benefits would be reduced by only 50 cents for cach
dollar earned. .

By the same token, a family head already employed at low wages could get a

- family assistance supplement; those who work wouid no longer be diseriminated

against. A family of five in which the father carns $2,000 a year—which is the
hard fact of life for many families—would get family assistance payvinents of
$1,260 for a total income of $3,260. A family of seven carning $3,000 a vear
would have its income raised to $4,360. .

Thus, for the first time, the government would recognize that it has no less of
an obligation to the working poor than to the non-working poor; and for the
first time, benefits would be sealed in such a way that it would always pay to work.

With such ineentives, most recipients who can work will want to work. This is
part of the Ameriean charaeter.

But what of the others—those who ean work but choose not to?

The answer is very simple.

Under this proposal, everyone who accepts benefits must also accept work or
training provided suitable jobs are available either locally or at some distanec if
transportation is provided. The only cxceptions would be those unable to worlk,
and mothers of pre-school children. Even mothers of pre-sehool children, how-
cver, would have the opporiunity to work—beeause I am also proposing along with
this a major expansion of day-care centers to make it possible for mothers to take
jobs by which they can support themselves and their ehildren.

This national floor under incomes for working or dependent families is not a
“guarantecd income.” Under the guaranteed income proposal, everyone would

42-778 0—70—pt. 1——3
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be assured a minimum ineome, regardless of how much he was capable of caming,
regardless of what his need was, regardless of whether or not he was willing
to work.

During the Presidential campaign last year 1 opposed such a plan. T obpose it
now, and will continue 10 oppose it. A guaranteed income would undermine the
incentive to work: the family assistance plan increases the inecntive to work. A
guaranteed income establishes a right without responsibilities: family assistance
recognizes a need and cstablishes a responsibility. It provides help to those in
need, and in turn requires that those who receive help work to the extent of their
capabilitics. There is no reason why one person should be taxed so that another
can choose to live idly.

Tn States that now have benefit levels above the Federal floor, family assist-
ance wonld help case the States’ financial burdens. But in 20 States—those in
which proverty is most widespread—the new Federal floor would be above pres-
ent average benefit levels, and would mean a leap upward for many thousands
of families that cannot care for themselves.

Manpower training

Next, let me turn to the job training proposals that are part of our full oppor-
tnnity coneept. America prides itsell on being the “land of opportunity.” 1
deeply believe in this ideal.

Full opportunity means the chanee for upward mobility on every rung of the
cconomie ladder—and for every American, no matter what his handicaps of birth.

The cold, hard truth is that a child born to a poor family has far less chance
to make 8 good living than a child born to a middle-income family.

He is born poor, fed poorly; and if his family is on welfare, he starts= life in an
atmosphere of handont and dependency; often he reecives little preparation for
work and less inspiration. The wonder of the American charaeter is that so many
have the spark and drive to fight their way up. But for millions of others, the
burden of poverty in carly life stifles that spark.

The new family assistance would provide aid for needy families; it would estab-
lish a work requirement, and a work incentive; but these in turn require effeetive
programs of job training and job placement—including a chance to qualify not
just for any jobs, but for good jobs, that provide both additional self-respect and
full self-support.

Therefore, I am also sending a message to Congress calling for a complete
overhaul of the nation’s manpower training services.

The Federal Government's job training programs have been a terrible tangle
of confusion and waste. They are overcentralized, over-categorized: with good
reason, many young people wonder why the Federal Government cannot take
money out of one program that has too few applicants and use it instead to ex-
pand another that has too many. They wonder why they have to aceept training
programs they have no interest in, instead of ones they care about. They want
to be treated as human beings, not cogs in a machine.

To remedy the confusion, arbitrarinesy and rigidity of the present system, the
new Manpower Training Act would basically do three things:

It would pull together the jumble of programs that currently exist, and
equalize standards of cligibility.

1t would provide flexible funding—so that Federal money would follow the
demands of labor and industry, and flow into those programs that people
most want and need.

It would decentralize administration, gradually moving it away from the
Washington burcaueraey and turning it over to States and localitics.

In terms of its symbolic importance I ean hardly overemphasize this last point.
For the first time, applying the principles of the New Federalism, administration of a
major established Federal program would be turned over lo the States and local govern-
menls, recognizing that they are in a position to do the job better.

For years, thoughtful Amerieans have talked of the need to decentralize govern-
ment. The time has come to hegin.

Federal job training programs have grown to vast proportions, costing more
than a billion dollars a year. Yet they are essentially local in character. As long as
the Federal Government continues to besr the cost, they ean perfeetly well be run
by States and loealitics—and that way they can better be adapted to specifie
Statc and local necds.

What I propose is not a sudden dumping of these programs on unprepared
local authoritics, but rather a ecarcful, qhased transfer, with benehmarks of
readiness and ineentives for performance. If States and localities deeline to pick
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uh the responsibility, the Federal Government will continune to manage the
program.. If they try and fail, the Federal Government ean resume the respon-
sibility., We shondd trust tk» American capacity for self-government enough to
try. The only way to bring abeut decentralization i= to do it. and this i= the place
to hegin.

The Manpower Training Act will have other provisions specifically designed
10 help move people off welfare rolls and anto payvrolls:

A computerized job bank would be established, to match jobseckers with
job vacancjes.

For tho~c¢ on welfare, a $30 a month bonus would be offered a< an incentive
1o #o into job training.

For heads of familiex now on welfare, 150,000 new training slots would
he opened. :

A< I mentioned previously, greatly expanded day-care center facilities
wotld be provided for the ehildren of welfare mothers who choose to work.
However, these would be dav-care eenters with a difference. There is no
single ideal to which this Administration is more firmly committed than to
the euriching of a child’s first five vears of life, and thus helping lift the poor
ont of misery at a time when a lift can help the mnost. Therefore, these day-
care centers would offer more than custodial care: thex would also be devoted
10 the development of vigorous young minds and bodics. As a further dividend,
the day-care centers wonld offer employment to many welfare mothers
themselves.,

Office of Economic Gpporiunily

One common theme running through my proposals tonight is that of providing
full opportunity for evervy Amecerican. A second theme is that of trying to equip
every Amefican to play a productive role. A third is the need to make govern-
ment itself workable—which means reshaping, reforming, innovating.

The Office of Economic Opportunity is an innovative ageney—and thus it has a
vital place in our cforts to develop new programs and apply new knowledge.
But in order to do effectively what it can do best, QEQ itself needs reorganization.

In the past, OEO suffered from a confusion of roles, and from a massive attempt
to do everything at once, with the same people performing many conflicting
funetions: coordinating old programs, doing new rcsearch, setting up demonsta-
tion projects, evaluating results, and serving as advocates for the poor. As 3
result, incfficiency, waste, and resentment too often clouded the record of even its
best accomplishments.

This Administration has made a tiiorough study of OEQ. We have assigned it o
leading role in the effort to devclop and test new approaches to the solving of
social problems. OEQ is to be a laboratory agency, where new ideas for helping
people are tried on a pilot basis. When these prove successful, they ean be “spun
off”” to operating departments or agencies—just as the space agency, for example,
“spun off”’ the wesather satellitec and the communications satellite when these
prove((ii successful. Then OEO will be free to concentrate on breaking even newer
ground.

OEO has a broad charter: not only to help make opportunity real, but to search
out ways of making institutions more responsive, and to get behind the effects
of poverty to the causes of poverty. These goals are fundamental commitments
of this Administration,

The OEO reorganization to be announced next week will stress its innovative
role. Jt also wili stress accountability, a clear separation of functions, and a
tighter, more effective orgarization of ficld operations,

Revenue sharing

We come now to a proposal whieh I consider profoundly important to the future
of our Federal system of shared responsibilitics. As we look ahead to the 14705
and the 1980s, it also is vital in terms of ensuring that States and loealities can
continue to do their part in dealing with the kinds of social problems I have been
discussing tonight.

When we speak of poverty or jobs or o&)portunity, or making government nore
effective or getting it closer to the people, it brings us directly to the iinancial
pli&l}t of our States and cities.

¢ can no longer have effcetive government on any level unless we have it on all
levels. There is too much to be done for the cities to do it alone, or for the States
to do it alone—or for Washington to do it alone.

For a third of a eentury, power and responsibility have flowed toward Wash-
ington—and Washington has taken for its own the best sources of revenue.
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We intend to reverse this tide, and to turn back to the States a greater measure
of responsibility—uot as a way of avoiding problems, hiat as a better way of solving
problems. Along with thix should go a <hare of Federal revenues, I shall propo=e to
the Congress noxt Week that a st portion of the revennes frem Federal income
taxes be remitted directly to the States—with a minimum of Federal restrictions
on how those dollars are 1o be nsed, and with a requirement that a pereentage of
them be channeled through for the use of local governments.

The funds provided under this program will not be great in the first vear. Bat
the principle will hove been established. and the amounts will inervase ax our
bLiadgetary situation improves.

A< we Jook ahead to the complex tasks of the 70=: as we contemplate the diversity
of thix vast and varied country, it is clear bevond guestion that effective, responsive
eovernment will require not one eenter of power, but many. This start on revenue
<haring i= a step toward the New Federalism. It is a gestare of faith in America’s
States and localitiex, and in the principles of deneratic self-government.

With this revenue sharing proposal, we follow through on a commitment I made
in the last campaign; we follow throngh on a mandate which the clectorate gave ux
last November—after nearly forty vears of mmoving power from the States to
Washington, we bhegin in America a decade of decentralization, a shifting of
power away from the center whenever it ean bhe used better locally.

Tn recent yvears, we all have coneentrated a great deal of attention on what we
commonly call the “erisis of the eities.*” These proposals I have made are ad-
dressed in part to that, but they also are foeused much more broadly.

They are addressed to the erisis of governinent—to adapting its structures and
making it manageable.

They are addressed to the crisis of poverty and need—which is rural as well as
urban. This Administration is committed to full opportunity on the farm as well
as in the city: to a better life for rural America; to ensuring that government is
respousive to the needs of rural Amecrica. These proposals will advance those
goals -

I have discussed these four mattoers together beeause together they make both a
package and a pattern. They should be studied together, debated together, seen
in perspeclive.

These proposals will be controversial. They also are expensive. Let us face that
fact frankly and directly.

The first-year costs of the new family assistance program, including the child
care centers and job training, would be $4 billion. I deliberated long and hard
over whether we could afford such an outlay. I decided in favor of it for two
reasons: beeausc the costs would not begin until fiscal 1971, when I expeet the
funds to be available: and beeanse I conelnded that this is a reform we cannot
afford not to undertake. The cost of continuing the present system, in financial as
well as human terms, is staggering if projected into the 1970s.

Revenue sharing would begin in the middle of fiscal 1971, at a half-year cost of
a half billion dollars. This cuts into the Federal budget, but it represents relief
for the equally hard-pressed States. It would help curb the rise in State and local
taxes.

Overall, we would be spending more—in the short run—to help people who
now arc poor and who now are unready for work or unable to find work.

I scc it this way: Every businessman and cvery working man knows what
“start-up costs” are. They are a heavy investment made in carly ycars, in the
expeetation that they will more than pay for themselves in future years.

The investment in these proposals is a human investment; it also is a “start-up
cost’” in turning around our dangerous decline into welfarism. We cannot produce
produclive })coplc with the antignated, wheezing, over-leaded machine we now
call the welfarc systemn,

If we fail to make this investment in work incentives now, if we merely try to
»atch up the system here and there, we will only be pouring good moncey after bad
In ever-inereasing amounts,

If we do invest in this modernization, the heavily-burdened taxpayer at lcast
will see the light at the end of the tunncl. And the man who now looks ahcad
only to a lifetime of dependeney will sec hope for a life of work and pride and
dignity.

In the final analysis, we cannot talk our way out of poverty; we cannot legislate
our way out of poverty; but this nation can work its way out of poverty. What
Amcrica nceds now is not more welfare bnt more ‘“‘workfare.”’

The task of this government, the great task of our people, is to provide the
training for work, the incentive to work, the opportunity to work and the reward
for work. Together, these mcasures arc a first long step in that direction.
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For those in the welfure ~vstenn today, or strugaling 1o fight their wav our of
boverty, these measares offer a way 1o independence throu th e dignity of work.

For those ahle 1o work, these measures provide new oppertuni-ies< to bearn work
and to find work.

For the working poor—the forsotten poor-~these mea=ures offer a fair share
i the assistance given to the poor,

The new svstemn establishes u direet link between the gevernment s willingneas
to help the needy, and the willingness of the needy 1o help then-clhves,

It reanoves the present incentive not to work, and sub=titnte- an incentive to
work: it removes the present incentive for families 1o break apart, and <ubstitutes
an ineentive for familics to ~tay together,

It removes the blatant ineguities, injustices and indignitics of the welfare
svstem.

It establishes a bazie Federal floor, =0 that children in any Ntate can have at
least the minimuam essentials of life.

Together, these measures eushion the impact of welfare costs on State< and
loealities, many of which have found themsclves in fiseal crisis as cost= have
spiraled.

They bring reason, order and prpose into a tangle of overlapping programs,
and ~how that government ean be made to work.

Poverty will not be defeated by a ~troke of a pen signing a cheek: it will not he
reduced to nothing overmight with slogans or ringing exhortations,

Poverty is not only a ~tate of income. It is al~o a =tate of mind and a state of
health. Poverty must be conquered without sacrificing the will to work, for if
we take the route of the permanent handout, the Americaik character will itself
be impoverished.

In my reeent trip around the world, I visited countries in all stages of economie
development; conntries with different soeial systems, different economie svstems,
different political systems.

In all of them, however, I found that one cvent had ecanght their imagination
and lifted their spiritx almost beyond measure: The trip of Apolio to the Moon
and back. On that historic day when the astronauts =ot foot on the Moon, the
Spirit of Apollo 11 truly swept the world—a ~pirit of peace and brotherhood and
adventure, and a =pirit that thrilled to the knowlejge that man had dreamed the
imposxsible, dared the impossible and done the impossible.

Abol'shing poverty, putting an end to dependeney—Ilike reaching for the Moon
4 generation ago, that may be impossible, But in the Spirit of Apollo, we eaun Jift
our sights and marshal our best effortx. We ¢an resolve to make this the vear,
not ihat we reached the goal, but that we turned the ecorner: From a dismal cyele
of dependency toward a new birth of independence; from despair toward hope:
from an ominously mounting impotcnee of government toward 2 new effeetiveness
of government—and toward a full oppertunity for cvery Anmcerican .to share the
bounty of this rich land.

Because of T. V. time limitations these may be minor deletion of this text on
delivery. The President stands by the full text as printed above,
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PROPOSALS FOR WELFARE REFORM

MESSAGE

FROM

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

RELATIVE TO WELFARE REFORM

Avagust 11, 1969.—Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Stdite
of the Union and ordered to be printed

To the Congress of the United States:

A measure of the greatness of a powerful nation is the character of
the life it creates for those who are powerless to make ends meet.

If we do not find the way to become a working nation that properly
cares for the dependent, we shall become a Welfare State that under-
mines the incentive of the working man.

The present welfare system has failed us—it has fostered family
breakup, has provided very little help in many States and has even
deepened dependency by all-too-often making it more attractive to
go on welfare than to go to work.

I propose a new approach that will make it more attractive.to go to
work than to go on welfare, and will establish a nationwide minimum
payment to dependent families with children.

I propose that the Federal government pay a basic income to those
z}ltmerl'z:can Jamilies who cannot care for themselves in whichever State
they lwe.

I propose that dependent families receiving such income be_given
good reason to go to work by making the first sizty dollars a month
they earn completely their own, with no deductions from their benefits..

propose that wé make available an addition to the incomes of the
“working poor,’ to encourage them to go on. working and to eliminate
the possibility of making more from welfare than from wages.

I propose tnat these payments be made upon certification of income,
with demeuning and "costly investigations replaced by simplified
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reviews and spot checks and with no eligibility requirement that the
‘household be without a father. That present requirement in many
States has the effect of breaking up families and contributes to delin-
quency and violence.

- Ipropose that all employable persons who choose to accept these
payments be required to register for work or job training and be
required to accept that work or training, provided suitable jobs -are
available either locally or if transportation is provided. Adequate
and convenient day care would be provided children wherever neces-
sary to enable a parent to train or work. The only exception to this
work requirement would be mothers of pre-sckool children.

I propose a major expansion of job training and day care facilities,
so that current welfare recipients able to work can be set on the road
to self-reliance.

I tﬁ'opose that we also provide uniform Federal payment minimums
for the present three categories of welfare aid to adults—the aged, the
blind and the disabled.

. This would be total welfsre reform—the transformation of a system
frozen in failure and frustration into a system that would work and
would -encourage people to work. .

. Accordingly,” we have stopped considering human welfare in
isolation. T%le new plan is part of an overall approach which includes
a comprehensive new Manpower Training Act, and a plan for a system
of revenue sharing with the States to help provide all of them with
necessary budget relief. Messages on manpower training and revenue
sharing will follow this message tomorrow and the next day, and the
three should be considered as parts of a whole approach to what is
clearly a national problem.

Need for New Departures

A welfare systerm is a success when it takes care of people who can-

not'take care of themselves and when it helps employaEle people climb
towerd independence. ‘
.. A welfare system is a failure when it takes care of those who can
take care of themselves, when it drastically varies payments in differ-
ent aress, when it breaks up families when it perpetuates a vicious
¢yele of ‘dependency, when it strips human beings of their dignity.

America’s welfare system is a failure that grows worse every day.

First, it fails'the recipient: In many areas, benefits are sor{row--that
we have hardly begun to take care of the dependent. And there has
beer no light at the end of poverty’s tunnel. After four years of infla-
tion;-the poor have generally become poorer. o
, “Second, it fails the taxpayer: Since 1960, welfare costs have doubled
and the number on the rolls has risen from 5.8 million to over 9 million,
all'in"a time when unemployment was low. The taxpayer is entitled to
expect government to devise a system that will help people lift theni-
delves'out of poverty.

Finally, it fgils American society: By breaking up homes, the present
weélfare system has added to social unrest and robbed millions of
<hildren‘of the joy of childhood; by widely varying payments among
régions, it-has hel};ed to draw millions into the slums of our cities.

. The'situation has become intolerable. Let us examine the alternu-
Yves-available:
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—We could permit the welfare momentum to-continue to .gather
speed by our inertia; by 1975 this would result in 4 million more Ameri-
cans on welfare rolls at a cost of close to 11-billion:dollarsa year; with
both recipients and taxpayers shortchanged. = =~ =

—We could tinker witE t%xe system as it1s, adding to the patchwork:
of modifications and exceptions. That has been: the approach of the
past, and it has failed. ' L

—We could adopt a “‘guaranteed minimum income for everyone,”
which would appear to wipe out poverty overnight. It would also:wipe.
out the basic economic motivation for work, -and place an: enormous
strain on the industrious to pay for the leisure of .the lazy. ’

—Or, we could adopt a totally new approach to welfare,; desigried’ to
assist those left far behind the national norm, and provide all with the
motivation to work and a fair share of the opportunity: to train:

. This Administration, after a careful analysis of all the alternatives,
is committed to a new departure that will find a solution for the welfare
problem. The time for denouncing the old is over; the time. for-devising
the new is now. :
Recognizing the Practicalities

" People usually follow their self-interest. .

This stark fact is distressing. to many.social planners who like:to
look at problems from the top down. Let. us'abandon the ivory. tower.
and consider thereal worldin allwedo. . i

In most States, welfare is provided only when ‘there is no-father, at
home to provide support. If a man’s children- would be better:off ‘on
welfare than with the low wage he is able to bring hiome, wouldn’t he,
be tempted to leave home? ] o L

If a person spent a great deal of timeand-effort, to get.on the welfare
rolls, wouldn’t he think twice about risking.his eligibility by taking.a.
job that might not last long? T L

-In each. case, welfare policy was intended to.limit.the spread .of
dependency; in practice, however, the effect has been to.increase. de-
pendency and remove the incentive to work. o

We fully expect people to follow their self-interest in their business
dealings; why. should we be surprised.when-people follow: their: self-
interest in their welfare dealings? That:is why we propose a. plan. in
which it is in the.interest of every employable person .to-do gisffair:
share of work. T
-The Operation of +" - Maw Approach .

1. We would as.... - .::; income foundation throughout every section of
America for all parents who cannot adequately support-themselves and
their children. For a family of four with less than $1,000-incomg, this
paymernt- would be $1600 a year; for a family: of four, with “$2,000
inconde, this payment would supplementthat-incomme by. $960"a year:

Under’ the present welfare system, -each’.State ‘provides: *Aid to
Families with Dependent Children,”’ a program -we propose to replace:
Thé Federal government shares the cost, but ‘esich State establishes

key eligibility riles and ‘determines how much incorie support ‘will be

provided to poor families. The result has been an uneven and unegqual
system. The 1969 benefits average for a family of-four is $171 s month
across -the Nation, but individual State 'averdges range+from’$263

down to $39 a month. :
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A new Federal minimum of $1600 a year cannot claim to provide
comfort to a family of four, but the present low of $468 a year cannot
claim to provide even the basic necessities. '

The new system would de. away with the inequity of very low
benefit levels in 'some  States, and ‘of State-by-State ‘variations. in
eligibility -tests, by: establishing a Federally-financed income .floot
with a national definition of basic eligibility. )

*States -will continue to carry an important resporsibility. In 30
States the Federal basic payment will be less than ths present levels
of combined Federal amr State payments. These Stutes will be re-
quired to maintain the current level of benefits, hut in no case will a
State be required to spend more than 909 of ite pr-sent welfare cost.
The Federal government wiil not only provide the ““floor,” but it will
assume 109, of the benefits now being :paid by the States as their
part of welfare costs. -

In 20 States, the new payment would exceed the {)resent-average
benefit. payments, in some cases by & wide margin. In these States,
where benefits are lowest and poverty often the most severe, the pay-
ments will raise benefit levels substantially. For § years, every State
will be required to continue to spend at least half of what they are
now spending on welfare, to supplemerit the Federal base.

For.the tygic'al “‘welfare family’’~—a mother with dependent children

1tside income—the neiv system would provide a basic national .
minimum payment. A mother with three small children would be
sssured an annual income of at-least $1600. _

For the family headed by an. employed father or working mother, the
same basic benefits would be receiveg, but $60 per month of earnings
would be ‘““disregarded” in order to make up the costs of working and
provide a sirong advantage in: holding a job. The wage earner could
also keep 50% of his benefits as his earnings rise above that $60
per month. A family of four, in ¥hich the father earns $2,000 in a
year, would receive payments of $960, for a total income of $2,960.

For the aged, the: Ig)lind and the disaI;led, the present system varies
benefit levels from $40 per month for an aged person'in one State to
$145- per ‘month for the blind in another. The new system would
estabhish.a minimum payment’of $65 per month for all three of thece
adult categories, with the Federal government contributing the first
$50-and sharing in payments‘above that amount. This will raise the
share of .the financial burden borne by the Federal government for
payments to these adults who cannot support themselves, and should,
pave.the way for benefit increases in many States.

. For the single adult who is not handicapped or aged, or for the
married . couple without children, the new system would not apply.
Food stamps-would. continue to be available up to $300 per year per
person, according to the plan I outlined last May in my message to the
Congress on the food and nutrition needs of the population in poverty.
For dependent families there will be an orderly substitution of food
stamps by the new.direct wonetary payments. .

2. The new-approach would end the blatant unfuirness of the welfare
system. ) )

In over half the States, families headed by unemployed men do not
qualify. for public assistance. In.no State does a family headed by a
father working full-time receive help in the current: welfare svstem, no
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matter how little he earns. As we haveé seen, this approach to'depend-
ency has itself been a cause of dependency. It 'resulits in & polic¢y ‘that
tends to force the father out of the house.

The:new plan rejects a policy that undermines family life; It would
end, the substantia]l financial incentives to desertion. It would extend
eligibility to all dependent families with children; without regard:to
whether the family 1s headed by a man or a woman. The effects of these
changes upon human behavior would be an increased will to work, the
survival of more marriages, the greater stability of families. We are
determined to stop passing the cycle of dependency from generation:
to.generation. S '

-The most glaring inequity in the old welfare system is the exclusion:
of families who are workin§ to pull themselves out of poverty. Families
headed by a non-worker often receive more from welfare than families
headed by a husband working full-time at very low. wages. This las
been rightly resented by the working poor, for.the rewards are just the
opposite of what they should be.

3. The new plan would create a much stronger incentive t6' work:

For people now on the welfare rolls, the present system discoursges
the move from welfare to work by cutting benefits too fast ‘and too
much as earnings begin. The new -system would- éncourage work by
allowing the new worker to retain the first $720 of his yearly.earnings
without any benefit reduction. ’ .

For people already working, but at ‘poverty ‘wages,  the present
system often encourages nothing but resentment and an incentive to
quit and go on’ relief where that would pay more than: work. The
new plan, on the contrary, would provide a'supplement that will
h\‘al}k)i a low-wage worker—struggling to make ends meet—achieve ‘a-
higher standard of living.

or an employable person who just chooses not to work,. neither
the present system nor the one we propose would support him, though
POtl}l would continue to- support-other dependent members in his
amily. . : .

Ho{’vever, a’ welfare mother with pre-school children should riot
face benefit reductions if she:decides to stay home. It is not our
intent that mothers of pre-school childrén must accept work. Those
who can work and desire to do so,-however, should have the oppor-
tunity for jobs and job training and access to. day care centers for
their children; this will enable them to support themselves after their
chijdren are grown.. :

A 'family with a member who gets-a job would be mermitted to:
retain -all of the first 860 monthly income, amounting to $720 per year
for a regular worker, with no reduction of Federal -payments. -The
incentive to.work in this provision is obvious. But there is another
practical reason: Going to work costs money. Expenses such as clothes;
transportation, personal care; Social Security taxes and loss of income
from odd jobs:amount to substantial costs-for-the average family.
Since a family does not begin to add to its net income until it surpasses
the cost of working, in fairness this amount should not be subtracted
from the new payment. v

After the first $720 of income, the rest of the earnings will résult in a
systematic reductiorn in payments.
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I believe the vast majority of poor people in the United States prefer
to work rather than have the government support their families. In
1968, 600,000 families left the welfare rolls out of an average caseload of
1,400,000 during the year, showing a considerable turnover, much of
it voluntary.

However, there may be somne who fail to seek or accept work, even
with the strong incentives and training opportunities that will be pro-
vided. It would not be fair to those who willingly work, or to all tax-
payers, to allow others to choose idleness when opportunity is available.
Thus, they must accept training opportunities and jobs when offered,
or give up their right to the new payments for themselves. No able-
bodied fperson will have a “free ride’” in a nation that provides oppor-
tunity for training and work.

4.. The bridge from welfare to work should be buttressed by training and
child care programs. For mauy, the inceutives to work in this plan
would be all that is necessary. However, there are other situations

. where these incentives need to be supported by measures that will

overcome other barriers to employment.

I propose that funds be provided for expanded training and job de-
velopment programs so that an additional 150,000 welfare recipients
can become jobworthy during the first year.

- Manpower training is a basic bridge to work for poor people,
especially people with limited education, low skills and limited job
experience. Manpower training programs can provide this bridge for
many of our poor. In the new Manpower Training proposal to be sent
to the Congress this week, the interrelationship with this new approach
to welfare will be apparent. , )

I am also requesting authority, as a part of the new system, to provide
child care for the 450,000 children of the 150,000 current welfare
recipients to be trained.

e child care I propose is more than custodial. This Administra-
tion is committéd to a new emphasis on child development in the
first five years of life. The day care that would be part of this plan
would be of a quality that will help in the development of the child
and provide for its health and safety, and would break the poverty
cycle for this new generation.’ ‘

The expanded. child care program would bring new opportunities
along several lines: opportunities for the further involvement of
private enterprise in providing high quality child care service; oppor-
tunities for volunteers; and opportunities for training and employment
in _child care centers of many of the welfare mothers themselves.

I am requesting a total of $600 million additional to fund: these
expanded training programs and child care centers. .

5. The new system will lessen welfare red tape and provide adminis-
trative cost savings. To cut out the.costly investigations so bitterly
resented as ‘“‘welfare snooping,” the Federal payment will be based
ugon a certification of income, with spot checis,suﬁicient to prevent
abuses. The program will.be administered on an automateg basis,
using: the information and technical experience of the Social Security
Administration, but, of course, will be entirely separate from the
administration of the Social Security trust fund.

The States would be given the option of having the Federal Govein-
ment handle the payment-of the State supplemental benefits on a
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reimbursable basis, so that they would be spared their present ad-
ministrative burdens and so a single check could be sent to.the re-
cipient. These simplifications will save money and elimihate in-
dignities; at the same time, welfare fraud will be detected and
lawbreakers prosecuted. .

6. This new departure would require a substantial initial investment,
but will yield future returns to the Nation. This transformation of the
welfare system will set in motion forces that will lessen dependency
rather than perpetuate and enlarge it. A more productive population
adds to real economic growth without inflation. The initial investment
is needed now to stop the momentum of work-to-welfare, and to start
& new momentum in the opposite direction.

The costs of welfare benefits for families with dependent children
have been rising alarmingly the past several years, increasing from
$1 billion in 1960 to an estimated $3.3 billion in 1969, of which $1.8
billion is paid by the Federal government, and $1.5 billion is paid by
the States. Based on current population and income data, the proposals
I am making today will increase Federal costs during the first year by
antestimates $4 billion, which includes $600 million for job training
and child care centers.

The “start-up costs” of lifting many people ouf of dependency will
ultimately cost.the taxpayer far less than the chronic costs—in dollars
X;;ll' in national values—of creating a permanent under-class’ in,

erica.

From Welfare to Work

Since this Administration took office, members of the Urban Affairs
Council, including officials-of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Department of Labor, the Office of Economic Oppor~
tunity, the Bureau of the Budget, and other key advisers, have been
working to develop a coherént, fresh approach to welfare, manpower
training and revenue sharing.

I have outlined our conclusions. about an imgi)]rs:ant componfnt
- of 'this approach in this mess‘a%e ; the Secretary of HEW will transmit
to the Congress the proposed legislation after the summer recess.

Turge the Congress to begin 1ts study of these proposals promptly
so that laws can be enacted and funds authorized to begin the new
system as soon as possible. Sound budgetary policy must be main-
tained in order to put this Elan into effect—especially the portion
su%lementing the wages of the working poor. .

ith the establishment of the new approach, the Office of Economic
Opportunity will concentrate on the important task of finding new
ways of opening economic opportunity for those who are able to work.
Rather than focusing on income support activities, it must find means
of providing opportunities for individuals to contribute to the full
extent of their capabilities, and of developing and improving those
capabilities. )
his would be the effect of the transformation of welfere into

“workfare,” a new work-rewarding system: .

For the first time, all dependent families with children in America;
regardless of where they live, would be assured of minimum standard
payments based upon uniform and single eligibility standards,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

41

For the first time, the more than two million families who make
up the “working poor’” would be helped toward self-sufficiency and
awav from future welfare dependency. .

For the first time, training and work opportunity with effective
incentives would be given millions .of fnmiiies who would otherwise
be locked into a welfare system for generations.

For the first time, the Federal government would make a strong
contribution toward relieving the financial burden of welfare pay-
ments from State governments.

For the first time, every dependent {amily in America would be
encouraged to stay together, {free from economic pressure to split apart.

These are far-reaching effects. They cannot be purchased cheaply,
or by piecemeal efforts. This total reform looks in a new direction; 16
requires new thinking, a new spirit and a fresh dedication to reverse
the downhill course of welfare. In its first year, more than half the
families participating in the program will have one member working
or training.

We have it in our power to raise the standard of living and the
realizable hopes of millions of our fellow citizens. By providing an
equal chance at the starting line, we can reinforce the traditional
American spirit of self-reliance and self-respect.

Tue Wrire Housk, dugust 11, 1969.

APPENDIX
PROPOSED BENEFIT SCHEDULE (EXCLUDING ALL STATE BENEFITS)

Ricaarp NixoN.

Earned income New benefit Total income
$1,600 3;. 600
1,460 2,460
1,210 2,710
960 2,9
710 3,210
460 3,460
210 g, 710

Note: For a 4-person family, with a basic payment standard of $1,600 and an earned income disregard of $720.

[H. Doc. 91-146, 91st Cong., first sess,]
PROPOSALS FOR WELFARE REFORM

To the Congress of the United States:

A measure of the greatness of a powerful nation is the character of the life
it creates for those who are powerless to make ends meet.

If we do not find the way to become a working nation that properly cares for
the dependent, we shall become 1 Welfare State that undermines the incentive
of the working man.

The present welfare system has failed us—it has fostered family breakup,
has provided very little help in many States and has even deepened dependency
by all-too-often making it more attractive to go on welfare than to go to work.

I propose a new approach that will make it more attractive to go to work
than to go on welfare, and will establish a nationwide minimum payment to
dependent families with children. .

I propose that the Federal governament pay a basic income to those American
familics 1who cannot care for themselves in whichcever State they live.
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I propose that dependent families receiving snel income be given good reason
to go to work by making the first sizty dollars a mouth they carn complctely their
own, with no deductions from their hencfits.

I propose that we make availoble an addition to the incomes of the “working
poor.” to cnconrage them to go on working and to eliminate the possibility of
nraking more from welfare than from wages. )

I proposc that these payments be made npon certification of income, with de-
meaning and costly investigations replaced by simpliticd reviews and spot checks
and with no cligibility requirement that the houschold be without « father. That
present requirement in many States has the effect of breaking up families and
contribntes to delinqueney and violenee.

T propose that all emplovable persons who choose to accept these payments be
required to register for work or job training and be required to aceept that work
0y training, Provided suitable jobs are available either locally or if transportation
is provided. Adegnate and convenient day care would be provided children wher-
ever necessary to enable a parent to train or work. The only exception to this
work requirement would be mothers of pre-school ¢hildren.

I proposc « wrajor capansien of job training end day care facilitics, so that
current welfare recipients able to work can De set on the road to self-relinnce.

I propose that we also provide uniform Federal payment minimums for the
present three categorics of welfarc aid to adults—the aged, the blind and the
disabled. '

This would be total welfare reform-—the transformation of a system frozen in
failure and frustration into a system that wonld work and wonld enconrage
people to work.

Accordingly, we have stopped considering human welfare in isolation. The
new plan is part of an overall approach which inclndes a compreliensive new
Maupower Training Act, and a plan for a systemn of revenue sharing with the
States to help provide all of them with necessary budget relief. Messages on
manpewer training and revenue sharing will follow this mnessage tomorrow and
the next day, and the three shonld be considercd as parts of a whole approach
to what is clearly a national problem.

Nced for Ncw Departurecs

A welfare system is a siuccess when it takes care of people who cannot take
care of themselves and when it helps employable people elimb toward
independence. .

A welfare sygten: is a failure when it takes care of those who can take care of
themselves. when it drastically varies payments in different areas. when it breaks
up families when it perpetuates a vicions cycle of dependency, when it strips
haman beings of their dignity.

America’s welfare system is a failure that grows worse every day.

First, it fails the recipient: In many areas, benefits are so low tlt we have
Tardly begun to take care of the dependent. And there has been no light at the
end of poverty’s tunnel. After four vears of inflation, the poor have generally
become poaorer.

Second, it fails the taxpayer: Since 1980, welfare costs have doubled and the
number on the rolls has risen from 5.8 million to over 9 million, all in a time
when unemployment was low. The taxpayer is entitled to expect government to
devise a system that will help people 1ift themselves out of poverty.

Finally, it fails American society : By breaking up-homes, the present welfare
system has added to social unrest and robbed millions of children of the joy of

‘childliood ; by widely varying payments among regions, it has helped to draw

millions into the slumns of our cities.

The situation has become intolerable. Let us examine the alternatives
available :

—We counld permit the welfare inomentum to continue to gather speed by our
inertia; by 1975 this would result in 4 million msic Americans on welfare rolls
at a cost of close to 11 billion dollars a year, with both ecipients and taxpayers
shortchanged. R

—We could tinker with the system as it is, adding to the patehwork of
-lfmi)&iéications and exceptions. That has been the approach of the past, and it has

a .

—We could adopt a “guaranteed minimun income for evervone,” which wonld
appear to wipe out poverty overnight. 1t would also wipe out the basic economic
motivation for work, and place an enormous strain on the industrions to pay for
the leisure of the lazy.
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—O0r, we could adopt a totally new approuch to welfare, designed to assist
those left far Dehind the national norm, and provide a1l with the motivation to
work and a fair share of the opportunity to train.

This Administration, after a careful analysis of all the alternatives, is com-
mitted to a1 new (]t']illl‘tllr(’ that will flnd a solution for the welfa re problem. The
time for denouneing the old is over; the time for devising the new is now.,

Reeognizing the Practicalitics

eople usually follow their self-interest.

This stark faet is distressing to many social planners who like to look at
problems from the top down. Let us abandon the ivory tower and consider the
real world in all we do.

In most States, welfare is provided only when there is o father at home to
provide support. 1f 2 man's children would be better off on welfare than with the
low wage he is able to bring lome, wouldn’t he be tempted to leave home?

If a persoit spent a great deal of time and effort to get on the welfare rolls,
wouldn’t he think twice about risking his eligibility by taking a job that might
not last long?

In each case, welfare peliey was intended to limit the spread of dependency ; in
praetice, however, the effeet has been to inerease dependeticy and remove the
ineentive to work.,

We fully expect people to follow their self-interest in their business dealings;
why should we be surprised when people follow their self-interest in their welfare
dealings? That is why we propose u plan in which it is in the interest of cevery
employable person to do his fair share of work.

The Operation of the New Approach

1. We would assurc an income foundation throughout cvery scction of America
for all parcents who cannot adequately support themselres and ther ehildren, For
a family of four with less than $1,000 inconte, this payment would be $1600 a
vear: Tor a family of four with $2,000 income, this payment would supplement
that income by $960 a year.

Under the present welfare system, each State provides “Aid to Families with
Dependent Children,” a program we propose to replace. The Federal government
shares the cost, but each State establishes key eligibility rules nnd determines
how much income support will be provided to poor families. The result as been
an uneven and unequal system. The 1969 Lenefits average for 2 family of four
is $171 a month across the Nation, but individual State averages range from
$263 down to $39 a month.

A new Federal minimum of $1600 a vear camnot claim to provide comfort to a
family of four, but the present low of $468 a year cannot claim to provide even
the basic necessities.

The new systemn would do away with the inequity of very low Lenefit levels in
some States, and of State-by-State variations in eligibility tests. by establishing
a Federally-finranced income floor with a national definition of basic eligibility.

States will continue to carry an important responsibility. In 30 States the Fed-
eral basic payment will be less than the present levels of combined Federal and
State payments. These States will be required to maintain the current level of
benefits, but in no case will a State be required to spend more than ‘)0% of its
present welfare cost. The Federal government will not only provide the “floor,”
but it will assume 109, of the Lenefits now being paid by the States as their part
of welfare costs.

In 20 States, the new paynmient would exceed the present average benefit pay-
ments, in some cases by a wide margin. In these States, where benefits are lowest
and poverty often the most severe, the payments will raise benefit levels substan-
tially. For 5 years, every State will be required to continue to spend at least half
of what they are now spending on welfare, to supplement the ¥Federal base.

For the typical “welfare family”—a mother with dependent children and no
outside income—the new system would provide a basic natiopal minimum pay-
ment. A mother with three small children would be assured an 'mnual income of
at least $1600.

For the family headed by an cmployed father or working mother, the same
basic benefits would be received, but $60 per month of earnings would be “dis-
regnrded” in order to make up the costs of working nnd provide a strong ad-
vantage in holdmg a job. The wage earner could also keep 509% of his benefits
as his earnings rise above that $60 per month. A family of four, in which the
fsétg;g&t)lrm $2,000 in a year, would receive payments of $960, for a total income
[
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For the aged, the blind and the dizabled, the present system varies benefit levels
from $40 per month for an aged person in one State to $145 per month for the
blind in anotber. The new system would establish a minimun payment of $65 per
month for all three of these adult categories, with%the Federal government contri-
buting the first $50 and sharing in payments above that ameunt. This awill raise the
share of the finaneial burden borne by the Kederal government for payments to
these ndults who eannot support themselves, and should pave the way for
lhenefit increases in many States.

For the single adult who is not handieapped or aged, or for the marricd couple
without children, the new system avould not apply. Food stamps would continne to
e available up to $300 per year per Derson, according to the plan 1 ontlined last
May in my message to the Congress on the food and mutrition needs of the popu-
lation in poverty. For dependent families there will he an orderly substitution of
food stamps by thie new direct inonetary payments.

2. The new approach would cnd the blatent unfairness of the welfare system.

In over half the States, fmmnilies headed by unemployed men do not qualify for
public assistance. Tu no State does a family headed by o father working full-thue
receive lielp in the enrrent welfare system, no matter how little he earns. A we
have seen, this approach to dependeney. has itself heen a eause of dependency. It
results ina policy that tends to foree the father out of the hiouse,

The new plan rejects a poliey that nndermines family life. 1t would end the
substantinl fingneinl incentives to desertion. It would extend eligibility to all
dependent frunilies with children, without regard to whether the family is headed
by a man or a woman. The effects of these changes upon hmnan belinvior would
be an increased will to work, the snrvival of more marringes, the greater stability
of fomilies. We are determined to stop passing the cyele of dependency from gen-
eration to generation.

The most glaring inequity in the old welfare system is the exclusion of families
who are working to pull themselves out of poverty. Families liended by a non-
worker often receive wnore from welfare than families headed by a husband
working full-tine at very low wages. This has been rightly resented by the work-
ing poor, for the rewards are just the opposite of what they should be.

3. Thc netw plan would crcatc a much stronger incentive to work.

For people now on the welfare rolls, the present system discourages the move
from welfare to work by cutting benefits too fast and too much as earnings begin.
The ncw system would cncourage work by allowing the new worker to retain the
first $720 of his yecarly carnings without any benefit reduction.

For people already working, but at poverty wages. the present system often
enconrages nothing but resentment and an incentive to quit and go on relief
where that would pay more than work. Tlie new plan, on the contrary, wonld
provide a supplement that will hielp a low-wage worker—straggling to make ends
neet—achieve a higher standard of living.

For an employable person who just chooses not to work, neither the present
system uor the one we propose would support him, though both would continue
to support other dependent members in his family. ’

However, a welfare mother with pre-scliool children should not faee henefit
reductions if slie decides to stay homé. It is not our intent that motnhers of pre-
school children must accept work. Those who can work and desire to do so,
however, sliould lave the opportunity for jobs and job training and access to day
eare centers for their children ; this will enable them to support theniselves after
their children are grown.

A family with a member who gets.a job would be permitted to vetain a1l of the
first 360 monthly income. amounting to $720 per year for a regular worker, with
no rcduection of Federal paymcents, The incentive to work in this provision is
obvious. But there is another practical reason: Going to work costs money. Ex-
penses such as clothes, transportation. personal care, Social Security taxes and
loss of income from odd jobs amount to substantial costs for the average family.
Since a family does not begin to add to its net income until it surpasses the cost
of working, in fairness this amount shonld not he subtracted from the new
payment. - )

After the first $720 of income, the rcst of the earnings will result in o system-
atic reduction in payments.

T believe the vast majority of poor people in the United States prefer to work
rather than have the government support their families, Tn 1968, 600,000 fmnilies
left t})e welfare rolls out of an average caseload of 1,400,000 during the year.
showing a considerable turnover, much of it voluntary.

'Howgver, there may be some who fail to seek or accept work, even with the
strong incentives and training opportunities that will be provided. It would not
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he fair to those who willingly work, or to all taxpayers, to allow others to choose
idleness when opportunity is available. Thus, they must accept training oppor-
tunities and jobs when offered, or give up their right to the new puyments for
themselves, No able-bodied person will have a “free ride” in a nation that provides
opportunity for training and work. X

4. The bridge from icclfarc to work should be buttressed by training and chn.d
eare programs, For mauy, the incentives to work in this plan would be all that is
necessary. However, there are other situations where these incentives need to be
supported by measures that will overcome other barriers to mnplu:\‘ment.

[ propose that funds be provided for crpanded training and job development
programs so that an additional 150,000 welfare recipients ean become jobworthy
during the first year.

Manpower training is n basic bridge to work for poor people, especially peo_plo
with limited education, low skills and limited job experience. Manpower training
programs can provide this bridge for many of our poor. In the new Mmmm\_‘er
Training proposal to be sent to the Congress this week, the interrelntiouship with
this new approach to welfare will be apparent. . )

[ am. also requesting authority, ax @ part of the ncw system, to provide child
care for the 450,000 children of the 130,000 current welfare .recipients to be
traived,

The vhild eare 1 propose is more than custodial, This administration is com-
mitted to a new emphasis on child development in the first five years of life. The
day care that wounld be peirt of this plan would be of a quality that will help in the
development of the c¢hild and provide for its health and safety, and wonld break
the poverty eyvele for this new generation.

The expanded child care program wonld bring new opportunities along several
lines : opportuyities for the furthez involvement of private entérprise in provid-
ing high quality child care service; opportunities for volunteers: and oppor-
tunities for training and cmployment in child carc centers of many of the welfarc
mothers themsclves.

1 am requesting a total of $600 million additional te fund these expanded train-
ing programs and child care centers. ’

5. The new system will lessen weelfare red tape and. provide administrative cost
savings. To cut out the costly investigations so bitterly resented as *welfare
snooping,” the Federal payment will be based upon a certification of income, with
spot ehecks sufficient to prevent abuses. The program will be administered on an
automated basis; using the information and technical experience of the Social
Security Administration but, of course, will he entirely separate from the ad-
ninistration of the Social Security trust fuad.

The States would be given the option of having the Federal Government handle
the payment of the State sapplemental henefits on a reimbursfble basis, so that
they would he spared their preseiit administrative burdens and so a single check
conld De sent to the recipient. These simplifications will have money and climinate
indignitios ; at the same time, welfare fraud will be detected and lawbreakers
prosecutedd, :

6. This new départure would require a substantial initial investment, but will
wield futiere yetrns to the Nation. This transformation of the welfare system will
set in motion forces that will lessen dependency rather than perpetuate and
enlarge it. A more productive population adds to real economic growth without.
inflation. The initial investment ix needed now to stop the mementum of work-to-
welfare, and to start a new momentum in the opposite direction.

The costs of welfare benefits for families with dependent children have been
rising alarmingly the past several years, increasing from $1 billion in 1960 to an
estimated $3.3 billion in 1969, of which $1.8 billion is paid by the Federal govern-
ment, and $1.5 billion is paid by the States. Based on current popzlation and
income data, the proposals I am making today will increase Federal costs during
the first year by an estimated $4 bhillion, which includes $600 million for job
training and child carecenters. ¢

The “start-up costs™-of lifting many people out of dependency will nitimately
cost the taxpayer far less than the chronic costs—in dollars and in national
values—of creating a permanent under-class in America.

From Welfarc to Worlk

. Sin(:(x this Administration took office, mmembers of the Urban Affairs Council,
including officials of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Departinent of Labor, the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Bureau of the
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Rudget, and other key advisers, have been working to develop a cohierent, fresh
approach to welfare, manpower training and revenae sharing. .

I have outlined our conclusions about an important component ¢f this approach
in thiz message; the Secretary of HEW will transmit to the Congress the
proposed legislation after the summer recess. .

T urge the Congress to begin its study of these proposals promptly so that laws
ean be enacted and funds authorized to begin the new system as soon as possible,
Sound budgetary policy must be maintained in order to put this plan into effect—
especially the portion supplementing the wages of the working poor.

With the establishment of the new approach, the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity will conventrate on the important task of finding new way of opening
economic opportunity for those who are able to work. Rather than focusing on
income support activities, it must find mesns of providing opportunities for
individuals to contribute to the full extent of their capabilities, and of developing
and improving these capabilities.

This would be the effect of the transformation of welfare into “workfare,”
new work-rewarding system ;

For the first time, all dependent families with chiidren in America, regardless
of where they live, would bhe assured of minimum standard payments based upon
uniform and single eligibility standards.

For the first time, the more than two million families who make up the “work-
ing poor” would be helped toward seif-sufficiency and away from future welfare
dependency.

For the first time, training and work opportunity with effective incentives
would be given millions of families who would otherwise be locked into a welfare
system for generations.

For the first thne, the Federal government would make s strong contribution
toward relieving the financial burden of welfare payments from State govern-
ments,

For the first time, every dependent family in America would be encouraged
to stay together, free from economic pressure to split apart,

These are far-renching effects. They eannot be purchased cheaply, or by plece-
meal efforts. This total reform looks in a new direction; it requires new thinking,
& new spirit and a fresh dedication to reverse the downhill course of welfare.
In its first ¥ear, more than half the families participating in the program will
have one member working or training. ’

We have it in our power to raise the standard of living and the realizable
hopes of millions of our fellow citizens. By providing an equal chance at the
starting line, we can reinforce the traditional American spirit of self-reliance
and self-respect. :

: RicHARD NIXON.
TaE WHite Housk, August 11, 1969.

APPENDIX

PROPOSED BENEFIT SCHEDULE (EXCLUDING ALL STATE BENEFITS)
Earned income New benefit  Total income
$1, 600 $1,600
1 2,100
1,460 2,460
1,210 2,710
60 2,960
710 3,210
460 3, 460
210 i. 710

Note: For 8 4-person family, with a basic payment standard of $1,600 and an earned income disregard of $720.

[
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Arru. 21,1970
Under the order of Aprit 20, 1970, received, considered as having been read
twice,and referred to the Conmittee 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-
v 2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

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

> W

cited as the “Family Assistance Act of 1970".
11 '
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“TITLE XVI[—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE
AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED—Continned

“Sec. 1608. Payments to States for services and administrution.
“Sec. 1609. Computation of paymentsto States.
“Sec. 1610. Definition.”
Sec. 202. Repeal of titles 1. X, and XIV of the Social Secnrity Act.
Sec. 203. Additional disregarding of income of OASDI recipients in
determining need for aid to theaged, blind, and dissbled.
Sec. 204, Transition provision relating to overpayments and anderpay.

ments.
See. 205, Transition provision relating to definitions of blindness amd
disabiiity.

TITLE TII—-MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

See. 301. Amendment to section 228(d).
Sec. 302. Amendments to title X1.

Sec. 303. Amendments to title X VII1.
Sec. 30+. Amendments to title XIX.

TITLE IV-GENERAL

Sec. 401. Effective dnte.

Sec. 402. Saving provision.

Sec. 403. Special provisions for Fuerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guam.

Sec. 40t. Meaning of Secretary and fiscal year.

TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
ESTABLISITMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
Sec. 101. Title IV of the Social Scenrity Aet (42
U.8.C. 601 ct seq.) is amended by adding after part
the following new parts:
“Parr D—FAMILY AssISTANCE PLay
“APPROPRIATIONS

“SEC. 441. Tor the purposé of providing a basic level

‘of financial assistance throughout the Nation to needy

-families with children, in a manner which will, strengthen
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family life, encourage work training and self-support, and
enhance personal dignity, there is authorized to be appro-
priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out this
part.
“ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTAI;ICE
BENEFITS
“Eligibility
“SEc. 442. (a) Each family (as defined in section
445) —
“(1) whose income, other than income excluded
- pursuant to section 443 (b), is less than—
“(A) $500 per year for each of the first two
members of the family, plus
“(B) $300 per year for each additional mem-
ber, and
*“(2) whose resources, other than resources ex-
clnded pursuant to section 444, are [ ss than $1,500,
shall, in :wﬁ(n'd'um-c with and subject to the other provisions
of this title, be paid a family assistance benefit.
“Amount
*“(b) The family assistancé henefit for a family shall

be payable at the rate of—
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“{1) 8500 per year for cach of the first two mem-
bers of the family, plus
“(2) 8300 per vear for eack additional member,
reduced by the amount of income, not excluded pursuant
to section 443 (b), of the members of the family.
“Period for Determination of Benefits

“(e¢) (1) A familv’s eligibility for and it< amount of
family assistance hewefits chall he determined for each gnar-
ter of a calendar year. Such determination shall be made on
the hasis of the Seerctary’s estimatz of the family’s income
for such quarter, after taking into aceount income for a pre-
ceding period and anv modificatioas in income which are
likely to occur on the hasis of changes in conditions or cir-
cumstances. Fligibility for and the amonnt of benefits of =
family for any quarter shall he redetermined at such time or
times as may be provided by the Secerctary, such redeter-
mination to be effective prospectively.

““(2) The Seeretary shall by regulation preseribe the
cases in which and cxtent to which the amount of a family
assistance benefit for any quarter shall be reduced by reason
of the time elapsing since the beginning of sueh quarter and
before the date of filing of the application for the benefit.

“(8) The Seeretary may, in accordance with regula-

tions, prescribe the cases in which and the extent to which
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income received in one period (or expenses incurred in one
period in earning income) shall, for purposes of determining
eligibility for and amount of family assistance hencfits, be
considered as received (or incurred) in another period or
periods.
“Special Limits on Gross Income
“(d) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-
tions, prescribe the circumstances under which the gross
income from a trade or business (including farming) will be
considered sufficiently large to make such family ineligible
for such benefits.
“Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam
“(e) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).
‘ “INCOME
“Meaning of Income
“SEe. 443. (a) For purposes of this part, income means
both earned income and unearned income; and—
(1) earned income means only—
o« (A) remuneration for services performed as
an employee (as defined in section 210 (j) ), other
than remuneration to which section 209 (b), (c),
(d), (f), or k), or section 211, would apply; and

“(B) nct carnings 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,

1 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—

a1 “(1) subject to limitations (as to amount or other-

22 wise) pr...cribed by the Secretary, the earned income of

23 each child in the family who is, as determined by the
2 Secretary under regulations, a student regularly attend-

2 ing a school, college, or university, or a course of voea-
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tional or technical training designed to prepare him
for gainful employment;

“(2) (A) the total uncarned income of all mem-
bers of a family in a calendar quarter which. as de-
termined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the
Seccretary, is received too infrequently or irregﬁ]arly to
be included, if such income so received does not exceed
$30 in such quarfer, and (B) the total carned income
of all members of a family in a calendar quarter which,
as determined in accordance with such criteria, is re-
ceived too infrequently or irregularly to be included, if
such income so received docs not exceed $30 in such
quarter;

“(3) an amount of earned income of a member of
the family equal to all, or such part (and according to
such schedule) as the Sccretary may prescribe, of the
cost incurred by such member for child care which the
Secretary deems mecessary to securing or continuing in
manpower training, voeational rehabilitation, employ-
ment, or self—employmc-nt;

“(4) the first 8720 per year (or proportionately
smaller amounts for shorter periods) of the total of
earned income (not excluded by the preceding para-
graphs of this subsection) of all members of the family

plus one-half of the remainder thereof;
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1 “(5) food stamps 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 scction 432 (a) ;
8 “(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellowship
9 réceived for use in paying the cost of tuition and fees
10 at uny educational (including technical or vocational
11 education) institution; and
12 “(8) home produce of a ‘member of the family
13 utilized by the houseliold for its own consumnption,
14 “RESOURCES
15 “Exclusions From Resources
16 “SEC. 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-
91 cordance with and subject to limitations in regulations
22 of theSecretary, is so cssential to the family’s means of

23 self-support as to warrant its exclusion.
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“Disposition of Resources
“{b) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations appli-
cable to the period or periods of time within which, and the
manner in which, various kinds of property must be dis-
posed of in order not to h‘c inchded in determining a fam-
ily’s cligibility for family assistance benefits. Any portion
of the familv’s benefits paid for any snch period shall be
conditioned npon such disposal; and any benefits so paid
shall (at the time of the disposal) he considered over-
payments to the cxtent they would not have been paid
had the disposal oeenrred at the beginning of the period for
which such benefits were paid.
“MEANING OF FAMILY AND CIILD
“Composition of Family
“Sec. 445. (a) Two or more individuals—
“(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or
adoption,
“(2} who are living in a place of residence main-
tained by one or more of them as his or their own home,
“(8) who arc residents of the United States, and
“(4) at least one of whom is a child who (4) is

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

of such individuals,
shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this part and
parts A, C, and E. A parent {of a child living in a pace
of residence referred to in paragraph (2} ). or a spouse of
such a parent, who ic determined by the Sceretary to be
temporarily absent from such place of residence for the
purpose of engaging in or secking employment or self-
employment (inclnding military serviee) shall nevertheless
be considered (for purposes of paragraph (2)) to be living
in such place of residence.

“Definition of Child

“(b) For purposes of this part and parts C and E, the
term ‘child’ means an individual who is (1) under the age
of cighteen, or (2) under the age of twenty-oric and (as
determined by the Sccretary under regulations) a student
regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a
critse of vocational or technical training designed to prepare
him for gainful employment.

“Determination of Family Relationships

“(c) In determining whether an individual is related
to another individnal hy blood, marriage, or adoption, appro-
priate State law shall be applied.

“Income und Resources of Noncostributing Adult

“(d) For purposes of determining eligibility for and the
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amount of family assistance benefits for any family there shall
he excluded the income and resources of any individual,
other than a parent of a child (or a spouse of a parent),
which, as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed
by the Secretary, is not available to other members of the
family; and for such purposes such individual—

“(1) in the case of a child, shall be regarded as a
member of the family for purposes of determining the
family’s eligibility for such benefies but not for purposes
of determining the amount of such bhenefits, and

“(2) in any other case, shall not be considered a
member of 1he family for any purpuse,

“Recipicnts of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and

Disabled Ineligible
“(e) If an individunal is receiving aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled under a State plan approved under tiile XVI, or
if his needs are taken into account in determining the need of
another person receiving such aid, then, for the period for
which such aid is reccived, such individual shali ot be re-
garded as a member of a family for purposes of determining
the amount of the family assistance benefits of the family.
“PAYMENTS AND PROCEDUEES
“Payments of Benefits
“Swo. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits shall be

paid at such time or times and in such installinents as the
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Secretary determines will best effectuate the purposes of this
title.

“(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any
family may be made to any one or more members of the
family, or, if the Seceretary deews it appropriate, to any
person, other than a member of such family, who is in-
terested in or concerned with the welfare of the family.

“(3) The Secretary way by regulagion establish ranges
of mcomes within which a single amount of family assistance
benefit shall apply.

“Overpayments and Underpayments

“(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that more or less
than the correct amount of family assistance benefits has
been paid with respect to any family, proper adjustment or
recovery shall, subject to the sncceeding provisions of this
subsection, be made by appropriate adjustments in future
payments to the family or by recovery from or payment to
any one or more of the individuals who are or were members
thereof. The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds
appropriate in the case of payment éf more than the correct
amount of benefits with respect to a family with a view to
avoiding penalizing members of the family who were without
fault in connection with the overpayment, if adjustment or
recovery on account of such overpayment in such case would

defeat the purposes of this part, or be agsinst equity or
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1 good conscience, or (because of the smail amount involved)

te

impede efficient or effective administration of this part.
3 “Hearings and Review
1 *“(c) (1) The Sccretary shall provide reasonable notice
7 and opportunity for a hearing to any individual who is or
b claims to be a member of a family and is in disagreement
with any determination under this part with respect to
8 eligibility of the family for family assistance benefits, the
¥ number of members of the family, or the amount of the
10 benefits, if such individual requests a hearing on the matter
! 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 initisl determination by the Secretary, any
16 amounts which are payable (or would be payable but for the
17 matter in dissgreement) to any individual who has been
18  getermined 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 slall 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 Jisagreement.

25 “(2) Determination on the basis of such hearing shall be

E MC 42-716 O - 70 - 5 {pt. 1)
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made within ninety days after the individnal requests the
hearing as provided in paragraph (1).

“(3) The final determination of the Secretary after a
hearing under paragraph (1) shall be subject to judicial
review as provided in section 205 (g) to the same extent
as the Secretary’s final determinations under section 205;
except that the determination of the Secretary after such
hearing as te any fact shall be final and conclusive and not
subject to review by any court.

“Procedures; Prohibition of Assignments

“(d) The provisions of sections 206 and 207 and sub-
sections (a), (d), (e), and (f) of section 205 shall apply
with respect to this part to the same extent as they apply
in the case of title II.

“‘Applications and Furnishing of Information by Families

“{e) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations ap-
plicable to families or members thereof with respect to the
filing of applications, the furnishing of other data and mate-
rial, and the reporting of events and changes in circumstances,
as may be necessary to determine eligibility for and amount
of family assistance bexieﬁbs.

“(2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events
and changes in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or
amount of family assistunce benefits, and more accurate

estimates of expected income or expenses by members of
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families for purposes of such eligibility and amouni of bene-
fits, the Secretary may preseribe the cases in which and the
extent to which—
“(A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or
“(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished
by the members and on which the estimates of income or
expenses for such purposes are based,
will result in treatment as overpavments of all or any
portion of payments of such benefits for the period involved.
“Furnishing of Information by Other Agencies
“(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide
such information as the Secretary needs for purposes of
determining eligibility for or amount of family assistance
benefits, or verifying other information with respect thereto.
“REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR
MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT
“Bro. 447. ( a) Every individual who is a member of
a family which is found to be eligible for family assistance
benefits, other than & member to whom the Secretary finds
paragraph (1), (2), (8}, (4), or (5) of subsection (b)
applies, shall register for manpower services, training,
and employment with the local public employment office
of the State as provided by regulations of the Secretary of
Labor. If and for so long as any such individual is found by
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the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to have
failed to so register, he shall not be regarded as a
member of a family but his income which would otherwise
be counted under this part as income of a family shall be so
counted; exf:ept that if such individual is the only member
of the family other than a child, such individual shall be

regarded as a member for purposes of determination of the

- family’s eligibility for {amily assistance benefits, but not

(except for counting his income) for purposes of determina-
tion of the amount of such benefits. No part of the family
assistance benefits of any such family may be paid to such
individual during the period for which the preceding
gsentence is applicable to him; and the Secretary may, if
he deems it appropriate, provide for payment of such bene-
fits durfng such period to any person, other than & member
of such family, whe is interested in or concerned with the
welfare of the family.

.“(b) An individual shall not be required to register
pursuant to subsection (a) if the Seccretary determines that
such individual is—

‘(1) unable to engage in work or training by
reason of illness, incapacity, or ~dvanced age;

“(2) a mother or other ralative of a child under
the age of six who is caring for such child;

“(3) the mother or other female carctaker of a
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child, if the father or another adult male relnti\;e is in

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

(4}, or (B) of this subsection (unless the second sen-

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

to him) ; )
““(4) a child who is under the age of sixteen or
meets the requirements of section 445 (b) (2) ; or
“(5) one whose presence in the home on a sub-

sta-ntia]iy continuous basis is required because of the ill-

ness or incapacity of another member of the household.
An indiyidual who would, but for the precéding sentence,
be required to register pursuant-to subsection (a), may, if
he wishes, register as provided - such subsection.

“(o) The Secretary shall make provision for the fur-
nishing of child care services in such cases and for so long
as he deems appropriate in the case of (1) individuals reg-
istered pursuant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to such
registration, participating in manpower services, training, or
employment, and (2) individuals referred pursuant to sub-
section (d) who are, pursuant to such referral, participat-
ing in vocational rehabilitation.

“(d) In the case of any member of a family receiﬁng
family assistance benefits who is not required to regiéter
pursuant to subsection (a) because of such member’s in-

capacity, the Secretary shall make provision for referral of
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such member to the appropriats State agency administering
or supervising the administration of the State plan for vo-
cational rehabilitation services approved under th: Vocational
Rehabilitation Act, and (except in such cases involving per-
manent incapacity as the Secretary may determine) for a

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

" pacity and his need for and utilization of the rehabilitation

services made available to him under such plan. If and for so
long as such member is found by the -Secretary to have re-
fused without good cause to accept rehabi]itatioﬁ services
available to him under such plan, he shall be treated as an
individual to whom subsecticn (a) is applicaBle by rcason
of refusal to accept or participate in employment or training.
“DENIAY, OF RENEFITS IN CASE OF REFUSAL OF MANPOWER
SERVICES, TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMENT

“Se0. 448. (a) For purposes of determining eligibility
for and amount of family assistance benefits under this part,
an individual who has registered as required under section
447 (a) shall not be regarded as a member of a family, but
his income which would otherwise be counted as income of
the family under this part shall be so counted, if and for so
long as he has been found by the Secretary of Labor, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing (*&hich shall
be held in the same manner and subject to the s»me conditions

as a hearing under section 446 (c) | {1) and (2)), to ha\%e.
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refused without good cause to participate or continue to par-
ticipate in manpower services, training, or employment, or
to bave refused without good cause to accept employment
in which he is able to engage which is offered through the
public employment offices of the State, or is otherwise offered
by an employer if the offer of such employer is determined
by the Secretary of Labor, after notification by such em-
ployer or othex;wise, to be a bona fide offer of employment;
except that if such individual is the only inember of the
family other than a child, such individual shal! be regarded
as a member of the family for purposes of determination of
the family’s eligibility for benefits, but not (except for
éounting his income) for the purposes of determination of
the amount of its benefits. No part of the family assistance
benefits of any such family may be paid to such individual
during the period for which the preceding sentence is ap-
plicable to him; and the Secretary may, if he deems it
appropriate, provided for payment of such benefits during
such period to any person, other than a member of such
family, who is interested in or concerned with the welfare
of the family.

“(b) No farﬁily shall be denied benefits under this
part, or have its benefits under this part reduced, because

an individual who is (or would, but for subsection (a}, be)
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a member of such family refuses work under any of the
following conditions:

“ (1) if the position offered is vacant due direetly
to a strike, lockout, or other labor dispute;

“(2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or con-
ditions of the work offered are contrary to or less than
those preseribed by Federal, State, or local law or are
substantially less favorable to the individnal than those
prevailing for similar work in the locality;

“(3) if, as a condition of being employed, the in-
dividual would be required to join a company union
or to resign from or refrain from joining any bona fide
labor organization; or

“(4) if the individual has the demonstrated capa-
city, through other available training or cmployment
opportunities, of securing work that would better enable
him to achieve self-sufficiency.

“IRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-THE-JOB
TRAINING PROGRAMS
“BEC. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the
extent provided by agrecment with the Secretary of Labor,
pay to the Secretary of Labor amounts which he estimates
would be paid as family assistance benefits under this part to

individuals participating in public or private employer com-
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pensated on-the-job training under a program of the Secre-
tary of Labor if they were not pafticipating in such training.
Sach amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such
prog:ams.

“ParT E—8TaT: SUPPLEMENTATION 0F FAMILY

ASSISTANCE BENEFITS
“PAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX
CONDITIONED O SUPPLEMENTATION

“Sec. 451. In order for a State to be eligible for pay-
ments pursuant to title V, XVI, or XIX, or part A or B
of this title, with respect to expenditures for any quarter
beginning on or after the date this part becomes effective
with respect to such State, it must have in effect an agree-
ment with the Secretary under which it will make supple-
mentary payments, as provided in this part, to any family
other than a family in which both parents of the child or
children are present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the
male parent is not unemployed.
“ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY

_ PAYMENTS

“Sec. 452. (a) Eligibility for and amount of supple-
mentary payments under the agreenent with any State under
this part shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

seetion, be determined by application of the provisions of,
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and rules and regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2), (c),
and (d), 443 (a), 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Secre-
tary deems appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application
of the standard for determining need under the plan of such
State as in effect for January 1970 (which standard complies
with the requirements for approval under part A as in effect
for such month) or, if lower, a standard equal to the applicable
poverty level determined pursuant to section 453 (9) and in
effect at the time of such payments, or such higher :;mndard
of need as the State may apply, with the resulting amount
reduced by the family assistance benefit payable under part
D and further reduced by any other income (earned or un-
earned) not excluded under section 443 (b) (except para-
graph (4) thereof) or under subsection (b) of this section;
but in making such determination the State may impose lim-
itations on the ;xxnount of aid paid to the extent that such limi-
tatious (in combination with other provisions of the plan) are
no more stringent in result than those imposed under the plan
of such State as in effect for such month. Tn the case of any
State which provides for meeting less than 100 per centum of
its standard of need or provides for considering less than 100
per cenfum of requircments in deterinining need, the Secre-
tary shall prescribé by regulation the method or methods for
achieving as nearly as possible the results provided for under

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 scction 443 (b) apyplies,

ot

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 ecarnings 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 prescribes) of the balance of the earnings.

13 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;

' s “(2) provide for the establishment or designation
19 of a single State agency to carry out or supervise the

20 carrying out of the agrecment in the State;

21 ~“(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair
hearing before the State agency carrying out the agree-
23 ment to any individual whose claim for supplementary
Z4 payments is denied or is not acted upon with reasonable

25 Promptness;
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‘“(4) provide (A) such methods o: - - adnistration
(including methods relating to the establishment and
maintenance of personnel standards on a merit basis, ex-
cept that the Secretary shall exercise no suthority with
respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensa-
tion of any individual employed in accordance with
such methods) as are found by the Secretury to be
necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the
agreement in the State, aud (B) for the training and
effective use of paid subprofessicual staff, with par-
ticular emphasis on the full- or part-time employment of
recipients of supplementary payments and other persons
of low income, as commubity services aides, in carrying
out the agreement and for the use of nonpaid or partially
paid volunteers in a social service volunteer program
in providing services to applicants for and recipients of
supplementary payments and in assisting any advisory
committees established by the State agency;

“(5) provide that the State agency carrying out
the agreement will make such reports, in such form and
containing such information, as the Secretary may from
time to time require, and comply with such provisions
as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary
to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

“(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use or
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1 disclosure of information concerning applicants for and

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-
i 7 portunity to do so. and that supplementary payments
8 shall be furnished with reasonable promptness to all
9 eligible individuals.
10 “PAYMENTS TO STATES

1n “Sro. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to any
12 Statec which has m effect an agreement under this part, for
13 each fiscal year, an amount equal to 30 per centum of the
14 total amount expcnded during such year pursuant to its
15 agreement as supplementary payments to families other than
16 familics in which both parents of the child or children are
17 present, ncither 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 hy which (with respect to the period involved) —

21 “(A) the family assistance benefit payable to such
22 family under part D, plus any income of such family
a3 (carned or unearned) not disregarded in determining

24 the amount of such supplementary payment, is less than




[ w -3 [+2] <

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19

74

28
“(B) the applicable poverty level as promulgated

and in effect under subsection (e).

“(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State
an amount equal to 50 per centum of its administrative costs
found necessary by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-
ment.

“(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at
such time or times, in advance or by way of reimbursement,
and in such installments as the Secretary may determine;
and shall he mads on such conditions as may be necessary
to assure the carrying out of the eroses of this title.

“(c) (1) Tor purposes of this part, the ‘poverty level’
for a family group of any given size shall be the amount
shown for a family group of such size in the following table,

adjusted as provided in paragraph (2):

“FAMILY SIZE: BASIC AMOUNXT
One e m— e m e m e mae $1, 920
Two 2,460
Three - 2,940
Four 3,720
Five . . . 4,440
Six - 4,980
Seven or more 6,120

“(2) Between July 1 and Septemher 30 of each year,
beginning with 1970, the Secretary (A) shall adjust the
amount shown for each size of family group in the table in
paragraph (1) by increasing such amount by the percent-

age hy which the average level of the price index for the
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months in the calendar quarter beginnivg April 1 of such
year exceeds the average level of the price index for months
in 1969, and (B) shall thereupon promulgate the mmounts
so adjusted as the poverty levels for family groups of various
sizes which shall hs conclusive for purposes of this part for
the fiscal year beginning July 1 next succeeding such
promulgation.

“(8) As used in this subsection, the term ‘price index’
means the Consumer Price Index (all items—United States
city average) published monthly by the Burean of Labor
Statistics.

“FATLURE BY STATB TO COMPLY WITH AGREEMBNT

“Spo. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and
opportunity for hearing to a State with which he has an
agreement under this part, finds that such State is failing to
comply therewith, he shall withhold all, or such portion as he
deems appropriate, of the payments to which such State is
otherwise entitled under this part or part A or B of this title
or under title V, XVI, or XIX; but the amounts so with-
held from payments under such part A or B or under title
V, XVI, or XIX shall be deemed to have been paid to the
State under such part or title. Such withholding shall be
effected at such time or times and in such installments as the

Secretary may deem appropriate.
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“PART F—ADMINISTRATION
© “AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

“Skc. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agree-
ment with any State under which the Secretary will make,
on behalf of the State, the supplementary payments provided
for under part E, or will perform such other functions
of the State in connection with such payments as may he
agreed upon, or both. In any such case, the agreement shall
also (1) provide for payment by the State to the Secretary
of an amount equal to the supplementary payments the State
would otherwise make pursuant to part E, less any payments
which would be made to the State under section 453 (a) , and
(2) at the request of the State, provide for joint audit of pay-
ments under the agreement.

“(b) The Secretary may also enter into an agreement
with any State under which such State will make, on behalf
of the Secretary, the family assistance benefit payments
provi(_led for under part D with respect to all or specified
families in the State who are eligible for such benefits or will
perform such other functions in connection with the adminis-
tration of part D as may be agreed upon. The cost of carry-
ing out any such agreement‘ shall be paid to the State by the
Secretary in advance or by way 40f reimbursement and in

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

e

“SEgc. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than

paragraph (a), shall apply with respect to benefits under

w

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

extent as they apply to payments under title I1.

(1

. 6 “REP()RT, EVALUATION, RESEARCII AND DEMONSTRATIONS,
AND TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

“Skc. 463. (a) The Secretary shall mzke an annual re-

©w & =

port to the President and the Congress on the opération and
10 administration of parts D and E, including an evaluation
11 thereof in carrying out the purposes of such parts and recom-
12 mendations with respcet thereto. The Secretary is authorized
13 to conduct evaluations diréctly 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

42-713 O - 70 - 6 (pt..1)
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technical assistance to States, and to provide, directly or
through grants ov contl;acts, for such training of personnel
of States, as he deems appropriate to assist them in more
efficiently and eflectively carrying out their agreements
under this part and part E.

“{d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor,
such portion of any appropriation to carry out part D or E
as the Secretary may determine, but not in excess of $20,-
000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be available to him to carry
out this section.

“OBLIGATION OF DESERTING PARENTS

“Bec. 464. In any case where an individual has de-
serted or abandoned his spousc or his child or children and
such spouse or any such child (during the period of such
desertion or abandonment) is a member of a family receiv-
ing family assistance benefits nnder part D or supplementary
payments under part E, such individual shall be obligated
to the United States in an amount equal to—

“(1) the total amount of the family assistance bene-
fits paid to such family during such period with respect ~
to such spouse and child or children, plus the amount paid
by the Secretary under section 453 on account of the

supplementary payments made to such family during
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such period with respect to such spouse and child or chil-
dren, reduced by
“(2) any amount actually paid by such individual
to ur for the support and maintenance of such spousc
and child or children during such period, if and to the
extent that such amount is excluded in determining the
amount of such family assistance benefits;
cxcept that in any case where an order for the support and
maintenance of such spouse or any such child has hcen
issued by a court of competent jurisdiction, the obligation of
such individual under this subscction (with respect to such
spouse or child) for any period shall not exceed tha amount
specified in such order less any amount actually paid by such
individual (to or for the support and maintenance of such
spouse or child) during such period. The amount due the
United States under such obligation shall be collected (to the
extent that the claim of the United States therefor is not other-
wise satisfied) , in such manner as may be spccified by the
Secretary, from any amounts otkerwise due him or becoming
due him at any time from ary officer or agency of the United
Statcs or under any Federal program. Amouits collected under
the preceding sentence shall be depbosited in the Treasury as

miscellaneous receipts.
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1 “TREATMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS AS INCOME
= FOR FOOD STAMP PURPOSES
3 “Src. 465. Family assistance Lenefits paid under this
4 title shall be taken into consideration for the purpose of de-
9 termining the entitlement of any household to purchase food
6 stamps, and the cost thereof, under the food stamp program
" conducted under the Food Stamp Act of 1964.”

8 MAXNPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, CHILD
9 : CARBE, 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 tc read as follows:

12 “pPagr C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TrRAIING, EMPrLOY-

13 MENT, Comp CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES Pro-
14 GRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE
15 BENEFITS OP. SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

16 “PURPOSR

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 B, of manpower services, training, employinent,
21 child care, and related supportive services necessary to train
such individuals, prepare them for employment, and other-
wise assist them in seciring and retaining regular employment
and having the opportunity for advancemenxt in employment,

to the end that needy families with children will be restored
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to self-supporting, independent, and useful roles in their
communities.
“OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING., AND
EMPLOYMENT PBOGRAMS

“SEC. 431. (a) The Secretary of Labor shall, for each
person registered pursuant to part D, in accordance with
priorities prescribed by bim, develop or assure the develop-
ment of an employability plan describing the manpower
services, training, and employment which the Secretary of
Labor determines each person needs in order to enable him
to become self-supporting and secure and retain employment
and opportunities for advancement.

“(b) The Secretary »f Labor shall, in accordance with
the provisions of this pars, estiblish and assure the provision
of manpower- services, training, and employment programs
in each State for persons registered pursiant to part I or
receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E.

“(c) The Secretary of Labor shall, through such pro-
grams, pro. .« or assure the provision of marnpower services,
iraining, and employment and opportunities necessary to
prepare such persons for and place them in regular employ-
ment, incinding—

“(1) any of such services, training, employment,
and opportunities which the Secretary of Labor is author-

ized to provide under any other Act;
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1 “(2) counseling, testing, coaching, program orienta-
2 tion, instiiutional 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-
g taining employment and opportunities for advancement;
6 “(8) relocation assistance (includis:.: grants, loans,
d and the furnishing of such services as will aid an 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-
1 fices of the State in such area, which will lead to the
12 earning of incotne sufficient to make such individual and
13 his family ineligibic for benefits under part D and supple-
14 Iﬁenta.ry 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
1 piiblic interes: through grants to or contracts with public or
20 nonprofit private agencies or organizations.
21 *{%: No wage rates provided under any special work
22 projuvt i e lower than the applicable minimum wage for
23 the patiicalar work concerned.
24 “(3) Before entering into any speciai work project
25

unider a program established as provided in subsection (b),
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1 the Secretary of Labor shall bave reasonable assurances

2 that—
3 “(A) appropriate standards for the health, safety,
4 and other conditions apvlicable to the performance of
. 5 work and training on such project are established and
6 will be maintained,
7 7 “(B) such project will ot result in the displace-
€ ment of employed workers,
9 “(C) with respect to such project the conditions of
10 work, training, education, and employment are reason-
1 able in the light of such factors as the type of work, gec-
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 pasticipants.
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 jcally (at least once cvery sis 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 wonld be
24 feasible to place such individual in regular employment or in

25 on-the-job, institutional, or other training.
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“ALLOWANCES FOR INDIVIDUALS UNDERGOING TRAINING

“Sec. 432, (a) (1) The Seerctary of Labor shall pay to
each individual who ix a member of a family and & pertici-
pating in manpower training under thi= part an *o:ative
allowance of 839 per month. If one or more members of a
family are receiving training for whic’s iraining allowances
are payable under section 203 of the Manpower Development
and Training Act and meet the other requirements under
such section (except subsection (1) (1) thereof) for the re-
ceipt of allowances which would be in excess of the sum of
the family assistance benefit under part D and supplementary
payments pursuant to part F payable wita respect to such
month to the family, the total of the incentive allowances per
month under this section for such members shall b equal to
the greater of (1) the amount of such excess or, if lower,
the amount of the excess of the training allowances which
would be payable under such section 203 as in effect on
March 1, 1970, over the sum of such family assistance bene-
fit and such supplementary payments, and {2) $30 for each
such member.

“{2) The Secretary of Labor shall, in accordance with
regulations, also pay, to any member of 2 family participat-
ing in manpower training under this part, allowances for
transportation and other costs to him whick are necessary to

and directly related to his particination in training,
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" (3) The Revretary «f Labor shall by regulation nrovide -
for such sinaller allowances under this subsection ag he deems
appropriate for individnals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, and Guany.

“(b) Allowances under this xection shall be in liea of
allowances provided for participants in manpower training
programs under any other Act.

“(c) Subsaction (a) shall not apply to any member
of a family who is participating in a program of the Sec-
retary of Labor providing public or private employer com-
pensated on-the~job training.

“UTILIZATION OF OTHER PROGRAMS

“Sec. 433. In providing the manpower training and
employment services and opportunities required by this part
the Secretary of Labor, to the maximum extent feasible, shall
assure that such services and opportunities are provided in
such manner, through such means, and using all authority
available to lim under any other Ac¢t (and subject to all
duties and responsibilities thereunder) as will further the
establishment of an integrated and comprebensive manpower

training program involving all sectors of the econemy ard all

levels of government and as will make maximum use of exist-
ing manpowey and manpower related programs and agencies.
To such end the Secretary of Labor may use the funds appro-

pria't(’ad to him under this part to provide the programs
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required by this part through such other Act, to the same
extent and under the same conditions as if appropriated under
such other Act and in making use of the prograins of other
Federal, State, or local agencies, public or private, the Sec-
retary may reimburse such agencies for services rendered to\
persons under this part to the extent such services and oppor-
tunities are not otherwise available on a nonreimbursable
basis.
“BULES AND REGULATIONS

“SeC. 434. The Secretary of Labor may issuc such rules
and regulations as he finds neces ary to carry out his respou-
sibilities under this part.

“APPROPRIATIONS; NONFEDERAL SHARE

“Sec. 435. (a) There is authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary of Labor for each fiscal year a sum sufficient
for carrying out the purposes of this part (other than sections
436 and 437), mncluding po: ment of not to e.ceed 90 per
centum of the cost of manpower services, triining, and
employment and opportunities provided for individuals reg-
istered pursuant to section 447. The Secretary of Labor sl:all
establish criteria to achieve an equitable apportionment
among the States of Federal expenditures for carrying out
the programs anthorized by section 431. In developing these
criteria the Secretar.yvof Labor skall consider the number of

registrations under section 447 and other rclevant factors.
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“(b) If a non-Federal contribution of 10 per centam of
the cost, specified in subsection (a) is not made in anyv State
{as required by section 402(a) (13)), the Secretary of
Health, Edueaiion, and Welfare may withhold any action
under section 404 on account thereof and # he does so he
shall instead, after reasonsble notice and oppoi‘ aity for
bearing to the api;;opﬁate State agéncy or agencies, with-
hold any payments\xtq‘ be made to the State under sections
403 (a), 453, 1604, and 1903 (a) until the amount so with-
held [including any amouvnts contributed by the State pursu-
ant to the iequirement in section 402 (a) (13)) equals 10
per centum of such costs. Such withholding shall remsin
in effect until such time as the Secretary of Labor has assur-
ances from the State that such 10 per centwn will be contrib-
uted as required by section 402 (a) ( 13) . Amounts so with-
Leld shall be deemed te have been paid to the State under
such sections and shall be paid by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to the Secfemry of Labor.

_ “CHILD CARE

“Seo. 436. {¢) (1) For the prrpose of assuring that
individuals receiving benefits under part D or supplementary
payments pursuant to part E will not be prevented from
participating in training or employment by the unavail-
ability of appropriate child care, there are authorized to

be appropriated for each fiscal year such sums as may be
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necessary to enable the Secretarv of Health. Education.
and Welfare to make grants to any publiz or nonprofit grivate
agency or organizstion, and contracts with any public or
private agency or organization, for par or all of the eost of
pro_cets for the provision of child carc, including nece~xary
transportation and alteration, remodeling. and renovation
of facilities, which may be necessary or appropriate in order
to better enable an individual who has been registered pur-
suant to part D or is receiving supplementary paymetts
pursuant to part E to undertake or continue manpower
training or employment under this part, or to enable an
individual who has been referred pursuant to section 447
(d) to participate in vocaticnal rehabilitation, or to enable a
member of a family which is or has been (within such pe-
riod of time as the Secretary may preseribe) eligible for hene-
fits under such part D or payments pursuant to such part F
to undertake or coniinue manpower training or employment

urider this part; or, with respect to the period prior to the

‘date when: part D hecomes effeetive for a State, to hetter

enable -+ individual who is receiving aid to families with
dependent children, or whose needs are taken into account in
determining the need of any one claiming or receiving such
aid, to participate in manpower training or employment,
“(2) Such grants or contracts for the provision of

child eare in any area may he made dircctly. or through
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grants to any public or nouprofit private agency which is
designated by the appropriate elected or appointed official or
officials in such area and which demonstrates a eapacity to
work effectively with the manpower agency in suck area (in-
cluding provision for the statioming of persenne} with the
manpower team in appropriate cases), To the extent appro-
priate. such care for chiliren attending sehool which is pro-
vided »n a group or institutional hasis shall he provided
through arrangements with the appropriate local educational
agency.

“(3) Such projects shall provide for varions types of
child care needed in the light of the different circumstances
and needs of the children involved.

“(b) Such sums shall also be available to enable the
Secretary of Henith, Education. and Welfare to make grants
to any public or nonprofit private ageney or organization,
and contracts with any public or private agency or orga-
pization, for evaluation, training of personnel, technical
assistance, or rescarch or demonstration projects to determine
more effective methods of providing anv such care.

“(e) The Secretary of Health, Educatior, and Welfare
may provide, in any case in which a family is able tc pay
for part or all of the cost of child care provided under a

project assisted under this sestion, for payment by the family
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of such fees for th care as may he reasonable in the hight of
sach ability.
“8UPPORTIVE SERVICES

“Sec. 437. (a) No payments shall be made to any State
under title V, XVI, or XIX. or part A or B of this title,
‘mith respect to expenditures frr any calerdar quarter begin-
ning on or after the date part D hecomes effective with re-
spect to such State, unless it has in effect an agreement with
the Secretary of Heslith, Education, and Welfare under
which it will provide health, vocational rehabilitation, coun-
seling, sociel, and other supportive services which the Sec-
retary under regulations determines to be necessary to per-
mit an individual who has been registered pursuant to part
D or is receiving supplementary payments pursiart to part
E to undertake or continue manpower training and employ-
ment under this part.

“(h) Sgrvices under such an agreement shall be pro-
vided in close cooperation with meupower training and em-
ployment services provided under this part.

‘“(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Weliare
shall from time to time, in sucl: installments and on such con-
ditions as he deems eppropriate, pay to any State with which
he has an agreement pursuant to subsection (a) up te 90
per centum of the cost of such State of carrying out such

agreement. There are authorized to he appropriated for each
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fiscal year snch sums as may be mecessary to carrv out ihis
section.
“ADVANCE FUNDING

“Sec. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequsie
notice of funding available under this part, appropriations
for granis, contracts, or other payments with respect to indi-
viduals registered pursuant to seetion 447 are aushorized to
be included in the appropriation Act for the fiscal year
preceding the iiscal year for which they are available for
obligation.

“(b) In order to effect 8 trapsition to the advance fand-
ing method of timing appropriaticn aetion, subsection (a)
shall apply notwithstanding that its initial applicatien will
result in enactment in the sanie year (whether in the sume
appropriation Act or otherwise) of two separate appropria-
tions, one for thc then eurrent fizcal year and one for the
succeeding fiscal vesr.
“EVALUATION AND RESEARCH: REPORTS TO CONGRESS

“Skc. 439. (a) (1) The Secreta.y shall (jointly with
the Secretary of Health, Edncation, and Welfare) provide
for the continuing evaluation of the manpower training and
employment programs provided under this part, including
their effectiveness in achieving stated goals and their impact

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

the effectiveness of the manpower training and employment

- prograins so provided and may also conduct demonstrations

of improved training techniques for upgrading the skills of

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

contract for independent evaluations of and research regard-
ing such programs or individual projects under such pro-
grams, and establish a data collection, processing, and
retrieval system.

““(2) There are authorized to be appropriated such
aums, not exceeding $15,000,000 for any fiscal year, as
may be necessary to carry out paragraph (1).

“(b) On or before September 1 following each fiscal year
in which part D is effective with respect to any State—

“(1) the Secretary shall report to the Congress on
the manpower training and eﬁployment programs pro-
vided under this part in such fiscal year, and

“(2) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare shall 1 port to the Congress on the child care and
supportive services provided under this part in such fiscal

year.”
' CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ASSISTANOE

FOR NEEDY FAMILIES WITH OHILDREN

Seo. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Security Aect
(42 U.R.C. 601) is amended—
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1 (1) by striking out “financial assistarice and” in

9 the first sentence; and

3 (2) by striking out “‘aid and”’ in the second sen-

4 tence.

~ 5 (b) (1) Subsection (2) 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 permittéd
11 by the Secretary,”;

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

13 (D) (i) by striking out “recipients and other
14 persons” in clause (5) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof
15 “‘persons”, and

16 (i) 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 (E) by striking out clauses (7) and (8):

. 20 (¥) by striking out “aid to families with dependent
21 children” in clause (9) and inserting in lieu thereof
22 “the plan”;

23 (G) by striking out clauses (10), (11), and (12);
24 (H) (i) by striking e7:: “section 406 (d) ” in clanse

E MC 42-778 0 - 70 - 7 (pt.
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(14) and in.;;erﬁng in lieu thereof “section 405 (c)”,

(i) by striking out “for each child and relative
who receives aid to families with dependent children, and
each appropriate individual (living in the same home as
a relative and child receiving such aid whose needs
are taken into account in making the determination
under clause (7) )” in such clause and inserting in lieu
thereof “for each member of a family receiving assist-
ance to needy families with children, each appropriate
individual (living in the same home as such family)
whose needs would be taken into account in determining
the need of any such member under the State plan (ap-
proved under this part) as in effect prior to the enact-
ment of pait D, and each individual who would have
been eligible to reéeive aid to families with dependent
children under such plan”, and

(iii) by striking out “such child, relative, and in-
dividual” each place it appears in such clause and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “such member or individual”;

- (I) by striking out clause (15) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “ (.15) (A) provide for the
development of a program, for appropriate members
of such families and such other individuals, for prevent-
ing or reducing the in-idence of births out of wedlock

and otherwise strengthening family life, and for imple-
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menting such program by assuring that in all appropriate
cases family planning services are offered to them, but
acceptance of family planning services provided under
the plan shall be voluntary on the part of snch members
and individuals and shall not be a prerequisite to eligi-
bility for or the receipt of any other service under the

plan; and (B} to the extent that services provided

‘under this clause or clause (8) are furnished

by the staff of the State agency or the local agency
administering the State plan in each of thé political
subdivisions of the State, for the establishment of a
single organizational unit in such State or local ugené;n
as the case may be, rqsponsib]e for the furnishing of such
services;”’

(J) by striking out “aid” in clause (16) and
inserting in lieu thereof “assistance to needy families
with children”’;

(K) (i) by striking out “aid to families with de-
pendent children” in clause (17) (A) (i) and inserting
in lieu thereof “assistance to needy families with chil-
dren”,

(ii) by striking out “aid” in clause (17) (A) (ii)

. and inserting in lieu thereof “assistance”, and

(iii) by striking out “and” at the end of clause
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(i), and adding after clause (ii) the following new
clause:

“(iii). in the case of any parent (of a child
referred to in clause (ii)) receiving such assistance
who has been deserted or abandoned by his or her
spouse, to secure support for snch parent from such
spouse (or from any other person legally liable
for such support), utilizing any reciprocal arrange-
ments adopted with other States to obtain or enforce
court orders for support, and”;

(L) by striking out “clanse (17) (A)”’ in clause
(18) and inserting in lieu thercof “clause (11) (A)”;

(M) by striking out clause (19) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: ““(19) provide for arrange-
ments to assure that there will be made a non-Federal
contribution to the cost of manpower services, training,
and employment and opportunities provided for indivi-
duals registered pursuant to section 447, in cash or kind,
equal to 10 per centum of such cost;”;

(N) by striking out “aid to families with depend-
ent children in the form of foster care in accordance
with section 408” in clause (20) and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘payments for foster care in accordance with
section 406" ;

(0) (i) by striking out “of each parent of a
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dependent child or children with respect to whom aid
is being provided under the State plan” in clause (21)
(A) and inserting in lieu thereof “‘of each persbn who
is the parent of a child or children with respect to
whom assistance to needy families with children or
foster care is being provided or is the spousc of the
parent of such a child or children”,

(i) by striking out “such child or children” in
clause (21) (A) (i) and inserting in lien thereof “such
child or children or such parent”,

(i) by suiking out “such parent” each place it
appears in clause (21) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof
“such person”, and

(iv) by striking out “section 410;” in clause (21)
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof “section 408;‘ and”;

(P) (i) by striking out “a parent” each place it
appears in clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof “a
person”’,

(i) by striking out “a child or children of such
parent” each place it appears in such clause and inserting
in lieu thereof “the spouse or a child or children of such
person”, _

(iii) by striking out “against such parent” in such
clause and inserting in len thercof “against such per-

son”, and
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(iv) by striking out “aid is being provided under
the plan of such other State”” each place it appears in
such clause and inserting in lieu thereof “assistance to
needy families with children or foster care payments are
being provided in such other State”; and

(Q) by striking out “; and {23)” and all that
follows and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

(2) Clauses (5), (6), (9), (13), (14), (15), (16),
(17), (18), (19), (20), (21), and (22) of section 402
(a) of such Act, as amend;ed by paragraph (1) of this
subsection, are rcdesignated as clauses (4) tbrough (16),
respectively.

(c) Section 402 (b) of such Act is amended 1o read as
follows:

‘“(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-
fills the conditions specified in subsection (a), except that
he shall not approve any plan which impose;‘;, as a condition
of eligibility for services under it, any residence requirement
which denies services or foster care payments with respect
to any individual residing in the State.”

(d) Bection 402 of such Act is further cmended by
striking out subsection (c).

(e) (1). Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42
U.8.C. 603) is amended— '

(A) by striking out “aid and services’” and insert-



[~ RS S VU

-3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

s R

99

53
ing in lien tbe;eof “services” in the matter preceding
paragraph (1) ;

(B) by striking out paragraph (1) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(1) an amount equal to the sum of the follt;wing
proportions of the total amounts expended during such
quaster as payraents for foster care in accordance with
section 406—

“(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not
counting se much of any expenditures with respect
to any month as exceeds the product of $18 multi-
plied by the number of children receiving such
foster care in such month; plus -

“(B) the Federal percentage of the amount
by which such expenditures exceed the maximum
which may be counted under subparagraph (A),
not counting so much of any expenditares with
respect to any month as exceeds the product of
$100 multiplied by the number of children receiv-
ing such foster care for such month;”’;

(C) Ly striking out paragraph (2) ;

(D) (i) by striking out “in the case of any State,”
in the matter preceding subparagraph (A) i para-
graph (3),

(ii) by striking out “or relative -who is receiving aid
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ander the plan, or to any other individual (living in the
same home as such relative and child) whose needs
are taken into account in making the determination
under clause (7) of such section” in clause (i) of sub-
paragreph (A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu
thereof “receiving foster care or any member of a family
receiving assistance to needy families with children
or to any other individual (living in the same home
as such family) whose needs would be taken into ac-
couni in determining the need of any such member
under the State plan approved under this part as in
effect prior to the enactment of part D”,

(iii) by striking out “child or relative who is apply-
ing for aid to families with dependent children or” in
clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) of such paragraph
and inserting in Lieu thereof “member of a family”,

(iv) by striking out “likely to become an applicant
for or recipient of such aid” in clause (ii) of subpara-
graph {A) of such paragraph and inserting in liew
thereof “likely to become eligible to receive such
assistance”, and |

(v) by striking out “(14) and (15) " each place it
appears in subparagraph (A) of such paragraph and
inserting in lieu thereof “(8) and (9)”;

(E) by striking out all that follows “permitted”
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) in the last sentence of such paragraph and inserting in
2 lien thereof *‘hy the Secretary; and”’;
3 ~ (F) by striking out “in the rase of any State,” in

4 the matter preceding subparagreph (A) in paragraph

5 (5);

6 (G) by striking out “section 406 (e)” eack place
7 it appears in paragraph (5) and inserting in Tieu 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 Actis 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 UKS.C. 604) is

23 amended—

24 (1) hy 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 St:ie plan for services”; and
(2) by striking out subsection (b).

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

(i) Seciion 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 ‘amilies with children’ means
families who are receiving family assistance benefits under
part D and whe (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 subscctions (¢) and

[

(d) . respectively;

3 (3) (A) by striking ont “living with any of the
. 4 relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a place of
5 residenice maintained by one or more of such relatives
6 as his or théir 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) ) 7,
9 and
10 (B) by striking out “because such child or rela-
1 tive refused”’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘because such
i2 child or another member of such fami];c refused”’.
13 (j) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607} is -
14 repealed. K
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 lien 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

2% provided in behalf of a child (1) who would, except for his
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removal from the home of a family as a result of a judicial
detcrmination to the effect that continuation therein would
be contrary to his welfare, be 2 member of such family re-
ceiving assistance to needy families with children, (2) whose
placement and care are the responsibility of (A) the State

or local agency administering the State plan approved under

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

State agency administering or supervising the administration
of such State plan has made an agreement which is still in
effect and which includes provision for assuring develo: ment
of a plan, satisfactory to such State agency, for such child as
provided in paragraph (e) (1) and such other provisions as
may be necessary to assure accomplishmcnt of the objectives
of the State plan approved under scetion 402, (3) who has
been placed in a foster family home or child-care institution
as & result of such determination, and (4) who (A) reccived
assistance to needy families with children in or for the month
in ‘which court proceedings leading to such determination
were initiated, or -(B) would have received such ascistance
to ncedy families with children in or for such m.onth if appli-
cation had been made therefor, or (C) in the case of a child
who had been & member of a family (as defined in section
445 (a) ) within six months prior to the month in which such
proceedings were initiated, would have received such assist-

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

(&

and application had been made therefor;
“(b) ‘foster care’ shall, however, include the care de-

3
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 inserﬁng in lieu thereof “foster care”, and
10 (C) Dby 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.élll)sections (d), (e), and (f) as subsections (e).
14 (d), and (e), respectively; _
15 (4) by striking out “‘paragraph (f) (2)” and “sec-
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
=2 406 (a)” in subsection (e) (1) (as so redesignated) and

inserting in lien 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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in subsection (¢) (2) (asso redesignated) and inserting

in lieu thereof “422” and “part B of this title”, re-

spectively.

(1) (1) Section 409 of such Act (42 U.8.C. 609) is
repealed. '

(m) Section 410 of such- Act (42 U.S.C. 610) is re-
designated as section 407; and subsection (a) of such section
(as so redesignated) is amended by striking out “section 402
(a) (21)” and inserting in lien thereof “section 402 (a)
(15)”. '

(n) (1) Scction 422 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended
by striking out “section 402 (a) (15)” and inserting in lieu
thereof “section 402 (a) (9)”. o

(2) Section 422 (a) (1) (B) of such Act is amended by
striking out “prdvided for dependent children” and inserting
in lien thereof “provided with respect to needy families with
children”.

(o) References in any law, regulation, State plan, or
other document to any provision of part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act which is redesignated by this section

shall (from and after the effective date of the amendments
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made by this Act) be considered to be references to such
provision as so redesignated.
OHANGES IN HEADINGS
Sec. 104. fs) The heading of title IV of the Social

Seeurity Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended to read

a8 follows:

“TITLE IV—FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS,
STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS, WORK
INCENTIVE PROGRAMS, AND GRANTS TO
STATES FOR FAMILY AND CHILD WELFARE
SERVICES”.

(b) The heading of part A of such title IV is amended
to read as follows:
“ParT A—SERVIOES TO NEEDY Faminies WitH
CHILDREN".
TITLE II—-AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND
- DISABLED
GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND
DISABLED
Seo. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:
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“TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO
THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED
“APPROPRIATIONS
“Sec. 1601. For the purpose of enabling each State to
furnish financial assistance to needy individuals who are
sixty-five years of age or over, blind, or disabled and for the
purpose of encouraging each State to furnish rehabilitation
and other services to help such individuals attain or retain

capability for self-support or self-care, there are authorized

“to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to

carry out these purposes. The sums made available under this
section shall be used for making payments to States having
State p]ans,apprdved under section 1602,
“STATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICES
TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED
“SEC. 1602. (a) A Stﬁte plan for aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled must—

“(1) provide for the establishment or designation
of a single State agency to administer or supervise the
administration of the State plan; '

“(2) provide such methods of administration as are
found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and
efficient operation of the plan, including methods relat-
ing to the establishment and maintenance of personnel

~ standards on a merit basis (hut the'Secretary shall exer-



109

63

1 cise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of

(&)

office, and compensation of individuals employed in
accordance with such methods) ;

“(3) provide for the training and eflective use of

[S1 I

social service personnel in the administration of the plan,
for the furnishing of technical assistance to units of State
government and of political subdivisions which are fur-

nishing financial assistance or services to the aged, blind,

L W 3o

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 incorﬁe as community service aides)
17 in the administration of the ‘plan and for the use of ‘n'on—
. 18 paid or partially paid volunteers in a social service vol-
19 unteer program in providing services to applicants and
t 20 recipients and in assisting any advisory committees

21 established by the State agency;

22 “(5) provide that all individuals wishing tc 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;

l: MC © 42-778 0-70-8 {pt. 1)
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“(6) provide for the use of a simplified statement,
conforming éo standards prescribed by the Secretary, to
establish eligibility, and for adequate and effective meth-
ods of verification of eligibility of applicants and recip-
ients through the use, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secrctary, of sampling and other
scientific technigues;

“(7) provide that, except.to the extent permitted
by the Secretary with respect to services, the State plan
shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State,
and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them;

“(8) provide for financial participation by the
State;

“(9) provide that, in determining whether an in-

dividual is blind, there shall be an examination by a

. physician skilled in the diseases of the eye or by an

‘optometrist, whichever the individual may scleet;

“(10) provide for granting an opportunity for a
fair hearing before the State agency to any individual
whose claim for aid under the plan is denied or is not
acted upon with reasonable promptness;

“(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-
tions of the State plan, not less often than annually, in
accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary,

and the furnishing of annual reports of such evalnations
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to the Secretary together with any necessary modifica- .
tions of the State plan resulting from such evaluations;
“(12) provide that the State agency will make such
reports, in such form and containing such information,
as the Secretary inay from time to time require, and
comply with such provisions as the Secretary may from

time to time find necessary to assure the correctness

.and verification of such reports;

“(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use or
disclosure of information concerning applicants and re-
cipients to purposes directly connected with the adminis-
tration of the plan;

“(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to or on
behalf of individuals in private or public institutions, for
the establishment or designation of a State authority or
authorities which shall be responsible for establishing and
maintaining siandards for such institutions;

“{(15) provide a description of the services which
the Swate makes available to applicants for or recipients
of aid:mnder the plan to help them attain self-support or
self-care, including a description of the steps taken to
assure, im the provision of .snéh ‘services, maximum
utilization of all available services that are similar or
reluted;. and
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“(16) assure that, in administering the State plan
and providing services thereunder, the Statc will observe
priorities establisaed by the Secretary and comply with
such pexiormance standards as the Secretary may, from

time to time, establish.
Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 1962,
and on the date on which a State submits (or submitted) its
plan for approval under this title, the State agency which
administere¢ or supervised the administration of the(plan of
such State approved under title X was different from the
State agency which administered or supervised ‘the admin-
istration of the plan of such State approved under title I and
the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-
ministration of the plan of such State approved under title
XTIV, then the State agency which administered oz supervised
the administration of such plan approved under title X may be
designated ‘to administer or supervise the administration of
the portion of the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled which relates to blind individuals and a separate
State agency may be established or designated to administer

. or supervise the administration of the rest of such plan; and

in such case the part of the ﬁlanlwhjch each such agency

;administers, or the administration of which each such agency

supervises, shall be regarded as a separate plan for purposes
of this title.
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“(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which
fulfills the conditions specified in subsection (a) and in

1

2

3 section 1603, except that he shall not approve any plan
4 which imposes, as a condition of eligibility for aid under the
5

plan—
. 6 “(1) an sge requirement of more than sixty-five
U 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 ha¢ resided im

13 the United States continuously during the five years im-

4 mediately preceding his application for such aid;
15 “(4) sny disability or age requirement which ex-
16 cludes 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 cludes any persons who are blind as determined in
2 accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretiry.
22 Tn the case of any State to which the provisions of seotion
23 344 of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 were
24 applicable.on January 1, 1962, and to which the sentence
25

of section 1002 (b) following paragraph (2) thereof is
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applicable on the date on which its State plan was or is
submitted for approval under this title, the Secrctary shall
approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not
meet the requirements of section 1608 (a), if it meets all
other requirements of this title for an approved plan for aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled; but payments to the State
under this title shall be made, in the case of any such plan,
only with respect to expenditures thereunder which would
be included as expenditures for the purposes of this title
under a plan approved under this section without regard
to the provisions of this sentence.
“DETERMINATION OF NEED

“So. 1603. (a) A State plan must provide that, in
determining the need for aid under the plan, the State agency
shall take into consideration any other income or resources

of the individual claiming such aid as well as any expenses

reasonably attributable to the earning of any such income;

except that, in making such determination with respect to
any individual— |

“(1) the State agency shall not consider as re-

sources (A) the home, household goods, and personal

effects of the individual, (B) other personal or real prop-

erty, the total value of which does not exceed $1,500,

or (C) other property which, as determined in accord-
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ance with and subject to limitations in regulations of the
Secretary, is so essential to the family’s means of self-
support as fo warrant its exclusion, but shall apply the
provisions of section 4}2 (d) and regulations therennder;

“(2) the State agency may not consider the
financial responsibility of any individual for any appli-
cant or recipient unless the applicant or recipient is the
individual’s spouse, or the individual’s child who is under
tha; age of twenty-one or is blind or severely disabled;

“(8) if such individual is blind, the State agency
(A) shall disregard the first $85 per month of earned
income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85
per month, and (B) shall, for a period not in excess of
twelve months, and may, for a period not in excess of
thirty-six montks, disregard such additional amounts of
other income and resources, in the case of any such indi-
vidual who has a plan for achieving self-support ap-
proved by the State agency, as may be necessary for the
fulfillment of such plan;

(4) if such individual is not blind but is severely
disabled, the State agency (A) shall disregard the
first $85 per month of earned income plus one-half of
earned income in excess of $85 per month, and (B)
shall, for a period not in excess of twelve months, and

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 a8 may be necessary for the fulfillment of the plan, but

5 only with respect to the part or parts of such périod 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 disai)led, the State
10 agency may disregard not more than the first $60 per
1 ‘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

[y
-3

OASDI recipients in determining need for aid under the

[y
[e o]

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

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 s, when added to his income +which is
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not disregarded pnrsuant to subsection (&), will provide

" a minimum of $110 per month;

“(2) the standard of nced applied for determining
eligibility for and amount of aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled shall not be lower than (A) the standard ap-
plied for this purpose under the State plan (approved
under this title) as in effect on the date of enactment of
part D of title IV of this Act, or (B) if there was no
such plan in effect for such State on such date, the stand-
ard of need which was applicable under—

“(i) the State plan which was in effect 6n such
date and was approved under title I, in the case of
any individual who is sixty-five years of age or older,

“(ii) the State plan in effect on such date and
approved under title X, in the case of an individual
who is blind, or

‘“(ili) the State plan in effect on such date and
approved inder title XIV, in the case of an individ-

nal who is severely disabled,

except that if two or more of clauses (i), (i), and (iii)

are applicable to an individual, the standard of need
applied with respect to such individual may not be lower
than the higher (or highest) of the siandards under the
applicable plans, and except that if none eof such clauses

is applicahle 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; énd

5 “(8) 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 henefits under part D of title IV or
9 supplementary payments pursuant to part E thereof, or
10 training allowances under part C thereof, for purposes of
1 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 Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

19  “pAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND,
20 AND DISABLED

21 “8z0. 1604. From the sums appropriated therefor, the
22 Seoretary 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-
i 7 ents 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 exoeeds the
12 product of the amount which, as determined by the Sec-
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 (o).

-
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“ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS
TO INDIVIDUALS

“Skc. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement
with a State under which he will, on behalf of the State,
pay aid to the aged, blind, and disabled directly to individuals
in the State under the State’s plan approved under this title
and perform such other functions of the State in connection
with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case
payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604
and the agreement shall also pfovide for payment to the
Secretary by th;a State of its share of such aid (adjusted to
reflect the State’s share of any overpayments recovered under
section 1606).

“OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYM®NTS

“SEC. 1606. Whenever the Secretary finds that more or
less than the correct amount of payment has been made to
any person as a direct Federal payment pursuant to section
1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the
succeeding provisions of this section, be made by appropriate
adjustments in future payments of the overpaid individual
or by recovery from him or his estate or payment to him.
The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds appro-
priate in the case of payment of more than the correct amount

of benefits with a view to avoiding penalizing individuals

who were without fault in connection with the overpayment,
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if adjustment or recovery on account of such overpayment
in such case would defeat the purposes of this title, or be
against equity or good conscience, or (because of the small
amount involved) impede efficient or effective administration.
“OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

“SEoc. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and
opportunity for hearing to the State agency administering
or supervising the administration of the State plan approved
under this title, finds—

“(1) that the plan no longer complies with the
provisions of sections 1302 and 1603; or
“(2) that in the administration of the plan there is

a failure to comply substantially with any such provision;
the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such
portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments
will not be made to the State or individuals within the Stato
under this title (or, in his discretion, that payments will be
limited to categories under or parts of the State plan not af-
fected by such failure), until the Secretary is satisfied that
there will no longer be a.ﬁy such failure to comply. Until he
is so satisfied he shall'make no such further payments to the
State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall
limit payments to categories under or parts of the State plan
not affected by such failure). -
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“PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND
ADMINISTRATION
“Skc. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State approved
under section 1602 provides that the State agency will make
available to applicants for or recipients of aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled under the State plan at least those services
to help them attain or retain capability for self-support or
self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such State
shall qualify for payments for services under subsection (b)
of this secticn. |
“(b) In the case of any State whose State plan ap-
proved under section 1602 meets the requirements of sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall pay to the State from the
sums appropriated therefor an amount equal to the sum of
the following proportions of the total amounts expended dur-
ing each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for the
proper and efficient administration of the State plan— -
“(1) 75 per centum of so much of such expendi-
tures as are for—
~ “(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to
subsection (a) and are provided (in accordance
with subsection (c)) to applicants for or recipients
of aid under the plan to help them attain or retain
capability for self-support or seli-care, or

“(B) other services, specified by the Secretary
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1 as likely to prevent or reduce dependency, so pro-
9 vided to the applicants for or recipients of aid, or
3 “(C) 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 Secretary may specify as appropriate for individuals
7 who, within such period or perinds as the Secretary
8 may prescribe, have been or are likely to become
9 applicants for 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
12 “(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 accordancs 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 becomebapplicants for or recipients of such
24 aid; plus _
25 “(8) 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 provide if reimbursed for the cost thereof pursuant to
16 agreement under paragraph (2), if provided by such
17 staff), and

18A “(2) subject to limitations prescribed by the Sec-

19 retary, services which in the judgment of the State

20 agency cannot be as economically or 8s effectively pro-

21 vided by the staff of that State or local agency and are
22 not otherwise reasonably available to individuals in need

2 of them, and which are provided, pursuant to agreement

24 with the State agenay, by the State health authority or

25 the State agency or agencies administering or supervis-
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ing the administration of the State plan for vocational

rebabilitation services approved under the Vocational

Rehabilitation Act or by any other State agency which

the Secretary may determine to be appropriate (whether

provided by its staff or by contract with public (local)

or nonprofit private agencies) .

Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be
provided only pursuant to agreement with the State agency
or agencies administering or supervising the administration of
the State plan for vocstional rehabilitation services approved
under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

“(d) The portion of the amount expended for admin-
istration of the State plan to which paragraph (1) of
subsection (b) applies and the portion thereof to which
paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) apply shall be -
determined in accordance with such methods and procedures
as may be permitted by the Secretary.

“(e) In the case .of any State whose plan approved
under section 1602 does not meet the requirements of
subsection (a) of this section, thero shall be paid to the
State, in lieu of the amount provid:d for under subsection
(b), an amount equal to one-half the total of the sums
expended during each quarter as found necessary by the
Secretary for the proper and efficient administration of the
State plan, including services referred to in subsections (b)

42-778 O - 70 - 8 {pt. 1)
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and (o) and provided in accordance with the provisions of
those subsections.

“(f) In the case of any State whose State plan in-
cluded & provision meeting the requirements of subsection
(a), but with respect to which the Secretary finds, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State
agency administering or supervising the administration of
the plan, that—

“(1) the provision no longer complies with the
requirements of subsection (a), or
“(2) in the administration of the plan there is a
failure to comply substantially with such provision,
the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such
portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments
will not be made to the State under subsection (b) until
he is satisfied that there will no longer be any such failure
to comply. Until the Secretary is so satisfied, no such fur-
ther payments ﬁth respect to the administration of and
services under the State plan shall be made, but, instead,
such payments shall be made, subject to the other provisions
of this title, under subsection (e).
“COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

“Spo. 1609. (2) (1) Prior to the beginning of each

quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the amount to which a

State will be entitled under sections 1604 and 1608 for
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that quarter, such estimates to be based on (A) a report
filed by the State containing its estimate of the total sum
to be expended in that quarter in accordance with the pro-
visions of sections 160+ and 1608, and stating the amount
appropriated or made available by the State and its political
subdivisions for such expenditures in that quarter, and, if
such amount is less than the State’s proportionate share of the
total sum of such estimated expenditures, the source or
sources from which the difference is expected to be derived,
and (B) such other investigation as the Secretary may find
necessary.

“(2) The Secretary shall then pay in such installments
as he may determine, the amount so estimated, reduced or
increased to the cxtent of any overpayment or underpay-
ment which the Secretary detcrmines wag made under this
section to the State for any prior quarter and with respect
to which adjustment has not already been made under this
subsection.

“(b) The pro rata share to which the United States is
equitably entitled, as determined by the Secretary, of the
net amount recovered during any quarter by a State or
political subdivision thereof with respect to aid furnished
under the State plan, but excluding any amount of such aid

recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient which is not
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in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political
subdivision thereof for the funeral expenses of the deceased,
shall be-considered an overpayment to be adjusted under
subsection (a) (2). )

“(c) Upon the making of any estimate by the Secre-
tary under this section, any appropriations available for
payments under this title shall be deemed obligated.

“DEFINITION

“Skc. 1610. For purposes of this title, the term ‘aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled’ means money payments to
needy individuals who are 65 years of age or older, are blind,
or are severely disabled, but such term does not include—~

“(1) any such payments to any individual who is
an inmate of a public institution (except as a patient in

a medical institution) ; or

“(2) any such payments to any individual who has
not attained 65 years of age and who is a patient
in an institution for tuberculosis or mental diseases.

Such term also includes payments which are not included
within the meaning of such term under the preceding sen-
tence, but which would be so included except that they are
made on behalf of such a needy individual to another jndi-
vidual who "(as determined in accordance with standards
prescribed by the Secretary) is interested in or concerned

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

(4]

O ®W O~ O

10
1

“(A) determination by the State agency that the
needy individual has, by reason of his physical or mental
condition, such inability to manage funds that makmé
payments to him would be contrary to his welfare and,
therefore, it is necessary to provide such aid through pay-
ments described in this sentence;

“(B) making such payments only in cases in whick
the payment will, under the rules otherwise applicable
under the State plan for determining need and the
amount of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled to be paid
(and in conjunction with other income and resources),
meet all the need of the individuals with respect to whom
such payments are made;

“(C) undertaking and continuing special efforts to
protect the welfare of such individuals and to improve,
to the extent possible, his capacity for self-care and to
manage funds;

“(D) periodic review by the State agency of the
determination under clause (A) to ascertain whether
conditions justifying such determination still exist, with
provision for términation of the payments if they do not
and for seeking judicial appointment of a guardian, or

other legal representative, as described in section 1111,
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if and when it appears that such action will best serve
the interests of the needy individual; and
“(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State
agency on the determination referred to in clause (A)
for any individual with respect to whom it is made.
Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled shall be
determined for purposes of this title in accordance with
criteria prescribed by the Secretary.”
REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND XIV OF THE S0CIAL
SECURITY ACT
Sec. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

Act (42 US.C. 301 et seq., 1201 et seq., and 1351 et

seq.) are hereby repealed.

ADDITIONAL DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI RECIPI-
ENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR AID TO THE AGED,
BLIND, AND DISABLED
Sec. 203. Section 1007 of the Social Security Amend-

ments of 1969 is amended by striking out “and before July

1970”.

TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO OVERPAYMENTS
AND UNDERPAYMENTS
Sec. 204. In the case of any State which has a State
plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social
Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this sec-

tion, any overpayment or underpayment which the Secretary
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determines was made to such State under section 3, 1003,
1403, or 1603 of such Act with respect to a period before
tie approval of a plan under title XVI as ameaded by this
Act, and with respect to which adjustment has pot already
been made under subsection ‘(b) of such section 3, 1003,
1403, or 1603, shall, for purposes of section 1609 (a) of such
Act as herein amended, be considered an overpayment or
underpayment (as the case méy be) made undez title XVI
of such Act as herein amended.
TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DEFINITIONS OF
BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY

Sec. 205. In the case of any State which has in operation
a plan of aid to the blind under title X, aid to the permanently
and totally disabled uzder title XIV, or aid to the aged, blind,
or disabled under title XVI, of the Social Security Act as
in effect prior to the enactmeat of this Act, the State plan of
such State submitted under title XVI of such Act as amended
by this Act shall not be denied approval thereunder, with
respect to the period ending with the first July 1 which
follows the close of the first regular session of the legislature
of such State which begins after the enactment of this Act,
by reason of its failure to include therein a test of disability
or blindness different from that included in the State’s plan
(approved under such title X, XIV or XVI of such Act)
as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.
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TITLE III—-MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT OF SECTION 228(d)

SEo. 301. Section 228 (d) (1) of the Social Security Act
is amended by striking out-“I, X, XIV, or”, and by striking
out “part A;’ and inserting in lieu thereof “réceives-pay—
ments with respect to such month pursuant to part D or E”.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XI

SBo. 302. Title XI of the Social Security Act is
amended— _

(1) by striking out “I,”, “X,”, and “XIV,” in sec-
* tion 1101 () (1) ;
(2) by striking out “I, X, XIV,” in section 1106

(c) (1) (A); |

- {8) (A) by striking out “I, X, XIV, and XVI”
in section 1108 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “XV1I”,
and |

(B) by striking out “section 402 (a) (19)” in sec-
s+ :108(b) and inserting in lieu thereof “part A of

title IV”’;

(4) by striking out the text of section 1109 and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Seo. 1109; Any amount which is disregarded (or set
aside for future needs) in determining the eligibility for_ and

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 payments pursuant to part D or E of title
3 1V, shall not be taken into consideration in determining the
4 eligibility for and amount of such aid, assistance, or payments
9 for any other individual under suck other State plan or such.

6 part D or B.”;

1 {5) (A) by striking ont “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 matl- '

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,

16 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, 1008, 1408, 1603,”

19 in clause (b) of such section and inserting in lieu thereof
L 20 “403, 453, 1604, 1608,”;

21 (7) (A) by striking out “I, X, XIV,” in subsec-

22 tions (a) (1), (b), and (d) of section 1116, and

23 (B) by striking out “4, 404, 1004, 1404, 1604,”

24 in subsection (a) (3) of such section and inserting in

25 lieu thereof “404, 1607, 1608,”;
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(8) by repealing section 1118;

(9) (A) by striking out “I, X, XIV,” in section
1119,

(B) by striking out “part A” in such section and in-
serting in lieu thereof “services under a State plan ap-
proved under part A”, and

(C) by striking out “3(a), 403 (a), 1003 (a),
1403 (a), or 1603 (a)” in such section and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘403 (a) or 1604”; and

(10) (A) by striking out “a plan for old-age assist-
ance, approved under title I, a plan for aid to the blind,
approved under title X, a plan for aid to the permanently
and totally disabled, approved under title XIV, or a plan
for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled” in section 1121
(a) and inserting in licu thereof “a plan for aid to the’
aged, blind, and disabled”, and

(B) by inserting “ (other than a public nonmedical
facility) ” in such section after “intermediate care facili-
ties” the first time it appears.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVIII

‘Bec. 303. Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is

22 amended—

23

24

(1) (A) by striking out “title I or” in section 1843

) (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 XV1
8 or part A” in section 1843 (f) both times it appears and
9 inserting in lieu thereof “title X VI and under part E”;
10 and |

11 (B) by striking out “title I, X V1, or XIX” in such
12 section and inserting in lieu thereof “title X VI or XIX”’;
13 and _
14 (3) by striking out “I, XVI” in section 1863 and
15 inserting in licu thereof “XVI”.

16 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XIX

17 Smo. 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 leu

22 thereof “needy families with children” and “severely”,
- 23 respectively; '
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(2) by striking out “I or” in section 1902 (a) (5) ;
(3) (A) by striking out everything in section 1902
(a) (10) which precedes clause (A) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:
“(10) provide for making medical assistance
available to all individuals receiving assistance to
needy families with children as defined in section
405 (b), receiving payments under sn agreement
_ pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan ap-
proved under title XVI; and—", and
(B) by inserting “or payments under such part E”
after “such plan” each time it appears in clauses (A)
and (B) of such section;- .

(4) by striking out section 1902 (a) (13) (B) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following :

“(B) in the case of individuals receiving assist-
ance to needy families with children as defined in
section 405 (b) , receiving payments under an agree-
ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plali
approved under title X VI, for the inclusion of at
least the care and services listed in clauses (1)
through (5) of section 1905 (a), and”;

(5) by striking out “aid or assistance under State
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1

plans approved under titles I, X, XIV, XVI, and
part A of title IV,” in section 1902 (a) (14) (A) and
inserting in lieu thereof “assistance to needy faiuilies with
children as defined in section 405 (b), receiving pay-
ments under an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV,
or receiving aid to the aged, bﬁnd, and disabled under a
State plan approved under title XVI,”;

(6) (A) by striking out “aid or assistance under the
State’s plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or
part A of title IV,” in so much of section 1902 (a) (17)
as precedos.clause (A) and. inserting in lieu thereof
“gssistance to needy fainilies with children as defined in
section 405 (b), payments under an agreemeﬁt pursuant
to part E of title IV, or aid under a State plan approved
under title XV1,”, =

(B) by striking out “aid or assistance in the
form of money payments under a State plan approved
under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title
IV” in clause (B) of such section and inserting in
lieu thereof “assistance to needy families with children
as defined in section 405 (b), payments under an agree-
ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled under a State plan approved under
title XVI”, and

(C) by striking out “aid or assistance undgr such
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plan” in such clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof
“agsistance, aid, or payments”’;

(7) by striking out “section 3 (a) (4) (A) (i)
and (ii) or section 1603 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii)” in
seotion 1902 (a) (éo) (C) and inserting in lieu thereof
“gection 1608 (b) (1) (A) and (B)”;

(8) by striking out “title X (or title X VI, insofar
as it relates to the blind) was different from the State
agency which administered or supervised the adminis-
tration of the State plan approved under title I (or title
X VI, insofar as it relates to the aged), the State agency
whiéh administered or supervised the administration of
such plan approved under title X (or tiile X VI, insofar
as it relates to the blind)” in the last sentence of sec-
tion 1902 (a) and inserting in Heu thereof ‘“‘title X VI,
insofar as it relates to the blind, was different from
the agency which administered or supervised the ad-
ministration of such plan insofar as it relates to the aged,
the agency which administered or supervised the admin-
istration of the plan insofar as it relates to the blind”;

(9) by striking out “section 406(&) (2)” in sec-

~ tion 1902 (b) (2) and inserting in liex ilicreof “section

405 (b) ”;
(10) by striking out “T, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

" A” in section 1902 (c) and inserting in lien thereof
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“XVI or under an agreement under part E”;

(11) by striking out “I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part
A” in section 1903 (a) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof
“X VI or under an agreement under part E’;

(12) by repealing section 1903 (o) ;

(13) by striking out “highest amount which would
ordinerily be paid to a family of the same size without
pny income or resources in the form of money payments,
under the plan of the State approved under part A of
titlo TV of this Act” in section 1903 (f) (1) (B) (i) and
inserting in lieu “thereof ‘highest total amount which
would ordinarily be paid under parts D and E of title IV
to a family of the same size without income or resourees,
eligible in that State for moﬁey payments under part E
of title IV of this Act’;

(14) (A) by striking out ‘“the ‘highest amount
which would ordinarily be paid’ to such family under the
State’s plan approved under part A of title IV of this
Aoct” in section 1903 (f) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
“the ‘highest total amount which would ordinarily be
paid’ to such family”, and

(B) by striking out “section 408” in such section
and insertiﬁg in lieu thereof “section 406”;

(15) by striking out “I, X, XIV, or XVI, of
part A” in section 1903 (f) (4) (A) and inserting 111
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1 lien 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 (2) and
7 inserting in lieu thereof “payments under part E of title
8 IV or aid under a State plan approved under title X VI,
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
1 inserting in lLieu thereof the following:

17 “(iv) severcly disabled as defined by the Secretary
18 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
2 such section.

2 . TITLE IV—GENERAL

23 EFFECTIVE DATR

24 Sec. 401. The amendments and rep'ealé made by this Act )
25

shall become effeétive, and section 9 of the Act of April 19,

Q -
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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
T tho legislature of which does not meet in a regular ses-
8 sion which closes after the cnactment 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-
13 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 carlicr than such first July 1 after
15 July 1, 1971) on the first day of the first (:'ulendm' 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 regular session which clases after the
23 enac'ment of this Act and on or before July 1, 1971,
24 the amendments made by title IT of this Act shall be-

42-778 O - 70 - 10 {pt. 1)
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come effective on the first July 1 which follows the

close of the first regular session of the legislature of

such State which closes after J ulyl 1, 1971, or (subject

to paragraph (1) of this section) on the earlier date

on which suchv State submits a plan meeting the require-

noents of such section 1602;
and except that section 436 of the Social Security Act, as
amended by this Act, shall be effective upon the enactment
of this Act.

SAVING PROVISION

Seo. 402. (a) The Secretary shall pay to any State
which has a State plan approved under title XVI of the Social
Security Act, as amended by this Act, and has in effect an
agreement under part E of title IV of such Act, for each
quarter beginning after June 30, 1971, and prior to July 1,
1973, in addition to the amount payable to such State under
such title and such agreement, an amount equal to the excess
of—

(1) (A) 70 per centurn of the total of those pay-
ments for such quarter pursuant to such agreement which
are required ander sections 451 and 452 of the Social
Security Act (as amended by this Act), plus (B) the
non-Federal share of expenditures for such quarter re-
quired under title XVI of the Social Security Act (as,
amended by this Act) as aid to the aged, blind, and

-3
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disabled (as defined in subsection (b) (1) of this
section) , over

(2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which
would have been made during such quarter as aid or
assistance under the plans of the State approved under
titles T, IV (part (A) ), X, XIV, and XVI had they
continued in effect {as defined in subsection (b) (2) of
this section).

(b) For purposes of subsection (a)—

(1) the non-Federal share of expenditures for any
quarter required under title X VI of the Social Security
Act, referred to in clause (B) of subsection (a) (1),
means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-
penditures for such quarter under the plan approved un-
der such title as aid to the aged, blind, and disabled which
would have been included as aid to the aged, blind, or dis-
abied under the plan approved under such title as in effect
for June 1971 plus so much of the rest of such expendi-
tures as is required (as determined by the Secretary) by
reason of the amendments to such title made by this Act,
and (B) the total amounts determined under section
1604 of the Social Security Act for such State with re-
spect to such expenditures for such quarter; and

(2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which
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1 would have been made during any quarter under ap-

|

proved State plans, referred to in subsection (a) (2),
means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-
penditures which would have been mmie as aid or assist-
- ance (excluding emergency assistance specified in sec-
tion 406(e) (1) (A) of the Social Security Act and
foster care under section 408 thereof) for such quarter
under the plans of such State approved under title I,

IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI of such Act and in

© 0 a3 O »u o W

10 effect in the month prior to the enactment of this Act
if they had continued in effect during such quarter and
12 if they had included (if they did not already do s0) pay-

ments to dependent children of unemployed fathers au-

1t 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 section 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 VIRGIN
21 ‘ ISLANDS, AND GUAM

22 Sec. 403. Section 1108 of the Social Security Act is
23 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

24 gubsection:

25 “(e)- (1) In applying the provisions of sections 442 (a)
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and (b), 443 (b) (2), 1603 (a) (1) and {b) (1), and
1604 (1) with respect to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
or Guam, the amounts to be used shall (instead of the $500,
$300, and $1,500 in such section 442 (a), the $500 and
$300 in such section 442 (b), the $30 in clauses (A) and
(B) of such section 443 (b) (2), the $1,500 in such section
1603 (a) (1), the $110 in such section 1603 (b) (1), and
the $65 in section 1604 (1)) bear the same ratio to such
$500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30, $1,500, $110, and
$65 as the per capita incomes of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam, respectively, bear to the per capita
income of that one of the fifty States which has the lowest
per capita income; except that in no case may the amounts
so used exceed such $500, $300, 81,500, $500, $300, $30,
$1,500, $110, and $65.

“(2) (A) The amounts to be used under such sections
in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shail be pro-
mulgated by the Secf-etary between July 1 and September
30 of each even-numbered year, on the basis of the average
per capita income of each State and of the United States for
the most recent calendar year for which satisfactory data are
available from the Department of Commerce. Such promul-
gation shall be effective for each of the two fiscal years in the
period beginning July 1 next succeeding such promulgation.

“(B) The term ‘United States’, for purposes of sub-
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paragraph (A) only, means the fifty States and the District
of Columbia. |
. “(3) If the amounts which would otherwise be promul-
gated for any fiscal year for any of the three States referred
to in paragraph (1) would be lower than the amounts pro-
mulgated for such State for the immediately prece:'ing period,
the amounts for such fiscal year shall be increased to the ex-
tent of the difference; and the amounts so incressed shall
be the amounts promulgated for such year.”
MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISOAL YEAR

SEC. 404. As used in this Act and in the amendments
made by this Act, the terin “Secretary” means, unless the
context otherwise requires, the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare; and the term “fiscal year” means a period
beginning with any July 1 and ending with the close of the
following June 30.

Passed the House of Representatives April 16, 1970.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk.
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MarcH &, 1970.

PRINCIPAL CHANGES MADE BY THE WAYS AXD MEANS COMMITTEE iN THE
ADMINISTRATION’S PBOPOSED FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT

1. 1n place of the Administration’s proposal that ‘States be required to supple-
ment the family benefit up to their payment levels as of July 1, 1969, the Com-
mittee bill requires supplementation up to the payment levels in effect in January
1970 or to the poverty level whichever is lower.

2. In place of the proposed “50-90 rule” which was designed to assure a range
of States savings, the Committee bill provides 30 percent Federal matching for
supplementary payments up to the peverty level.

3. In place of the proposal that one-half of unearned income constitute an
offset against family assistance payraents, the Committee provides that all un-
earned income constitute a dollar for dollar offset, thereby continuing present 1aw.

4. The proposed exclusion of members of the armed forces and their families is
eliminated from the bill.

5. States agreeing to have the Federal government administer their supple-
mental and adult asuistance programs av not have to pay any part of the ad.
ministrative cost (the original Administration proposal was that they pay one-half
of this cost). :

6. Child ecare projects are funded at 100 percent Federal cost rather than the
proposed 90 percent. .

7. Fathers in the working poor category (employed full-time) are required to
register with the employment office.

8. New authority is added to establish a Federal claim for the amount of Fed-
eral welfare payments made to a family against a deserting parent or spouse.

9. In the aged, blind ané ¢isabled category, the proposed income floor of $90
per person per month is raised to $110.

10. The earnings disregard for the disabled is increased to the first $85 per
month of earnings plus 1% of the rest (same as present law for the blind), and
increased for the aged to the first $60 per month plus % the rest (same as FAP).
The Administration bill had left present law unchanged.

11. For the aged, blind and disabled category, instead of the Administration
proposzl of paying 100 percent of the first $50, 50 percent of the next $15 and 25
percent thereafter of average benefits, the Federal matching fermula is set at
90 percent of the first $65 and 25 percent thereafter.

12. The prohibition in the Administration biil preventing States from taking
liens or recovering against the property of aged, blind and disabled recipients
is deleted, permitting States to continue their present practice in this respect.

13. A savings clause is added whereby any State which would have to pay
more in State funds under FAP plus the adult category changes than under
existing law would have the required excess paid by the Federal government
for two years.

14. An effective date of July 1, 1971, is set by the Committee rather than the
Administration’s effective date which would have depended on the date of
enactment.

Marcy b5, 1970.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION oF THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE AcCT OF 1970 As REPORTED BY THE
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

I. FAMILY ABSISTANCE BENEFITS

A. LlUgibility for the New Family Assistance Benefit

Each family with children whose includable income (for definition of excluded
income, see below) is less than the family benefit level—computed as $500 each
for the first two members of the family and $300 for each additional member—
would be eligible for 2 family assistance benefit. The amount of the henefit would
be the difference between these amounts and the non-excluded income. For
example, a family of four with no income would be eligible for a benefit of $1,600.
Every family with children, both those now eligible under Aid for Families with
Depeirdent. Children (AFDC) and those not eligible because the father is working
full-tirae (the working poor) would be eligible.

I determining income for the purpose of establishing eligibility for and the
amount of the benefit, the following types and amounts of income would be
entirely excluded:
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(1) all earned income of adult members of the family at the rate of $60
per mouth plus % of the remainder (the so-called earnings incentive or
disregard) ;

(2) food stamps and other public or private charity ¢

(3) alowances paid to those in job training;

1(4) the tuition portion of scholarships and fellowships:

(3) home grown and used produce.

Subject to certain limitations prescribed by the Secretary of HEW, the
following types and amounts of income would also he excludable :

i{(6) all earnings of a child under age 21 and attending school ;

I(7) infrequently earned or small amounts of income ;

(8) earnings needed to pay for necessary child care.

Remaining earned income and all unearned income (uot otherwise excluded
above) would be counted and would therefore result in a dollar-for-dollar reduc-
tion in family assistance payments. Such non-excludable income includes social
security, civil service, and railroad retirement benefits; veterans compensation
and pensions ; farm price support payments and sojl bank payments; alimony and
child support payments; and interest, rent, diviiends and so on.

A family with more thsa $1,500 in resources, otber than the home, nousehold
goods, personal effects, rmid Dbroperty essemtial to the family’s means of self-
support, would not be eligible for family assistance benefits.

B. Dcfinitions of Family and Child

An eligible family must consist of two or more people related by blood, mar-
riage or adoption and living together in the United Steves, at least one of whom
is a dependent child (under age 18 or under 21 if attending school). The Secre-
tary would apply State law in determining familv relationships.

C. Registration with Public Employment Service

Each member of a famijly found to be eligible for family assistance benefits

would be required to register with a public employment office unless he or she is:
(1) unable to work because of illness, incapacity, or advanced age;
(2) a mother caring for a child under6;
(3) the mother, if the father is already required to register;
(4) a person is required to care for an ill member of the household; or
(3) a chil® who is either under the age of 16 or a student.

Any person who falls into one of the above exempt categories caa still *+lun-
tarily register at the employment office.

If an individual required to register refused to do so or refused a suitable
training or job opportunity without good cause, he would lose his eligibility for
family assistance and State supplementary (see below) benefits. The family
would continue to receive the reduced benefit, however.

A suitable job is defined in the bill as one taking into accoznt an individual’s
health, safety, prior training and experience, distance to work, and other relevant
factors. It must pay at least the Federal or State minimum wage if applicable, or
the prevailing wage for jobs not covered by minimum wage legislation.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is required to make suye that
any necessary child care services are provided where an individual is registered
and participating in training or employment.

1I. STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFIT

4. Reguiremenis for State Supplementation

Each State which had an AFDC payment level in January 1970 higher than
the family assistance benefit must agree to supplement the family assistance
benefit up to thit previous payment level (except §hat if such level is greater than
the poverty 'level, it may choose to supplement only up to the poverty levei) in
order to be eligible for Federal funds under other programs in the Social Sccurity
Act (e.g., maternal and child health services, social services, aid to the aged, blind
and disabled, and medicaid).

The family assistance eligibility rules—e.g., the $1,500 resources limitation, the
definition of family apd child, the excludable income provisions (other than those
related to the earnings incentive)—would be made applicable to the State supple-
mentary programs, thereby resulting for the first time in national welfare eligi-
bility standards. All States would be required to supplement the incomes of
families where the father is unemployed (that coverage is now on an optional
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basis), or where the child is between age 18 and 21 and attending school (now
also on an optional basisj. .

The States would not, however, be required to supplement cases in which the
father was present in the home and working full time—the so-called working.
poor.

The States would also be required to exclude certain portions of earned income
in computing eligibility for and the amount of the supplementary payment. The
States would have to exclude the first $720 a year of earned income plus:

(1} % of the earnings in excess of $720 but less than twice the amount of
the family assistance benefit which would have been payable if the family
had no income ; and

(2) ¥ of any income above that amount.

Tu other words, the State would first disregard $720 and then reduce its supple-
wentary payment by 1634 cents for every dollar of earniags over the range between
$720 and the point where no further family assistance benefits are payable
($3,920 for a family of four). Thus, the reduction in total welfare {FAP plus
State supplemental) would be 67 cents for each dollar earned after $720 and up to
$3,920 for a family of four. For earnings above that amount, the State could
reduce its payment by 80 cents for each dollar of earnings.

B. Federal and State Financing Provigions

The Federal government would provide 30 percent matching for the ¢ost of mak-
ing supplementary payments, other than any supplementary payments which the
State might make at its own initiative to the working poor, but there would be no
matching for supplementary payments which exceed the poverty line.

1In other words, if a State were paying an AFDC family of four with no other
income $3,900 as of January 1970, it would be required to supplement the $1,800
family assistance payment by $2,120 to raise the benefit up te the $3,720 poverty
line, but would not be required to provide a supplementar§ payment above the
poverty line. By the same token, the Federal 30 percent matching would be
available for the $2,120 but no more.

The bill establishes in law the poverty level for various family sizes, setting
it at $3,270 for a family of four, and requires the Secretary of HEW to make
annual cost-of-living adjustments in the amouuts.

III. ADMINISTRATION

A. Administrative Arrangements )

The Vbill provides for three alternative administrative arrangements of the
family assistance program. First, the ‘Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare can make an arrangement with a State for the Federal government to »24-
minister both the family assistance program and the State supplementary pio-
gram, Second, the Secretary can make an arrangement with a State for the State
to administer hoth programs. Third, it is possihle for a 'State to administer the
supplementary payments and the Federal government to administer the farily
ussistance program. However, if a State agrees to Federal administration of its
supplemental program, the Federal share of the administrative costs would be
increased from 50 percent to 100 percent.

New authority has been added to establish a Federal claim against any
parent who deserts his spouse or children in an atount equal to the Federal
dellars spent on family assistance and State supplementary payments to the
family. This claim can be collected from any amounts owed to such parent by
the Federal government.

IV. WORK AND TRAINING PROGRANS

A. New Program Established

The existing work Incentive Pregram would be repealed and a new program
would be established to take ity place. The Secretary of Labor would assure the
development of an employability plan for each individual registered with the
employment office under the family assistance program.

The individuals would then receive the services and training called for under
the plan (including grants o move a family to assured employment offered by
the recipient State). Special work projects are authorized, subject to the “suit-
able job” protections, to provide employment opportunities for revipients. Appro-
tplriations '(no dollar amount specified) are authorized Lo meet 90% of the cost of

le program,
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The Secretary Wwouii be required tc use other manpower programs to the
extent possible.
B. Training Allowances

"Each persca participating in the training program would receive an allowauce
of $30 a month, or the amount of the Manpower Development and Training Act
allowance if higher for those enrolled in such programs, in addition to FAP and
State payments. The Secretary would also provide allowances to cover the trans-
portation and other costs associated with the training.

C. Child Care and Supportive Services

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is authorized to make pay-
ments for up to 100 percent of the cost of projects for child care needed by
parents participating in the work, training, or rebabilitation programs. States
would be required to provide other supportive social services—such as vocational
rehabilitation, health and counseling—needed to enable recipients to enter train-
ing and jobs, and the Federal government would pay 90 percent of the cost of
such efforts. (Other social service and child welfare authority in present law is
left intact pending submission of further legislation expected shortly from the
Administration.)

D. Annual Report

The Secretaries of Labor and Health, EQacation, and Welfare would file an
anpual report with the Congress on the operation of the training, child care and
Service programs.

V. AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

A. Federgl Standicrds and Requisements

The present separate titles for programs for aid to the needy, aged, blind, and
disabled are repealed and a new combined Federal-State program is established
to cover essentially the sawe people.

Under the new program, the States could not bave any duration of residence
or length of citizenship requirement, or have relative responsibility provisions.

The States would be required to (1) provide a payment sufficient to bring each
recipient's total income up to at least $110 a month or, if higher, the standard
now in effect, (2) follow the Secretary’s definition of blindness and severe dis-
ability, ard (3) use the Federal definition of allowable resources applicable to
the family assistance program ($1,500 plus home, personal effects and income-
producing property essential to the person's support). .

The so-called earnings incentives for the disabled and aged have been increased,
requiring the States to exclude the first $85 per month of earnings plus 14 of the
rest for the Severely disabled (the same provision which now exists for the blind),
and permitting the exclusion for the aged at the first $60 per month o7 earnings
plug 35 of the rest (the same as the family assistance earnings disregard).

B. Federal Matching Provisions :

The Federal government would pay 90 percent of the first $65 of average pay-
ments made to eligible persons, and 25 percent of the remainder up to a limit to be
set by the Secretary, The Federal government would also pay 50 percent of the
administrative costs.

C. Administration

As under the family assistance plan, the Secretary could enter into an agree-
ment with a State under which the Federal government would perform all or
some of the functions invioved in administering the program for the aged, blind
and disabled. If the State chooses to contract with the Secretary to have him
assume theve functions, the Federal government would pay for 100 percent of the
administrative cost .

VY. MISCELLANEOTUS AND EFFECTIVE FATE

A. “Hold Harmless" Provision

Provision is made to pay apnually to any State, for two years ofter the
effective date of tbe Act, any amount by which its State costs for the State sup-
plementary and adult assistance programs under the new law, taken tcgether,
exceed what its AFDC and adult assistance costs Fgild hisve been under present
law. S
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B. S8pecial Provisions for Pucrto Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands

Both the pew family assistance and adult category programs apply in these
jurisdictions, but all of the dollar figures in both programs (except the initial
earnings disregard—i.e., the first $60 per month in family assistance) are to be
modified (but only downward) by the same proportion that the per capita income
of each bears to that in the State with the lowest per capita income. This will not
reduce the amounts for Guam and the Virgin Islands, but will result in about a
45 percent reduction for Puerto Rico.

C. Effective Daie

The provisions of the bill would be effective on July 1, 1971, except that the
child care provisions are effective immediately upon enactment.

Senator DoLe. Have you had a chance to review the President’s
proposal as set out in S. 29867 Have you had a chance to read the
legislation?

aIéeverened Jackson. I have not studied it thoroughly, though my
staff has.

Senator DoLe. Do you share the general objective of the President’s
income maintenance proposal? _

Reverend Jacksox. I go along with it generally except to say that
$1,600 in our inflated economy is a minimum wage and not a livable
wage. :

Senator DoLeE. How much does a family of four receive now? Isn’t
the average about $438? Even as meagre as $1,600 may be, I think it
18 an improvement.

At any rate, I think there is valuable objective here. We need to
know for the record if you share that objective.

Reverened JacksoN. I am concerned about pover(tiy being over-
come. I am not impressed by the world’s most abundant economy,
apfroaching a trillion dollars, when fpeople jump uY 300 percent and
still haven’t touched the bottom of the ground. I couldn’t be less
impressed.

think there should be some relationship between what a family of
four needs and what it gets. I think that people in the nei%hborhood
need to get the impression that there are certain inalienable rights,
like eating and like having good health, like being educated, that our
Government will go to drastic measures to protect. :

1 think they need to feel as wanted. )

Senator DovE. Don’tNyou believe this is a step in that direction?

Reverend JacksoN. No. You see, I do not feel, and it could very
well reflect on my feelings, I do not. feel, being from South Carolina
and having visited there last week—the people in South Carolina
don’t feel as wanted as the people in South Vietnam feel. They don’t
feel that they are as cared for.

They feel that there is a greater priority for South Vietnam than
South Carolina, and when you see $80 bilﬁon of our budget moving
towards protecting foreigners

Senator Dore. That has been reduced under this administration, I
might add, by about $6 billion.

AMERICANIZATION PROGRAM

Raverend JacksoN. 69.9 percent of our budget is inclined toward
supporting South Vietnamese, and only 12.2 percent inclined toward
the health, education, and welfere collectively, and even that was
suggested to be cut.
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One cannot just feel a sense of being wanted. We want an Americani-
zation program that is as significant as the Vietnamization program
for us here. :

Senator DoLE. 'Those are very broad generalities. I think many of
them are inaccurate.

Reverend Jackson. What I am saying what we want is accurate.
It may be subjective. I just wouldn’t think that it would be too much
for an American who has made cotton king and hoed tobacco road and
pushed back the mountainsides to ask to be considered as priority over
somebody 10,000 miles away from where we live.

_ I don't think that is too much to ask. Perhaps it is. Do you think it
is too much to ask?

Senator DoLE. Let us talk about specifics. In the first place, 69 per-
cent of the budget is not going to Vietnam and, secondly, we are not
nere to discuss foreign pcﬁicy. It 1s not in the purview of this com-
mittee. Although this committee may find itself dealing with busing or
some other area after a while.

Reverend Jackson. Busing the food may work. If the Panthers and
Operation Breadbasket can walk them to the basements of churches,
maybe the Government could bus them to places that have better
food and more food. :

Senator DoLe. We talked about mobile commodity-type buses.
With reference to income maintenance, you have said for the record
that food stamps and commodity distribution programs are degrading.
I share that view—in fact, I witnessed in my own State of Kansas
that people must line up at the courthouse exposed to public view
to receive a paltry sack of commodities once & month. I don’t like it
and you don’t like it. .

These are white people and black people.

Given that this is gegrading, and taat it hasn’t worked, and we -
agree that we must make some changes. All T am trying to find out
is, do you a%ee with the general objective stated by the President,
by Senator Harris or by anyone else who has introduced income
maintenance-type proposals? Just yes or no.

Reverend Jackson. There ecan’t be a yes or no, because in one
sense it is & rhetorical question. There must be some concern for the
desire of the thing and the investment you put in it. You can’t just
desire to have $1,000 come out of & bank and you haven’t put but
$100 in it. So you desire a job and income for alf people, and yet the
investment is not commensurate with the desire, which is like a false

hope.

&’hat that does, really, is work to the psychological detriment of
the poor people because it raises a hope but there is no program
commensurate with the hope being raised. Ultimately you have
disappointment.

Senator DoLe. What do you think the program should be? What
do you think we should do?

everend JacksonN. What I think you ought to do is have a job or
an income where a livable wage is included. What I think is that the
national goal immediately ought to have a family of four moving
toward a standard income that is commensurate with what is indi-
cated by the labor statistics of what a family of four need.

Senator DoLE. You qualify your program. You say moving toward.
This is the same thing President Nixon said.
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Reverend Jaockson. I mean like immediately. 1 mean what must be
considered, Senator, is that many of these poor people are of working
households, and even if they continue—— )

Senator Dor=. Let me point out there that under the present
welfare progiam, if there is a husband working full time, you are not
entitled to any benefits. This, of course, is done away with by the
President’s program. We do provide more benefits under the pro-
gram, at least under the concept.

As the chairman said and others have said, the Congress will work
its will, but I assume you had at least some endorsement in some way
of the concept of income maintenance. :

Reverend Jacksown. I endorse the concept of improvement, but I
cannot see—I am not an economist—I can’t see the relationship
between $1,600 and the needs of a family of four. _

Now I would like for you to answer a questien, if you den’t mind.
If a family of four has less than & livable income, what do you expect
them to do to close the gap between what they have and what they
need to live off of? What do you expect them to do?

Senator DoLk. In the first place, if there were a husband in the house,
and he were able to work Fwould expect him to work. Under this
program, the first $720 a year is exempt. You can still make that much
money without losing any benefits.

Reverend JacksoN. We find that there are more working poor,
peoile who work every day and make so little money until their
working does not bring them up to the standard than there are people
on welfare numerically. That is a fact.

My question is: If a family is allocated something less than a livable
income, what do you expect that family to do to close the gap between
his subsistence and his Yifeline? ,

How do you expect him to close that gap if he is aged, if he is
disabled, or if he is working and can’t get anything to complement it?

Senator DoLe. We have a responsibility with the States and local
communities in providing for that family. But that is not the question
we are discussing today.

I don’t know what the panacea is. You are saying $6,000 or $8,000
a year. All T wanted to establish, since this hearing has been scheduled
to discuss income maintenance programs, is whether you have specific
suggestions or amendments to the President’s program. If so, fine. If
you think it ought to be expanded we should have your suggestions
for the record. 7 )

If you feel it should be not even considered, we should have that
for the record also.

But we are not a legislative committee. We can provide a platform
for you to express your views and they will be widely publicized.

e will assure you of that on this committee. But what are your
objectives? ‘ ‘

What do you want for the family of four? Do you not want the
President’s program? Do you want Senator Harris’ program? Whose
program do you want? Or do you want a program of your own, or
do you want anything?

everend JacksoN. I want Senator McGovern’s plan plus some
marriage between the three plans proposed, but I want all of the
proposals, individually or collectively, to have some relationship to
what the family needs.
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I want hunger ix: this Nation to be illegal. I think it ought to be as
illegal for a child to starve as it is for a child to be able to buy hiquor.
I think it ought to be illegal for minors.

Senator DoLe. You are talking in general terms. Let us talk
specifically. -

Reverend JacksoN. If a child in a surplus economy is starving,
somebody has not distributed some of God’s food. Whoever is guilt
ought to come before some court of law. But to assume that people
are malnourished because parents, who are offered 78 cents a day per
person in an inflated economy, don’t have the education to buy the
right food is a fallacy.

Senator DoLe. We must be realistic. If we should talk about specific
legislation, and be realistic in trying to help the people you represent
here today, I share that view. No one on this committee endorses
hunger, or starvation, but unless we can reall provide some service
for the Congress through specific discussion, then about all we do is
provide a forum and really not achieve any results.

Reverend Jackson. But why can’t you consider that the hunger
question is very simple in this csuntry in that we are producing
surplus food?

Senstor DoLe. You can’t ezc cotton.,

Reverend Jackson. No, but we are overproducing food.

Illinois is an agricultural export State. California is an agricultural
export State. We have lands where we are paying people not to grow
cotton, but they can grow corn, tomatoes and potatoes.

Senator DoLe. Maybe tomatoes and potatoes but we have too
much corn.

Reverend JacksoN. But we have too little distribution of that corn.

Senator Dovre. Senator Percy described that we have almost
eliminated farmers through subsidies. If we can have the same success
in eliminating the poor through subsidies, it will be a great program.

Reverend Jackson. Why can't the President check with some of
us who have both the experience and the insight rather than just
checking with Moynihan on the issue anyhow?

You see, parts of our problem is a gross insensitivity to what we
are saying. You can riddle those of us who perhaps come here to share
this with you, and even demean us by suave debate.

But be that as it may, when we get through discussing, while
Presidents and politicians fiddle, stomachs burn, If we want to be
consistent with the annotation “In God we trust,” we know very well,

" that there are two things I desire, Lord don’t give me too much, and

the Lord lifted me up saying who is the Lord, but don’t give me too
little that I will steal and defame your name.

We know that petty thievery is an extension of realit¥ made mani-
fest when people are starving, and even more particularly when their
hopes have been raised and there are no programs commensurate with
raised hopes. .

It is forked-tongue conversation to say I want people fed, have the
ability to feed them, and not offer them the meal when the appetites
are raised.

It is a disservice to the poor to play with them like that. That is why
I asked you the specific question, i}) a family of four has $1,600 to survive
with but needs $5,000 to live off of, what do you expect them to do to
close the gap between their survival subsistence and essential needs?
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Do you expect them to see when they are blind, to have energy when
they are old? What do you expect them to do to close the gap?

I am asking for a program from the President who offered the Nation
the challenge that he could lead them somewhere. I ain’t offered to
lead nobody nowhere. I am just testifying on what I see.

Senator. DoLE. You probably share the same objective as the
President. I don’t think your goal is any loftier than his, not any less
lofty than his.

Reverend Jackson. His ability is greater than mine and his ability
to graé)ple with the situation is so different. The President needs to
go to Cairo, Ill., where poor blacks and poor whites are in a ceafronta-
tion that looks racist because you have poor whites and poor blacks
threatening to kill each other.

Right, Senator Percy?

They threaten to kill each other all the time. The poor blacks think
eliminating the poor whites will solve their problems, and the poor
whites think eliminating the poor blacks will solve their problem.

Really, we need an expansion of the economy so as to reduce their
insecurities. Both groups are threatened by death, itself. The poor
whites and poor blacks in Cairo think they are going to starve and
think there 1s not enough education to go around, enough medicine
to go around, and nobody is there to institute these necessities or
eﬁpand the economy, but just to continue gaming and playing with
them.

That is what it amounts to. I suggest on some of the time the Vice
President spends on the golf courses, on some of the time the President
spends in going to foreign nations, there is a iiation at home that he
ran for office for, where people are crying for his presence but can only
get his sermons, and they are not working.

Senator DoLE. I don't think you want to play golf with the Vice
President. It can be a dangerous business, -

Reverend Jackson. Nobody should do that. I think he should quit
trying to do something he can’t do and start deoing something he was
elected for. :

Senator DorLEg. I will yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Senator Percy. I would like to try to boil this down so we could
have an affirmative answer. I think some of the gquestions are very
pertinent.

$1,600 INADEQUATE FOR A FAMILY OF ¥OUR

As I understand your position, Reverend Jackson, you feel that the
present welfare system is a failure and should be junked.

Second, that income maintenance as a basic principle is right as an
objective and should replace the present system at the ea#iiest possible
time.

Third, you look on $1,600 as inadequate considering that it doesn’t
have a close enough relationship to what people need for a minimum

“subsistence as against today’s cost of living.

I think most people would admit that if Congress continues to
vacillate on this, does not enact the President’s program in principle,
which will cost $4.5 billion even at the $1,600 level, the cost of living
alone will obsolete that figure if it hasn’t right now.

Fourth, and lastly, you would like to see minimum subsistence
standarc.. put at the level where they are adjusted to what a femily



156

actually needs. For instance, in urban areas if vou get $1,600 for a
;amily of four and 25 percent goes for rent, that is $33.33 per month
or rent.

In Morgan Park, Ill., on Saturday afternocn, the limited surve
I made indicated you could rent an apartment for $125 a mont
of two rooms, which is just about minimum for a family of four.
If you spend $125 a month for rent you don’t have very much left
for food and other things.

Are they the four points that you agree to affirmatively?

Reverend JacksoN. What was point No. 2?

Senator Percy. First, that we ought to junk the present welfare
system, it doesn’t work; second, replace it with income maintenance
as a much better system; third, that you disagree with the $1,600
level and; fourth, the level you are asking for should be adjusted
to the minimum standard of living.

You are not asking for affluence but the minimum standard of
living that the Department of Labor statistics show is rexjuired for a
family of four or six or eight to actually live and subsist in some
sense of digmicy.

But in principle you e with this program.

; ifleverend JACKSON. ';‘il;ewelfare system as we now know it is a
ailure.

Senator PErcy. There we agree totally. Your position and that
of the administration are similar.

Reverend Jackson. It has failed to deliver people out of its locks
and make them productive people.

Sen‘t?xtor Percy. Second, 1t should be replaced by income mainte-
nance

Reverend Jackson. I agree it should be replaced with income main-
tenance, but also with a new word, such as subsidy, so as to remove
the psychological stigma which is also a barrier to the poor people
coming from behind.

Senator Percy. And third, $1,600 is inadequate?

Reverend Jackson. Wait a minute. Closely attached to the jnceme
‘maintenance has to be the realization that the people arc asking for
a job or an income, but the job has to reflect the energy put in. The
money that comes out of the job has to reflect the energy put in the
job, which is a great part of the problem—3$1,600 does not approximate
the need. Therefore, it raises the hope. For the people who are inspired
by it, it is likened on to finding a hungry man asleep. It would be
better to leave him asleep hungry until you found some food to feed

To have people think that this $1,600 now relieves the rich of any
more responsibility of dealing with the poer, to have politicians
thinking that now that you have a $1,600 minimum the people just
must be lazy if theg can’t make it, that is to create some illusions
within our social order that have economic effects upon the puor.

Senator PErcy. May I then clarify as point & your position as T un-
derstand it?

You are not just asking for money to be paid in, but you arc putting
emphasis on human dignity, a man’s right to hold a job if he is physi-
cally able to doit, you are saying that there is an obligation on the
public’s part to provide the education, skill, and training so that that
man can have a job with dignity.
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That is another point in the President’s program. It is an inteeral
part of the cost structure. A man must have the right o uparade
himself to that position.

And child ecare is needed if a woman is burdened down by children
during the day.

Reverend Jacksox. Closely akin to that, Senator Dole, when we
talk about being against the defense budget, we know that there has
to be some level of realistic military protection, given the confliets in
the world. but we know there are minimnnm levels of defense.

When I was in school. if you were going to be an ROTC graduate, a
soldier. which assumed that we only needed military defense, yon
could get the 2-year scholarship for the junior and senior years, and
on into your fourth year.

The fact is that in terins of defense if a young man is going to mnedical
school that i< a sound investment. He ought to be paid to go to medical
school. A man ought to be paid 1o go 10 law school. A mother who 1s
raising the Natien’s citizens, who perhaps may be raising the Nation’s
(l;_residonts, Congressmait, and leaders, ought to be paid to do that in

ignity.

To assume that people will start having children farms because
sich a system exists would be to have a kind of contempt and a kind
of disrespect, for the mentality of the people caught in that bind.

The minimum subsistence is certainly just an absolute need.

What I would want you to say, and you were smart enough not
to say it, is that people closed the gap Letween what they got and
what they need by robbing. thievery, und stealing. That is basically
how people close that gap.

You find in your poverty areas where people have $10 and need
$20 and there is no visible way of getting it.

Then they just get it from whoever is available, whatever store is
available for them to extort, whatever pocketbook is available for them
to snatch. They close that gap.

Man’s drive to survive is very strong. Men close those gaps but close
them through unscrupulous means. I argue as Victor Hugo did,
that sins and crimes will be committed in the darkness, but he who
creates the darkness is the guilty one.

I am charging that the darkness is created whereby nmen engage in
petty crime for food and stealing medicine and stuff is created by
those who have tbe capacity to give light but seemingly have not yet
arrived at the point where it is urgent that it be done. .

Scnator DoLe. As I interpret your testimony, as pinpointed by the
questions asked by Senator Percy and the chairman, F think you do
pinpoint the approach of not just President Nixon’s program bui the
other income maintenance programs pending not before this cominittee
but before the Finance Committee.

I would agree as I said earlier, that we can’t have second-class
Americans, white or black. You can’t expect to do with the stamp
what other people do with dollars. We share that view. .

I really believe we are more apt to find a construetive middle ground
or solution to the problem if we work together. Desrite the power of
the President he needs persons like yourself to help him.

I rocognize that it is casy to criticize. I am not above it myself
from time to time in certain arcas. But I think right now we are dealing
with & national problem that is very grave, as you pointed out.

42-778—70—pt. 1——11
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What the President needs and what Mr. Finch needs. and what
Mr. Shultz needs, and what this committee needs are some specific
suggestions on how we can bridge this gap between malnutrition on
the one hand and low income on the other.

I haven’t any predisposed notions about what should be in the final
form. In fact, 1 am going to have some questions about mcome
maintenance itself,

There are a lot of people in this country who feel this is the last
straw if we start paying people, as you indieated hefore. for not work-
ing, start giving people cash instead of being on welfare rolls.

Jti= not just a question of rolling something through the Congress.
It is going to be very difficult. What we need as I look at it, ix your
understanding and your help, because you have seen it firsthand. vou
have witnessed it in South Carolina, vou have seen it in IMinois, all
over the Sonth and all over the North.

You will find it in Kansas if you go there. 1 would hope that in
the weeks ahead, as we continue these hearings, and as the legislative
committee gets into hearings, you will have some specific recom-
mendations on how we can amend the present act or the pending acts,
whichever one it may be.

Reverend JacksoN. 1f he wants us to help him initiate some of
these programs, why doesi’t he call upon us in the planning of some
of these programs?

We cannot conscientiously accept the final product of a group of
insensitive men to what we are talking about.

I think it needs to be made very elear as we close relative to the
whole handout of cash money sort of thing. He argued in the new
federalism speech that if you just gave people money it would (end
lm reduce their incentive, that giving people money would make them
azy.

But the fact is that given the Kennedys, the Rockefellers, all the
people with money, it has not made them lazy, but it has allowed
them to express their ambition in terms of wanting pever rather than
wanting risks and things. :

I think once we overcome the stigma, that once people get money
they lose their ambition, and deal with the fact that power is as
attractive and more attractive than politics, that we will get eople
whose highest ambition won’t be a square meal or paid rent. We will
get ’J)eople whose ambition will be to be doctors, lawyers, leaders.

We cannot get any of this kind of input from one-fifth of our Nation
sc long as their highest ambition is the bottom.

Senator DoLk. Thank you.

Senator McGovErN. I have one or two more questions.

First of all, I want to make it clear that as for myself I didn’t
expect you or any other wiiness to come here with a specific legislutive
program.

As we have been reminded here this morning, this is not a legislative
committee. We are interested in uncovering a problem and defining
it, and trying to get some insight into what needs to be done.

You did say mn the course of your remarks that you generally
favored a proposul that I made some weeks ago, the human security
Plan. That is a four-point program which includes, as one of those
points, a children’s allowance, & program that operates in every single
mdustrial country in the world except the United States.
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Reverend Jack=ox. Don't the rich peaple have a $600 allowance
tax write-off for their children?

Senator McGoveay. That was the point I was going to make, thet
there ix, as a matter of fact. = children’s allowance in the United Statex
today written into our income tax laws, as $600 exemption.

How does that affect thie people that you speak for. the poor and the
near pour?

Reverend Jack=ox. Of the tiiree plans that 1 have heard about. and
the one 1 have seen enunciated—-

Senator McGovery. I mean how does the incame tax exemption
benefit the poor family of Chicago or South Carolina?

Reverend Jacksox. For the itamilies that are poor it doesen’t
benefit them at all because they don’t have the $600 to write off,

Senutor McGovern. So it is really a children’s allowance for the
rich.

Revoerend Jackson. That i= what it amounts to already.

Of the three plans we have seen evidence of. yours plus s-:ine other
things that we could argue about should be the form.

In terms of the President’s concern, Senator Dole, and Senator
McGovern’s concern, Senstor Harris” concern. Heineman’s eoncern,
if these men, individually or collestively, chose to relate to those of us
who are fighting in these communities, you will find that our com-
plaints are not habitual. We don’t get any gratification, emotiond.
sexual or otherwise out of just arguing. There are other things to do
in this society. o

We would feel more respecied if we were consulted and not just hear
speeches here about it, but plans made with us and for us. That is the
only way we can have a democratic rather than auteeratie form of
governmaent.

We keep getting speeches down from the top about what would be
good for us.

Senator DoLe. How muaisiy of these plans were you consulted on
before they were drafted?

Have you been consulted on any of the programs that sre now pend-
ing before the Senate before they were drafted?

Did Senator MeGovern consult with you before he introduced his?
Did Senator Harris?

Senator McGovern. T am saying, Scuator, 1T haven't introduced
my plan yet and one of the reasons I haven’t was that 1 wanted to get
some feedback from not only Reverend Juckson’s group but others. T
have deliberately delayed putting this in legislative form for that pre-
cise purpose.

Senator Dove. I think that is one of the purposes of the hearing,
to get the input either before or after it was introduced.

Reverend Jackson. We plan a meeting of about 5,000 people, und
the President is invited, and Senator MeGovern. The President is
invited to come and indicate to us what is on his mind so that we
can tell him what is on our mind and hope that something ereative
will come. ~

Senator Harris is invited. The President is invited, Ben Heineman
is invited. The President is invited if he chooses to come before a
black audience that will give him the courtesy of not booing him,
but will hear what he has to say.
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If lie will accord the audience that much respect, then it will accord
him the courtesy of hearing what he has to sny. Then we would
respond in ways that would not bhe embarrassing to him, and we
would come out with a national program made by the people of the
Nation.

You certainly can’t say that his Cabinet is representative of the
people of the Natioxn.

Senator DoLe. I am not certain that is within the scope of the
hearing but will be glad to discuss it with you.

Reverend Jackson. You can’t sny that Moynihan speaks for the
black Liberals, and he makes big statements about it. He does.

That is not for debate. That is the public record.

Senator DoLe. Il he speaks for the liberals, then apparently you
‘are a conservative.

Scenator McGoveryn. Roverend Jackson, again let me thank you
for your appearance before this conunittee. We appreciate the testi-
mony that you have offered. I am sure it will be read by other metnbers
of the committee who were not here today. :

Let mo say to Prof. Alvin L. Schorr, who was to have been our
second witness today, that beeause of the importance of his statement
and the careful preparation that has gone into that statement, I don’t
want to begin that in the noon howr.

I would like to ask Professor Schorr if he would return tomorrow
morning and share the time with Mayor Lindsay of New York who
will be the lead-off witness. e .

We will try to divide that time tomorrow so that the mayor goes
on for approximately an hour and then we will hear from Professor
Schorr, if that is agreeable.

Mr. Scuorr. Yes, sir; no problem. ‘

Senator McUGovern. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Reverend Jackson.

The committee is in recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock.

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m. the sclect coinmittee recessed, to recon-
vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, March 3, 1970.)
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NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

TUESDAY, MARI'H 8, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
SeLecT ComMITTEE oN NUTRiTION aND HumMaN NEEDS,
: Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 10 a.nm., pursuant to recess, in room G-308,
New Senate Office Building, Senator George S. McGovern (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators McGovern, Cook, Dole, Juvits, and Percy.

Also present: William C. Smith, staft director and general counsel;
Peter Stavrianos, professional staff member; and Clarence V. McKee,

professional staff member for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT BY HON. GEORGE McGOVERN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM SOUTH DAKOTA, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE

Senator McGovern. The coramittee will be in order.

I think we are extremely fortunate this morning to have as our
witness a public figure, the Mayor of a great city who, for years, has
concerned himself with the problems with which this committee is
directly concerned. That is the problem of nutrition and related

‘human needs.

DIRECTLY INVOLVED

Mayor Lindsay is known as a mayor who has invalved himself
directly in trying to develop improved programs in the whole range
of human assistance, and in many respects New York has pioneered in
this field to the point where some of the people appearing before this
committee from other parts of the country, and some of the resource
people whose advice we have sought, have pointed to New York City
and to Mayor Lindsay as examples that the committee ought to study
with the end in mind of developing better programs for the Nation as
a whole. :

We are very happy to have Mayor Lindsay with us this morning.

He is accompanied by Commissioner Mitchell Ginsberg, the admin-
istrator of the Human Resources Administration of New York City.

We are also happy to welcome the new mayor of Pittsburgh, Mayor
Peter Flaherty.

We are grateful that you are here, Mayor. We may want to reserve
the right, after Mayor Lindsay gives his statement, to draw you into
the question period or ask for any comments you may wish to niake in
response to what Mayor Lindsay has said. We are delighted that you
are with us. :

(161)
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I would like to call on the senior minority member of the committee,
Senator Javits, with whom I and vther members of the committee have
worked so closely in carrying on the program of the committee.
Perhaps he would present our witness for the day.

STATEMENT BY HON. JACOB K. JAVITS, A U.S. SEXATOR, FROM NEW
YORK, INTRODUCING MAYOR JOHN V. LINDSAY /i NEW YORK CITY

Scnator Javirs. Thank you, Mz, Chairman. The Chair has very
adequately presented the mayor who speaks from a large amount of
experience which should be presented to the country. Many of the
conditions which the committee has been investigating eause problems
which really must be seen to be understood. Mayor Lindsay has seen
these conditions and problems, has worked to help eliminate them,
and will provide the committee with valuable insight into how we
can correct some of these social ills.

I would like to present a description of our administrator of the
Human Resources Agency in New York City. He is a full professor and
associate dean of the Columbia School of Social Work, as well as
consultant to the Office of Economic Opportunity, and has worked very
actively in Community Action and Headstart, ' .

We, in New York, consider him to be one of the most eminent
anthorities in his field and feel indeed [ortunate to have him.

1, too, wonld like to welcome Mayor Flaherty and congratulate him

on being the new mayor of Pittsburgh.

1 wish to express my satisfaction to the Chair for allowing this
opportunity to the chief executive of New York City to present a very
profound measure of expertise and experience on this very tragic
problem.

Thank yon, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN V. LINDSAY, MAYOR OF NEW YORK
CITY, N.Y., ACCOMPANIED BY MITCHELL GINSBERG, COMMIS-
SIONER, ADMINISTRATOR, HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRA-
TION, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mayor Linpsay. Senator McGovern and Senator Javits, first allow
me to express my appreciation to you both and to your colleagues on
this committee for the privilege of appearing before you and talking
about matters pertaining to poor peopie.

Those matters have to do, of course, with their sustenance, their
maintenance, their general welfare, and grouped into that, of course,
are programs that attack poverty, that attack hunger, and that attack
conditions of indignity and indecency, in gcner:ﬁ. Of course, I am
buoyed and supported in this as I have been for the last 4% years by
my colleagne, dear friend and associate, Mitchell Ginsberg, the admin-
istrator of the human resources administration in New York, prior
to that the commissioner of welfare, now known as social services.

Senator Javits, you demotea him. He is the dean-designato of the
New York School of Social Work. He assuines office in January of 1971
as the dean, which means that I shall be losing him as a full-time
partner and I shall retain him only as a part-time ])m'tner. )

Bnt I want to say that the better part of the last 4 years m my
life hias been in part because of the association with Mitch Ginsberg,
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who is not only a great man in government and on social and political
science, but he is also a vexy congenial companion to have at all times.

It is mece to be assoctated on this platform, too, with the new, still

osh, young mayor of Pittsburgh. It has given the mayoring business
a big hft all around the country and for me, particularly, to have this
young man willing to take on this battle in his city of Pittsburgh.

He waged a strong campaign for it and he has begun his adminis-
tration with skill and effectiveness which has been widely noted.

The importance of this hearing, I think, can’t be overstated. It is
sighificantly important and it comes at the most critical possible time.
This moment that we are now in, with the House of R(;‘l)l‘cscl\l\nl‘ri\ch'
the other body, on the edge of moving forward somewhat in the area of
welfare reform and this body considering several different approaches
in this area, including the problem: of hunger, comes not a moment too
soon. We need it desperately.

I want to submit for the record the full prepared statement that I
have. I would appreciate that because I am going to cut it down very
substantially in my main presentation,

INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS

The first thing that I wanted to address myself to has to do with the
present income maintenanee programs as we see them, and what we
think the Federal Government must do on an immediate basis.

I would like to emphasize that most of what I am talking about and
what the Congress 1s considering at the moment in all of its parts
really are first-step measures, steps toward a new direction.

There arc a lot of general overhauls that we think have to be done
in the whole area of the treatment of the support of the poor.

As to the failures of the present systein, I think it hardly needs
saying that the perpetuation of the antiquated and inefficient system
that we have now has aroused the hatred of all segmients of socicty
and, on top of that, socicty’s neglect of the working poor has increased
the polarization between minority group poor and the working class.

Welfare has been unable to achieve its original, basic objectives of
providing both minimally adequate living standards and incentives
to self-support.

1t actually contributes to the instability of poor families by denying
support to intact families in many States, and it denies any Federal
aid at all to destitute couples and single persons.

It is uneconomical from a cost-effective point of view and is often
demeaning and destructive to people. The complexity of its adminis-
trative regulations defics equity and efficiency. And the lack of funds
and mandates for research and evaluation have continucd our igno-
rance of poverty problems. :

Despite its serious inadequacies, the number of people dependent
upon welfare has grown to such an cxtent that the burden public
assistance places on the States and cities has become intolerable and
threatens to become critical.

That, I can assure you, is an understatement.

In New York City, our program is more adequate than most. Despite
the ravages of its costs, I am gratified that our program is able to
protect most New Yorkers from hunger and exposure.
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But the price of that protection is at the expense of many other
needed 1)nbiic services—better education and health, job training and
development, increased fire and police protection, more low- and
middle-income housing; in other words, all the public services designed
to prevent dependence on public assistance.

In many other States and cities, however, those wlo are eligible for
assistance suffer acntely. In the 30 States whose welfare benefits for
families are below the national average of $44 a month per person,
many people go hungry and cold.

As Lo the current welfare reform legislation, the President’s welfare
refarin proposals have recognized some of the basic diffienlties with
the present program and begin to move in a positive direction. They
estublish some principles of significance.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE INADEQUATE .

Federal assistance to assnze a minimal income floor in all States—
though the level is far too low, coverage of the working poor who
struggle for wages even below the welfare level, help for families in
which the father and mother have staved together despite an economic
ncentive to separate, and theoption for States Lo turn over administra-
tion of the whole income maintenance program to the Federal Govern-
ment. These are the steps forward. ‘

Although neither the administration’s proposal nor the House Ways
and Means Committee bill fully meet the urgencey of the situation, the
committee did make a number of significant Improvements and moved
quickly toward reporting an essential picee of legislation for o vote,

I am gratified that we in New Yori{ City were able to have some
influence on several crucial provisions as they were considered in the
committee, and can claim substantial credit for two amendments:
One that provides for 30 percent Federal sharing in the State supple-
ments above the family assistance plan minimum of $1,600 a year for
a fanily of lour; and another that encourages the States to turn over
administration of the whole program to the Federal Government.

IMPORTANCE OF HOUSE AMENDMENTS

I can’t stress enough the importance of these two amendments that
we believe will be adopted in the other body by the Ways and Means
Committee this week.

The first amendment goes part of the way to-vard correcting one
of the original bill’s outstanding omissions—its failure to provide
substantial relief for most of the urban States whose needy people are
primarily families with dependent children,

It also keeps the Federal Govermnent involved in the entire grant,
thus reducing the vulnerability of what otherwise would have been
virtually a separate State assistance program.

But the committee’s stipulation that Federal sharing can be only
up to the poverty level may hurt several million poor people if, in those
States whose present grants are slightly above the poverty level, legis-
latures decide to reduce them.

The second amendment moves a significant step in the direction
we have long advocated—entire Federal administration and financing
of the income maintenance program. We fought hard to have a specific
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indication of this direction included in_the bill—preferably through
the deviee of stipulating an increasing Federal percentage share each
year,

But although the Ways and Means draft has not provided for an
eventual Federal takeover of all costs of income maintenance, it does
hold out the possibility of Federal administration. This, at least, will
hasten the separation 1n providing income and services on the delivery
level—a move that we have found erucial to sound operation of a
wellare program.

STRONG CASE IFOR FEDERAL ASSUMPTION OF COSTS

The case for Federal assumption of welfare costs which grow, after
all, from national causes, is a strong one. Until the Federal Govern-
ment _takes over the basic income-maintenance responsibility, States
and cities will never have the funds required to attack the basic eauses
of financial need—poor housing, education, health, and employment
opportunities. .

The administration bill has other serivus drawbacks, in addition to
its failure to stipulate a phased-in Federal takeover.

From the pomt of view of the poor, there are very few States in
which recipients in families will see any improvement in their situation.

By the time a bill is enacted—as [ hope one will be—only half a
dozen States will have family benefits below the low family assistance

~ plan level of $500 a year cach for the first two family members and

$300 cach for the rest.

The minimum benefit for adults—the aged, biind and disabled—is
more nearly adequate at the rate of $110 per month per person.

The original bill and its amendnients continue the outworn distine-
tion between the so-called deserving poor—the aged and incapaci-
tated—and the “undeserving poor”’—struggling families and nonaged
individuals. )

Thus, also, it provides neither incentive to low-benefit States to
improve their family programs nor sufficient relief to the States with
higher benefits for frunilies today.

The bill also continues Federal diserimination against childless
couples and single persons. In New York, for example, we have about
60,000 such people receiving general assistance at a yearly cost to

« the city and State alone of $75 million.

This group is us deserving of Federal aid as any other.

Anoether serious omission {rom the family assistanee plan is a defini-
tion of the kind of employment welfare recipients will be required to
take. Neither the administration nor the Ways and Means Conunittee
has been willing to guaranteec the minimum or prevailing wage,
whichever is higher, as a condition of employment.

I think it is obvious that such an omission can create a perinanently
underpaid class of workers with the blessing of the Federal Govern-
ment. I strongly urge the members of this committee to see that this
situation is corrected in the Senate.

Let me review now the provisions I hope the Senate will deem essen-
tial when it reccives the welfare bill: (1) An increase in the Federal
minimum grant level to the point where it will be of some real assist-
ance to families without any income; (2) a provision for i phased-in
Federal assnmption of all inconie maintenance costs; (3) the insertion
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of langtiage to implement the administration’s pledge that no recipient
will have his grant reduced by the bill, even in States where the benefit
is above the poverty level; (4) a requirement that the appropriate Fed-
eral departments recalculate the poverty level annually; (5) the inclu-
sion of childless couples and individuals in the welfare program; (6) a
suitable definition of employment in terms of the minimum or pre-
vailing wage, whichever is liigher; and (7) the elimination of unrealstic
work requirements for mothers of schiool-nge children.

Senator Javrrs. L notice in your statement the reference to the so-
called deserving poor and undeserving poor. Is that contained in one
of those items 1 through 77

Mayor Linpsay. It is too simplistic to talk about underserving
and deserving poor. Poor people are people, and poor people don’t
wish to be poor. Poor people find it degrading. If they are able to work,
they want to work. 1f they are able to work but are not trained for
any skill, they want to be trained so that they can work. Those are
the general rules, . : ‘

Senator Javirs. What I had in mind was whether any of the eight
items included a correction of the full Ways and Means Commitice
reported bill.

Mayor Linpsay. I should point out that the original bill and its
amendments continue this outworn distinetion between the so-called
deserving poor, which is the aged and the incapacitated generally,
and the underserving poor which are struggling families and nonaged
individuals. That is bad. We don’t need that in legislation. 1t doesn’t
serve any useful purpose and, in faet, it can hurt.

The opportunity for Senate amendment will, 1 am optimistic,
come much sooner than many of us had anticipated, because of the
rapid consideration given the bill by the Ways and Means Committee.
Several Senate bills have already been introduced ineorporating
many of the suggestions I have just mnade.

Particularly promising is the bill mtroduced by Senator Harris which
provides for the staging-in of full Federal financial and administrative
responsibility, sets basic income at least at the poverty level, covers
2ll persons who full below that income level, gives incentives to employ-
ment through the deviee of exempting certain proportions of earned
income, and scts realistic work requirements and standards of suitable
employment.

These should be the goals. I, and the mayors of many other large
cities whose citizens at all income levels are suffering from the present
system, have pledged to do all we can to work for the speedy enact-
ment of realistic welfare reform. So have the governors endorsed a
progressive welfare program. And soon the Senate’s chance for con-
tributing to these goals will comne.

Let us all move quickly for action in this session of the Congress.

As I said earlier, however, this is but the first step, and only a
partial step at that. It .has often been said that New Yerk City has
already reformed the present welfare system nearly to the limnit, and
therefore provides us with a profile of what can be expected in the
rest of the Nation.

I can testify, therefore, that simply reforming the present system—
while absolutely crucial at this time—will not do in the long run.
Broader, more basie. change is required.
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Commissioner Ginsboerg is the anthor of every single one of the
reforms we have been able to introduee in New York, some under the
Federal permission of demonstration programs. Ahnost all of them
have proven their basic worth.

LOUKING AHEAD

The nin point I would like to make today is that it 1s time now
to stand back, take a look at the real social issues involved, and begin
to devise a broad policy that may hold promise of actually solving
the problems of poverty, rather than mercly tinkering with the
structure of programs we already have.

Looking ahead, I would like to outline a series of approaches that
should seriously be considered as a package to provide basic income
assurance without damaging incentive to work.

Many of the proposals in this package are not new. Both Commis-
sioner Ginsberg and T have made these points over and over in the
past, including in 1967 testimony before the Senate Subcommittee
on Employment, Manpower and Poverty. There, Commissioner
Ginsberg made certain predictions, all of which have been proved
true.

HUMAN SECURITY PLAN

Senator McGovern, the distinguished chairman of this committee,
has just announced a plan incorporating many of these points in a
comprehensive proposal of his own. But the importance of consider-
ing such programs has to be underscored many times over.

The following are five elements of what 1 think might be a satis-
factory approach to poverty problems in this country. I respectfully
submit them to you for your consideration. :

First, I believe we should guarantee the right of every able-bodied,
willing person to a job at an adeguate wage..

I believe strongly that the basic source of ineome in America will
remain carncd income and that long-range prograns are satisfactory
only so far as they proteet incentives for employment.

An ubvious step toward protecting the so-called work ethice iy, of
course, improvement in the minimum wage. Today, aman working full
time at the minimun wage of about $3,300, if he has a wife and one
child, is barely above the poverty line. If he has two children, he has
fallen well below it, and if hie has more, he is among the poorest of the
poar.

Good will statements about full employment are not enough; the
growing cooperation of the business community in the attack on hard-
core cmployment is not cnough; the hazards of national cconomic
policy can be too much. Already we are talking about inereasing un-
employment while demanding reduetion in the welfare rolls—obviously
incompatible goals,

Therefore, the Federal Government must mandate and finance a
job for every person who is willing and able. This could be accomplished
m two ways. First, through the greater involvement of private in-
dustry, remembering that private enterprise is not a social ageney,
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Therefore, consideration should be given to extending the concept
of subsidizing private industry for the employment of persons --ho are
not 100-percent productive when they first come on the joi-.

PUBLIC SERVICE JOBS NOT ‘““MAKE WORK’' JOBS

The second route to guaranteed employment would be through the
creation of hundreds of thousands of jobs in municipal and State

overnments throughout the country. One need only look at our city
gepurtments to see that “miake work” jobs are not necessary. Work 1s
obviously available for all kinds of personnel in hospitals, health and
welfare centers, schools, muscums, parks, police, and sanitation
departments, :

With Federal assistance, public departments would be enabled to
employ workers they badly need, the worker would receive his income
in carned salary rather than public assistance, the eost would be no
greater for the taxpayers, yet they would be provided with services
for which they have long been clamoring, and the worker would enter
the mainstream of the economy with all the obvious benefits to him-
self and his family.

Our experience with the Public Service Employment program—
though only limited funds were available—has shown that this kind
of approach can be highiy successful.

Second, T propose that active consideration be given to a different
kind of income maintenance plan such as a children’s allowance or a
negative income tax. Most of the study and discussion in this country
has been of the negative income tax, but I would urge that the com-
|)u1-(111tive merits of a grant to children be explored before a decision is
made,

CHILDREN’S ALLOWANCE DOES NOT AFFECT BIRTHRATE

Since most other Western nations have adopted a children’s allow-
ance plan, without undesirable cffects on the birth rate, there is wide
experience upon which to draw. The plan can operate in many different
ways, but basically, every family, regardless of income, would receive
a certain smount per child. Depending on the level at which the
allowance was set, and the point at which it was recovered from more
affluent familics in taxes, the annual cost would vary.

Of course, an essential step in creating a children’s allowauce system
would be to eliminate the $600 per depandent exemntion now provided
for in the Federal income tax program. Only those whe carn enough
to pay taxes mow benefit frem this form of a children’s allowance,
Those who are poor receive no benefit at all.

Since this benefit would be given to all families with children,
it would reduce the disincentive to work inherent in most other
income maintenance plans. Whatever a man carned would be over
and above the allowance. Such an allowance would be simple to ad-
minister~no small consideration compared with the ills of the current
slystonb——and would provide aid to those families now just above
the poverty line.
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This is a crucinl goal. The growing division in this country—
and I witness its effeets every 5uy at eity hall—between those on
welfare and those just above 1t, threatens to become explosive.

At this point in history, it is particularly vital to devise programs
that avoid creating special classes of recipients and dividing them
from the rest of society.

The lower income groups who now feel most threatened by and
most hostile to new social programs should be enabled to Denefit
from them,

Finally, let me sny that I am cognizant of an often-made eriticism
of children’s allowances—namely, that they offer an unwanted in-
centive for larger fumilies. In other Western countries, however,
expericnce has not shown this danger to be a real one, and let us
not forget that the allowance would not be sufficiently great to allow
anyone to get rich on it.

A third step would be inerease the social security henefit level and
broaden its coverage to include all the aged, and the disabled and
blind at any age, whether or not they had contributed to the s stem.
It makes no sense to keep a relatively small number of people out
of a program that has aclieved the simplicity and dignity enjoyed by
the social security system. '

With a mixmum_benefit of $110 2 month, most of the 100,000
adults on welfare in New York City, for example, could be transferred
to social security at no increase in overall cost, but with a reduction
in staff and facilities. :

A fourth step would grow inevitably from the first three—and that
would be a much-reduced, highly simplified emergency assistance
program for those peirsons or families who are not aided by the first
three programs, ,

This program would be, in fact, what the original designers of
public assistance expected it to be: for temporary relief in times of
mdividual, . family or area crisis such as unemployment, illness, fire
or local depression,

And finally, as a fifth component of a national antipoverty policy, I
would suggest a broad ll)rogrmn of public social services, designed to
prevent frunilies from falling into poverty as well as helping these also
receiving income support.

These services would include day care, homemuker service, family
planning and counseling, arrangenient of education and vocational
training plans, child welfave services, referrals to employment, pro-
grams for the aged, and the like.

Today, most of these programs—where they exist—are available
only to welfare recipients and only recently has the Federal Govern-
ment participated 1 their financing. Espeeially in a time of rising
living costs, provision of free services—and I would add here health
services—can be crucial to keeping a family self-supporting.

Before coneluding, I would like to comment upon this committee’s
primary concern, which cannot be separated from any of the other
subjects I have alluded to thus far,
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SUPPORT NATIONWIDE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

I support a sound, nutionwide food stamp program as an interim
step in the development of n basie income support plan. The hungry
cannot be told to wuit for that. ‘

There is no need for me to comment on the needs of the hungry
before this committee. With respeet to the administration of a food
stamp program, however, T think it important to urge the Congress to
keep food plans flexible enough to allow costununities to ¢hoose not
only ecither but both food stamps and surplus commodities, and com-
prehensive enough to aid both persons with no income and’ faniilies
slightly above the welfare level.

As for the school Juneh program, 1 was gratified by passage of the
amendment sponsored by Senator Javits, extending ehigibility to all
children in farnilies above the urban poverty line.

One of the most damaging actions of the New York State Logisla-
ture last year was the removal of State participation in the compre-
hensive sehool lunch program we have had in the city for vears.,
Although Governor Rockefeller has recently announced resumed par-
ticipation, Federal legislation on this issue wiill provide real protection
for this vital program,

In conclusion, T would like to underscore the urgency of developing
a sound, broad antipoverty policy not only for the sake of the income
needs of the poor themselves, but also for the sake of onr lower and
middle-income citizens. :

The continued existence of an alienated, disadvantaged group
threatens the tranquility of entire eities. It affects the eritne rate, the
drug abuse problem and the health and cleanliness of large neighbor-
hoods; it reduces the availability of funds for education, health,
sanitation, protection and housing; and it increases anger at and
resentment of one group by the other.

These problems and tensions will not be reduced by exhortations
to talerance or patchwork projeets. Without a greatly increased Fed-
eral commitiment of funds and a broadly conceived approach to the
amclioration of poverty problems, the poor will continue to suffer,
the taxpayers will continue to seethe, the cities will continue to
deteriorate and the Nation will never unite.

(The prepared statement of Mayor John V. Lindsay follows:)

Purrankp SratesmeXT oF Mavonr Jons V. Linpsay onx Cunrnest Incosr
MaINTENANCE ProBLeEMs axNp Prorosaus

Mr. Chairman, I weleome this opportunity to testify before o committee which
huas already demonstrated its understanding of a basic fact that is too often
ignored: that is, the ecomplexity of poverty and the necessity of attacking its
many syvmptoms on neny fronts.

We have too often been misled by fads. At one time, we sold socinl services as
the panacea—just give us more supportive services and the poor will disappear, we
said. When that didn’t work, social workers got 2 bad name. At auother time, we
championed self-help and community aetion—but when the poor did get involved
in steering their own destinies and did, in facet, join the majustream of lobbying,
demanding, complaining Ameriean =ociety, the poor got i bad name.

Then, we took up the cudgels again=t hunger. And I will not =peak lightly aboat
that. Hunger is too terrible a condition and too erippling to the life of ¢very child
that suffers its ravages, But T must congratulate the Seleet Conunitiee on Nutrition
for not falling into the traditional trap. Hunger is but one sy mptom of the disease
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of poverty that also canses sicknesx of all kinds, mental retardation, evippled family
lives, division in society and shame for the richest nation on carth,

Finally, we have begin to face a root cause —the lack of money, Nor will 1 speak
lghtly abont that, Tt< absenee i= threatening *o eripple my eity and those of many
other mavors, This committee hus recognized that in the attack on poverty there
ix no substitute for money, und that an improved incotne maintenance program will
<olve many of the problems of the poor.

But Tet us not be mislted again. llt is erneal, even while coneentrating oty one
segment of the problem at u time, to keep in mind that ondy a broadly coneeived
social policy——something this nation has never had—ean effectively reduce the
growing disparity between those who live helow the poverty line and thoxe who
live above it,

Keeping this in mind, 1 would like first to address myself to ciirent problems
with the present ineome maintenanee prograin as we see them, and to diseuss
what seems necessapy and possible for the Yederal government to do on an
immedinte bagis. But T would like to emphasize that this should be seen oniy
as u first step in a new direetion—toward a broad antipoverty policy with com-
ponents that we in the City of New York have been urging sinee early in 1967,

In May of that vear, Mitehell Ginsberg, who was then the City's Welfare
Commissioner and ‘is now my Administrator of Human Resources, testified
hefore another Senate Committee—the Subcommittee on Employment, Man-
power and Poverty. He ontlined a scries of changes in the welfare program which
we felt were needed then and are even more urgently needed now, and made a
predietion that has come troe.

“What I can guarantee is that withont changes, onr welfare rolls will expand
and the problems of our cities and our poor will grow ‘larger and_more acute,
We cannot hope that a welfare system that is not working now will ever work
better without drastic change, We simply eannot go on perpetuating. a system
that is (’i’(-signvd to save money rather than people, and tragieally ends up doing
neither.

Failures of the present sysiem

The perpetnation of this antiquated and inefficient systein has aroused the
hatred of all segmentz of =ocicty and, in its.negleet of the working poor, has
inereased the polarization between the niinority-group poor and the working class,

Wolfure has been unable to achieve its original, basic objeetives of providing
both minimally adequate living standargs and ineentives to sclf support.

It actually contributes to the instability of poor families by denying support to
intact familics in many states, and it denics any Federal aid at all to destitute
couples and =ingle persons.

It is uncconomieal from a cost-effective point of view and is often demeaning
and destruetive to people. The complexity of its administrative regulations defies
cqnity and ecfficieney. And the lack of funds and mandates for research and
evaluation have continued onr ignorance of poverty problems.

Despite its scrious inadequacies, the namber of people dependent upon welfare
has grown to such an extent that the burden public assistance places on the states
and cities has become intolerable and threatens to become critical.

In New York City, our program is more adequate than most. Despite_the -
ravages of its costs, I am gratified that our program is able to protect most New
Yorkers from hunger and exposure. But the price of that protection is at the
expense of many other nceded public serviees—better edneation and health, job
training and development, inereased fire and poliee protection, more low and
middle income honsing; in other words, all the publie serviees designed to prevent
dependence on publie assistance,

In many other states and citics, however, those who are eligible for assistance
suffer acntely. In the 30 states whose welfare benefits for families are below the
national average of $44 a month per person, many people go hungry and cold.

The basie inequity of a system under which aid ranges from about $10 a month
per child in Mississippi to $66.40 a month in New Jersey raises obvious problems
for national policy.

Suech o gerry-built system should not be sustained by gerry-built repairs. I
believe that the eaxe for basie reform has been thoroughly made. The issue now is
not whether reform, but, what kind of reform.

We have stopped asking for more of the same prineiples that have not worked
for thirty vears—eselusive ceverage, restrictive and complex administration. To
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put it more bluntly, perhaps we have stopped saving—keep as many of them off
welfare as possible. We ave now recognizing that there are simply a lot of poor
peopl . this rich country, and we have an obligation to help them in as constrice-
tive i way as possible. We have looked at the poverty figures—about 235 million
people living helow the poverty level—and comparced them with the welfare
figures—about 10 million people receiving finanvial aid. We are no longer proud
of the faet that we have left 15 million people to ga hungry.

It is true that the bill for helping the nation’s destitute has grown from 3
billion to £9.5 billion in the past dozen vears. But it is also true that the Gross
National Product and Personal Inconre "Fotals have more than doubled during
that period—and expenditires for public assistance remain at about one pereent
of hoth. Despite our antipoverty rhetorie, we have inereased ony vesponsibilitios
to the nation’s paor very little indeed during this period  of unparalleled
prosperity,

Current welfare reform legisiation

The President’s welfare reform proposals have recognized some of the basie
diffieultics with the present program and begin to move in a positive direcetion,
They establish some principies of signihcance,

Federal assistanee to assure a mininal income floor in all states—though the
level is far too low, coverage of the working poor who struggle for wages oven
belaw the welfare level, help for families in whki-l the fsther and mother have
stayed together despite an cconomic incentive in separate, and the option for
states to turn over adininistration of the whole income maintenance program to
the Federal government.

Although neither the Administration’s proposal nor the Nouse Wavs and Means
Committee bill fully meet the urgeney of the sxitaation, the Commiftee did make
a number of signifieant improvements and moved quickly toward reporting an
essential ‘picee of legislation out for a vote.

I am gratified that we in New York City were able to have some influence on
several crucinl provisions as they were considered in the commitice, and can elaim
substantial eredit for two amendmoents: one that provides for 30 pereent Federal
sharing in the state supplemients aboyve the Family Assistanee Pla minituanm of
$1600 a year for a family of four, and another that cncourages the states to furn
over administration of the whole program to the Fedoeral government.

The first amendment goes part of the way toward eorrecting one of the original
bill’s oustanding omissions—its failure to provide substantial relief for most of the
urban states whose needy people are primarily families with dependent ehildren.
It also keeps the Federal government involved in the entire grant, thus reducing
the valuerability of what otherwise would have been virtually a separate stere
assistance program. But the Committee’s stipulation that Federal sharing can be
ouly up to the poverty level may hurt several million poor people if, in those states
whose present grants are slightly above the poverty level, legislatures decide to
reduce them.

The second amendment moves a signifieant step in the direetion we have long
advocated—entire Federal administration and finaneing of the income mainte-
hahee program. We fought hard to have a more speeific indication of this direetion
included in the bill—preferably through the deviee of stipulating an increasing
Federal pereentage share eaeh vear, But although the Ways and Means draft
has not provided for an eventual Federal take-over of all costs of income mainte-
uanee, it does hold out the possibility of federal administration. This, at least, will
hasten the separation in providing income and serviees on the delivery level—a
move that we have found erueial to sound operation of a welfare program.

The case for Federal assumption of welfare costs which grow, after all, from
national causes, is a strong one. Until the Federal government takes over the
basic income-maintenance respousibility, states and eities will never have the
funds required to attack the basic eanses of finaneial need—poor housing, edu-
cation, health and employment opporinnitics.

Let us not forget that there are many precedents in other ficlds for a Federal
subsidy program. The nation views subsidies for farmers, transportation and the
commumications industries, and many others as a proper function of the Federal
government. Only when it comes to poor people is the subsidy called a handout
and is seen as the provinee of states and localities. This is o 16th century notion
that cannot be justified today.

The Administration bill has other serious drawbacks, in addition to its fuilure
to stipulate a phased-in Federal takeover. From the point of view of the poor,
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there arc very few states in which the recipients themselves will see any improve.
ment in their situation. By the time a bill is enacted—as I hope one will be—only
half & dozen states will have family benefits below the low Family Assistance Plan
level of $300 cach for the first two family members, $300 cach for the next three,
8200 for the sixth and $100 cach for the rest.

The Ways and Means Conunittee action in reducing the anounts after the fifth
or sixth child is sclf-defeating. It will not control family size, it will penalize
children already born, and it will reduce already inadequate aid to large families.
The bill already has a provision for family planning aid—that is the way 1o intly-
cnce family size, not by reducing assistance to large families.

The original Lill and its amendments continue the outworn distinetion hetween
the wo-called “deserving poor”’——the aged and ineapacitated—ang the “‘andesers-
ing poor’’~—struggling familics and non-aged individuals.

Thus, also, it provides neither incentive to low-benetit states to improve their
fméaily programs nor sufficient. relief to the states with higher benefits for fawmilies
today.

The bill also continues Federal diserimination against ehiidless couples and
single persans, In New York, for exampie, we have about 60,000 such peoyile
receiving General Assistanee at a vearly eost to the City and Staie alone of 875
million, This group is as deserving of Federal aid as any other. 1t compri=es the
aging unemployed, not yet quite 65; people reeently discharged from hospitals
and mental institutions, the temporarily ineapacitated and convalescent. the
isolated and rootless population of our cities that live in furnished roows. In
states with limited General Assistance programs, thesce people go hungrv. Do
they not deserve Federal aid?

Another scrious omission from the Family Assistance Plun is a definition of the
kind of employment welfare recipients will be required to take. Neither the
Administration nor the Ways and Means Committee has been willing to guaramee
the minimum or prevailing wage, whichever is higher, as a condition of ¢mploy-
ment. I think it is obvious that such an omission can create a permanently under-
paid class of workers with the blessing of the Federal govermment. I strongly nree
the members of this commitice to see that this sitnation is eorrected in the Senate.

Let me review now the provisions T hope the Senate will deem essential when it
reeeives the welfare bill: 1) wn increase in the Federal minimum grant level to
the point where it will be of some real assistance to families without any income,
2) a provision for a phased-in Federal assumption of all income maintenance costs,
3) the insertion of langunage to implement the administration’s pledge that no
recipicnt will have his grant reduced by the bill, even in staies where the henefit
is above the poverty level, 4) a requircinent that the appropriate Federal depart- -
ments re-calendate the poverty level annually, 5) the inclusion of childless couples
and individuals in the welfare prograns, 6) a suitable definition of employiment in
terms of the minimum or prevailing wage, whichever is higher; 7) the climinution
of unrealistic work requiren:ients for mothers of school-age children, and 8) the
climination of a financial penalty for large families.

The opportunity for Senate amendment will, I am optimistic, ¢ome much =oower
than many of us had anticipated, because of the rapid consideration given the bill
by the Ways and Mcans Committce. Several Scnate bills have already been in-
troduced incorporating many of the suggestions I have just made. Particularly
promising is the bill introduced by Scnator Harris which provides for the staging
in of full Federal financial and administrative responsibility, scts basic income at
least at the poverty level, covers sall persons who fall below that income level,
gives itic mntives to ecmplovment through the device of exempting eertain proportions
of carned income, and sets recalistic work requirements and standards of suitable
cmployment.

These should be the goals. I, and the mayors of many other large citics whose
citizens at-all income levels are suffering from the present svstem, have pledged to
do all we can to work for the speedy enactment cf realistic welfare reform. So have
the governors endorsed a progressive welfare platform. And soon the Senate’s
chance for contributing to these goals will come. Let us all move quickly for action
in this session of the Congress.

The future

As T said carlicr, however, this is but the first step, and only a partial step at
that. It has often been said that New York City has already reformed the present
welfare system nearly to the limit, and thercfore provides us with a profile of
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what s oeeted in the rest of the nation. I can testify, therefore, that
simply re, & the present =y=tem—while absolutely c¢rueinl at this time—viil
not_do in s long run. Broader, more buzic change is required.

The main point that 1 would like to make today is that it i= time now to =tand
bark, tuke n look at the real soeinl issues involved, and begin to devise a broad
policy that may hold promise of actually solving the problems of poverty,
rather than merely tinkering with the structure of programs we already have.

Looking ahead, I would like to outline a series of approaches that should seri-
ously he considered as package to provide basie income nssurance withouit
damnnging incentive to work.

Many of the proposals in this package are not new., Both Commissioner Ginsberg
and I have made these points over and over in the past, including in the 1967
testimony before the Senate Subcommittee T mentioned earlier.

Senator MceGovern, the distingnished Chairman of this Comanittee, has just
announced a plan incorporating inany of these pointx in a comprehensive proposal
of hix owin. In any event, the nced for @ broad program cannot be often enough
reiterated.

The felowing are five elements of which T think might be asatisfaetory approach
to poverty ]nnhl(-m\ in this conntry. 1 respeetfully submit 1]1(-11: t() vou for your
consideration.

First, I believe we should guarantee the right of every :ll)lc-]mdw(l, willing person
to a job at an adequate wage.

I believe strongly that the basie source of income in Ameriea will remain carned
income and that long range progrims are satisfactory only so far as they protect
incentives for employmoent.

An obvieus step toward proteeting the so-called work ethice is of course improve-
ment in the mininmm wage. Today, 2 man working full tine at the minimum wage
of about $3300, if he hax a wife and one clSld, i< barvety above the poverty line. If
he has two children, he has fitlen well below ity and if he has wore, he is amoug the
poorest of the poor.

Gond will statements about full eiployment are not enough; the growing co-
operition of the business community in the attack ou hard-core eruployment is not
enough; the hazards of national economie policy can be too much. Alrcady we are
talking about increasing unemiployment while demanding reduction in the welfare
rolls—obvionsly inconpatible goals.

Therefore, the Federal govermmuent must mandate and finanee & job for overy
person who ix willing and able. This could be accomplished in two wayvs, Iirst,
through the greater involvement of private industry, remembering that priv ate
centerprise is pot a social ageney. Thercefore, consideration should be given to
extending “the coneept of subsidizing private industry for the employment of
persons who are not 100 pereent 1)lodu('11\e when they first come on the job.

If Mr. X ix ouly 75 pereent. produetive during his first. year of ciuplayment,
25 pereent of his salary could be subxidized while he develops good work' he ihits
.md Tearns the skills required for full produetivity.

The second route to guaranteed employient would be through the creation of
hundreds of theousands of jobx iu municipal and state governments throughout
the country. One need only ook at our city departments to see that “make
wori ' jobs are not necessary. Work ix obviously available for all kinds of personnel
in hospitals, health and welfare centers, schools, musenms, parks, police and
sauitation departments.

With Federal assistance, public departments would be enabled to eriploy
workers they badly need, {he worker would receive his income in earncd salary
rather than public assist: mee, the cost w ould be no greater for the taxpuyers,
vet, they would be provided with serviees for which they have long heen (,L).*.‘norm(r
and the worker would enter the meinstream of the ceonomy with all thie obvious
benefits to himsclf and his family.

Our experience with the Public Serviee Employment program—though only
limited funds were available—has shown thatl this kind of approach ean be
highly successful. .

N-cond I propose that active consideration be given to a diffe srent kind of incore
miinteuance plan suck as a children’s allowanece or & negative income 1ax. Most,
of the study and discussion in this country has been of the negative income tax,
but T would nrge that the camparative merits of a grant to children be O\plor(-d
before 2 decision ix made.

Sinee most other Western natious have adopted a childven’s allowanee plan,
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without undesirable effeets ot the birth rate, there is wide experienee upon which
to draw. Tl plan can operate in many ditferent ways, but basically, every family
regardiess of income would receive n certain amonnt per child, Depending on the
Ievel at which the allowancee was <ct, and the poiut at which it wasageeoverad from
more dinent families in taxes, the annual costowould vi ary. Of conrse, an essential
=tep in crenting a ehildren’s allownuee svatenn wonld be 1o <1im.'n-m the 8600 per
depeudient exemption now provided for in the Federal inconee € progru, ('nl\
those who carn enough to pay taxes now benefit from this torm of a children’s
allowaniee, Those who are poor receive no henefit at all,

Sinee this benefit would be given 1o all families with children, it wonld rednec
the disineentive to work inherent ininost other income maintenznee plans. What-
ever o man earned would be over and above the allowance. Sueh an allowance
wouid he simple 10 administer—no =mall consideration compared with the illz
of the current systenmi—aud wounld provide aid to thos=e familics now just abaovi e
puverty line.

This 1= o erucial goal. The growing division in this conntry——and T witness it=
effeers every day at City Hali—between those on welfare and those just above i,
threatens 10 hecome explosive. At this point in onr hiztory, it is partiendarly vital
to devise progriaues that avaid ereating =pecial classes of reeipients and dividing,
ther from the rest of socicty,

The lower-irigome groups who now feel most threatened by and most hostile to
new =oecial programs should be enabled to benefit from them.

IFinally, et me say that I min cognizant of an often-made criticism of children’s
allowinées—n: vmels that they offer an unwanted ineentive for larger failies. In
other western countrics, however, cxperience has not shown this d anger to be a
real one, and let us not lorg,(-t that the allowancee would not he allﬂl(‘l('llll) great 10
allow anone {o get rich on it.

A third step would be increase the Social Sceurity benefit level and broaden its
coverage {o inelnde all the nged, and the disabled and blind at any age, whether or
not. they had contributed to the system. It makes no xensc 1o keep a relatively
small number of people out of a programn that has achieved the simplieity and
digrrity enjored by the Rocial Security System, With a minimum benelit of $110
a momh, most of the 100,000 adults on \\(']f‘ll(' in New York City, for example,
could be transferred to So(ml Sceurity at uo increase in overall cost, but with o
rednetion in staff and faeilities.

The extent to which such a move would vielnte thie prineiple of contributory
social insurance requires careful study. Congress has already blanketed in persons
over the age of 72 who have not contributed to the program. The number remain-
ing, I believe, would be relatively small and woulkl deeline with the years.

A fourth step would grow inevitably from the first three——and that would be a
much-redueed, highl=-simplified emergeney assistance program for those persons
or familivs who are not aided by the first three programs. This program would
be, in fact, what the original designers of publie assistance expeeted #f to be: for
1cm]\0mr) reliof in times of lndlvldlml fainiiy or area crisis such as unemployment,
illness, fire or local depression,

And finally, as a fifth component of a national anti-poverty poliey, T would
suggest a broad program of public social serviees, designed to prevent families
from falling into poverty as well as helping those also receiving fmeome support.
These services would include day eare, homemaker service, family planning and
counseling, arrangement of education und vocational trmnmg plans, child welfare
services, ufcn'uls to eciployment, prograins for the aged, and the like.

Todav, most of these programs—where they exist—are available only to welfare
recipients and only recently has the Federal government participated in their
financing. Especially in a time of rising living costs, provision of free scrvices—and
I would add Icre health serviees—can be crucial to keeping a family
self-supporting.

Befose concluding, 1 wonld like to comment upon this Connmittee’s primary
concern.,

1 support a sound, nationwide food stamyp Jerograun as an interim step in the
development of a basie income sipport plan. The hungry caunot be told to wait
for that.

There is no seed for me to conument on the needs of the hungry before this
committee. With respeet to the administration of a foosd-stanip program, however,
I think it inportant to wrge the Congress to keep food plans flexible enough to
allow communities to choose not only cither but both food stamps and surplis
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commaditics, and compreheusive cnongh to aid both perzons with no incone
and families =lightly above the welfare level.

As for the school lunch prograum, 1 was gratitied by passage of the amendmenm
sponsored by Senator Javits, extending eligibility to all children in familics aboy e
the urbun poverty litic. One of the most damaging actions of the New York Stafe
legislature last year was the removal of state participation in the comprehensive
school lunch program we have had in the City for years. Although Governor
Rockefeller has recently announced resumed participation, Federal legislition on
this issue will provide reul protection for this vital program,

In conclusion, 1 would like to underscore the urgeney ef-developing a ~ound,
broad antipoverty poliey not only for the suke of the income needs of the poor
themselves, but also for the =uke of our lower and middle income eitizens. The
contimied existence of wn alienated, disadvantaged group threatens the ranquiity
of entire cities. It affcets the erime rate, the drug abusoe probi»m and the health
and cleanliness of large neighborhioods=; it reduces the availability of funds for
education, health, sanitation, protcetion aud housing; and it inereases anger at
ang resentient.of one group by the otYyer,

These problems aud tensions will not be reduced by exbortntions 16 tolerance or
patchwork projects, Without a greatly inereased Federu commiitment of finds
and a broadly-conceived approach to the ameclioration of soverty problems, the
poor will eontinue to suffer, the taxpayers will continue to scet he, the cities will
continue to deterirvate and the nation will never unite,

Senator McGovers, Thank you very much, Muvor Lindsay, for an
excellent, thoughtful, comprehensive statement.

I think before the members of the ecommittee ask any questions, §
will ask whether Mayor Flaherty would like 10 adil any observations
to what has been said.

STATEMENT OF HON. PETER FLAHERTY, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
PITTSBURCGH, PA.

Mayor Frauerry, Thank vou, Senator. T am pleased to be here in
such distinguished company this morning, endorsing the reform of wel-
fare prograius, and more participation by the Federal Government in
income maintenance, and also jointly to urge and support this com-
mittee to continue its study into this inatter of welfare reforms.,

The Select Committee on Nutritior ind Human Needs, I think, is
direetly involved and should be direcity involved in the scope of wel-
fare administration and welfare reform in this country.

POVERTY NATIONAL IN SCOPE

I'know in my own State, in Pennsylvania. quite often when we go to
the State for further aid in such arcas as education, and the city of
Pittsburgh hasn’t had a new high school in over 40 years, when we go
before the State government to try to get further assistance for our
educational programs, quite often, and very realistically, we are told
by the State that their hands are really tied and they are overburdencd
with welfare assistance programns.

I think the poverty program is one that is national in seope. It
should be a Federal participating program.

I think with the aid of this conunittee it can be done without
loss of dignity to the recipients. I fully support the work that you
are doing. T am very happy to join with the distingnished mayor
of New York this morning to support hint in this endeavor as well.

Thank you,
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Senator McGovery. Thank you, Mayor Flaherty.

I especially appreciated the reesmmendations that yon made,
Mayor Lindsay. the five-point program. because it parallels very
closely, a= you may know, my own thinking on this question.

It follows the so-called human sceurity plan which we haven't
miroduced us a legislative proposal yet, because we wanted o get
the reaction of people such as yourself and others who have had
more experience 1 this field.

But I do want to endorse personally your outline of the general
direction in whieli you feel we ought to inove.

This commitice is not interested in the speediic legislative detuails
of particalar programs. That falls more properly within o7 Tegislutive
coziiittees that huve jurisdictuon. But we are very much mterested
in the kind of observations you made here this morning about the
general direction in which we ought to move on income maintenance,

An important part of both the proposal that I suggested and tle
comments that you made here this moring is the so-called children’s
allowance.

I suspect that the principal barrier to getting acceptance in the
Congress and in the country to a children’s allowance is the notion
that somehow if you make payments of that kind it is going to produce
* pupulation increase.

Is there uny evidence at all in the countries that Liave been operating
for a number of years under a children’s allowance, or in the States
that have had a rather generous payment of =ome kind to cover de-
pendent children, that that has resulted in an increase in the birth rate?

NO EVIDENCE THAT JHILDUREN'S ALLOWANCE A BIRTH INCENTIVE

Mayor Lixpsay. As rar a2 I hiave been able to tell, Mr. Chairman,
there is no evidence that anybody can point to, that a children’s
allowance becomes an incentive to people, whether they are poor or
not, to have more children because of that allowaiwce.

Perhaps Commissicner Ginsberg cant add to what i have said.

Senator McGovery. NMr. Ginsberg?

Mr. Ginssere. 1 would agree that there simply is no evidence. You
can look at a number of coantries that introduced the allowance and
then found that the birth rate fell off.

In the -madian experimments when they introduced it, and we
didn’t, th, was ne significant increase in the bith rate.

What is -.ften overlooked in this country is thet generally speaking
the igher the income «f the families, the more the tendeacy is to
have smadier families.

I don’t think there is evidence to point one way or another. We

%y do have a form
of children’s allowance now in that $600 and about te be higher
exemption, though it is limited to certain income groups.

Senator McGoverx. We really in a seuse have a rich man’s chil-
dren’s allowance today in the $600 income tax exemption, do we not.

AMr. GinsBERG. That is correct.

Senator McGovern. Mayor, my understanding would be that your
proposal would elimiate the $600 income tax excmption. It would be
u replacement for that, as far as it related to children.
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Mayvaor faxnsay. We wonld urge that it be evened off so that a
program would be introduced that would have an equal impact on
all groups. The present system really does single out the higher
incor:  zioups over those who need the help the most. Either leave
what you have but balance if off with some recognition of the problem
of larger families for poor peaple, or else change the whole thing.

I am not ad vocating right away that you drop the $600 exermption.
per se. What I win suggesting is that the whole thing needs to be looked
at so_that all people in our society who have the problem of large
families receive equal trestment.

Senator McGoverN. We had an Australian visitor here in the
committee yesterday who told me that there iz a children’s allowance
in Australia which they installed some years ago, partls beeause they
thought it might be a way to stimulate an incresse in th .* population,
but it didn’t work. It had no impact at all on increasing the population.

1 think the facts are that in the 62 countries that already have a
children’s allowance there has been no inerease in tie birth rate.

Is that correct, Connmnissioner Ginsberg?

Mr. GinsErG. Yes, it is. Canada introduced it and we didn’t,
Yet, if you trace birth rates from there on. there was no difference
at all.

Senator McGoverx. Is it not wiso a fact according to HEW thut
in those States that have the most generous payments today for
dependent children, that there are significantly fewer large families
receiving paymetits than in the States where they have a poorer
program on children’s payments?

AMr. GinsBerg. That is right, six.

Senator MoGoveERN. Senator Javits?

Senator Javirs, I have just one or two other guestions on the
children’s allowance which mnterests me greatly.

Isn't it a fact, however, that the children’s allowance would repre-
sent an affirmative payment rather than a tax deduction, as vou have
the $600 exemption now, and that this would go across the board to
everybody. Therefore, the well-to-do family would get much more
benefit out of it than it gets from the $600 exemption teday. Absat 80
pereent of the United States is well above the poverty level, so
wouldn’t that present a great difficulty in cost as compared with our
desire, and 1 speak of both the mayor and mysclf, of having the
Federal Government take over the whole welfare system?

XO PANACEA

Mr. GinsBeLG. Sexiater Juvits, let me say first of all T think no
one program is gni y do this job. I think we do have a tendeney
4 this country t i that there is a panacea. There isn’t, whether
it s a children’s i ik or any other approach. It can only be a

0 of the patteri. '

¢ think to the exwnt it does what you say it does, you have- to
balance that among the other alternatives. The trnth, however, is
that, obviously, this allowance would be taxable and that in the higher
income families you would gain back substantially from the tax rate
what was received in the allowanee, -

So it simply is not factual that the higher income families would
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do better than the low-income families. While I am on that. let me
say personally there are s few elear-cut advantages to this children’s
allowunce against any other one proposal that I think should not be
overlooked.

The mayor has already referred to this. First of all. there is the
crucial one, as I see it, of trying to do something about the division in
this country between the people who are now on welfare and the
people somewhat above it.

One cannot go around the community without being conscious of
the extent of that. They feel they are bemg taxed for what they think
of as “those people.” This would do something about the marginal
ineome groups because they would get benefits.

On the issue of simplicity of admmistration, I speak with some self-
interest. The present program and most others are impossible, as a
practical matter. to administer. This is far and away the simpler one
to administer. The work incentive we are concerned about. This is
the best possible approach to that.

It is sometimes said of this program, “Well, it does more for kids
and it doesn’t do it for adults.” If you do some*hing for kids, I think
you do something for adults. But even if you didn’t, I think it is time
we did something for the kids in this country.

You know, we always say that children are our most precious nos-
session, but having said that we don’t do anything about it. So 1 am
personally in favor of a program weighted somewhat i the direction
of doing something for children.

Senator McGoverN. Would you yield on that point before we move
on?

I think it is important to clarify the questicn that Senator Javits
raised because it would be necessary, in order to have a rational Hro-
erem, to make that children’s allowance taxable.

1f we did that, if you replaced the existing ncoae tax exemption
and made the children’s allowance taxable, 70--80 percent of the
benefits under the proposal the mayor referred to wounld go to families
of $10,000 income or less.

Under the present system. the income tax exemption is just the re-
verse. Most of the benefits of the income tax allowance go to famiiies
above $10,000.

So yor are moving an enormous step in the direction of 1 more
equitable and rational program when you repiace this existing rich
man’s income tax exemption with the children’s allowance. [ think
that point ought to be kept in mind.

SUPPORT FOR CHILDREN’S ALLOWANCE

Senator Javirs. I might say that I am very favorable to children’s
sllowances.

In my last campaign T advocated it.

Facing, as we (io, reality, Mr. Mayor, how close do you think the
President’s plan as now reported out by the House Ways and Means
Committee comes to the children’s allowance coneept, and could we,
as a practical matter, try to improve that rather than try for a new
system altogether? ‘
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Mayor Lixpsay. The Ways and Means Committee bill does not
group in the children’s allowance program. This body could do that,

How it would fare in conference is a tough question. I would not
begin by being optimistic, however, knowing the institution as I do.

Senator Javits. In this choice between the children’s allowance
program and a gradual phase-in through Federal assumption of State
welfare costs—the Federal Government taking over the whole welfare
s¥ystem—again adding the element of practivalility, which would you
])r(‘f('r?

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT’S ROLE IN THE WHOLE WELFARE SYSTEM

Mayor Lixpsay. The latter. Ve think the primary target. as we see
it, ix phasing-in by the Federal Government or taking over by the
Federal Government on a phased basis as rapidly as possible. from
our point of view,

Your income support programs. yYour present support programs that
are for the below poverty level persons. those in the welfare eategories,
the working poor. and the administration of the whole program, this
15 the immediate target.,

Obviously, the present system is unworkable. Tt cannot be admin-
istered. It must change. Therefore, we think this is the c¢ritical target
for this Congress.

Senator Javirs. Could you pinpoint for us why—in terms of the
city taxpayer and the ¢ity administration—you say it is unworkable
and why it must change? Keep in mind that you would lose control
over it then becanse it would pass to the Federal Government.

Mayor Lixnsay. 1 will try to be brief and then I will ask Comumnis-
sioner Ginsberg to fill in the gaps. He is the man on the fiviiz line
even more than I,

No. 1, it is essentially a Federal program with certain State obliga-
tions and rights that go with it.

In New York City, the eity is charged with the whole burden of
administration. Qutside of New York City it is the comnties of the
State.

Purenthetically, T should point out that now the counties outside
of New York City are devoiing between 35 and 60 percent of their
eointy budgets th welfare. That is, the non-Federal share of welfare.

In New York City, our taxlevy or New York City operating expense
budget cost is one-third, approximately, of the whole cust of the
whole system. I say one-third. That includes all aspeets. That includes
the non-Federal welfure program that is purely New York State,
when you add it all up. It is approximately one-third.

DOUBLE SET OF REGULATIONS

Yet, we have to administer the whole thins. We have to administor
it according to Federul regulations which are very complicated and
very rigid. On top of that are our New York State regulations which are
very complieated and very rigid. '

.\Iitcheﬁl Ginsberg has to administer this program based on that
double set of regulations which sometimes require us as a eity to have
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our own regulations on top beeanse of the layers that we are dealing
with.

May I suy that one of the problems iz that our human resources
administration hus to be beih judge and jury at th> same time. We
don’t control who goes on welfare or who comes oif welfure. That is
fixed by State and Federal law.

Yet. we have to provide not only the home services ana the ~oeial
services. but we have to settle the arguments between poor people and
the Federal Government.

In the lust analysis, it comes down to a kind of administrative
decizion. When Commissioner Ginsberg predicted in 1966 that. as a
result of the poverty program and other efforts, the welfare rolls were
going to skyrocket. he was absolutely correet.

Wedind that people resent it bitterly, and don’t nnderstand that the
¢1iv administration has ne control over it.

Then. finally, 1 want to make this point, because it really needs
making: Most of the States of the Union have gradually begun to
move into a system whereby the State government would assume the
non-Federal mandated cost of welfare as a statewide obligation. and
in most of thuse cases they have also assumed the administration of
it under the general assumption that administration should stay
fairly close to the prime source of funding.

New York State has the second worst record i the Nation in this
regard. New York State mandates on localities, New York City and
counties outside of New York City, the largest non-Federal shure of
any other State in the Union, with one exception, and that i~ our
neighbor New Jersey, which has an equally bad record.

Othier States have been moving in the opposite direction, whieh ix
a statewide takeover as a preliminary to the National Governiment
doing what it should do, which is to assume tlie whole business.

Massachusetts was one of the ast to move in this direetion. just a
year ago. It has moved its program away from Boston and the
counties Into a statewide apparitis.

Worse than that, those States that still foree. through their Siate
legislatures, localitics m those States to pick up a portion of the
non-I'ederal share—all of them mandate a percentage that is not more
than 5 percent. :

New York State mandates 26.5 pereent and in the Governor's most
recent budget submitted to the legislature for the current oncoming
State fiscal year mandates another percentage point, 2 more pereent-
age points, to all of the loealities, thereby going in the opposite dirce-
tion.

The reason that most States wre moving in the direction of statowide
assurantion of the non-Federal share is that you cannot ran this
system on a locai basis. Populations are too mobile.

The problem is too complicated, and most county governments
really can’t stand it. Right now in my State of New York the per-
centage of weifare costs in Nassau, Suffolk County, Westchester
County, Dutchess County, is hovering around 50 pereent.

Westehester County, which is supposed to be one of the richest
suburban counties of the United States, now has 50 percent of its
county budget in welfare. '
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I have te tell you that the rate of increwse at the moment in all of
the zuburban counties outside of the inner eity of New York is higher
than it is in the inner city.

Senator Javits. What proportion of New York City’s budget is for
welfare?

Mayvor Lixpsay. Our welfare cost i+ approximately $1.5 billion
thi= vear, out of a total operating budget «f $6.6 billion. That’s about
one-fourth.

Mayor Lixpsay. The city share is about $440 million out of a
total of $4 billion in ¢ty funds, that’s about 11 percent

Mr. GixsBERG. More nioney 1s spent new on welfare in New York
City than 1s speut on edueation.

Senator JaviTs. Theyv are not all city funds.

Mayor Lixpsay. Noj; one-third, approxtmately one-third.

Senator JAVITS. So 1t s one-third city funds and roughly a little
under a fourth of the total budget for aggregate welfzre cost.

Mayor Laxpsay. That is correet.,

Senator Javirs. Now o question: What proportion of that is
attributable to the influx i poor families into New York in any siven
vear, a decade, u halfl decade, and so on?

I think the mayor has touched on it. The national question is:
“Why are we responsible? Aren’t these “tew York City’s poor?”

A FEDERAL RESPONSI,ILITY

Mr. GixssErG. I think the answer to that is clearly “No.” T might
say, mcidentally, that it has always puzzled me that this is the only
subsidy program in the United States that somebody finds a special
value 1 having a State and local contribution.

Welfare is a subsidy program, like many other subsidies that you
know of. All the others are defined as national in their seope and are
financed entirely nationally.

There seenis to be something sacred about the local contribution to
welfare. I have never been able to figure that out. The truth is that in
any one year, Senator, the proportion of people who come to New York
and end up on welfare in that year is . .te llo\v, less than 2 percent. So
that the notion that people fly up or get on a train and rusl off to go on
welfare simply is not so.

But cumulatively the effect is very important. People coms w0 New
York as they have for 100 years looking for better opportunities. When
because of peor health, discrimination or lack of emplloyment they end
up on welfare, we pick up what is clearly « national burden.

So if you look at whe figures for 5 or 10 years you will find that a very
high proportion of the people who are now on welfare cae from other
parts of the country,

Senator Javits. Will you submit an analysis of that to us?

Mr. GinsBeRrG. Yes, we will. We have a thorough analysis which we
would be glad to submit. !

Senator Javirs. We want it for a given period of time. I think this
is critieal.

1 See p. 280,
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1 would hope, Senator Perex, 1hat we could get the same from
Chicago. Also 1 hope that we might get the same information
from Pittsburgh.

I think, Mr. Mayor, if you could zero in on that issuc it would
explode one of the greatest illusions that exists.

Mr. Gixspere. 1 might say, if T might, Senator Perey's Chicago
sxperience is very =imilar to ours and would be quite supportive of
what I have just said.

Mavor Lixpsay. [ would add one thing to what the Commissioner
said.

As the Kerner Commission and other commissions have pointed
out. the demography i= very hard 1o calculate by slide #¢ techniques.

First of all. national census programs are very weak, os vou kunow .
They are really not that accurate. In between census years, it is
almost impossible. even through the U.S. Departiment of Labor, to
get accurate figures on the movements of people.

The Kerner Commission report, of course, pointed out as statisti-
cally accurately as it could what the history has been. Poor people
have moved from the South to the North, first to the east coast,
muainly concentrating on New York, obviously, and the other industrial
cities of the Northeast.

Then the great .- aves moved westward and eentral America got it
and the midwestern cities got it. All you have to do is take a tour, as
the Xerner Commission did, throngh the cities of the Midwest that
went through urban disorders to find out what migration and the im-
pact of poor people suddenly arriving was.

Then 1t moved farther westward. Tn California, it really has a tre-
mendous pressure at the present time.

The second factor is that all of a sudden in each of these communi-
ties it began to ease a little bit in the central cities through various
factors that may be too complicated to go iuto now, and began to
reach into the svhurbs,

SUPPORT FOR URBAN PROGRAMS

That is why, in traveling around our State looking for support for
urban programs, if 1 really want to ring a bell in some generally re-
garded affluent sizburban or upstate community, all I have to do is
talk to the county executive there about welfare and he goes right
through the roof because he has suddenly found himself overwhelmed
by a problem that he never dreamt he would have.

That is why you have all of these county executives in New York
State, and I ain sure this is true of the other States, all of a sudden up-
tight over the fact that they have awakened and found tha’ their
county budgets are upward of 40, 45, 50, and over 50 percent on the
problem of welfare.

Senator Javirs. I liave just vne other question. T am sorry to have
tuken so long.

How critically important is it to you that the food ¢guotient be
included in the welfare payments?

Mr. GansBERG. Yes, E think it is very important. 17 the alteruative
were to provide increased income, that is obviously preferable. Tt
seemns to me not realistic at the moment, so I do think that given that
set of circumstances the inclusion of such a food quotient is essential.
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May I take a word to add one point to your otlier question? I think
it may point up the fizurez. In 2 period of about 10 years. New York
City lost about 1 million people who were mainle white. middle-iiic e,
aud New York City gaived about 1 millionn people who were wainly
low-income and minority gronp memnbers.

In a sense. that had a geometric effect because the group 1 at moved
out not ondy was in a hetter position to help support the ¢ormmimnity.
but needed les< in the way of services. They were replaced by people
wha were less able to provide the support to the communits and
re cured. in turn, more of it

>enator Javits. Whe came from where?

Mr. GixsErc. Well. in New York Citv thev huve come not
exclusively but heavilv from certain areas of the N «th sad Puerte
Rico.

Senator Javirs. Thank xou Mr., Chairman.

I thank my colleagues.

Senator MceGoverN. Senator Perey.

Senator Perey. My, Chairman, I weleome the mavor befape the
conunittee,

Iean give the figures this afternoon that were asked for on migration.

In general terms, T think we can just say our pattern has been
somewhat comparable in the last several decades. Our black popula-
tion today is ubout 1 miilion. Tt moved gradually and steadily up
fromn the South.

We have a movement from South to North and then from Middle
West to West. Coming are in the underedueated. the unskilled. As 1
said on the Senate floor the other day to Senator Stemis. a decade or
50 ago you couldu’t walk a half mile in Chicago without passing a
white neighborhood. Today on the South Side it is 30 squarce miles
of black ghetto and yon can’t walk 10 miles in a direction and pass
any white neighborhood. practically. So this has been the pattern.

We bring in the unskilled and undereducated and we export from
Mlinois wniversiticy 90 percent of all Ph. D.’s w= graduate, and =
great many master degrees. So the brain drain goes West and we are
left with many of the problems.

Even in the Chicago region we have the problems Hecanse this
morning we have approximately 50,000 unemployed in the ety of
Chicago, most of them unskilled and wundereducated and most of
thera black. We have 50,000 wufilled jobs in the factories in the
suburbs. however. The migration of factories has been out of the cities.

So the city is left with a great problem. Our pattern is no different
than New York, Detroit, or Los Angejes.

I was very interested, Mr. Mayor, in your comments on the dis-
parity of distribution of revenue of government between the suburbs
and the eitjes.

NO FOON COMMODITY PROGRAM IN CHICAGO

[ have been somewhat shocked to learn that if you are ont of food

totally in the suburbs of Chicago but Tive in Cook Ceunty yon can

get emergeney food commodity distribution. You can actually go
drwn and sign a piece of paper and siy you don’t have food and you
get food.
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B in ahe ity of Chicago we don't have any emergency foad
commmodity distmbution program. The ety says it can’t somchow
admini~ter or handle the prosram.

What happens to a hunery family in New York that haren’t the
<tamps. have used up their allowanees, and 1= simply ot o1 ivod? Is
there some public ageney they can go o to get food?

We had to go to the dJewell Tea Co. the other dax 1o get faod for
=tuarvinge malnourizhed children.

Alavoer Linpsay. They go to the human resources adninisteation
and itz component parts and get help.

Mr. GixsBERG. We do have a surplus commodity progran in New
York City.

=cuator PErcY. You don't find it impossible to administer?

AMr. GinsBerc. Well. we think the whole program, as you know. is
really impossible to administer. We don't find that anymore impossible
than the ether aspects of it.

We do think that given a choice between food stamps and surplus
commodities, the food stamp is a better program and we are now in
the process of moving over from one to another.

We have long argued, and the mavor has several times testified, that
both programs ought {o be available in a city, not that the family
could use both but they would be there as alternatives.

I you expeet te get significant coverage, you have to have both. No
one by itself will do the job.

Senator Percy. As you might know, we have had a breakdown in
health serviees for the poor in Chicage. Ten days ago, Cook County
Hospital simply said they could not accept anything exeept emer-
weney cases. Ont of 2,500 beds they had 15 available one night and an
averuge of 60 people come in for admission every night. So they simply
had to close the doors and say they couldn’t accept them. The Cook
County Hospital preblem hus overloaded all other hospitals.

What is your situation i New York with respeet to health care?
Are you able to handle these that nced assistance regardless of whether
they ran pay for it or not?

21 FREE MUNICIPAL HOSPITALS IN NEW YORK CITY

Mayor [anpsay. We will both cornment on that. We have 21 free
municipal hasnitals that serve people without charge. They take care
of all comers. In those hospitals, since medicaid and medicare, in theory
no person should use those hospitals unless he is enrolled in a medicare
or medicaid program. If they are not enrolled, that means they ought
to be able to afford some kind of a charge.

As a practical matter, that doesn’t work. As a practical matter,
those hospitals take all comers and we get reimbursemment under exist-
ing ‘Programs as fast and as completely as we possibly can.

We are alsc in the process of establishing a whole network of faraily
ambulatory care clinies for total health services in neighborhoods as
satellites to these hospitals in order to head off the stream of people
into the emergency centers of the hospitals.

Currently, we have seven of them that we have started, with only
about three of them where we are really satisfied that they really are
comprehensive. They take care of everything.
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Senator PEgey. Are these essentially QOEO-funsded?

Mavor Livvsay. Some of them. Half ure OEO-funded and the other
half are not.

Senator PErey. Is vour experience extensive enough to demonstrute
that. like little ity halls. you are effectively decentralizing and puttinge
health services eut in the neighborhood where the whole family ean
come in and have remedial xttention rather than receive attention
when there is an emergency? '

Mavor Lixp=ay. They are verv good. Our experiencee ha=n't been
long. They have only been going a comple of yvears. but our experienee
has been superb with the ones that we do have. They are not cheap.

Fortunately, because the new and vounger doctors coming along
care about the urban peoblen.. we age getting doctors who are willing
to roll up their sleeves and do this,

In our health services, because of medicaid cathacks in pa-t,
which really kitled us, from the Federal and State Governments bot,.,
we are in a serious crisis on the funding of our hospitals.

OPERATING COSTS STAGGERING

You Lave no idea of the cost of these 21 municipal hospitals that we
run. We arc building some more, some new ones to replace deterio-
rated old ones. We have a multimillion dollar ¢rash program to renc-
vate the old ones that is ongoing, all funded by the city. But the
operating costs are really killing s, and partiendarly with these
stringent budgets.

We are facing for the fiscal year beginning July 1 an operating
deficit of three~juarters of a billion doliars in our expense budget, and
if we were able to meet that by any form of revenue-—we don’t have
it now and we don’t even have power from the State to gain tax
ourselves—if we are able to close that gap we still would be only
standing still on basic services. ‘

Senator Percy. I think you will be pleased to knew, Mr. Mavor.
that t!:ough the influence of your own senior Senator the Hi-Burton
Act is being brouglht up to date with an extension for the next 5 yvears
placing great emphusis on moderization of hospitals and improving
the formula to put heavier emphasi= on medically indigent.

Mr. Givssera. May I add a word? [t seems to me that the tragedy
of medicaid was that it ~arted to work well and as soon as it started to
work and be used the Federal Government and the States moved in
and eut it back.

I ain not saying there weren’t defects, obviously. there were. But
we in New York City had thousands of kids who saw a dentist for
the first time in their lives. There are other aspect. of this.

We run a family planning program out i the neighborhoods
in this decentralized way. These family planning elinies are erowdedl.
We simply haven’t been able to expand that program because
there are no funds for it. Tt is an irony in 2 way. Everybody i« in favor
of cutting down welfare and yet they cut down on health.

The evidence indicates tliat if you are in poor health you are 5
times as likely to end up on welfare as if you are in goed health.

So strietly from a financial point, it makes sense to have a good
health program.
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Setator MeGoveErs. T would ke o foliow thar with a guuesiion
on what percentage of ihie budget in New York Oty goes into thee
Lewlth care programs.

Nir. Ginssene. The medicald program s~ =uch i~ saministered
jointly by the Depurtment of Soctal Serviees wiinen is part of HRA
and the Department of Heulth which i< part of the Health Serviees
Administration.

But onlv a portion of the medieal co-t= are included i oone ot

Mavor Lixpsay. I am guessing now and will have to cheek this
It i< subject to corvection. In the Health Serviees Administreiion.
the biggest cost item is hospitals,

You are talking somewhere 1 the area of between $300 qaillion
and $00 million just for those hospdtals alone in onr budget.

\ Senator McGovery., What would the New York City component
he?

Mavor Linpsav. That is all New York City. Then we have in
addition the Narcotics Addiction Services” Areney, in which we have
60 facifities in neighborhoods around the ¢ity. We have health
services in our seheol system whicl: the city funds,

We have a big meuial health component in our fealth Services
Adniinisiration. and so it goes. We fund snassave researcl. We have
big laboratories in our c¢ity. We even maintain u huge animal farm
wuy upstate New York for the manufacture of experimental serums
and things of that kind.

Senator McGoveErs. If you add the New York component on
welfare cost with the New York conponent on health vou are talking
about §1 billlion.

Mayor Lixpsay. Sure.

Senator McGovern. Thank you.

Senator Percy. I am very much appreciative of voar help on
homeownership. 1 know yoir will be happy to know that it is now
certainly a law and seems tu be the most successful program FHA i+
administering.

NEIGHBORHOOD HEALTH CENTERS

I wppreciate your comments on neighborhood health centers. This
isa blli I put in » year or two ago, to provide for their construection.
1 know, again, that Senator Javits has scen to it this new Hill-
Burton bill does make, for the first ume, provision for neighborhe..Jd
health centers under Hill-Burton. I am eoing to ask his help to got
the anthorizations increased leaving the diseretion with the States ancl
communities as to the reed for such ceatess. 1 think we onght to
provide mere for health centers beeatse I think they are erucial.

Mayor Flaherty, the mayor of New York has indicated that
$1,600 is inadequate for a family ellowance in New York.

What would be a level of adequacy in Pittsburgh at minimum
standards but adequate standards for a family of four? What provision
do you nake now for a family of four on welfare?

Mayor FLarerTty. We have somewhat a different problem than
New York but basically in our State the welfare is administered on the
State level. Necessarily, this still affects the cities because when we go
to the State government for cducational subsidies they, in turn, are
overburdened with the welfare program.
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1 don’t know the exact figure on the question you mention, Senater,
but in listening to the dialog here it occurs to me that one area where
this committee could focus, and T thiuk your aims and the scope of the
work vou are deing is correct and that you are justifiably entering into
welfare reforms and administration. I think in order for this type of
work to be salable to the entire conntry it is going to have te come
ucross as more than a big city approach.

I fear that even by big city mayors, sueh as Mayor Lindsay, and
perhaps even myself, coming here we tend to dramatize that it is a big
city problem.

I would hope that yon would invite some of the mayors of the
suburban communities. As-Mayor Lindsay touched on it, it is a drama-
tic statistic. Westchester County has now 50 percent of its budget in
welfare. That is an astounding statistic.

I dow’t think the rest of America recognizes that welfare probiems
are beginning to exist in the suburbs. 1 think the new 1970 census
statistics may give us some data that will show what is happening in
America.

1, mysell, as 1 listened to Mayor Lindsay’s statistics on the afflnent
suburbs began to look at the suburbs in my own community. I think
what is happening out there is many of the people who move into the
suburbs—and my own mother and father live in the surburbs—all
tend to become poor again, basieally. As they reach 65 they lose their
ability to generate income and they fall back on some type of fixed
inconte. Then they are faced with inflation, and huge medical pay-
ments. They are not very insurable. So many things are happening out
there in the suburbs. They are not young anymore. They are getting
their senior citizen problems. They are getting their medical problems.
They are faced with the sume health conditions and the same pollutants
that we are in the inner city.

I think maybe one arca that the committee could focus on would be
to show Ameriea that it is not any longer an inner city problem but it
is a problem that is affecting regions of Amnerica and particularly
suburban arcas.

Senator PeErcy. The mayor of New York has said that he would
like to sce the Federal Government assume all administrative respon-
sibility for the new welfare programs. How do you feel about this?

Mayor Frangrry. I join him in this, Senator, I do. I think this
is an area where the Federal Government should make a ecomplete
takeover. It is not a business for cities or States. It would certainly
free the cities and States to get into other areas much better than
they have been so far, particularly the area of education in our
State.

Senator PErcy. Leaving aside how it is handled between municipal
and State government, do you both support the concept of Federal
revenue sharing as a principle?

Mayor Fuangrry. I certainly do.

Mayor Linpsay. I do very strongly.

Senator PErcy. And I assume that you take the position that the
passthrough to the city should be assured in one fashion or another?

Mayor Linpsay. Y-s; we do.

Mayor FLangrTY. Yes.

Senator Pexcy. I would like to lastly ask your judgment on one
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aspect of vour testimony with respect to working mothers. Mayor
Lindsay. 'really don’t kinow what is vight here. We have experimented
in Cook County with progranx that require people on welfare to
work with ereat success. In fact, I think most people on welfare would
like to work.

[ think it is a false notion that they are just lazy and want to
<it. home and take the checks and not work. They are hored. They
like to do it but for one reason or another they can’t do it. Tt is that
thev ave unskilled or have a phy=ical disability or whatever it may
be.

But in the case where we have an inereasing proportion of welfare
rocipients being women, many mothers. who cannot read or write.
who feel unwanted. unmeeded, who feel burdened down with these
children, it is important to have day eave centers. 1 have introdueed o
major bill to sponsor construction of day care centers sinee it is not
enough to provide operating expenses if you don’t have the physical
facilities. Where you have that opportunity for those children 1o be
woll-fed and eared for during the day. assuming this progran will be
implemented, woulduw’t it be well to try to get that mother into a
situation where she does fearn (o read or write, does develop some =ort
of a skill, is fresh to take eave of her childvon in the evening and make
ap the deficieney and the lack in her own cultural and educational
oxperience which really il eqaips her to be a mother in modern
society?

1 would like to see not this argument put on the basis of foreing
women to give up their children to work, whicli sounds cruel, but
giving them every opportunity aud every encouragement and urging
to make up in later life. and some of these mothers with six children
are still in their twenties or carly thirties, to see if we ean’t for the
next 30 years of their life make up for that deficiency.

Tt will cost a lot of money, but I think the Nixon administration is
willing to invest $4 billion or $5 billion or more to start with, to see
that we correct the fallaey of welfare programs in the past, largely
which should be junked.

Mavor Lixpsay. Our experience is similar to yours, which is that
mothers on welfare want to work. They waut the training to work
and they want jobs.

The problem has been to have facilities, as you mentioned, to take
care of the children. Even more critical to have the operating funds to
run them, which is even more difficult than building them.

A second problem is—even assuming that you have training pro-
grams that will train a welfare mother how to be a nurse’s assistant,
a technical person in a hospital or an aide in a hospital, for example,
which is one of the great arcas of usefulness, or office work, or any-
thing else that you ‘might wish—to so arrange her situation that she
doesn’t start by becoming a member of the working poor in a dead
end sitnation. '

That is why Commissioner Ginsberg initinted and pioncered in the
whole arca of incentives, partial maintenance in addition to carned
income. :

We have been doing this for some yeai~ now since Mr.Ginsberg
came in, under demonstration permission _zom the Federal Govern-
ment. It lias worked very well indeed.

42-TT8—T0—pt. 1——18
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We have also found. 1 may say, considerable suceess with antother
demonstration that we have heen running with a Labor Departmen
grant for the male welfare clients who are untrained. with direet
subsidy to private employers who would ghuarantee to tuke sueh a
person and on a step-hy-ztep basis clevate him in the incone stream
so that that person would know that he would not Just be out of
poverty circumstances but would rise above ihe workimg poor lovel.

He starts out, let us say, at a wage level which makes him anto-
matically, if e has a family, a member of te working poor. He may he
better off, he thinks, on welfare. :

DIRECT SUBSIDY 10 PRIVATE ENTERPRISE

This demonstration was a direct sabsidy to a private employer to
clevate that person in a series of steps, and the subsidy would give the
employer the right to use that money for any kind of a traimng pro-
gram that e wanted. i

He had to elevate that man, and he could use that nmoney to send
him to school, hire teachers, do inshop, inservice stuff, any system he
wanted.

There was total flexibility provided that person went up the tadder.
We have not yet been able to evaluate it, but we think it nity be an
experiment that would be very worthy. Thix is the samo coneept as in
the case of the mother.

AMr. GinsBErG. May I conunent on that? It is a highly contro-
versial issue.

I am opposed to coereing mothers to work. 1 think mothers on
welfare have the same right to make decisions about thenselyves and
their kids as others. It happens to be also that most kids would be
better off if the mother did work. Aside from philosophy, there are two
factors that argue against coercion. One is that there isn’t a single
community in the United States that can provide enough training,
jobs, and day care for mothers to take care of those who voluntcer,

It scems to me that the first thing you-start is to take care of the
group that wants to work, where coer~ion doesn’t even come in. Ouly
after you get through with them =% you be faced with this other
problem.

The second thing is that practically it doesn’t work. With those rure
cases of a mother who says, “No, I won’t,” what are you going to do?
You can’t send them to jail. You caw’t take the kids away and put
thesu in an institution. We don’t have enough institutions, and it
costs 8 times as much per child in an institution as in their own honie.

The other thing is to say we won’t do any damage to the kids, we
will take the mother’s benefit away. It is not hard to figure if you
take the mother’s benefits away the net result is that you will spread
the lesser amount among the fotal family and end up dommg damage
to the kids. '

So in practical terms, there really is no basis for a coercive require-
ment on mothers. :

Senator PErcy. You do support, though, getting ready for a pro-
gram by establishing day care centers, which many other industrialized
countries have long had. Would you support getting operating ex-
penses, which the present legislation does provide, getting construction
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funds for them, and maybe lifting cortain restrictions the eities now
have as to the type of facilities that may be used for day cave?

NEED FOR DAY CARE CENTERS

Chicago just velaxed the facilities requirements. 1 think that was a
wize move. We have mueh to learn here. 1 think we will connt on
you, commissioner, to help us as we try to develop sensible and
responsible legislntion,

Mr. Ginssere. T will again and again talk about the need for day
care,

Senator Javirs, Isn’t it a faet that you onght 1o include 2 quotienit
for day care in the industrial arrangément. in the contract Hrrange-
ment, and isn’t that the best way to proliferate day care?

Mayor Lixpsay. You are absolutely right.

Mr. GixsBerc. Industry, with the unions, the schools. This
country, which prides itself on being forward in so many cases, has
really been backward here,

Senator Javirs., That is what we are trying in the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

Senator McGovery. Senator Cock,

Senator Cook. Thank vou, Mr, Chairiman.

Yon can tell when yvou are a brandnew member. Tt takes a long
time to get down here,

Mayor Flaherty, Mayor Lindsay, Mr. Ginsberg:

I would like to talk to the two mayars from my position s a former
county executive becanse the {irst thing we did in Louisville and
Jefferson County, when I went in as county executive in 1962, was to
immediately assume the entire cost of the welfare program on
countywide basis aud eliminated the total cost of that to the city.

The reason 1 bring this up is beeause I want to get to the one peint
that yon have discussed but nobody on the committee has discussed.
That is administration,

You have said that one of the worst things in the world is that these
programs are totally wnadministrable. What makes you think that a
new Federal program, unless you get it exactly the way you want it,
is going 10 be any better than what you are living with now?

I think I am really going to direct this to the connnissioner. I think
this is what will be facing him.

THREE LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT OPERATE ONE PROGRAM

Mr. GrysBerG. [t is a fair question. 1 think there is one very direct
answer, Senator. At the present time in New York, 1o use us as an
ilhi=tration, as the mayor indicated, you have three levels of govern-
ment teying to operate one program,

It is had enough with one level of government but when you have
two and three, it is_the business of forms. Everybody says there is
too much redtape. Put in three systems of redtape and when we et
together and agree there ought to be fewer forms we are all in favor
of eliminating the other guy’s forms and usnally end up with more.

So L would say that the most specifie thing would be u program that
involves three levels of government which cannot be administrated
with efliciency.
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That is one of the stronge=t argunments for u straight Federal
progriam.

Senator Cook. When vou talk about a double set of regulations
hetween 1the State and Federal Government. obviously, vou had to
compoutd your own as a result of two in which varions seements dis-
agreed and you realiy wound up with a triple set of regulations.

Mr. Gixsnerc. Exactly.

Senator C'ook. Do vou feel that the Congress of the United Statoes
should just go ahead as it usually does. and certainly, Mavor Lindsay.
vorr are aware of this. and ot forth a plan to correct all of these
mequities and then set forth therein that whatever ageneies of govern-
ment are responsible may set sueh standards as they see fit to put this
acet into operation?

Do you think that is going to do any more good than all of the pro-
grams in the past have dove? I think this is really what we are talking
about.

The reason T ask you this is one of the reasons that I voted to extend
this committee for anether vear, was that I felt one of onr top priorities
in this year should be to do an indepth study of v« longer the problems
of New York because you have expressed them, or the problems of
Pittshurgh or the problems of Chicago, but an indepth stndy of the
burcaueracy that has so fouled ap all of these programs for so long.

I would hope that you would agree with me in this because |
think this is where we are going to find the answer, ultimately, to the
kind of program we really need.

Mayor Lixvsay. T think one of the programs that for the most part
has worked fairly well with the burcauneracy, but it is developed so
that it is almost automatic, has been your social sccurity system.
That is not too bad. It is simple. It is one level of government, It is
uniform around the conntry.

It has had enough experience to so computerize itself that it works.
There really is no reason at this point why you can’t move this whaole
program for poor people into snch w sitnation, It can be done. T am not.
saymg that 1t is the world’s casiest thing or that it will be without
burcaneracy, redtape and snarls.

T am not saying either ii is going to he without a certain amount
of crror, people being enfolded in who should 1ot be enfolded in, and
people not being enfolded in who should be.

Those judgments will have to be made by human beings, not
computers, in the last analysis.

But there is no reason why we can’t take this whole dreadful prob-
lem of poor peopie in this affluent country and move them into such a
system that has proven that it works. You can certainly begin with
that whole chunk of welfare categories that iniclude the infirm, aged,
permanently erippled in one way or another and are never going to get
out of poverty status.

That should be done antomatically right away. T happen to believe
that yon ean do it with whole other groups that are in poverty status,
and I also happen to believe that you can do it with groups that have
never been in the traditional sense thonght of as being in poverty
status becanse they are working.

But they are working poor. They are largely white. They are
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gradually becoming the most enibittered body that we have in the
conntry. Something has (o be done. You canmot go on the way we are,

Mayor FLanerty. Senator. 1 think your guestion s, as NMr. Gins-
herg =aid, a very fair one. I think perhaps there is no casy answer to it,
but combined with the idea that there would be an even greater
Federal bureaucracy ereated if these programs were transferred. if
the welfare program became a Federal takeover. the only answer
would be that it would have to be combined with welfare refonn as we
know 1t today in the States.

If you can combine the two into a new Federal bureaueraey vou
would be taking the right step and yon would alzo be.if not eliminat-
ing, reducing the present 50 separate bureaueracies which have tack of
uniform standards for cach State.

You would have a great chanee for uniformity throughout the Na-
tion on a program that is strictly national in scope, and that is poverty.
{ think combined with it you have 1o have welfure reforins from what
we know it as today.

Senator Cooxk. I might suggest as a former Tongressman vou are
aware also that there are a lot of people in this country who feel there
are ineguities in the social security program; that is. the amount of
mail we get in that regard.

There is one interesting thing you brought np on your subsidy
cmployment program yon have in New York. It came back to the
business of nutrition as a very important part of this overall sitnation,

By the way, when we talk about the fact that evervbody who re-
ceives subsidies really doesn’t want to work, 1 think this is often said
in the interest of political self<interest. and I have to it it to that,

The thing that inspresses me about this business of nutrition is
that it wonld coordinate with a program like yours. 1 think if we
could find an employer in the country who would want to give us
a number of employees at the lower levels, if we conld subsidize his
income and mitritional program, and if we could show him over :
period wf time that we could deerease his cost of workmen’s compensa~
tion, decrease his cost of unemployient compensation, 1 think we
could decrease his lost man-honrs—and 1 think now he sets up on
his lability side of the ledger at the beginning of the yeur 2o many
hundreds or so many thousands of lost man-hours as a result of poor
health or whatever the question may be--1 think if we have to appeal
to the selfish side 1 think we can show him that in the long run a
healthy nation is going (o save him a great deal of money.

“ I think he is now spending it on programs where he doesn’t realize
that he can cut these costs and not only that but inerease produetion
at the same time,

My, Ginspenra. I would agree with that,

Senator Coox. | think this has been one of the things,

On an employment program such as you have, if we had « paralloel
program to that which worked on the basis of nutrition, | think we
could well come up with the same results that 1 think you are going
to come up with in your employment program.

When we fook at this Nation, and I am not out to make a speech,
when we look at this Nation and understand that of all the children
born today, 5 percent of all those children are mentally retarded, and
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the l)i_',:gl'sl pereentaw: of that 5 pereent nl)\'inll*]_\‘ in the very low-
meotme Jevels, and 10 vears from now the percentage of mental re-
tardation in that group will have increased to 12 pereent, we are a
pretty poor excuse for a viable nation that veally wants to look after
= own.

Acain, 1 think we come back to the problem of the whuinistration.
I think the biggest brick wall we face iz vight here at this level. T just
don’t feel it i at the State lovel and T don't feel it ix at the loeal Tovel.

I have been at the Iocal Tevel and 1 hiave worked ot the State level,
We converted onr food presram to the stamp program. b think we
should Nave besp able to have had both.

Weoasacounty, saw to it that we conld Keep hoth at our own cosi.
I felt that all of aar problvns were with the Fodersd Government and
not with the State-,

Alayor Lincksay. in vour remarks vou =ax that smpually the income
maintenasaee shoold beoeoview odd H this be tene and i this be oo neees-
<ity.and sl Gt 0 dss the fer s 1o pass s bill that hes a Hanre in
1t ol ST600 will be the atter suination of the entire program to beoin
with,

Don’t vou helieve <o?

Maxor Lixpsay. There is a way 10 cover that and that is to amend
1t so that there be a Federal percentage share in a supplement. We
reconitended 50 percent as what we recarded as politically practical
and viable targei 50 percent of snpplementary benefits that are
paid ta be absorbed by the Federal Govermment.

The House of Representatives is talking about one-third. That is a
step. a big step.

Semator Cook. ‘The reason 1 am interested in this is because the
Conmissioner said that when medicaid began to work and actually
funcrioned the way it was intended to function, the cost which
evervhody should have realized would be there anvway frightened
evervhody off and they started to pull back.

I think this is wlat we are going to find in the ineote naintenance
program. After all, everybody has been politically saving for vears
that there onght to be an escalation clause in the social security pro-
frant.

If this be trne. then that escalation clause should be in this program,
Loo,

Mayor Linpsay. We are particularly conscious of this today beeause
of this killing inflation that we are all operating under.

Senator Cook. Let me ask you in this prograin you have outlined,
what do you anticipate this will cost? Do vou have any cost Tactors
at all on what you anticipate this wonld cost the Federal Government?

Mayor Laxnsay. Your ficures will vary depending on what levels
you are talking about. T think in the adunnistration bill as submitted
to the Congress, the Burean of the Budget is talking somewhere
between $4 billion 155 $4.5 billion. Your 30-percent figure for the sup-
plementals over and above $1,600 would not veally affect that too
much. We calealate somewhere in the area of $400 million.

Mr. Gixspenra. A little less. I think they figure about $325 million
or $350 wmillion.

Mayor Lispsay. As n practical matter, what the other body is
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talking ubout here, the Ways and Means Committee, very seriously,
which we think is a step forward, i< a very muanageuble thing.

Aegain. take a lock at New York City. Qur expense budget fignre
on welfare is $1.5 billion for one city. Twao-thirds of that is reim-
bursable fromn the State and Federal Governments,

But we are talking about that for one city budeer,

Just before you came in we were talking about 2 hospital system
that is run for peor people. The hospital alone are reaching a half
bithon dollars for one city. That is not reimbursable staff.

Sa these ficures are not unmanageable fizures for thiz big country.
for the wmonnt of income that ix generated 1 this country.

Sevator Cook. In conelusion, what are you =aying is that this comes
down 1o o matter of national priorities and rom a standpoint of
national priorities where would you put this problem?

Mavor Laxp=ay, T wonld put it way up on top beeanse 11 has to
do with neople and their well being. and their ability to suevive,

Senator Coor, Thank you.

Thank yon. 2e: Chairman.

Sepator MeGovens. Senator Dole.

Serator Dok, 1 apolagize for being late,

I read vour excellent statement. Mayor Lindsay.

I didn’t have o copy of your statement. Mavor Flaherty,

Maovar Fuanenry, T dido’t have a prepared statement.

Senator Dork. 1 othink Mayvor Lindzay recognizes that we are
taking <ome progress in wolfare reform. 1 was heartened yesterday
to note that 125 members of the Demoeratic study group in the
House endorsed the concept. That would indicate to me that it will
probably pass the House wind then come to the Senate for extensive
hearings.

Apparently there i a recognition wmong all of us, regardless of
ideology, that the present =vstem is o failure and that changes should
be made. T am just pleazed that vou both and Dr. Ginsherg have
taken the thme, to be here this iorning.

We have another outstanding withess who has been walting fwao
days and we have to vacate the romn at noon, =o [ will forego any
(questions.

Thank you,

Senator MeGoverx. Thank you, Senator Dole.

Thank vou, Mayor Lindsay and Mayor Flaherty, and Nr. Gins-
berg. 11 has been most helpful 1o have you here today.

Prof. Alvin Schorr is a professor of social policy at Brandeis Uni-
versity and a former oflicial at the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. He is recognized us one of the country’s leading autlori-
ties in the field that the committee is now investigating,

STATEMENT OF ALVIN L. SCHORR, PROFESSOR OF SOCIAL POLICY,
BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY, WALTHAM, MASS.

Senator McGoverys. Professor Schorr, T want to personally apolo-
gize for myself and on behalf of the connmittee that we were unable to
put you oh yesterday and that our time is somewhat limited today.

Knowing your fmmiliarity with this overall field and how sucenet
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von can be. I think we e 0 manage the sttnation. I ¥ can zero in
on the poluts that you think are most mportmnt for this connnitiee
to conzider aud then respond to any questions we izht have, we
vould deepiy appreciate 1t.

I have read vour statement and § think it ix a superb discission of
the problemn. I know other members of our connnittee have read it. I
will be made o part of the record.

Mr. Scori. Thank you, Senator MeGovern.

And, Senator Dole, thank you for limiting your remarks.

You have my statement,

(The prepared siatement of Alvin L. Schorr Tollows:)

Prepaitep STATEMENT OF Anvin L. Scnonr, Proressor or Sociv. Porpey,
Buraxpiis Univiksity, Warran, Massacnuserrs

Mr. Chairman, and Gentlomen, my name is Alvin Lo Sehorr. T am Professor
of Social Poliey at Brandeis University, Before assuming that position, T wax for
ten vears a government official, innlved in one way and another with publie
stanee, =oeial seeurity, and anti-poverty activities, T was prohably the fir=t
official publicly to eriticize the AFDC program for its ¢ffcet= on incentive 1o work
and other problemst 1 suppose 1 regard myself as tirst of all an expert on incomee
muaintenance.

I come at the problem of hunger in the Urited States, therefore, a= a problem
of the failure of itz complex system of maintaining income. The air i~ full of
observations about the need to reform this svstem and, if I am to be brief, it may
be most useful to limit my=elf to two matters. The first i= a near-tenn issue and
the =ccond goes to broader improvement of the overall sy=tem,

As 1o the near term, 1 will comment on the meaning of federal adiministration
of the President’s Fangily Assistanee Program or whatever related program may
emerge from Congressional deliberation. The President’s propozal would establish
a federal program to administer the $1,600 level of assistance for a fanily of four
with 1o other income and its equivalent for other families. At the earliest date
nt which the program niight become effeetive, all bat four or five states will be
operating ot bigher levels of arscistanee. Most =tates, therefore, will be reguired
to maintain programs of =upplemental as¢istance. The prospeet that millions of
prople will reecive assistance simultencously from federal and supplemental
programs and the vision of the interrelationships between thew eharm no one,
Therefore, 1.3, 14173 provides that federal and state governments may agree
that one or the other asstime administrative responsibility for both programs.

It i= more likely that states would administer the federal program than the
othier way around. That is the way the precedents flow, The states already have
stafl and organization to handle the program. And it ix hard 10 fmagine states
letting federal offieials determine celigibility for sapplemental payments, while
they simply pay the bill,

Now, I want to observe that permitting or encouraging state admini=tration of
this new program would tos=s away the best opportunity we have had for public
assistemes reform in ahnost a decade. T assiune that the objeetives that this
Committee has in mind—and I share them—are a nuiformly admini=tered level
of minhmum assistance, withont exelusions, across the country, With States operat-
ing prograinz, we would have to rely on the capacity of the Federal Government
Lo scenre uniform operation and minimwun standard= by detailed regulation of
state and local personuel. )

That is exactly the svstem we have had in publie assistauce. Any objeetive
assessment—of the last {on years, at any rate—would have to conelude that it ix
not workable. T am not saying that the Federal Governmeat cannat sceure con-
formity when a state openly defies it, as states oveasionully do, or when a state
dramatizes son-conformity by ending assistance to 22,000 children at onee, s
Lonixiana did some years ago. Rather, I am pointing at’ what happens in Welfare
Departments from day to day, regardless of what a state sayx in written policies
that it will do. Interpretation of those policies is highly =ensitive to the attitudes

HERS

1eProblems in the ADC Program,” Social Work, Vol. V, No. 2. April 1960,
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of «tate and loaent officials and they, in tarn, to the attitudes that sarround them.
Nuturally. The Federal Government i= effective in regalating publie assistanee,
if at all, with written policies. It deals with day to day praetice through an arms-
length relationship, and the record =hows extens<ive viokwtions in that day to day
practice, .

1 offer yon Virginia as an example. The Iast federal administrative roview in
Virginin, coundneted in 1968, reported: = Practice in the application proeess was
found 1o confliet extensively with the expressed purposes of ~ate poliey and
federal requirements and to vary widely among local units.’” 2 People were dis-
couraged from applying for assistance: applications were taken bt not investi-
gited: otherwise aceeptable policies were administered i1 o manner that wonld
deter applicant=: applicants were rejected withont evidende to support the rei=on-
for rejection. Qaite the =same pattern of violations exi~t « in Virginia now and no
wonder, for iu the past deeade neither the <tate ner the Federal Government has
steted firmdy to adter it

There is no reason to single out Virginin, Similar findings were made in the st
administrative review in New Jersey in 19603 The titane Advisory Committee to
the U.S. Commnission on Civil Rights reported a similar situation in Mississippi in
fOB In 1065, 0 former federal welfare official, Dr. Winifred Bdly devoted a book
to one of the deviees that states nsed to introdiee a considerable mensure of disere-
tion into the giving of assi=tance—the so-culled =nitable home policies. The piib-
liely avowed purpose of these policies was to improve the home life of children in
AFDC familivs, Dr. Bell ranged extensively across the states and concluded that
the policy’s primary funetions were *‘to restriet the growth of the eascload
and . .. 1o inhibit ADC coverage of Negro and illegititnate children . . 75 Fven-
tually, thix means of dixerimination was elosed to states, but one cannot review Dr.
Bell's neconnt without realizing tha) states can devise these policies a great deal
more rapidly than the Federal Goverument gathers the evidenee or determination
to close thens off. T do not doubt, for example, that provisions now in the law con-
cerning who is required to nceept work are used in the same way

You will mizunderstand my point if vou take me to be foenssing on poorly
written regulations or the incompetence of one officinl or another. Rather, the
differences between states—hetween per ecapita income of 52,000 aud $4,000,
between the size and situation of minority groups, in the zignificance of farm labor,
and xo on—Ilead to differences in convietion about wiiom to assist and at which
level of payment. Under state administration, failing a monstrous supervisory
cffort by the Federal Government, these differences are inevitabiy reflected in
day to day praetice. Thix outlines only part of the problens, for 21 states merely
snpervise eounties that in turn administer the welfare program. The difficulty in
translating federal standards into practice is sanared. When, in the end, the Fed-
eral Government is aware of violations, its only real sanction—in present law and
it the proposals that are being considered—is to withdraw aid, thus penalizing the
very people it set out to help. It is a sanction not often used, as everyone concerned
understands,

State operation of federal welfare programs was devised in a time when no one
thanght of a federal minimum, Supporting people at the levels and in the way
thonght reasonable in each state scemed a large enough objective. Now we are
talking about quite a different objective. But if we nxe the old machine or a new
machine mueh like it, we will have the saime eonsequences, We will have people
exeluded froni the program whom Congress did not mean to exelude. We will have
the federal mininnimi undermined by technicians who impute inesme to people
that they do not have, misinterpret regulations, or make mistakes in arithietie,
And we will have diserimination between one type of applicant and another, in
the ways that scem desirable in each particular state.

1 therefore, urge that the welfare program now being considered in Congress b,
in fiet, federaliy operated and in no way dependent on federal standards or con-
teaets intended to govern state operations, 1t may be desirable that the federsd

1.8, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Region III, “Report of Findiugs
i the Administrative Review of the Applications Process nnd of Denials in the Virginta
Departinent of Welfare and Institutions.” October 1059-March 1960, niimeographed.

17,8, Department of Health, Education. and Welfare, Bureau of I"ublic Assistance,
'1‘;%‘111(!_\' of the ADC Apblication Process in Six Selected (Counties In New Jersey,” August

N850,

S Welfare in Mississippl,” A Report of the Mississippl State Advisory Committee to
the U.S Commission on Civil Rights, February 1989,

> Winifred Bell, Aid to Dependent Chitdren, Columbin University Press, 1965,
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ageney tirn to state proeratis in oceasional, spevinl sitnations:; the-e <wnld be
carcefully limited and defined in law. It has heey sugeested that H.ID 138173 e
amended 1o provide 2 nonetary incentive (o states that ~cok federal administ -
tion for their supplementary progranis. The Federal Governnent would sssime
all or o=t of the cost of admini~tering 1hese state programs. Altboush the incon-
tive avaiable in this way may prove too stuall, it i a1 least worth trying,

I recognize that this comr=e may leave us in an crinently undesirable sdtgation,
operating two,parallel programs for ane purpose, The solution to this problem is,
of cotirse, u federal proeram at a level suflicientiy high to minimize ~:ae programs,
Fsuppo=e we are unlikely o do this at one step, but we may hope to approaeh that
goal i time, If we now set a pattern for state operation of the fideral progrant,
however, subseqient improvenents will go that road too. We shadl B compro.
mi=ed publie azcistancee reform for the next decade, however mneh mones wie find
ourselves witling to spend.

Let me turn now from matters immediately bofore Congress aud ask what
sv=tem of ncotne maintenance we want 10 have in the long run. We ve, for
some years, pursiued o course of identifving major ricks to income—-old age,
di~ability, widowhood, being arphaned, nnewrployment—and devi-ing a program
that would guard agaiust each ri-k. (Public assistance was to be a temporary
deviee for people whom the basie programs could not protect.) The re~cl ix our

extensive =ystem of socinl ~ecurity. That systern was dovised 10 maintain income

and to prerent poverty. It i not au antipoverty system in the sen-e that publie
f=sistanee or a negative jucome tax is, bit obviously it has an anti-poverty offect,
Over half of OASDHI benefit= go to people who wonld otherwise have heen poor.t
In 1965, OASDHI alone kept 3.3 million houscholds ont of poverty.?

Some ave disposed these days 10 argue that social scetvity ouzht now 1o be
divided into two parts. Oue would be like private imsurance, paying henefits
proportional to the taxes people have paid, whick is 1o =ay proportional to the
incomne they have had. If from time to time the Government added a eorreetion
for inflation and a share of inerca~cd national income, middle ela== and wealthy
people would have a very good thing indecd. The other part of social security
world be a program carefully limited to poor people and providing benefits a<
decent as possible within the limits of our anxiciy about whether they would con-
tinue to work, whether they might have illegitinate children, and so forth. This
two-part view of social security lies behind most proposals for radically ~implified
public istanee at high levels of payvment, whether they are called negative in-
come tax, inconte supplement, or whatever, The view is explicit in the reeently
released report of the Heineman Commission,

From the point of view of its proponents, {he chief advantage of a negative
income tax is its efficicney—that ix, the high proportion of its costx that would o
to poor people, They overlook two qualifications of this advantage. First, a nega-
tive inconie tax is only ¢fficient at very low levels of payment. Beeattse of the need
to incorporate an incentive scale, efficiency deelines rapidly as the pavment Jevel
approaches any reasonable sum, For example, the Heinenian Comnission'= incomnte
supplement would, 9f it assured income at the paverty level, be 36 pereent
eflicient.t That is, # wonld be markedly less efficient than existing OASDIII.

Secoud, such efficiency as may be gained at lower levels is achioved, in effeet
hy withdrawing from poor people the advantage they now enjoy in the ealenlation
of OASDIY aud other =ocial insurance benefits, They wonld gain eflicieney in
one programm by vielding their share in others—a doubiful favor. That some
people intend a two-part_and, no doubt, donblesstandard system is possibly not
the important problem. The important problem is that, with attention fixed on
schemes to wipe out poverty in the most ¢fficient manner possible, even those
who are conceerned about hunger and poor people may withdraw attention from
the social insurances and other ineome transfer programs that are vitally importam
16 the poor, Such programs now provide more thau half the income of poor people,
If negleeted, these programs will steadily be skewed to give the poor a snaller
share—a development that is already evident,®

—_—

S Robert 3. Lampman, “Travsfer Approaches to Distribntion Poliey,” Paper presented
:}t]t]hn ]m{'('lln;:s of the American Econowmic Association, New York, December 30, 1969,
Tables 1 & 7,

7 Ida €. Merriam, “Welfare and Its Measurement,” in Eleanor Sheldon and Wilbert E.
Moore, eds. Indicators of Socinl Change, Russell Snge Foundation. New York, 1948,

S Poverty Amid Plentp: The American Paradoy. Ro!mrt of the President's Copnnnixsion
on Tucome Maintennnee Programs, Navemhber 12, 1969, GPO, Table 5--5,

f Robert 1, Lampman, op, cit.
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Obvionsly, there are other reason< for continuing and extending the <ocial
seearity approuach, having to do with it~ greater public aceepiability, the likoli-
hood that its benefit level will more rapidly retleet inerea~ed national ineome, and
the importanee of developing unifying mechani<m< rather than programs< tha
i=olate poor people and et their interests agin=t those of others, So 1 urege yon,
whether or not yYou invest attention and energy in the grander proposals for an
immaculate welfare <y=tem, to be actentive to the vital interest of poor people
in further developtuent of ~ocial =cenrity and other income traz. -+ rogratn~,

Iu the few mimtes move that T oean yeasonably take, I want to . .. that the
next depiirtnre in the development of <ocial ~ceurity should be o program of
Children’s Allowanees, T define Children’s Allowanees a< o univer-al payment to
families on behalf of children, without regard ta inecome. The payment would
repliee enrrent exemptions for childrenn in the income tax and would it-clf be
waxable, <o it wonld benefit poor families more than others,

I =aid that the soci: enrity approach has been to identify wmnjor risk< 1o
incomne and devics programs that would gaard -gainst them. The presenee of
children ina family i<, fie and away. the mo=t substantial ri=k for which we have
devi~ed 1o hasie program. When other indu=trial conmntries initinted progrims= of
Children’™s Allowsnees thirty years ago or more, we were put ofl by the faet that
<nme were secking to raise the birth rate and other< 1o keep wages down. Children’s
Allowanees have proved to be helpfal for neither parpose; trade nnions in Farope
aud Canada are now the strongest supporter~ of the program, These conntries
now comtinually iinprove their Children’s Allowances for preeiscly the reasons
that it would bhe o nzeful part of our own ineome maintenance system.

The progtam in the United States would assi=1 bt meeting these overlapping
problems:

First, it would improve the quality of eare of all ehildren—for example:

Young fmnilies in the United States need help. The average voung woman is
married at 20 and will have completed her family by the time she is 27 or 28,
These families have no savings. With infants at home, it iz diffiuelt for the mother
to work. However well they will do later. in this vital period half the families have
income under 7,000, Virtaally all parents remember this period no=staligeatly
perhaps, bt as a time of severe financial hardship.

Larvge fanilies, with three or four childeen or more, need help. Larger families
in the United States have less total income than simaller families, on the average,
Fumilies with five childrenr have less than families with four; families with four
children less than families with three: and so on. Studies show that children in
Iarge families, even these with orerage fncomes, do less well than ehildren in smaller
frunilics—in height, in weight, and in schosl achievenent.,

Children in homes withont fathers need help: iwo out of three of these children
are poor.

In short, virtwally all children sufTer at one time or another from the fact that
fauily ineonie i= not fitted to their need—hecanse the parents are young, or poor,
or separated, or the families are large, or for whatever reason, That poor fit is
mnfavorably reflected in the nurture many of onr children receive, ’

Second, the wage svstem in the United States (or any induostrinl eountry) is
poorly adapted to family need. Failure to work out a way to deal with this problem
ix the sonree of much of onr diflienlty in assuring adeguate income,

For example, of children who are poor, a third are in the honschald of a person
who works full-time all vear. Ta these families, 90 percent of the fathers ind over
half the women had a job at feast pavt of the year, The problem ix that o man
who works at the minimnm wage supports a wife and two ehildren at the poverty
level—no more. Of course, the minimum wage should he raised, hut raised too
fast or too far jobs would be wiped out. The soliution is to raise the minimum
wage stendily, as we ean manage it without losing too many jobs, aad meet the
need of families with more than two children throngh Children’s Allowanees.
Poor fainilies offer the most dramatie example, of course, but you undevstand
that three or four children add finaneial strain in families with incomes cven
of 810,000 or S1:2,000),

Third, Children’s AHowances would of course he direeted at wiping om poverty
in the United Srates, If poverty were wiped ont for children--that i, for the
families in which they live-—and if OASDHI wiped out poverty among the aged,
fewer than 4 million people wonld remain poor, :

Another way of putting this is to observe that the problem of the minimum
wage and famils size, taken together, i3 the krgest remaining canse of poveriy,
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It is precisely the problent of the “working poor,”” whom the President has praposed
adding to his new welfare program. A children’s allowance of substantial size
(say, $30 a month) would deal with this problem without getting iuvolved in
establishing how much nmoney applicants were earning, why they were not working,
and so forth.

(I implied above that Children’s Allowances would simplify the problem of
designing a public assistanee program. As the large number of people who work
would have their need met by a Childrén’s Allowanee, o welfare program would be
dealing mainly with people who cannot work and would not have to be claborately
designed to maintain incentive))

The fourth and final funetion of a Children's Allowance is equity. We operate
n vast systemn of inevme transfers in the United States, of which OASDH1T is the
largest but only one clement. The net effect of that tem is to take money from
families with children and give it {o childless families. Considering only families
with children, we take money from large familics and give it to small familics,
Plainly, the operation of this system does not reflect need or equity. Itrelleets our
failure to develop a mechanism that would transfer money to families with
children or, at least, balanee the operation of other mechanisms that would transfer
money away from them.

Those ave the objeetives of Children’s Allowances. I will not try to deal with
various questions that come to mind but must, in the present demographie situa-
tion, say a lttle about the possible effect on the birth rate.

Five vears ago, with considerable foresight, the Social Sccurity Administration
called together a disiinguished group of demographers to discuss the possible
cffeets of a substantial new income maintenance program. They reviewed evidence
from other countires and over time; they spoke of the overall birth rate and the
birth rate of poor people in particular; they reviewed the experience of other
countries with Children’s Allowances and our own expericnce with AFDC. It is
usuatly hard to drive social seientists to a firm conclusion, but this is how I
sumimed up at the time:

The birth rate is compounded of income and one’s conception of income, of
education and ignorance, of conviction and faith, of geography and tech-
nology, of love and covetousness, of accident and design. It does nol seem
that the overall birth rate would be markedly affected for the short run
or affected at all for the long ran.it

Ax for the birth rate of poor people, this was the conclusion:

An income maintenance program might prompt some number of low income
families to have additional children; people respond inserutably to their
personal perception of events. On the other hand, an fucome maintenance
program might prompt some poor familics to have fewer children. On the
wholg, the tendency to inerease family size, if it ocenrred, would be a short-
range tendency. The tendency to limit family size, arising from changes in
attitude, education, and family patterns, wonld be a long-range tendencey.
In retrospeet, it would prove impossible to find any alteration in the relation-
ship . . . that counld be attributed to a new income maintenance program.!?

Lot me illustrate the evidenee on which sich eonclisions are based. Attached
to the copy of my statement is a chart of birth rates in Canada and the United
States.!! You will notice that trends in the birth rates of the two countries corre-
sponded very closely for forty vears. Canada introduced Children’s Allowances in
1045; ncither the trend in Capadian birth nor its parallel relationship to the
United States trend reflects the new program in the slighest way. Indeed, the
recent trends has produced a lower birth rate in Canada than in the United States
for the first time. The Canadian evidence i3, in fact, peeverse, If Allowances are
to produce larger families, the effect should be clearest in Catholic Quebee. Yet
the inerease in births in the deeade after Children’s Allowances were introduced
was smaller in Quebee than in any other province.

W Alvin T, Schorr, “Income Muintenance and the Birth Rate,” Social Seccurity Bullelin,
Decomber 1963, Vol, 28, No. 12, -
1 See Chart ou p. 202
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Children’s Allowances in Canada ave comparatively =<mall. Franee payvs very
substantial Children’s Allowances and may offer a better test, The trend in the
French birth rate has also been quite similar (o ours, And, a= in Canada, close
examination of the Freueb trend is damaging to the view that Alowances bave
affected it. For example, one might expect the Alowancees to influence il or
other poor fumnitics. On the contrary, it is urban and well-to-do families that are
responsible for postwar inercases in the birth rate. And it is an inerease in oue-,
two-, and three-child families that the inerease refleets, while the proportion of
Large families diminished.

During the conrse of the denographers’ mieeting, Professor Ronald Ireediman
ovserved that one nst beliove that poor people are now lmiting the mumber of
their children to believe that additional income would lead them to have more
children. But on the congrary, it is the well-to-do who are effectively determining
the size of their families. The evidenee available in publie assistance supports
Freedinan’s point, Enactinent of the AFDC program in the 1930 was followed by
declining births among poor women and rising births among women who were
botter off. Amoug current AFDC recipients, mothers with more chitdren owe more
money than mothers with fewer ehildren. States with higher payment levels in
AFDC have smaller size recipient families, on the average, than states with lower
levels,

so the evidenee goes. 1 hope yvon do not couelude that Children’s Alowances will
lead directly and rapidly 1o a lower birth rate. T am only illustrating that a =mall
payment is an insignificant factor in o pattern in which edueation, religion, tech-
nology, aud style are far more important. The payments would, in the end, have
nothing to do with the trend in birth rate.

Iu closing, T remind you of the four objectives of Childrew’s Allowanees— im-
proving the care of all children, adjusting for the relation of moderate wages to
family size, dealing with poverty among families with children, and inmrodneing
cquity into our income transfer system. Obviously these objectives overlap.
Achieving them would represent a national investment to improve the guality of
qare of our childress Until we have such an investmoent, we shall not work out the
dilenunas in our income maintenance system. In this most-child-centered uation,
until we have such an investinent, we shall not be doing well by our chitdren.

’

APPENDIX 1.—GROSS REPRODUCTION RATE,» UNITED STATES AND CANADA, 1926-1968

u.s Canada Year U.S. Canada Year US. Canada
1,168 1,377 1 1985........_.. 1,745 1,863
1,277 1 R .. 1,798 1,874
1,323 - 1.837 1,907
1,249 1,807 1,886
1,212 1,812 1,815
1,430 1,783 1,893
1,593 1,770 1,868
1,514 1,695 1,830
1,515 1,623 1,788
1,505 1,564 1,702

, 593 1,428 1,529
1,637 1,336 1,369
1,668 1,255 1,261
1,727 1,206 1,184

« The gross reproduction rate is the average number of daughters a hypothetical cohort of women starting life together
would bear if they ali survived from birth to the end of the child-bearing period and if they experienced a given set of age-
spei_ac fertility rates, Usually this measure is computed from fertility rates in a single calendar year. It is often interpreted
as showing the extent to which the generation of daughters would replace the generation of mothers if fertility remained
constant at a given level and if there were no deaths.

Source: U.S, National Center for Health Statistics.
Note: The figures for the years 1960-1368 were obtained from John Pattison, Office of Vital Statistics.
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Mr. Scrorr. I will address the issues arising out of the committee’s
discussion because I ean now sharpen what I say to the committee’s
concerns.

In the first place, I want to make one point about it, or about
whatever program Congress makes of the family assistance program.

In the nature of the levels at which it is proposed to enact this
program—that is, $1,600, or if amended, as I understand it may be,
to the $2,400 level for a family of four with no other income—there
will be a great number of States required to run supplementary pro-
grams alongside the Federal program. At the $2,400 level ubout half
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the States representing, I should think, perhaps three-quarters of the
present chientele of the AFDC program would have supplementary

T programs.,

Beenuse the Federal and the State programs will then be operanting
side by side, the President’s bill -permits States to operate the pro-
eram for the Federal Government and, alternatively. permits the
IFederal Government to operate the State’s program. ISither arrange-
ment must be by agreenient or contract.

On the whole, T think it not likely that States will contract with
the Federal Government. 1 think the arrangement is likely to go in
the opposite direetion; that is, States running the new program under
standards set by the Federal Government.

That is the system we have and have had; as you have just heard
and know very well, that system has not worked.

Federal standards have been widely violated. In my written state-
ment you will find eitations of HEW findings to that effect.

There are more recent findings to that effect. Regulations and
standards are widely violated. When it comes vight down to it,
the Federal Government has no genuine sanetion that it is willing to
use more than very rarely, indeed.

So Coengress in dealing with this program is likely to face the choice
of putting the program back into the hands of States, oz, on the other
hand, running two programs side by side for a period of time.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE REFORM A MUST

As objectionable as that may be, and it is objectionable, and I urge
you, il it is necessary, to run two programs side by side. However, much
money is-invested in this program right now by the Federal Govern-
ment; in the end a great deal of money will be mvested by the Federal
Government.

If that money gwaes back into State-operated programs, we will
have lost the best chanee for public assistance reform we have had in a
decade. :

T will leave that point with that.

Senator Dovg. Could I interrupt there briefly?

AMr. ScHonrr. Yes, sir.

Senator Doy, I think you have indieated that probably it would
be a program where the States would finally be in control as they are
now. It hasn't worked.

Are you saying that we should revise the program, whatever it may
be, whether it is the MceGovern program, the Nixon program, the
Harrls program, or adopt a later program, whicl vou mention later
in your statement which I have read, the children’s allowauces? -

Do you sce any mierit at all in the President’s program?

Mr. Scronrr, 1 am addressing the President’s program and 1 am
saying that if enacted at the $1,600 or $2,400 level 1t should be revised
so that it does not permit-State operation, »

Senator Dorg. It doesn’t permit them to reduce their expenditures
below 90 percent of the present level, I believe. I don’t have a copy
of the bill before mre.
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My, Scenogrr. 1t is not that provision T am addressing. T am address-
ing a provision that is very briel and barely explained, that simply
says that the Federal Government may contract with States to have
one or the other operate both programs.

Senator Dok, | certainly agree with that. If there is going to be a
program that permits the States to do less than they are doing now,
and some are not doing very well, as you know, then it would be nrore
unfair than it is now. There must be some incentive for the States
to do more. '

My, Scuorr. There are two separate points. One has to do with the
level of assistance. I am not addressing that. T am addressing the ques-
tion of who administers the program, and saying that one thing we
ought, to get out of this new program is a federally administered pro-
gram in faet, not a Federal operation and Federal standards contracted
with the States or administered by the States.

Senator McGovery. If the Senator wonld yield, aren’t you spenking
of the concern that Senator Cook expressed here a while ago, when he
was drawing out Mayor Lindsay in a discussion of the various levels
of administrative responsibility as one of the problems with the present,
program? Aren’t you saying that when you have some responsibility in
the Federal Government, some in the States, and some in the local
government, that this creates the kind of a bureaucratic maze that
not only is very expensive but also very inefficient?

Isn’t this the problein you are addressing now?

Mr. Scrorr. 1 think so.

Senator McGovern. It is ot really the level of benefits <0 mueh
as who is going to run the program.

Mr. Scuorr. That is exactly what I am addvressing. T am saying
that although we can’t get the full Federal administration in one step,
at the levels being proposed, we ought to bear in mind that that is
where we are going and hang onto as much Federal administration as
we can,

Senator Coox. I think, Professor Schorr, to enlighten this conversa-
tion a little bit, when 1 first started on this committee and we were
diseussing food programs, one of the first things that I think was an
absolute consensus on the committee was that uniform standards were
absolutely unecessary, that we found ourselves on a contractual basis
with 50 States, all of which were different.

Then we found that every county in a State could set its own rules
and regulations ou who could and who couldn’t. We found this one of
the most fantastic and amazing things we had ever seen.

Although they denied it, we found, for instance, in regulations in oue
county in Indiana that you couldn’t get surplus food il yon had a dog.
Apparently you had to roast the dog first.

We found literally hundreds of counties in Texas, for instance,
where the resideney requirements were all different. I think this is the
point you arc addressing.

We must attack this probiem onee and hang onto it. This is one of
the areas where there should be no room for compromise, otherwise,
the administration would be so {ragmented that the end vesult will be
very disastrous.

That is what I interpret from what you are saying.
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Mr. Scuorr. Yes, sir, Just to press the point. I am saving that
although there have been written regulations and uniform standards
of a variety of kinds that the States were obliged to use. that they have,
in many respeets, 1ot used them.

Therefore, with the opportunity to frame a new program we now
have, I would not rely on standards, State plans, or written reeu-
lations. I would stay with a federally administered program in the
way social security is federally administered.

Senator Coox. For instance, thronghout the many States where
we found that food programs were automatically cut ofl as long as the
spring crop was ready to be harvested on the theory that the local
govermment said there was plenty of work for everybody and every-
body ought to go out and work.

I have a feeling that if you fragment this thing there is no reason
why a State or loeal agency would’t feel that way whether you were
talking about food or yon were talking about money.

Myr. ScHORR. Yes, sir.

To turn to a second point, I think it was Senator Javits who asked
about the question of priorities, that is, would one put a welfare
program of this sort first or a children’s allowance program first.

I would like to recast the conversation by saying we have operated
for 30 ycars or more in the United States on a theory of protecting
against risks, protecting against poverty. We devise programs against
the financial risk in retirement, against disability and so forth.

These are not strictly speaking antipoverty programs in the way
that public assistance is. But they, nevertheless, have the same effect,
or a substantial antipoverty cflect, becanse, say, 50 pereent of what is
spent on social seeurity now goes to people who would otherwise be
poor.

That is a very substantial antipoverty effect. Some of the proposals

that are being made have in the background, in the philosophy that
lies under them, a view that we now ought to recast social security into
two parts. .
You will find this specifically in the report of the Heineman Com-
mission, for example. One part would be for people who are able to
pay their way. They would get out of social security an amount
¢ quivaient to what they had paid in. The Government might protect
them agginst inflation and so forth, of course.

If we aid that, that would be a very good thing for people who were
well off, as it would turn out. Along with that we would have a large
new program, like a negative income tax, or an income supplement, an
extensive liberalization of the President’s family ass’stance program,
and that would be for people who weie poor.

So we would have two sets of programs in the United States, social
sceurity for the rich or the nonpoor, and FAP or income supplements,
whatever we want to call it, for the poor. '

That appeals to many people because it is efficient. I think Senator
Javits raised this question. It specifies a sum of money and that sum
of monecy goes almost entirely to people who are poor.

However, that way of strncturing programs has a number of
difficultics. One is that, as it turns out, it is cfficient only at very low
levels of payment. For example, in the income supplenent proposed

42-778—T70—pt. 1——14
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by the Heineman conmnisston of $3,600, one-third of tlal money
would go to people who were poor, two-thirds would go 1o people
who were not poor,

It has this effeet beeause at any rensonable level of assistance, an
incentive seale to keep people working shifts money to people above
the poverty line. In other ways, mid 1 won’t dwell 'on them now, tlhe
effect of structuring a program like that is to create a large program
for poor people at very low levels of assistance,

Seuator Dole, your asked yesterday, whether one would not go for
a foot in the door. T am saying that there are feet in the door that
open the door and there are feet in the door that don’t. I'he difference
between them s that if a progran is struetured so the level of assist-
ance is lkely to remain low indefinitely, then that is not the foot
i the door that T think vou intended,

There is that problentin a large welfare program meant to deal with
all poor people.

L won’t dwell further on that.,

Other witnesses have spoken about stigma and the need to unify
the country., _

Senator MceGovery. In that conneetion, isn’t it possible that as
the committee investigates this problem what we may see is a series
of suggestions that aren’t necessarily in conflict with each otlier, in
wlieh a package proposal miglt result?

For example, 1 think politically one would have to say that the
most likely vehicle that the Congress will work on in 1970 in approach-

" ing welfare reform is the administration proposal.

That is apparently the course that is being taken in the House. The
likelthood is that something similar would happen over here.

But would there be any conflict in applying the President’s coneept
of direct family assistunce to the poor with a children’s allowsnee that
resches all children without regard to whether they are poor or ricl,
and perhaps another feature such as the one Mayor Lindsay deseribed.
guaranteed public service emiployment for those who can’t find jobs in
the public seetor?

Can you envision a situation in which some features of the Presi-
dent’s plan could be combined with the children’s allowance and the
guaranteed job, and the kind of improvements in the Social Security
structure that Mayor Lindsay referred to?

Those concepts aren’t necessarily in conflict; are they? Could they
not be combined in a series of amendments to, et us say, the adminis-
tration proposal that would provide the kind of a comprehensive
program that you and others have advoeated?

Mr. Scuorr. I think if one goes this road, the Social Security road,
of devising protections against risks, vou then need a program that
may be called residual.

We can deal with one risk and another; others are omitted. We need
something for them. We then need a program nueh like family assist-
ance programs,

I'would make the case if we had moao tinte that a children’s allow-
ance would make the design of the family assistance program niore
simple. It would simplify the design.

At any-rate, these are not in conflict. They do fit together, and that
phuralistic pattern is the road we have traveled sinee 1935.
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Senator MceGovens, et us assume that the Congress adopts
reighly what the President has recommended, that that hecomes the
faw of the land. ‘

How many people do you thivk would be participating in that
progrant when it is fully timplemented?

Mr, Scenorr. The President has said 20 million, on the order of
20 million. That is a lot of people and 1 think it would give us trouble.
I think we would find a great-many peeple getting very small sutus
of money hut weeding nwe and we would wonder what to do witlh
thent,

T think we would ook for Social Security type devices to make
the prograan o snedles program. This would be an enormous progeam.
10 pereent of the peaple of Ameriea,

So 1 oam saying that regardless of how one feels about the family
assistaniee program or other progrants that arve proposed, I hope the
Senate will keep its eye on all the Soeinl Seeurity programs. Poor
people today et hall their inconte from what the economists call
tramsfer programs. That shave has been dechming in the past few
vears. It 1s tremendously important to them that Congress attend tw
the importance of those programs regardless of what it does ubou
public assistanee.

1 want to approach the children’s allowance from a somewhut
different point of view. Quite naturally, it has been approuched iw
this committee from the peint of view of what poor people need

[ want to say to you that it is the significant measure absent in
our system of social sccurity protections against risk. and that one
pewds it not onldy for poor people; one needs it as a progeam to improve
the quality of eare of all children in the United States.

Semator Downe, It would not be ns sophisticated as the ADC
program?

Nr. Scrorr. No, sir.

Senator Dore. ADC is one area where we have some very real
prablents now, but it is on u per child basis. Children’s allowanee
has 110 regard to income. Income is not a prerequisite to qualifieation
for-henefits at certain low levels, is that correct?

Mr., Scuorr. That is right. Every family would receive a payment
for every child in the United States regardless of incomnie.

Senator Dorg. The first argument everyone raises, of cowrse is that
this means that theywill-have large families. You have answered that
in vourstatement.

Mr. Scrorr. Yes I ocan add to that. The Canadian experience has
been intreduced as evidence that birth rate is not affected by w
¢hildrens allowanee. Since yesterday, 1 was able to get figures for the
lust 6 years in Canada. The gross reproduction rate in Canada is now
for the first time lower than the United States.

o the Canadian birth rate for the first time in 40 years is lower
than the birth rate of thie United States.

Shall I go on to children’s allowance?

Senator McGoverx. Why don’t you give us youwr analysis or ar
least u summary of taat.

Mr. ScHorR. 1 wmmat to say that all children, virtually ail children,
in the United Staws. would benefit from a children’s allowance.
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Young families need assistance. A woman gets married now for the
first time at 20, on the average, and completes her family by the time
she 1s 27 or 28. She will then have had three or four children, Her
husband in that period will eain on the average less than $7.000 a year,
That is less than the BLS moderate income standard. They have no
savings. They are buying new furniture, bassinets and so forth.

Almost all families, however wealthy they are to become, remember
that period of family life as a very difficult time.

So yvoung families, regardless of mcome, need help i the United
States,

Large families need help. Half of the families with fve or more
children in the United States are poor.

Senator McGovern. It oceurred to me that it is probably pre-
cisely at that time when a young family is struggling to pay for the
cost of their own children that they are prebably most resentiul of
what they read about poverty programs and welfare programs that
they are asked to finance for other people. Is that true?

At various (imes you have referred, not only here today but in
your writings, to the problem of isolating the poor from those who
pay.

This is responsible for a lot of resentment toward our whole range
of Government programs. Isn’t all of that aggravated by precisely
the problem you have just mentioned, the difficulty of a stmggling
young family, even though they are paying their own way, being
asked at that moment to pay somebody else’s way?

Mr. Scrorr. Young families have not been socialized into thinking
of themselves as poor and needing to do the things that poor people
need to do to get income. I think they do not think of asking for help
and resent being taxed at the sume time,

I' think children’s allowances, providing support for children—
simply because the Nation thinks childre:n important—would come
to them with gnite a different feeling than o way that says to them,
“You make a demonstration that you need help,” placing condi-
tions on the help, and perhaps giving it to them. .

Let me point to a different effect of this.

The income tax exemption for children would be wiped out in
enacting a children’s allowance. Just looking at a single family, one

effect of giving them a cash payment early and taxing it later is to
give them money from their own futwre, when the man will be making
. great deal more, presumably, and his wife may be working.

It would take moncy from his future and give it to him carly in his
nuuriage when he needs it most desperately.

Senator McGovery. Senator Cook?

Senator Coox. I agree.

Mr. Scrorn. { would be glad to close on that.

ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY OF CHILDREN'S ALLOWANCE

Senator McGoverN. Your presentation is very convincing. Of
course, I am prejudiced, becanse I am more and more coming to the
view that we have to develop a program to get at the income-main te-
nance problem in this country that doesn’t set poor people off in a
category by themselves.
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I have just one further point, T would like to comment on the faer
that you would eliminate nuch of the administrative red tape il you
just automatically quaiified every child on a simple affidavit based
on the birth certifieate. 1 o family has four or five children under I8
vears of age. it dosen’t make any difference whether they are rich,
poor or middle, they antomatically gualify.

[s’t that the most administratively efficient income-maintenance
program that could be devised?

AMr. Scnorn. Publie assistance rims on something like 7 to 10
pereent casl outlay for administrative cost. Sociad security runs on
atonnd 215 or 3 pereent.

Canada rups their children’s allowancee program on less than 1
pereent cash outlay. T ean’t help but believe we would do as well,

Senator Coox. This is where my hangup comes. T have a feeling
that if the bureancratic system in this country can foul it up, they
will foul it up. They will ind a way.

Senutor McGovers. Thank you very much, Professor Schorr. We
appreciate your statement.

The committee will be in recess nntil 10 o’clock tomorrow.

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.ni. the seleet committee recessed, to recon-
vene at 10 a.n., Wednesday, Mavelt 4, 1970.)
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NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 1970

.S, Suxa,
Sereer Coaarrree o Nunarion aso Huarax Neens.
Washivgton. D.C.

The committee met at 10 a1, pursaant to veeess, in room (i-308,
New Senate Office Building. Senator George S, MeGovern (eliaivman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senator MeGovern.

Also present: Peter Stavrianos, professional stafl member: and
Clarence V. MeKee, professional statl member for the minority,

OPENING STATEMENT BY HON. GEORGE McGOVERN, A U.S. SENA.
TOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, CHAIRMAN OF THE
COMMITTEE

Senator McGoverx. The committee will be in order,

Our first witness today is the distingunished Senator from Oklalioma,
Senator Harris. who is’the author of one of the most comprehensive
and thonghitful proposals that has yet been made for the reform and
reordering of o existing welfare programs,

I have Jooked at the proposal with great personal intercst and am
very much impressed with the thought and cnergy that Senator Harris
has invested irr this effort to arrive at a more rational welfare svEten
and better progams for dealing with the low-income families in the
Nation.

So, Senator Harris, we are especially pleased to welconie you as the
lead-off witness in today’s hearing.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRED R. HARRIS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Senator Harms. Thank you very mueh, Mr. Chairman,
It is a pleasure for me to testify before this committee as part of
your continung and comprehensive inquiry into the problen of Innger

_and malnutrition in this conntry. I think it is extremely importaut that

we continue to explore new ways of actually combating these and other
social problems that so desperately need attention.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt in another time of social crisis
said:

* * * today. i our boasted modern civilization. we ave facing just exactly the
sime problem, just exactly the same conflict between two schools of pltilosophy

(211)
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thut they faced in the earliest days of America, and indeed the earliest days of the
workl, One of them—and one of these old philosophies---is the philosophy of
those whe would “let things alone.” and the other is the phitosophy that strives for
soutething new—something that the human race has never attained yet, but
something which 1 believe the human raee can and will attain —social justice,
through social action.

In these recent days when we have heard something about “benign
negleet,” Lehink it is well to recall these words that call not for letting
things alone but calling lor action as advoeated by this subeommittee.

It 1= throngh the work of conmittees snch as this that social justice
ean be attained and 1 lend my full support to join efforts.

Today, I would like to disenss how cash assistance programs with a
national mininnun ineome level wonld attack this pressing need which
vou have =o exhaustively documented.

Recently, I introduced, with eight other Senators, the National
Basie Income and Incentive et (5. 3433), which 1 believe to be su-
perior to the other programs employing the same principles which
are now under consideration by the Congress,

At the vatset, however, I would be less than candid if I did not say
that progras employing this principle can not work in isolation.

To advocate mininmmum income proposals outside the context of re-
lated measures to upgrade the level of opportunity for those now at
the bottom of the economic ladder would be unrealistic and irrecon-
cilable with our democratie ideals—a nniversal health jusnrance pro-
aram, full commitment to education, increased social seenrity benefits,
a2 more comprehensive workmen's compensation act, and higher mini-
mum wage levels ave clearly called for.

Above all, we need an updated manpower prograui, so that a guaran-
teed job becomes an effective policy, as intended by the Full KEmploy-
ment Act of 1945, Additionally, the children's allowance program
which vou have advocated, Mr. Chairman, is a promising approach
which deserves careful consideration. 1 believe that there is no contra-
diction between progras employing the minimum income provision
and such a children’s allowance. In short, a variety of interrelated
nmeasnres must be seen as needed parts of an integrated effort to wipe
out. poverty and achieve a society which is respousive to the needs of
all its people. .

The President’s decision to advocate a federally financed mininmm
income program has bronght the defects in our present welfare systen
to the attention of the Nation, and lias provided the opportunity for
comprehensive discnssion of this approacl.

As my testimony will indicate, 1 believe that there are serious de-
feets with the specifics of the program the administration has pro-
posed, but 1 believe the nnderlying principle of a minimum income
for all Americansis sonnd, and is greatly needed at this time.

Turning to the substance of my comments, the first point that we
must keep in mind is that there is in general a direct relationship be-
tween level of income and quality of diet, although other factors are
of course involved. The Department of Agrizultnre, in its national
survey, reported inn the Statistical Summary issued by this committee,
found that of the families with less than $3,000 aunnual income, 36
percent. had poor diets and another 27 percent were below reconi-
wended dietary allewances in sone categories.
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As income goes up, the pereentage in the group in gnestion with
poor diets deeveases antil the point that only 9 pereent of families with
icomes of 10,000 or more have poor diets, or, in other words, only
one-quarter of the pereentage found it the lowest ineome group.

These statisties indicate two things: First, that if we e inerease
the inconie of the poorest. group it our population, we can expect to
substantially improve the quality of their diets. Second, that increased
income 1s not enongh: it will be neeessary to make all of our citizens
awure of the importance of a proper diet, and to provide infornution
and instruetion to help them achieve it, ,

These statisties, and the logical eenelusions whieh follow, have led
many o advoeate an erease in the money income of the poor,

My, Ben Heneman, Chairman of the President’s Commission on
Income Maintenance Programs, tesiified celoquently to this point in
his appearance before the committee last spring. He said :

The main problem facing poor people is not a failure of food programs, but
i lack of mouey. I'oor food consmmption is only one symptom of inadequats
inconre. Clearly, legislative and/or administrative ehanges eannot make a food
supplement program fully cffective in raising the dietary levels of the needy
while there is still inadeqnate income for the other necessities of life, Without
adeguitte income levels, there will be g tendeney for recipionts to suhstitute the
free food for their former purchases to inerease theiv purchase of other family
necessitios, or they may be reluetant to participate in any food program which
requires U fixed ontlay for food. Such a plan hampers their ability to adjust
expenditures to meet other family needs.

As you know, Mr. Heineman and his Commission ultimately recom-
mend a program based on increasing the income of the poor.

Similarly, Dr. Jean Mayer, the Special White Ttouse Consultant on
Hunger and Malnutrition, has spoken of both the advantages to the
family of a direct-income program, and of administrative advantages
from that type of program.

Yesterday, Mr. Mitehell Ginsberg, hnman resonvees adniniztrator
of the eity of New York, also supported inereased income in preference
to a food quotient in his testimony before you.

Along the same lnes T have proposed the National Basie Income and
Incentive Act. What it would accomplish, if enacted, is vather siniple,
vet of fundamental importance: If it becomes law, it wonld insure that
a ek of family income and resources would no longer be a vinse con-
tributing to hunger and malnutrition, for it would mean that every
family would be able to obtain the necessary componeitts for a proper
dict. .

In conjunection with other programs designed to inform the pablic,
I believe that this bill will malke 1t possible for the national disgrace of
hunger and mahmtrition to be substantially eliminated.

One of the strong points of this bill is that pesitive gnurantees are
available that the additional income will be received by all of tho=e
celigible, becanse the entire program will ultimately be supported hy
the Federal Government and adninistered under the direction of the
Department of Health, Education, andWelfare.

In the attempt to eliminate hunger and mahwtrition, T believe that
this feature is of great importance. All of onr experience indicates that
for a variety of reasons, including the opposition of some loculities and
States, food stamp and commodity distribution programs—and of the
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two I favor. as you know gunite well, the food stnp program and its
extension—have fatled to reach a mumber of that portion of the popu-
Iation which is most in need of assistance.

A February 1969 study showed that ouly 216 percent of the poor of
the Nation participatedt in food stamp programs, and only 32.7 percent
received the benefits of commodity distribution prograis,

By contrast, the National Basie Income and Incentive Act would
provide cash income which would ‘bring all of our citizens up to at
feazt the cavrent poverty fevel overa 3-vear phase-in period. This conld
be u=ed to buy foodstuffs directly or to purehase food stamps which
wauld »treteh their income further.

Asdong as we ¢ ot even reach a third of the poor in the country
with the ewrrent ty pe of assistance, it is, of conrse, impossible to hring
an end ro hunger. When we congider the problems of poverty and hin-
ger, propozed =olutions must he directed not only at achieving a high
cnongh fevel of assistanee to insure that the real needs of recipients are
met, but alsa at obtaining complete coverage of those elizible for aid.
These two eriteria are fundamental.

During the fivst 2 years of the program established by the National
Basic Income and Ineentive Act, a food stamp program would he
particulavly important and needed. In the first year, the basic income
benefit would be 70 percent of the minimnm living requirement, or
approximately $2,520, assuming the poverty level to be $3,600; in the
second year, the basic income benefit for a family of four would be 83
pereent of the mininnm living requirement. or approximately $3.060:
and in the final year, the baste benefit for a family of four wounld be
the full minimum living requirement.

During the first 2 years, food stamp programs would provide a
means of bringing the effective income of those with incomes below
the poverty line closer to that minimum standard. Such a stamp pro-
gram. 1 believe, should employ the same simple deelaration method
of determining eligibility as would be employed nnder the Basie Tn-
come and Incentive Act.

This method has proved to be a reliable and inexpensive means of
determining eligibility where it has been tried, and would have the
additiona] advantage that eligibility, once determined, would be os-
tablished for both assistance and food stamp programs.

Turning to the administration’s proposed family assistance pro-
gram, T helicve that there are serions weaknesses 1n the amount of
assistance provided.

“The single most objcctionable provision in the President’s pro-
posal”, as I said when T introduced S. 3433, %is the $1.600 annual
income floor for a family of four.”

The total benefits from the proposed administration program. and
from the proposed administration food stamp program, together,
wonld excced the poverty level in only six States, leaving the poor
n the other 44 States Iacking in the basic resources to provide even
2 minimally aceeptable standard of living, as far as Federal assistance
1s concerned, and therefore almost certainly guaranteeing that a ma-
jority of them would not have a diet that met the minimum nutritional
standards, ’ . )

Almost all of these citizens receiving benefits under the adminis-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

215

tration plan would be spending an mnomt for food uat or below the
anount necessary to provide the USDA economy food plan level. How-
ever. the TSDA has found that less than one family in 10 that spends
money for food at this level actnally acliieves n nntritions diet.

Furthermore, withont a guaranfee that the States would not cut
their level of assistance becanse of the new Federal program, these
levels might fall to the extent that even more f: llll]l](‘s woutld fail to
achieve an inconte at the poverty level, it some or all States chose to
cut their levels of payment beeanse of the existence of the proposed
Federal program, however inadequate it might be.

I was Imp])\' to note that the Dill to be reported by the Ways and

Aleans Conmiuittee of the Honse does contain e ‘b a restriction, tmlike

the adimini=tration bill. prohibiting reduetions in the assistance levels
i tho=e 10 States which are now above the $1.600 figure. .

The ozt important to remember, however. is that under the admin-
istration propo=al, even with the |)1o|>o~vd food stamp program. it
would not he possible to eliminate hnger and malutrition. By con-
trast, the National Basie Income and lmonl]\(- Act provisions would
l)riu;_: all eitizens in all States to the minimmm-income level, and aliow
further improvement if a food =tamp program was continued.

Hunger and poverty are a national disgrace in the richest nation
which has ever exizted on the face of the globe, and a nation which has
the most agricultural productive capacity and potential, Tt is long past
time that we hegin to take steps not only to study these problems, but
to take positive action to rectify thent, as you, My Chairman, and this
subcommittee have so ardently and vigor ouklv proposed.

There would he, of conrse, substantinl costs attached to these offorts,
but nothing that w could he impossible, or even particularly burdensome.
At present, we are nuking an effort in the welfare field which is noi
only less than that in other industrialized nations, but also less than
what we have done in the past.,

According to the International Labor Organization, total welfure
henefits us a percentage of National Consumption L\pcndihlles i the
I nited States are mll\ 7.0 percent, while the same figure for . .1p1n ix

3 pereent; for Canada, 12,4 percent: for the United Kingdoni, 13.5
I’(‘ cent: for Franee, 18.6 pereent: for West. Germany, 21.0 percent.

Thus. event a substantial increase in owr welfare expenditires w onld
probably frving ns to a level that was stifl lower proportionately than is
the caze in nations which arve less aflinent than the United States.

Another piece of evidence which attests to our ability to absorb
additional expenditures in this area cmerges when we compare public
asststanee as a pereent of personal income totals i m the United States
at several points i time.

Tn 1040, this figure was 3.4 pereent. according to the Social Seenrity
Administration : while by 1950, it had declined to 1 percent: and gince
1955 has remained steady at ()nl\' cight-tenths of 1 percent.

Since GNP and'aggregate per smm] income have increased mavkediy
in this period, a 1-percent effort in 1970 would be much less burden-
gome than was a I-percent ceffort in 1950, There shonld, therefore, bc
little doubt that we can find the necessary funds to do an adequate job
of ending poverty and hunger, if we ave only willing to try.
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2\ question Itas been raised about the ultimate suceess of this or any
such progrum, often stated in the forin of an assertion that “the poor
arve always with us,” This is botll demeaning to many of our citizens
and nnfounded in fact.

In the 10 years between 1959 and 1969, the nuber of people wlho
could be counted as “poor,” according to the official measnve of the
Burean of the Census, dropped by 14 million persons—from 39.4 to
25.4 million. So the real question is not whether we can succeed in
climinating poverty, but whether we are willing to take the additional
steps to lower the number still further,

Quite obviously, 25 million poor people in a country as rich as ours
1s too many. :

We have made real progress in raising social security benefit levels
and in raising wage levels and the Federal mininnun wage over the
vears, but we need to do more. Similarly, we should not be satisfied
with the amonnt of progress we have made in maupower developient
training and similar programs, or in creating new job opportunities
in the public and other persennel-shortage areas of comnunity service.

The National Basic Inconie and Inceuntive Act would provide the
base for these other needed programns by giving poor people a new -
chanee at a fair existence, out of which a constructive and improved
position in society can be developed for most of them if we are willing
to make the effort nceded. ,

Another question which is often asked, either explicitly or im-
plicitly, is whether the poor can be trusted to use such an increase in
dirvect cash assistance as would be provided by this program to improve
their diets, or whether they would waste the additional incone, the ini-
plication being that only with food stamp or direct commodity distri-
bution programs could there be assurance that the additional assist-
ance would actually be used for the intended purposes.

Like so many canards that are loosed whenever a new approach to
welfare is suggested, this charge has no basis in fact. The poor, with
their limited resources, cannot afford to be frivolous.

A USDA survey found that when the nutrients furnished by a
dollar's worth of food were tabulated, that the lower the income of the
grou) in question, the more value was obtained. Whether the measure
was ou caloric value, protein, caleiwm, vitamin A, or ascorbic acid,
those with lower incormes bought more intelligently and reccived more
nutrients for their money.

The saine study showed that the amonnt spent on liquor and tlhe
amount. of liquor consumed by those surveyed was lowest for those
under the poverty line in income.

One of the most important things that I helieve the National Basic
Inconie and Incentive Act will do is to demonstrate to the poor that
the rest of society trusts theni, and genuinely desives to lielp thent ini-
prove their own situations. :

We are basically decent and gencerous people. But we have never
fully understood the power of poverty to corrode a life, to destroy
initiative, to extinguish liope. The basic answer to poverty, to malnu-
trition, and to Iunger is prevention. We know liow to prevent poverty
as surely as we know how to prevent smallpox or polio, any measures
of alleviation, however well conceived, must be seen as trausitional,
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ve=sidnal or supplementary to these measnres that will prevent poverty
before it oconrs.

A remedy snch as the administration proposes which will pay less in
eash benetits than the amonnt presently provided by 40 of the 50 States
hardly meets the challenge of preventing poverty and all the svmpto-
matie diflienlties that accompany it.

Lot us now move to develop the preventive measures which wre
needed.

I believe that the National Basic Income and Incentive Aet can be
the fonndation upon whicl we monnt this challenge. Only with ameas-

t ure of thiz zort can we provide the income whicl will ehiminate poverty,
and therefore eliminate the finanelal reasons for the existenece of mal-
nutrition and lnger.

With such a program, it will be possible through education to rele-
wate malnutritien i this conntry to the category of historical aberra-
tion. Without it, none of omr plans and halfway efforts will end the
shame and paradox of poverty in this rich Nation.

James Tobin, writing in Agenda for the Nation, summarized in
stark terms onr responsibilties in the field of social justice:

So long as any family is found below the official poverty line, no politician will
be zbie to claim victory in the war on poverty or to ignore the repeated solemn
acknowledgments of society’s obligation to its poorer members.

Senator McGovery. Thank yon ever so nch, Senator ITarris, for a
snperb statement in explanation of your proposal.

As yon know the proposal that the President has made, the so-called
family assistance plan, has received considerable criticism from some
of the States that have done the most in the way of assistance. A feeling-—-~ -
has developed that the administration proposal was, as a matter of
fact, benefitting most. those States that have done the poorest job of
meeting the needs of the poor,

_How would your phased-in movement toward fnll Federul asswimnp-
tion of the program affect this problem ?

Senator Harnrs. I think you have put your finger on a very serions
defect in the President’s systein.

Twill say this: Iread 2 or 3 weeks ago where the Secretary of Labor
Shnltz said, quite rightly, in my judgment, what both welfare recipi-
ents and taxpayers have been saying for a good while, that the present
welfare system is a failure. It traps people in poverty rather than
helping to get them out of it.

He said that the only thing to do with something like the bubonie
plague is to cure it; there is no half way to go about it. Yet, that is
. exacetly what the administration is attempting to do.

For example, it sets, as I have said, a $1,600 limit. That is below what
40 States are now doing. So, while it moves to set a minimum level, it
reminds me of what Gus Tyler with the International Ladies, Giment
Workers” Union once said. He said over the years if yon look at what
Congress has done you find that the conservatives in the conntry and
in the Congress have been willing to let the liberals say “YWhat* if
they can say “How much 2%,

So, the liberals with the administration plan would get to suy
“What?, that is, we would start with some ninimum income floor in
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America but the conservatives wonld win ont by saying “How mueh ¢
and how mueh i= far too inadegquate.

Another administration official recently said. I believe it was the
President, himself. as a matter of fact. =mid that a child in one State is
not worth more or less than a child in another State. T agree with that,
I think rhat & child growing up in Mississippi onght to have the sane
chanee at the starting line for a decent life as a child growing up in
Oklahoma.

Yet. that basic fanlt with the present welfave system, that erazy
quilt_of variation in how mueh assistance we will give. wiil not be
cured by the adinistration’s program.

I might add additionally, that the administration program fails to
relieve the States of the tremendous financial burden that they have
been carrying. All of the States are having financial problems as a
result of the twin and inereasing burdens of welfare and eduneation.
Under my bill, we would take the welfare burden off them altogether,

Senator McGovery. T think one of the problemis we all recognize in
Ameriean political and social life today is the diffienlties of raising
lopes that go beyond the capacity of our programs to resolve. This
lias heen one of my anxietics about the so-called family assistanee
proposal.

The impression is given that for the first time we are going to put
a floor under the income of all American families to the point where
poverty is ended. It seems to me that the merit of your proposul is
that. it comes much closer to facing up to what needs to be done to
realize that hope.

Is it not a fact that what the poor really need and want to escape
from poverty, that is, those who are able to work. iz a job?

Senator Harmis, That is 1ight.

Senator McGoverx. What role do you think public service employ-
ment should play in ereating more job opportunities? Do vou find that
compatible with your proposal?

Senator Harnis, I think it is not only compatible bhut essential.

T will say first the President. himself, has said several times that he
thonght. one of the faunlts of the recent administrations was that they
had seemed to promise more than was delivered. T believe that the
same eriticism could be leveled at. the family assistance program of
this administration,

There are intellectuals and liberals who like it beeanse we recogmize
the Federal principle involved. But. the poor will get very little sai-
isfaction out of our approval of the intellectual philosophy if it does
not provide enough income.

Now, T have said on other oceasions and T repeat here that someliow
the notion persists. in America, that if we could just give the poor
enough voice they wonld quit being poor, bhut. in this highly nrbanized
and highly technological society that is just not working for a great
number of people. Partly it is because of the barriers of-racism which
keep people from jobs and from other opportunities for decent educa-
tion, for health, for decent housing, and other opportunities in our
society, and partly beeause of the debilitating effects of poverty in this
kind of complex soeiety.

T think that we have to say, first of all, that any society which calls
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itself civilized and tolerates unemployment for those who want to work
1= not Hiving up to what it ealls jrself.

I believe that when we said back in 1945 with the Fall Emnplovinent
Aet that we felt it should he Government policy to ussyre svery per-
son a joh. we <hould today make clear that we mean thar. thiat it 3= not
jnst rhetoric It it ix a right of every person in this country.

I believe that we <hould say that there are other kinds of rights.
That the people in Aseriea in"addition to the traditional eivil right=,
the right to live and lodge and work where one wants. ilso have a right
to a decent edneation and a right to good health and a right to enongh
to eat.

The great work you have done and the committee has done has hegun
1o hmpress some of these basie rights on owr minds. These. it seenis to
me, are basie kinds of rights and not niatters of ¢ha rity for any Amer-
ican child, any American citizen.

I think one of the basie defects of the President’s program is that
while it talks of workfare and the need to encourage people to go ta
work, there are no jobs provided. That is the problem ahout all our
present training programs today. So many of them wind up training
a person for a joh which does not exist. SRo lie winds up a great deal
more frustrated than he was after getting motivated enough to find his
way through the maze of the complicated and varied kinds of programs
we have for job training.,

ITe manages to get in one, he manages to go through and complete it,
and then finds there is no job at the end of the road: I think he rightly
ought to feel sort of mad at some of us in the Congress and in the
country who have not given him any better reality for the hopes that
we have raised.

1 would support a bill such as has heen introduced in the 1louse hy
Representative James OHara which wonld carry out almost exactly
what. the Kerner Comniision, on which I served as a member, recon-
niended, and that is to increase the publie service employment consid-
erably. There are plenty of jobs that need to be done. We don’t have t.
worry about make work, We have tremendous problems of personnel
shortages in health and in education, in law enforcement, in eleaning
up our cities, in rebuilding the cities and so forth. I believe @ lot of
these jobs can be made available to poor people and that they can he
open-ended, sort of career-building jobs, as well. The Federal Govern-
ment needs to help States and municipalities and county governments
and others to provide them.

Also, I am willing and I have urged that the Federal Government
also subsidize private industry for being willing to take the inereased
risk. I think that the JOBS program and the National Alliance of
Businessmen program to create private jobs are very well intentioned
but the fact is they have not created sufficient jobs in the private sector.

We have to understand that in addition to two and a half million or
so hard-core unemployed there are some 10 million Americans who are
working, about 6 million of them full time, and still are below the
poverty line.

It we are just going to seratch the snrface, as we have always done,
why, then, obviously we are not going to really make any advance on

helping people out of poverty. So, I think that is No. 1.
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Senator McGoveny. In that connection, Senator Harris, is it not a
fact that theve are large nmumbers of things that we need to do in this
country that are not a part of the profit system, that i, jobs that need
to be done in the public sector where there 1s no profit /

You can't expect private industry to go in and do the types of things
that need to he done in termns of onutdoor recreation and rebuilding our
cities, providing Letter =ervices, public services, for the people f onr
cities and States, when there is no profit in it.

So that places @ very special obligation, I think, on those of us who
are trying to get on top of the problem of unemployment and the unmet
publie services in our conntry and put the two together in some kind of
workable fashion, does it not ¢

Senator Ilarns. You are absolutely right,

. You have to build upon whatever motives we can find. The profit
motive is a very powerful one in our society. I think we ought to build
upon it and turn it to public and social ends.

1 don't believe, as you have said, that you can expect a corporite
manayer in our society to spend u great deal of the income and assets
of a corporation under our system for social goals and very long stay
as a covporate manager.

I think you are going to have to build upon public employment and
at the snme time provide incentives for private employment. Ifor that
matter, we are going to have to expand our definition of work in the
vears to come if we are to guarantee a job for every .\merican. as I
think we should,

There are other basic defects in the President’s program which
should be mentioned. You will recall, and you joined with us at the
time, the late Senator Robert Kennedy and I opposed very vigorously
in the fall of 1967 the punitive and regressive amendments which were
adopted to the welfare laws, We were largely successful in that fight
agamst those provisions in the Senate, though, as you know, we were
unsuccessful eventually in the conference.

One of the things that we fought at that time was the requirement
in the law that mothers receiving aid for families with dependent
children who had minor children in their homes had to go to work.

What we advocated instead was that we change the system which
exists In most of the States that requires a father to get out of the
honie in order for his family to be entitled to assistance, and instead
say that in every State that kind of family must be made eligible by
Federal requirement, and that the father then go in a work or training
progrant within 30 days.

Instead of that, almost incredibly and certainly very punitively, the
Congress decided to continue the present system where in most of the
States the father must leave the home for his family to be eligible for
assistance if he is unemployed. Then the law was passed to require the
mother to go to work, both provisions therefore resulting in greater
pressures which are already great enough for family deterioration.

Now, the proposal of President Nixon would continue that kind
of system and would not malke exceptions from the work requirement
for mothers of schoolchildren.

The National Basic Income Incentive Aet which Iintroduced would
malke exceptions for those and other people receiving welfare. It would
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also, unlike the Nixon propos=ul, not require a person to go to work i a
job which did not pay the mininun wage or the prevailing wage,
whichever 1s higher.

I think otherwise you would face the propesition that a State might
require a welfare mother of =choolchildren to go uito some kind of
T5-cents-an-hour cleaning up of houses or picking cotton or whatever,
wlen it seemns to me that society’s needs for her to administer to lier
own children are far, far more important and of greater value to us, as
well as being more humane. v

My bill would also provide greater ncentives both for those required
to work and those accepted to go into work programs by allowing them
to keep a greater share of their income,

Senator McGovery. Senator Harris, are you a little troubled over
all the talk about work incentives when the people who already want
to work and are out looking for jobs can’t find them?

Senator Haxrris. Yes, sir.

Senator McGovery. What are vou going to do if you create all this
incentive and build up an enormous increased desire on the part of
people to work when those who are already looking for jobs can’t find
a place to work ? What happens’?

Senator Harrrs. Jt seems a rather heartless policy to me, Mr. Chair-
man, that we would conscionsly pursne a policy of putting hundreds of
thousands of Americans into jobless lines in order to, as we say, get our
ccononty hack to normal and at the same time not to provide some kind
of net to eatch that fallout of those wlho will be in the jobless line.

It 15 an amazing thing to me that more of us don’t ery out against
the cconomie, fiscal, and monetary policies of this administration. It
seens to me it is almost like Alice in Wonderland. If we dropped down
here from Mars and we weren’t accustomed to all this economic jargon
that we have become accustomed to in recent years, and if we heard the
Chzirman of the Federal Reserve Board, Dr. Arthur Buras testify as
le did the other day to the Joint Economic Committee—in a nation
which is the richest, most productive nation in the world, the most
affluent, with the greatest demand for goods and products, with the
greatest demand for lLousing, for example, with already lundreds of
thousands in the jobless line and looking for work—that as a part of
official Government policy we are very pleased to report to you gentle-
men that we have been able to get economic growth almost down to
zero, that housing starts are way down, that unemployment is up, we
are happy to tell you, and probably is going to go up further, and that
we are idling plant capacity, production is down, and these are all
very good signs and it looks like we have this thing under control—it
would seem incredible. It seems to me to be a wretched and lieartless
policy that we could allow ourselves to be so accustomed to these eco-
nomic theories that all this would come to be seen as quite all right.

There was an administration official in my home State not long ago;
that is, an official who supports the administration, who said at Tulsa,
Okla., when asked about 40 people who had just been laid off at a local
plant thiere, that “If we are going to get our economy under control
there are just going to have to be some hungry mouths.”

That is a direct quote.
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When asked further about it, he said, “Well, there are only 40
people.” .

That reminds me, Mr. Chairman, of what Senator Richiard Russel]
said when he came to the Senate. The chairman of the Anned Services
Committee was a man from my home town, Thomas P. Gore, a blind
man. Senator Russell said in one of the first meetings of the Armed
Services Committee—they were talking about benefits for widows and
orphans of those who died in the Spanish-American War—Senator
Russell said, “I was a brash young fellow and said, ‘I don't see how
You can call that much of a war. There were only 369 people killed in
the whole war.” Senator Gore said to me ‘For those 369 it was a hell
of a war.””

And for those 40 people who have been laid off at Tulsa, all this
talk about whether or not we are going to have to have a recession is
academic, there already is one.

Senator McGoverx. Thauk you very much, Senator Harris, for your
presentation. We do appreciate it,

Senator Harrss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator McGoverx. Dr. Wiley, we are happy to welcome you to
this committee. The members of the committee know that you are
executive director of the National Welfare Rights Organization and
that you have been an outstanding and articulate spokesman for not
only welfare reform but for a dignified and adequate programn to put
an end once and for all to poverty in the United States.

We are somewhat familiar with the major outline of your proposal.
It is one that I have looked into very carefully and with considerable
sympathy,

I Lave delayed introducing, as you know, a legislative proposal of
my own until there is some opportunity to get the full import of your
tf?ihilﬁking and the thinking of other people who are working in"this

eld.

So, I personally, want to welcome you with special pleasure to this
cominittee, A

We are most anxious to hear your comments.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. WILEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATION; ACCOMPANIED BY
MRS. JEANETTE WASHINGTON, MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE
COMMITIEE

Mr. Wirer. I would like to introduce Mrs. Jeanette Washington,
who is one of the members of the executive committee of the National
Welfare Rights Organization and vice chairman of the citywide orga-
nization in New York City, and a recipient, herself, and one of the
leaders fron the beginning in the National Welfare Rights Organiza-
tion, '

I want to say at the outset, No. 1, that I had asked Senator Harris
if he could possibly stay and hear this testimony because in many
senses we have what we regard a very cogent message for the. liberals
in the House and in the Senate and we regard Senator Harris as a
friend who has fought against repressive welfare legislation in 1967
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along with the late Senator Kennedy and vourself. Senator McGovern,
who have hrought out tlie serious problem of hunger and malnutrition
in this country. .

We have appreciated and admired the work you have done.

We feel especially concerned that we get the support of the lileral
Senators and Congressmen around the issues thut poor people huve
identified as their No. 1 issue in dealing with the problem of hunger
and that is an adequate income and getting a drive for an adequate
income for »very citizen in this country,

We do not strese a guaranteed income. We stress adequate income.
When we say adequate incone. we are talking about an inconie to meet
the real necessities of life in this country.

We want to talk a little mere about that but I would like to introduce
Mrs, Washington to say something about the problein as we see it.

Senator McGoverx, We are happy to welconie you to the committee,
Mrs, Washington.

Mrs. Wasuineron. Thauk vou very much.

I am a welfare recipient. I was raised on welfare and I am 1aizing
children on welfare. I have eight children. It is not an easy job. And I
live in the State of New York which is supposed to be the Empive
State of the world.

POVERTY AMID PLENTY

The cutbaclk in the budget in New York State hias affected my family
and all families not only in New York City hut ull across the country.

My involvement in the National Welfare Rights Organization took
my_concern of myself primarily and put it on people, black people,
white people, Mexican-Americans, Indians, people in general who are
poor, who are hungry, who were in need and asking for redress from
this American Government that has said we have a right.

Yet, when we went to the door, they said, “Don’t knock: just walk
in.” When we get to the door, it is locked. We have scemed to find that
during the course of the whole 30 years of this whole welfare pro-
gram 1t is not doing the job it is supposed to do. It is supposed to get
people on their feet and back into the American mainstream.

I am an example of that. I went to school in New York. I did not
get educational opportunities; job opportunities were not there. As far
as my children right now, there are not educational opportunitics.

Since I have been involved in this movement, I have had problems
with my children but I have let that not be a big thing in my life. But
I have one that has been kicked out of school and become what you
call another “problem™ to socicty as far as drugs are concerned,

So, therefore, you see the cycle of poverty is not just money and giv-
ing us some food and a place to live, but 1t is many more things, the
whole environment in which our children are to be raised, also.

I would just like to make a little statement from this printed state-
ment here concerning how we feel becanse, as a mother, I have been
out here struggling many days and I have said, “What is the use? Why
should I go out again tomorrow because every day we go out we lnock
on doors and people say ‘OK’ ”; always the promise of a package,

I have gotten to the point where I am g little tired of hearing about
the promses and I have asked the Governor of New York State and
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the mayor of New York City and the commissioner of welfare, =What
do you expect us to do? Continue to be nice and passive and law-abid-
iny citizens and orderly people when we are seeing hunger. we are sce-
ing children without proper clothing, we are seeing elderly peeple who
eannot go to a clinie. we are seeing blind people who cannot come vut
of homes, we are seeing pregnant mothers that do not. have adequate
clothing or diets to have a child in a good healthy condition.

~“We are getting maltreatment from the doctors who are getting
a lor of money from medicaid.

Do they expect us to continue to he passive?”

I ask myself that many days why have I not wrecked a place where
I can get my anger off. Again 1 think like so many poor people that
may not be the same feeling, you know, the same level of feeling that I
am at. Breaking up a place certainly is not going to feed the people,
certainly is not going to make tlie Government give it to us tomorrow.
No, I think twice.

But many days the emotions of the moment make you not think.

I would just like to make this statement here.

I am just wondering, how long can poor beople stand on the outside
of afffuent America and be told to quietly watch and wait, to be still
while their children starve ? Poor people see the affluence around them.
Poor people see the millions and billions being spent on everything
from moon rockets to Merry Widow uniforms for the White House
cuards. How can the poor relate to a country where newspapers spend
pages describing Mrs. Pompidou’s hemlines while children in
Wisconsin are without winter coats? )

Government officials and average citizens alike are allegedly con-
cerned about the fragmentation and polarization of our country. The
higgest gap, gentlemen, is not generational, political, or even racial. The
higgest gap 1s between the poor and the nonpoor.

We have a big struggle going on at this momnent, not just organizing
poor people to learn their rights, their constitutional rights and their
rights as human beings. We are also involved in a struggle to educate
the middle class. They have also been told the lie that poor people live
at their expense.

Because I happened to live in a community which pays high taxes
for the food that we buy, the prices go up when the checks come, we
pay taxes in our rents, we pay water taxes; we purchase cigarettes,
taxes are involved in that, also. But these taxes do very little for poor

»eople.

! ;\I; far as even education, our pennies go to education and yet our
children never are allowed to get a student loan to further their
education.

So, we question many times the fact that middle class is always told
that poor people live at their expense and we are not tax-paying citizens
so we don't have any rights to say what we need and what we want.

I look around and see middle-income co-ops going up at Federal
Government expense, I see children getting educational opportunities
in college in New York City at the expense of poor people’s children
who never get a chance to finish high school.

T just question nwho is living on welfare and are we really living at
the expense of middle-class folks. T question Governor Rockefeiler
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being so rich and involved in 0 many corporations and they have not
been taxed for years but yet our taxez are continuing to go up, When
they give us our welfare checks, we =till have fo pay those taxe- und
they increase.

Carfare is being eliminated. Transportation prices are going uy,. We
are being concentrated in our area because people cannot travel in
those areas. They are confined to the communities,

I thank you very much for speaking to you, sir, and to this body. I
hope in summary you will be able to make good your promises and do
some effective work Lecause I tell you a lot of us are tired of Leines
studied and talked to, committee meetings are called, conferences are
called, and nothing ever ends up. ‘

Now the President is talking about air pollution and environment,
the conditions of the slums, lead poisoning the children in our vam-
munity. If we are given enough money to provide decent places for
onr children, many of those problems will be erased beecause lead poizon-
ing does not vanish: it is still there even though you cover it up with
another coat of paint in those old buildings, because that is the only
place that people have to live, '

Thank you, sir,

Senator McGoverxy, Thank vou, Mrs. Washington.

Did I understand you to say that, in your judgment, the mos: im-
portant gap that we need to concentrate on is the gap between the rich
and the poor?

Recognizing that there is a continuing civil rights inequality. that
there is a gap hetween hlacks and whites, what vou are suggestine is
that the most important problem to focus on is to close that gap le-
tween the poor and the rich. Is that. a correct statement.? '

Mrs. WasmixGTON. Yes, It takes a lot of edueation on that from our
point. First of all, people are quite hostile to poor people coming in
and telling them they have been wrong. They have always told us
about the financial cushion. We don’t know anything about financial
cushion. That is for rich folks, you know. We have said that. we feel
that education must go on but people need something in the meautime:
we 1eed to be given things that are ahready here on the statute hooks,
such as given basic things to survive until the country decides 1o ret-
ting down to really take care of business, you know.

Poor people are saying the middle-class people are a bigger problem
than rich folks because they think we are enemies.

Senator McGovern. Beyond that, you are also suggesting, as T un-
derstand the import of your point, that many times poor blacks and
poor whites are in combat with each other.

Mrs. WasHiNgTON. That has been the history of black people and
white people fighting each otlier.

Since I have been involved in the National Welfare Rights Orga-
nization and I have been speaking to a lot of people, especially poor
people, I have tried to make them unuderstand that. 1t is not a black and
white situation. It is a poor people sitnation and we must rally our
support and our strength together to confront this country with the
problems of the poor people, be they black, white, Puerto Rican,
Mexican-Americans, or Indians, because we have the problems even as
far as the Indians are concerned.
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Senator MotGoverx. Don't vou think one of the reasons for the con-
tinuing tension and combat that exists in some areas hetween poor
whites and poor blacks stems from that very point, that they are com-
peting with each othier for jobs that are teo few, for decent houses that
are too fex 7 They are in a poverty grip in which, without regard to
color, people are thrown into combat with eacl: other.

Afrs. Wastixerox. It is the same thing as far as black and white
competing for jobs. competing for housing. Yert. they are both in the
same situation. I think the misinformation that has been going around
has caused that to happen. We have a big job to do. The middle class
have a job to edncate their people to really kizow what is going on in the
society.

We have to eventnally hurry up, otherwise many problems will arise
that we will not even begin to find a solution to.

Mr. WiLey. Senator, could we finish the statement and then answer
the questions?

One of the things that is very basic to what Mrs. Washington said is
that poor people are organizing and trying to press to change this ter-
rible welfare system and the rotten way in which poor people are
treated. There has been little but promises, studies, and phony pro-
grams that have not dealt with the basic problems of poverty in this
comntry and that people in the poor communities, black and white,
Chicano, Indian, Puerto Rican, poor people are tired of waiting for
programs that are supposed to lielp them. that don’t really help them.

We are concerned that the Nixon welfare program nor any of the
other programe that we have seen deal with the fundamental problems
that organi:ed poor people have raised and that is inadequate income
for all poor people. The Governmment's own figures, the Burean of
Labor Statisties figures, can clearly be demonstrated to show that it
takes at leass £5,500 a year for a family of four to meet the basic neces-
sities of life.

Where are the prograins that lave been advanced and where are thie
Congressmen and Senators who are out fighting for a $5,500 income for
every citizon?

The Nixon “illfare,” workfare program is a totally inadequate pro-
gran. A £1,600 program is inadequate. But any program that talks
about levels of 22,400, $3,200, $3,600, are thousands of dollars away
from what is necessary to meet the basic necessities of life, do not come
anywhere near the basic proposals that organized poor people across
the country have been making as what they see is necessary to meet
their minimnm needs.

Now the proposals for an adequate incoine have risen in all of the
300 welfare rights organizations across the country. The questions of
adequate money to meet the needs of families, for food, for clothing,
for shelter, are regarded as basic for all poor people for meeting the
problems that they face.

This is something that the welfare rights organizations all across
the country have come up time and time again is how can we get more
money to meet the basic needs of our families? Look at the history.
The Government fought a war on poveity and the poor people lost.
Both modern and liberal candidates for public office continuously
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promised to hielp poor people but no matter whar candidate wins, poor
people lo=e.

The only programs that poor people believe in. the only programs
that poor people want, are action progranis now to produce adequate
meome to meet the necessities, Hunger is not an acadeniic problem.
There has leen suflicient time studyving the problem, preparing re-
ports, garhering statistics, making statements, hiolding hearings,

What we are saying is that we are tired of this and that we need a
solution and a solution means action now and motion now toward an
adequate meome.

1 think thar it is important that poor people begin to speak out and
expose the inadequacy of President Nixon's proposals. The fact. is that
A RL600 proposal cones nowhere near meeting basie needs but the fact
is also that none of the other proposals that are advanced that 1 have
heard conle any where near meeting basic needs.

It is remarkable to e that we have had a White House conference
on food, nutrition, and health, 2 White House conference where poor
people came to that conference and appealed to citizens from all walks
of life around what poor people felt were the basic problems and the
basic solution to hunger and that conference came ont with a recom-
mendation for immediate emergency action to distribute free food
stamps now and free food now to all the lngry people. It canie out
as a more basic solution the guaranteeing of a $5,500 adequate income
for all citizens.

Yet, there has been no action around those proposals. The President
has ignored those proposals. The people on Capitol Hill have appeared
to prefer to ignore those proposals. We in the welfare rights organiza-
tions are deeply concerned abont the fact that the voices of poor people
are not being heard, that we do not have a coalition of liberal and
moderate Senators and Representatives in the House rallying around
the issues as identified by the people. ’

I think that what you are going to have is as poor people are orga-
nizing, we have now more than 75,000 members across this country,
people in the ghettos aud barrios, people who are black and white and
Chicano and Mexican-American, who are organizing and prepared to
wage a political struggle around the issues that we see as important
to our survival.

Let no one mistake and let no candidate for political office, be they
local or State or congressional or senatorial or the President of the
United States, let no candidate for political office fail to recognize that
we are organized and building and intend to have a base of power that
can deal with those people who don’t respond to our issues.

In New York State right now, there is a race going on for Governor.
I want you to know that people, that candidates and their representa-
tives have been sitting on door steps of the welfare riglits organization
asking how they can get our support. What is going to happen today in
the political arena is that liberal candidates and people who say that
they have been with us and they are for us, they are going to come to
our door, and we are going to be somewhere else.

We are going to be putting our support, we are going to be with-
holding our support from those people who do not take a stand around
the basic issues that we believe are vital to the survival of poor people
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and that is for an adeqnate minimum income of at least 85500 for a
family of four. .

We think this is the only true commitment to end hunger in this
country. We think that the countrr has to make this commitment. We
think that the commitment. has to be through an adequate income
guarantee system for every person in the United States.

I think that many people are going to be fooled by the Nixon pro-
posals. I think that many people are going to think that a proposal
that offers $1.600 income is a proposal that deals with the welfare prob-
lem. I want to say that this proposal we regard as a proposal simply
to help people live like a dog.

The Nixon welfare propoesals provide something like 19 cents per
meal per person as an average money payment for people in the United
States. You can extrapolate that and see what that would mean with
other proposals that. would suggest. that the henefits be higher by $1,000
or £1,500 bevond the Nixon proposal.

These are totally inadequate proposals because they do not meet
basic human needs. Poor people live in a society of continuing injus-
tice. We have a situation where case workers harass recipients, where
there is the frustration of people having to beg for emergency food
orders to meet their basic needs at the end of the month.

We have a situation where working people, thousands and thousands
of working people, do not have adequate income from wages to meet
their basic needs. and we feel that for those as well as for the people-
on welfare, as well as the millions of people who have no jobs and are
denied welfare hecanse of illegal apphieation. of requirements, becanse
of the categorical and arbitrary nature of welfare requirements at the:
timne, requirements that in many senses would be continued under the
Nixon proposals, we feel that the continuation of such practices are
semething that are going to continue to a deep division in America.

We think that as long as there is this terrible income gap between
the people who have and the people who have not, that. our Nation is
always going to be divided and that we think until this Nation can
bring itself and can speedily bring itself to the point of recognizing
the need for a guaranteed adequate income for every citizen that we
are going to have tension, that we are going to have conflict, that we
are going to have disorders.

We think that the time is now for action. The time is now for people
to rally while the debate is fresh aronnd welfare reform proposals.
The time is now to act and te speak out and to move in behalf of an
adequate income proposal lest we get an inadequate Nixon “illfare™
proposal and the country return for many yvedrs to sleep on the feeling
that the problems of poor people are solved.

Thank you.

(The prepared statement, of Dr. Wiley follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. WILEY. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL.
WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATION, ACCOMPANTED BY MRS, JEANETTE WA SHINGTON,
MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

'Today,, once again, as we have in past years, representatives of the National
Welfare Rights Organization® come before a cougressional committee to make-
the case for the poor.

1 The Nntional Welfare Rights Organization is a grassroots. poor people’s organization.
with 75,000 members in 300 local groups throughout the United States,
-
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I understand that you are interested and anxious 9 end hunger in this country,
Let me then begin by saying that action towards ending hunger had better come
soon,

Just how long can pocr people stand on the outside of atlluent Awmerica aud
be told to quietly watch and waity to be still while their children starve?

Poor people see the affluence around them, Poor people see the millions and
hillions being spent on everything from moon rockets to Merry Widow uniforms
for the White House guards. How can the poor relate to a eountry where news-
papers spend pages describing Mrs. Pompidou's hemtines while children in
Wisconsin are withont winter coats?

Government officials and average citizens alike are nllegedly concerned about
the fragmentation and polarization of our country. The biggest gap, gentlemen,
js not generational, political or even racial. The biggest gap is between the poor
and the non-poor.

Last month, in Jackson, Miss., 15 welfare recipients were arrested. They had
participated in a sit-in at the local welfare oflice, part of a group of some 200
recipients protesting a week-long delay in welfare checks, The delay caused
recipients to miss their rent and utility payments. Hundreds were evieted. Thou-
sands more had their gas and electrie shut off.

The meager welfare payments to Mississippi recipients left them with no sur-
plus to tide them through the week when the eheeks did come. And the state
welfare department refused to inform landlords and utility companies that bills
could not he paid because the ehecks had not been sent out. Th2 reason for the
delay was minor—the department was switching to computerized payments.

How can those recipients in Mississippi relate to a country whose technology
can put a-man on the moon—but which refuses to use that teehnology to get those
drastically needed checks out on time.

It is qniekly apparent why poor people find it hard to believe that this govern-
ment wants to help them—hard to believe that the United States wants to end
hunger. And it gets harder every day.

If we do not want American society to permanently fragment into two distinet
gocieties, then the promises made to the poor must soon be kept.

Look at the history. The United States govermment fougit a War on Poverty.
The poor lost. Both moderate and liberal candidates for public office continually
promise to help the poor. No matter which candidate wins, the poor person always
loses. The only program that poor people will believe in, that poor people want,
is a program of action and adequacy.

Hunger is uot an academic problem. Sufficient time has been spent preparing
endless studies, reports, conferences, statements, promises, plans and programs.

An adequate income is the only answer—not the half solutions of pushing moth-
ers out of their homes for jobs that are demeaning and ill-paid—not the half-
solutions of inadequate tunds for insufficient food and a way of life that is in its
Thorror un-American.

Figures taken from reports from the Bureau of Labor Statisftics show that a
family of four needs $5300 annnally to live adequately—not well, merely ade-
quately. And until that family receives that $5500, the basic problems remain.

Free fnod stamps, a national hunger emergency as recommended by the reé-
cent Wi "'ouse Conference—these will certainly help to end hunger on a
stop-gay,

But the Ret.u.xd conference recommendation shows the only way to a permmanent
end to hunger, the only way to integrate the poor into our socxetv and the only
way to stop t;l_ne class polarization that is occuring in our country. That solution
is $5500 a Fyear.

There will be a permanent end to hunger in this country when, and only when
all people are given the same chance, That means a proper education, a decent
home, clothes for school——and enough food so that worrying about being hungry
doesn’t kKeep a child preoccupied through the day and awake at night.

This country must make a true commitment to ending hunger. The only realistic

approach is- making a guaranteed adequate income a national goal—and then
maling that adannata insama a natinnal ranlity
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herited into the American way of life—as n means of allowing all ¢itizens their
very right to live.

Who can participate in government when he is facing a day-to-duy fight for
survival?

That is no exaggeration. Let me remind you that the Inadequate Nixon plan
allows only 19 cents & meal in many states. A recipient is still forced to feed lrer
family mainly rice, beans, peanut butter and greens while trying to scrounge to-
gether the money for toothpaste so hoe cinldren’s teeth don’t rot as early as her’s
did.

7 do not believe that the American people, once presented with the true facts of
how little the present proposed legislution really does to help people can see it as
a lundmark in aiding the poor. An inadequate plan just doesn’t solve any problems.

LEither the government is concerned with reully helping people to live a decent
life—or it is content to allow millions ef people to go through years of suffering
and want. That is the simple correct set of alternatives. Passing programs that are
inadequate just to give a fumily a few more cents a day is cruel ; telling the middle
class that these proposals will really help people is more than dishonest.

Poor people live in a society of continuing injustice. The case workers whose
case loads are so hieavy mothers avre forced to wait six and eight hours to get a
simple form. The continuing frustration of begging for emergency food orders, in
states where recipients consider themselves lucky to be allowed emergency food
orders. The bureaucracy that frequently loses a letter requesting a special diet
allowance for a ehild, thus sending the wother back on the rounds of doctor’s
visits and trips to the welfare oflice. .

To be poor in this country is not to live 11 “another America”™—how could any
Anerica treat people with the injustice and disdain that poor people suffer every
day.

So I come here to tell you that poor people are waiting, waiting for yon to fulfiil
your promises. None of the present plans proposed inn Congress end that wait. All
are inadequate. All areefforts which do not confront the problem realistically or
with justice. ]

Poor people have been lied to so many times, though, that no longer do we
merely wait. We are organized. And we intend to keep on organizing and protest-
ing inadequate solutions until our plan—a guaranteed adequate ineome for all
Americans—becomes a reality.

Senator McGovery. Thank you very much, Dr. Wiley.

Senator Harris, we appreciate your staying on to hear Dr. Wiley
and Mrs. Washington. :

Dr. Wiley, it seems to me that there is really a question that you and
I and other people who are concerned about this problem must answer
and that is this:

Let us grant, to begin with, that the figure that you suggest as an
adequate income, somewhere around $5,500 a year, and I think there
is support for that estimate in the Burean of Labor Statistics con-
cerning what it costs to support a family of four in this inflated econ-
omy of ours, let us suppose that that is an agreed-upon objective and
that people in the Congress and across the country who are concerned

‘about this problem would like to move toward that goal.

Mr. Wicey. I can’t allow that supposition because that supposition
does not exist.

I think one of the basic problems we have to do immediately is that
we have to rally support for that supposition. Is it a supposition or is
it a fact that people need some kind of adequate income around $5,500.
I think that there are very few people who have been speaking out and
who have been saying that that is what is necessary.

Senator McGoverN. That brings me to my question.

What do you think is the program that is best designed to get the
political support that is needed ¢ In other words, as you yourself have
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said, it is all well and good to have a national conference and have the
delegates agree on a fignre, $5,500. That is the rhetoric. Now, the ques-
tion is, how do you put together the political strategy or the public
understanding, the congressional understanding, that will make that
more than rhetoric? '

Mr. Wirey. To me, the first thing you have to do is that you have to
recognize that as the need, you have to recognize that as the goal. You
have to initiate a fight to reach that goal. It seems to me until the lead-
ership of the country recognizes the need for a struggle townrd that
goal, that we are not going to have any motion toward that. To me,
and I think to all of us in the welfare rights organization, we have felt
that the question of whose plan is the least important question to the
- question of getting an adequate income,

We have said that adequate income, some way of getting adequate
income to people, is the basic necessity. We feel that the decision ahout
what plan and what strategy are in a sense political decisions that have
to be assessed and have to be made.

I conld muke.it seem that most every plan could be fitted to muke an
acdequate proposal out of it. The basic thing you have to do with Presi-
dent Nixon’s proposal is to raise the benefit level for family assistance
to $5,500 and broaden the coverage to every citizen and not simply
families with children, and then you would have the framework for a
plan that deals with the basic problem of poverty, hunger, and
malnutrition.

You could take Senator Harris’s proposal and instead of talking
" about a proposal that goes in 8 years to the poverty, talk about a pro-
posal that goes to an adequate income level in the earliest possible
time. I don’t think we need 3 years. I don’t think we need 3 years to
reach that point.

The amount of money necessary is less than the amount of money we
spend on defense, is about equivalent to the amount of money we are
spending on the war in Vietnam, is far less than the aggregate of tax
exemption and tax loopholes through which we subsidize businesses
and middle- and upper-class people in this country.

There is plenty of money, in short, to deal with lalle basic.problem of
poverty. What there is not is the political commitment and the drive
cn the part of people and political leadership to reach that goal and
that seems to me to be the basic thing we need.

Senator McGovern. So the thrust of your testimony is that you are
not particularly wedded to any one formula. The key fact is to center
on adequate income and you believe that to be $5,500 or somewhere in
that area. This is your goal and what you are calling on this committee
to do is to accept that adequate income level, defined as $5,500 a year,
and then find some kind of legislative formula that will achieve that
with a measure of dignity to the recipient.

Is that a fair statement of your position ?

Mr. Wirey. Yes; it is.

Senator McGovern. Your chief critique, then, of the administration’s
proposal and of others is that they simply do not measure up to the
adequate income criteria ? '

r, Wirey. That is right. They do not provide adequate income and
they ‘do not provide, in my opinion, any of the proposals I have seen,
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they don’'t provide a mechanizm for achieving adequate income. They
do not provide the possibility or the likelihood that we are going to
reach an adequate income level.

Senator McGoverN. Let me ask yvou this, Dr. Wiley.

While I have not introduced a legislative proposal, I think you are
generally familiar with the rough ontline of the proposal we have
Deen thinking about, the children’s allowance, guaranteed public serv-
ice job to those unable to find ciizployment in the private sector, lifting
the social security guarantees for the elderly and disabled to an ade-
qnate level and then covering in people who are not covered by those
three provisions with direct asststance. ’

Do you believe that that formula, once it were targeted at an ade-
quate mcome level that yon referred to, would be one possible alter-
native that would be generally acceptable?

Mr. WiLey. No.

Senator McGovery. Why is that ?

Mr. Wiey. The reason 1s that at the heart of onr proposal is getting
an adequate income for every citizen. I do not see a mechanism in those
sets of proposals for achieving that end.

I think that the proposals are fine proposals and are perhaps supple-
mentary to achieving adequate income. That is to say, they wonld
help some people who are working or some people who are old, whose
benefits were inadequate, or they would help some—for example, the
children’s allowance tends to help familics of working poor people wlo
are working but wlhose income does not measure up for one reason or
another and the children’s allowance tends to supplement those people
and therefore get them to amore adequate income. :

An example. A family of fonr with two children, If they got a $50 a
month children’s allowance, that would be $1,200 a year. Qur sense of
that is that if they had a net income, earned income, of, say, $4,300 a
year, then the $1,200 would bring them to $5,500 and they would be
in good shape.

If, however, they had no income, the $1,200 would bring them to
$1,200 and they would have to turn to welfare or some form of public
assistance, some other form of public assistance, for help.

What we say is that the children’s allowance is a strategy, much
like social security, talking about full employment and wages our
strategies in themselves are valid and valuable but the basic thing at
the heart of the matter is seeing to it that there are no cracks and
that there is a floor that insures that every family will get a basic
minimum income and the plan that does that, and I think your pro-
posal if it incorporated a $5,500 guaranteed income for everybod,y
who was left out and did not have an adequate income from children’s
allowance, social security of whatever else, then there would be a first-
rate set of proposals. ,

Senator McGoverx. If the fourth section of our bill were adequately
stretched, it would then become more compatible with what you are
saying.

"Mr. Wiey. If the fourth section were an adequate income proposal
rather than would hint to that—J hope the debate is still open

Senator McGoverx. The debate is wide open. -

Mr. WiLey. Rather than what is hinted at as a categorical welfare
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program, which to me would insure the isolation, would insure the
madequacy for the people in situations such as Mrs. Waghington and
many others, particularly the women and children on welfare, that 1
think it \\’0111(11 insure an adequate program. I think that there is no
reason to think that a welfare program just because it is small, just be-
cause it applies to & small number of people, is likely to be an adequate
prograni.

So we say this has to be a gnaranteed floor that includes evervbady
in it and assures everybody of an adequate income level. Then T think
family assistance, full emplovment, higher wages, better soc¢inl secu-
rity, all of those things are important antipoverty measures, but the
basic thing of adequate income is the thing on which we nmast maintain
our central focus.

Scenator McGoverx. Let me just put it to yon this way, Dr. Wiley.

One of the reasons why I thought that the first three sections of my
proposal were important is that they would reduce the very problem
that you have referred to here, which is the isolation of the poor. Thoxe
first three provisions of the bill apply to evervone, rich and poor alike.
Everybody would qualify for a children’s allowance, Everyone wlo
wants to work in public service employment, who doesn’t have a job
in private employment, would be given a useful job, something the
country needs. Iiveryone wounld automatically qualify for the improved
social security protection.

It was precisely to reduce the image of a welfare poor people’s pro-
gram that led me to structure this proposal as I did.

T just wanted to make that observation.

Mr. Wirey. I think we understand the strategy. I think we disagree.
If that turns out to be your strategy, which I hope it is not, I think it
would be a basic mistake to pursue that strategy as the main-line attack
on the problem because I think without a guaranteed adequate income
floor so that nobody could slip through the crack, of what s0u have to
admit is a categorical program, you have four major categories of pro-
grams that would deal with these problems and there could be cracks
in those programs.

If you say full employment, vou may be disabled, you may be unable
to work. You may not qualify for social security for whatever reason.
You may not qualify for a children’s allowance. Maybe you don’t
have any children. So there is a crack for you to slip througli.

Then your reliance must be on some kind of fourth alternative, We
say the fourth alternative must be something that guarantees for every-
body that they are going to have the right to live, they are going to
have food and clothing and shelter at an adequate level and that means
an adequate income.

Senator McGover~. Well, Dr. Wiley, I want you to know that vou
are giving me pause, as you have for a long time, for some serious
though on this matter.

What you say here 1s presented persnasively and convincingly as it
always is. I want you to know that your proposal is going to be very,
very seriously evaluated by me and T am sure will be by other members
of this committee. '

We hope that we can get together on a formula where people con-
cerned about this problem can stand tog-ther. If that happens, you
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are going to deserve o great deal of credit.

We do want to thank you and Mrs. Washington for appearing here
today.

Mr, Wirey. Let me say as a final thing that I think all of ns in the
Welfare Rights Organization have looked to you, Senator McGovern,
for leadership in this arca. We have admired the things you have done
on hunger, malnutrition, your crusading etforts in these areas,

We hope that you will be a leader in this program of directly helping
poor people on issues as poor people sce it.

We think that an adequate income is really the basic thrust of some-
thing that must be done.

We are looking forward to having our executive committee meet
with vou in the near futuare.

Senator McGovery. I would like very much to do that.

Mr, Winsy. If such & meeting can be arranged, it can lead to a prof-
itable program.

Senator McGoverx. Thank you so inuch, Dr, Wiley and Mrs. Wash-
ington,

We have as our next witness Mr. Robert Harris, who served as Exec-
utive Director of the President’s Commission on Income Maintenance
Programs.

If your schedule would permit, we would like to invite you to wait
and heayr this testimony.

Mzr. Wigy. We will do that.

Senator McGover~. Mr. Harris.

Mr. Harris, we are pleased to welcome you as the second ITarris who
has testified this morning before this Committee as the Executive
Dircctor of the President’s Commission on Income Maintenance
Programs.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT HARRIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
COMMISSION ON INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS

Mr, Harris. Thank you.

Tt is a pleasure to appear before this committee to present my views
on nutrition and the income gap. From my observations among low-
income families, I have become convinced that the best way of improv-
ing their diets is through increases in their incomes. And since I am
not an expert on nutrition, I will focus on ways of filling the income
gap- .

ADEQUATELY DOCUMENTED

It is not necessary at this stage in the public debate on poverty,
hunger, nutrition, and the like, to present statistics on the poor and to
demonstrate their existence. This committee, through its hearings and

- studies, has adequately documented that a large segment of the Ameri-

can public is in extreme need. The President’s Commission on Income
Maintenance Frograms—which I served for 2 years—gathered and
‘presented similar evidence. Other bodies—public and privatée—have
also documented the case. ’

Nor should it be necessary to refute the oft-held view that the poor
are poor because they have chosen a life of misery rather than work,
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or because they don’t know better than to remain poor. As George
Bernard Shaw noted, “It’s bad enough being poor without being
damned for it.” Most of the poor are poor because they have no choice.
If they are to become nonpoor, they must be helped by a society that
is no longer willing to tolerate the social and economic consequences of
their poverty. This assistance must come in the form of a new progran
that provides basic income support to all in need in an equitable, cfli-
cient, and humane way.

The factual basis %,or these assertions is presented at great length
in the Report of the President’s Commission on Income Maintenance
Programs which was issued last November. I will not repeat it here.
Instead, I will comment on what I think a good income maintenance
program should look like and what we can expect such a program to
do. I will then comment briefly on specific programn proposals which
have recently been offered the Conguress.

FEATURES OF AN INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

A good income maintenance system will put a floor under the incomes
of all in need to insure that some minimum of consumption OFpor—
tunities is available to all. This income floor should be designed 1n a
manner that preserves financial incentives to work. This is all that
such a system should do. '

An income assistance program should not try to influence persons
to be more moral or less moral, or to be better or worse persons. At-
tempts in this direction will not succeed and will reduce the effective-
ness and efficiency of the basic income assistance design. In general,
subjective features that allow coercive administrative practices should
he avoided.

The first criteria~—providing financial work incentives—is desirable
for any one of three reasons:

(1) We need the output produced by most members of the labor
force and do not wish people to quit work ;

(2) The budget costs of any program will be greater if people work
less; and ,

(8) It is a conunon view that work is socially and psychologically
useful for people who are able to work.

The second criteria—not using financial incentives to try to induce
changes in social behavior—is desirable primarily because such incen-
tives as have been applied in the past have not aftected behavior in the
ways desived, but have harmed individuals.

For example, family size lunitations on AFDC payments have been
“justified” on the basis of discouraging large families by welfare moth-
ers. In fact, they have discriminated against existing children in large
families while not affecting birth rates. So they really did not have the
good effect that they were designed to have but they have had a very
serious deleterious effect on the people involved.

The third criterian—of requiring objective administration—is par-
ticularly important. In the area of providing basic income support, the
rule of law should be paramount rather than the rule of persons. An
individual’s rights to benefits should be clearly and objectively speci-
fied by lawmalkers rather than administrators. We do not let the IRS
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agent exercise subjective judagment in determining the ability to pay
taxes of mdividuals. We should not let the line administrator of a
cash transfer program cxercise subjective judgment in determining
the amount of basie income support that an individual needs. The
amount of tax I might pay or the amount of welfare I might reccive
is too important to me to leave to the subjective judgment of anyone
but. Solomon. If the amount I must pay (or may receive) is clearly
specified in Taw, T may be nmhappy with it, and I may think the law
is bad, but I do not have to bow to the discretion of a low-level bureau-
crat engaged in administering the program. '

A fourth criteria for designing a new income maintenance system
might be the fnll replacement. of the existing categorical public as-
sistance system as soon ns possible. This system fares badly when eval-
nated by the criteria cited above, It has other defects that T will not
ennmerate here. The case for this replacement has been made publielv
many times—most. recently by President Nixon,

In shovt, I feel that an income maintenance system should perform
ona fnanction well: it should change incomes. Inducing changes in be-
havior, morals, family size, social funetioning, and the like, falls in
the province of other programs. ‘

Attempting to attach features to achieve these other goals to basic
income support programs has failed in the past, and has also resulted
in doing a poor job of supporting incomes.

INCOME SUPPLEMENT PROGRAMS

Given rough agreement, on the above basic requirements for an
income maintenance system, it seems necessary to lay out the specifics
of a plan that stands up well upon evalvation. This is not difficult to do
since-many proposals have been made in recent years that fall in the
same general family of plans.

Characteristic of all such plans is that they guarantee a certain
income level to families with no income, varying by family size. As a
family’s income rises, the supplement from the Government decreases,
but only by a fraction of the increase in income. That is, the plans
allow rvecipients to build upon a gnarantee by adding income from other
sources which is only partly “taxed” away. The plans are generally
called negative income taxes,

These plans provide a financial incentive to work; those who work
will always have more income than those who do not. This results
because of the fractional reduction of benefits as earnings rise. Tailor-
ing benefits to income and family size alone avoids attempting to induce
other social or behavorial changes through the threat of benefit reduc-
tion. And the simple schedule of benefit rights avoids the application
of a good deal of administrative discretion.

More specifically, we could provide a support level of $2,400 for a
family of four with no other source of income. If that support is re-
duced by 50 cents for each $1 of income received—a 50 percent rate of
benefit reduction—a family earning $1,000 would receive not only its
earnings of $1,000, but $1,900 in additional income support.

This plan would provide some income supplement to all families:
with incomes below $4,800. Such a plan would have Federal direct
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persons living in 10.5 million households. Over T0 percent of this cost
reflects payments to families with children. This is the basic program
desien recominended by the President’s Commixsion on Tuconte Main-
tenance Programs (Poverty Amid Plenty: The American Paradox,
Nov. 1969).

Most proposals of this nature are miiversal: that is, they cover the
entirvo needy population. IHowever, it.js possible to have snch a program
ouly for certain groups in the population snch as families with chil-
dren. The administration’s family assistance program, being con-
sidered by Congress, is such a plan.

"This plan wonld provide a basie income of $1,600 to a fanily of four
with not other income, and supplement incomes up to $3,920. It is an
improvement over current welfare programs only in the sense that the
eatogory of families with children is a more sensible category than the
category of broken families with children now aided under AFDC.

It includes many of the “working poor”—those who have been ex-
cluded from AFDC benefits becanse the family is headed by a working-
man, but his income is below the poverty level. The “working poor”
comprise some 40 percent of poor families lieaded by nonaged persons.
But it retains the disadvantage inhierent in using categories—many of
the very needy poor are excluded. Single persons and childless couples
receive no aid regardless of their need. , '

Tn addition, the program suflers from an attempt to apply admin-
istrative discretion in areas surrounding work decisions. Instead of
relying on financial incentives and the free market, a bureaucratic
svétem would be set np to deterine who should and shonld not work.
This has the potential for great abuse, and the benefits are doubtful. I
donbt that it can force one true malingerer into the labor force.

The President’s Comnmmission on Income Maintenance Programs rec-
ommended a $2,400 program level as a starting point, and also recon-
mended that it be increased to a more adequate level as soon as possible.
Tt is difficult to launch an expensive new program at an adequate level.
To some degree, the starting level is arbitrary. A program even at the
$1.600 level recommended by the administration wonld do much good.
Millions of American live on incomes below even thislevel.

One crucial fact, however, leads me to think that a program that is
going to replace welfare should start at a level of at least $2,000 for a
family of four. One objective of adopting a new national program is
to replace the Federal-State public assistance system, with all of its
flaws and its great State-to-State variation, with a uniform and equita-
ble systein. In:the process of making this transition, no individual who
receives mnore than the basic Federal floor now shounld suffer a redue-
tion i income. This requires that States which have relatively high
welfare benefits supplement the Federal payment for current recipients
until sueh time as the basic benefits under the Federal program reach
adequacy. If the basic Federal payment is set at $2,000 or above, every
State conld make supplementary AFDC payments to current recipients
without any additional Federal assistance and save mouey into the
bargain. Thus, the Federal Governinent could end its participation in
categorical public assidtance programs and be assured that States could
easily afford to supplement tﬁese payments for current welfare recipi-
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ents. And, of course, new recipients in the Federal program would
require on State suppiemcnmt-ion.

Alternatively, States that have relatively high benefits under AFDC,
could with savings raise those benefits in a supplementary program if
the basic IFederal floor came in at $2,000 or above. If the Federal floor
comes in below that level, then the States won't have the money to do it.
At a level of $1,600 as proposed, many States would lose money. There-
fore, the President’s proposal continues to assist States in the tradi-
tional programs Whiclh everyone agrees have failed. Thus, there is a
minimum level for a new Federal program that is required if the pro-
grain is to be a substitute for existing public assistance rather thun an
addition to the old set of programs.

While the initial income level to be supported may be, to somne extent,
arbitrary, the rate of reduction for other income is not. Available
evidenee indicates that the rate by which payments are reduced for
other income may have significant effects on work incentives. While we
have very little empirical evidence, there is general agreement that an
implicit tax rate of 100 percent on earnings has the predictable effect of
reducing work eifort. Nobody wants to work for nothing—be they
rich or poor. Thus, some lower rate is necessary, However, the lower
t111_ c }'szltc, the higher the cost of th: program—since more persons become
eligible.

The consensus of expert opinion is that reduction rates of greater
than 50 percent of earnings should be avoided. Most serious proposals
do not go above a 50-percent reduction rate for this reason. Both the
President’s proposal and the plan recommended by the President’s
Commission on Income Maintenance Programs adopted a 50-pcreent
rate.

Scnator McGovery. In that connection, on that 50-percent rate on
the work incentive effort, isn’t the practical effect of that to tax the
earnings of poor people at the 50-percent level ?

When you get right down to iit, what is the justification for that? Is
it not purely designed to reduce the cost of the program rather than to
arrive at a substantial fair way of dealing with the problems of the
working poor?

Mr. Harris, No, sir; I don’t think that is the case.

There is a 50-percent tax only if there is a significant payment made
by the Government. For example, if the $2,400 level is made to a family
of four without any tax on their earnings, without any recoupment,
the cost of such a program is extremely prohibitive. There is no way
to make that kind of expenditures without having some mechanism
that reduces the benefits that we pay people as their earnings rise.

We don’t want to pay $2,400 to a family with $100,000 of income
for many reasons, one of which is that we can’t do it ; we cannot finance
a program without taxing somebody.

Senator McGovernw. I asked Dr. Wiley to stay on tc hesr your testi-
mony. Now, he has proposed and the White House Conference on
Nutrition and Health proposed that $5,500 basis as the adequate in-
come for a family of four. I take it that your feeling sbout that would
center around the cost of the program.

. “Ilzmt would you estimate would be the cost of the program on that
evel ? :
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Mr. ITarms. It depends on low you structure the program. If you
structure it with a $5,500 guarantee and a H0-pevcent tax rate on earn-
ings so they su})plement all incomes up to $11,000, the costs ure ex-
tremely high. I have estimated in the neighborhood of $70 billion-plus.
If yon try to reduce that cost the only way to do it is to have a higher
tax rate, is to not allow people to keep 50 percent of their earnings.
That reduces the direct cost that you would caleulate from the existing
income distribution but there probably would be some negative work
incentive effects. ' :

As that tax rate rises from 50 percent to 70 percent to 100 percent,
the returns from working get lower for people who are now working.
Most of the recipients would already be working people, and we don't
know what the work incentives effect would be of very high rates, we
can’'t calculate the cost.

Senutor MaGovery. Is that work incentive feature a part of that esti-
mated cost yon are indicating?

Mr. Hanns. Yes. It is a very considerable part. I don’t recall the
exact figure but if you did not have that work incentive feature, if
you had a flat guaranteed income at $5,500 for a family of four, just
taking everybo:ly and bringing their existing income up to the $5,500
level, the calculated direct cost of that would be something like $20
billion, as I recall, but that would not take into account any reduced
work on the part of people whose earnings are below $5,500. If you
just brought them up to $5,500 you would m effect be imposing a 100-
percent tax on their earnings because they would have a dollar-for-
dollar reduction in the $3,500 benefit for tI)l'eir earnings. The work in-
centive effect of that could be very serious and would add considerably
to the cost, but we don’t know the exact magnitude or even the order of
magnitude.

Senator MocGoverx., You may finish your statement.

Mr. Harris. I was essentially finished with my prepared statement.

I will be glad to answer any other questions,

Senator McGoverxy. Let me ask you this, Mr. Harris.

How would you structure this program? How would you relate the
income maintenance feature with food stamps? Would you phase out
the food program ?

Mr. Harris. I would like to see the food programs phased out. I think
it has to be approached in several steps. Given our existing inadequate
system of income maintenance, I think we probably should have a bet-
ter food stamp program because people don’t have enough moncy to
buy food if we could get it immediately. The bill proposed by mem-
bers of this committee, for example, would be a big improvement over
tlie current system of income maintenance.

It would also have the effect of automatically diminishing us cash
income support from other sources rose because the amount of food
stamp benefits is related to cash income, I think there is a meshing to-
gether. If you could then enact a good income conditional food stamp
program, any changes you make in income support would automatically
displace that program.

If you could enact a considerably higher level cash income support
program than the President is talking about or even than tlic Heine-
man Commission proposed, I would not see any need for food pro-
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grams. I wonld like to see every dollar that goes into food he put into
cash initially.

Senator McGovery. What Mayor Lindsay and Mavor Flaherty
raised yesterday to the President’s proposal is that. it still leaves State
administration as a very real option, as inevitable consequence in
many States.

What is your comment in that vespect on the administration’s pro-
posal as it now stands?

Mr, Harus, I think there are two aspeets of that that are important
and only one of them gets focused on frequently.

In the case of the several million, I think about 6 million recipients
of current AFDC, in any State where there is an AFDC standard
above the level of $1,600 there has to be some additional mechanism
for supplementing the Federal payment to receive their current level.
Under the administration bill, it is possible for the States to contract
with the Federal Government to adininister that. supplementary pro-
gram but the discretion for that, I believe, was left to the States, It also
allowed the Federal Government to contract with the States. Now, that
is for the 6 million recipients of eurrent AFDC.

The other side of this is that there are 14 million, T believe, new
recipients who are not now- receiving AFDC and would not be receiv-
ing the supplemnentation under State programs and would not have to
deal with any State administration. This is also a point where the
magnitude of the problem decreases as the level of the Federal base
rises. As you rise from $1,600 to $2,400 level, the number of States
whose welfare standards exceed the Federal program drops from 44
to about. 20.

Senator McGovery. Mr, Havris, to go back one mowment to this prob-
lem of how this program is going to be financed, I am again bothered
by what scems to me to be an effort to place a major part. of the cost
on the working poor. I understand this work incentive feature that.
both the President and you are concerned about, how you get some
degree of benefits into the hands of people who are workin g

Presumnably under Dr. Wiley's proposal that might go up to, sV,
the $10,000 incomne level. There would still be some incentive payment
there, Instead of setting that rate of 50 percent, in other words, taking
back 50 percent of the benefits from people who are working have von
given consideration to the possibility of shifting more of that load to
higher income brackets? '

I know somebody has to pay for this program. Supposi ng we had a
universal allowance of $3,600 a year along the lines that Senator Harvis
was talking about here earlier this morning, would yon have any idea
of how much an ircrease there might to be in incoimnes above, let ussay.
$15,000 a year on up to finance that kind of program ?

Mr. Harris. Ofthand, I don’t; but I think it would be quite astro-
nomical. If I could use a different example to show the order of mag-
nitude and put it in the context of the children’s allowance versus the-
President’s program? A children’s allowance that paid $350 per month
per child would have an outflow of funds of approximately $40 billion
that would have to be financed, some of that to be financed by
eliminating exemptions and making the benefits taxable.

Senator McGoverx. That wouid be a rather sizable amount.
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My, Harris. That gets the added cost down to $25 or 827 billion. That
%23 to $27 billion would have to be financed out of higher taxes which
are going to be paid by the working poor.

I think thq fundamental difference between the negative income tax
approach and the children’s allowance approach, we are dealing just
with families of children, is not in the ultimate distribution of the net
benefits, it is in the mechanism by which you finance them. In cne case
vou levy the income conditioning of the Lenefits before you pay the
benefits. In the other case, you pay benefits to everybody but you tax it
back.

The net gain by income class will be the same because you have to
finunce the same amount. You have to collect back from the people
above your cutoff level the amount necessary to pay the people below
it. Either way.

Senator McGovern. Mr. Harris, what you say is not true, Financing
of the children's allowance would automatically fall heaviest on the
upper income groups because of our progressive tax structure.

Mr. Harrs. I did not mean to imply it would fall heaviest on the
working poor. Depending on how you finance it, it would fall heaviest
on the working people in the middie classes because that is where the
burden of taxes lies. I think there are a lot of probleins in the tax sys-
tem aswell in terms of the rickest members of the society having access
to all sorts of ways of not paying taxes.

Senator McGovern. It seems to me there is another problem that we
are going to be confronted with in trying to arrive at some kind of a
formula that inclndes this work incentive feature, and that is the
problem of the millions of people who are going to be involved.

Won’t you end up with a program where 75 or 80 million Americans
are involved under welfare? :

Ar. Harris. Under the President’s family assistance plan, there will
be 20 million. Under the plan recommended by the Heineman Commis-
sion, I believe it would be 37 million. Under a plan and gnarantee at
the poverty level, yow would have probably 90 million, as I recall.

Senator McGover~. Ninety million?

Mr. Harias, If vou start at the poverty level and supplemented in-
comes up to twice the poverty level.

Senator McGover~. That would be $3,600.

Mr. Haxrrrs. That would be roughly $3,600.

Senator McGovery. Your estimate is that if you invoke that pro-
eram and then provide work incentives covering families up to twice
that level that you would have 90 million people involved in drawing
family assistance payments? '

Mr. Harrrs. That 1s right.

Excuse me. It would be 73 million persons. It would be 21 million
liouseholds. It wounld be 21 million uaits filing returns, which is a large
number, but is not administratively feasible with our techmological
devices, the same ones we use for administering both the positive in-
come tax and veterans’ programs and all other programs.

Senator McGoverx, In effect, though, Mr. Harris, wouldn’t: you

_really be ending up with a welfare-type program embracing some 75

to 90 million people?
Mr. Harrrs. Yes.
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Senator McGovern. Pardon ¢

Mr. Harris. Yes. i

Senator McGovern. Do you think that is a politically acceptable sit-
uation for the Nation? Do you think that you could actually put that
kind of program into operation in this country and sustain public
support for it ?

Mr. Harris. Ithink you could ; yes. Once it were in operation, I think
it would be like the Social Security System. At the time of its early
discussion it was viewed as unworkable and politically unviable for
the long run.

Senator McGovern. Now, Dr. Wiley has testified, I think with some
backup froin the Bureau of Labor Statistics and others that $3,600
will not support a family of four.

Mr. Iarus. 1 agree.

" Senator McGovern. Then you have to move up in the direction of
5,500.

If that were the case, if you take the $5,500 figure and then maintain
the sane work incentive feature, you ave telling us, I think, that that
would cost somewhere around $70 billion.

Mr. Harrrs. Yes, sir. A

Senator McGovernx. How many people do you think would be in-
volved in that kind of prograin ¢

Mr. Harris. That would involve about 150 million people, roughly.

Senator McGovern. So that all but 50 million of the American people
would be encompassed in that program in one way or another.

Mr. Harris. That is correct. ’ ‘

I would not advocate a program at that level. I would advocate a set
of programs that would be designed at getting all Americans up to
that level or higher, if possible. I think there is a limit to the degree
to which we can rely on cash transfer programs to get people up to any
level. I think the role of the cash transfer program is to provide a floor,
a bare floor below which nobody should fall.

I think the responsibility of other programs is to make sure that
almost everybody, if possible, can have an opportunity to get well above
that floor.

Senator McGovern. Would you include in that formula the pos-
sibility of public service employment for those who can’t find adequate
employment in the private sector?

Mr. Harrss. I think we need programs which encourage full em-
ployment, the usual platitude, whiclt we do not have now. In addition,
while I think we don’t know enough to mount a full-scale public em-
ployment program tomorrow, it should very clearly be a future direc-
tion of policy development. We need to develop programs that are
going to create jobs for people who can’t find employment in the
private sector.

Zenator McGovern. Thank you very much, Mr. Harris. We ap-
preciate your testimony.

- And, Dr. Wiley, we want to thank you for staying to hear the rest
of the testimony. '

The committee will be adjourned.

(Whereupon at 12 noon, the select committee recessed, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Friday, March 6,1970.)



NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

FRIDAY, MARCH 6, 1970

T.S. SENATE.
SkLECT COMMITIEE ON NUTRITION AND ITUsian NEEbs,
Washington, D.C.

The committes met at 10:20 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room G-308,
New Senate Office Building, Senator George 3. McGovern (chairman
of the committee) presiding. .

Present : Senators McGovern, Javits, Percy, and Dole.

Also present : Peter Stavrianos, professional stail member, and Clar-
ence V. McKee, professional staff member for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT BY HON. GEORGE McGOVERN, A U.S. SENA-
TOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, CHAIRMAN OF TEE
COMMITTEE

Senator McGovern. Our witness today is the Under Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Honorable John
Veneman, He is accompanied by Mr. Robert Patricelli who is well
known to the members of this committee. He is now the Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Interdepartmental Affairs, Departnient of
Bealth, Education, and Welfare.

Mr. éecret,a,ry, we are happy to welcome you to the committee.

My understanding is that you have a rather lengthy prepared state-
ment that wil! be available shortly.

. What I would suggest, in view of our conversation, Mr. Secretary,
is that you summarize the highlights and points you most want to

- make to the committee. That will give the Senators ar opportunity to

question you on those aspects that we are most concerned about.

Mr. Vexeyan. Very good, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DoLk. Mr. Chairman.

Senator Mc(Govern. Senator Dole.

Senator DoLe. Before the Secretary begins, I would like to insert a
story from today’s New York Times by Warren Weaver, concerning
action by the House Ways and Means Committee on the welfare
reform program.

Senator McGovern. Without objection, the story will be made a
part of the record.

(The article referred to follows:)

(243)
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[From the New York Times, Mar. 6, 1970]

Hotsg USIT VoTEs WELFARE RErorM FAVORED BY NIXON—ONLY 3 DEMOCRATS
Orrosg MEASCRE 'To GUARANTEE A FayiLy INcOME Froor

(By Warren Weaver, Jr.)

WasniyeroN, March 5.—President Nixon's proposal to guarantee every Amer-
iean family a minimum income supplied in whole or part by the Government was
overwhelmingly approved today by the House Ways and Means Committee.

The vote was 21 to 3, an auspicious beginning for a controversial program that
is now expected to win easy approval on the House floor later this month. All
Republicans on the comnittee supported the bill : the three negative were cast by
Democrats—Representatives Al Ullman of Oregun, 1’hil M. Landruam of Georgia
and Omar Burleson of Texas.

It was probably the most significant Congressional victory the Nixon Admin-
istration has won in its 14 months in office. Last October, when the welfare bill
was introduced, the measure was given only a small chance of ever emerging
from Committee.

MILLS MAY MANAGE BILL

Today. it sailed out effortlessly, withk the committee chairman, Wilbur D. Mills
of Arkansas, once regarded as a stublrorn opponent, announcing that he would
co-sponsor the measure and wov_4d probably serve as its floor manager.

The Family Assistance Plan. which is the heart of the new welfare program,
would guarantee a bosic income to every family in the country, even if it inclnded
a wage earner. The basic income for a couple with two children would be $1.600.

The plan contaius a requirement designed to encourage recipients to get off the
welfare rolls. To receive benefits, the lead of the aided honsehold would be re-
quired to register for employment or job training.

NIXON MAKES STATEMENT

Tienefits would decrease as a family's earnings inereased and would he elim-
inuted altogether when earnings reached $3,920 a year.

Committee approval, usually a preliminary event only modestly observed. was
celebrated today as though it were final passage. President Nixon issued a state-
ment hailing the move. The White House held a briefing on the bill.
Administration officials “ere openly jubilant.

“Not every Congress,” Mr, Nixon declared, ‘lla< the opportunity to enact a
far<:mental reform of our basic mstntutxons The 91st Congress now has that
historic opportunity.”

Senate prospects for the Nixon welfure program are regarded as generally
zood. The 1)rincip.11 danger there, from the Administration’s viewpoint is that
liberals may increase the cost of the plan so much tha. the cost-conscious House
will bitlk at any compromise.

Under present. estimates, the Nixon welfare program in its first year of opera-
tion would cost ahout $4.4-billion more than current welfare spending. It would
o into effect July 1, 1971,

Administration oflicials estimate that it will increase the number of those eligi-
ble for welfare assistance from the current figure of 1.7 million families, or
6.8 willion persons, to 4.6 million families, or 22 million to 23 million persons.

THREE GROUI'S MERGED

The legislation also consolidates into a single class the three adult welfure
L] ktog,ones of aid to the aged, Blind and disabled, and sets 2 new minimum income
of £110 a month for individuals and $183 for couplee These figures were increased
over the Nixon recommendation at \Ir. Mills’ request.

Although the Ways and Means Cowmittes made a dozen changes in the Admin-
istration Lill helore reporting it today, the bill clearly rewained the ineasure the
President submitted four months ago, only rather gently adapted by Mr. Mills
an¢ his collengues.

The welfure bil witi go to the House floor under a “clused rule,” an arrange-
ment that probibits amendments there and limits the inembers to voting for or
1zainst the measure. The vote will probably come before the end of the month.

The only adverse response to the welfare legislation came from the United

States Chamber of Commeree which lssued a statement today contending that

the Family Assistance Plan was a first step toward a guaranteed annual income.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

245

TAX INCREASE YEARED

The Chamber’s board of directors voted to oppose the legislation on the ground
that it would produce a tax increase or an inflationary deficit, or both, without
solving the hasic problems of welfare families.

A major provision of the welfare legislation would require the Federal Gov.
ernment to meet 30 percent of the cost if a state decided to raise the Fawmily
Assistance Plan fioor above the national minimum.

Of the $i.4-hillion additional cost, about $3-Lillion would be benefits to the
poor, two-thirds of it to families with some earnings. About $600-million would
finance day care centers for children, to encourage welfare mothers to work. The
remaining $300-million would reimburse states for welfare spending.

EVOLUTION OF MILL'S STAND

California would realize the largest saving, about $173-million. Rough esti-
mates indicate that New York would save $62.4-million, Massuchusetts $41.2-
million, 1llinois $39.8-million and Pennsylvania $38.9-million.

The evolution of the support demonstriated today for the Nixon welfare re-
forms is, in large part, the storyr of Representative Mills and the slow, steady,
campaign that was wagea in <¢losed sessions to win his neutrality and ultimately
his active support.

There was an unusual measure of cooperation between the Demaoeratie chair-
man and the Republiean Administration throughout. In executive sessions of the
committee. an official of the Department of Heotch, Education and Welfare was
always present at Mr. Mill’s invitation.

Introduced last October, the Welfare bill ay dormant as tax reform dominated
Congressional concern for the rest of 1969 In January, Mr. Mills startled Ad-
minjstration officials by asking them svhat bill they would prefer to bave the
committee eonsider first. They chose welfaie, and the chairman complied.

Throughout open hearings on the bill, Mr, Mills had never demonstrated any
enthusiasm for the underlying principle of helping to support the working poor,
A& 1970 obhened, liheral Democrats had not rallied behind the program and one of
its authors said, “It looks bad.”

BASIC TEAM BTARTS WORK

Then the basic Administration team wvent to work. It consisted of Secreiary of
Labor George P. Shultz and an Assistant Secretary, Jerome M. Resow s John G.
Veneman, Under Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, and an Assistant
Secretary, Robert E, Patricelli.

Text of President Nizon's statement follows:

[From the New York Times, Mar. 6, 1870]
TEXT OF NIXON'S STATEMENT ON YWELFARE

WAsHINGTON, March 5.—Following is the text of e statement by President
Nizon today about action by the House Ways and Mcans Comniitte on his welfare
program: .

The prompt and favorable action of the House Ways and Means Committee on
the Administration’s proposals for reforming our failing welfare system is most
gratifying and encouraging.

I have great confidence in thislegislation; I believe it brovides the hest method
for reversing the trend toward greater welfare dependency. I am most happy that
the Ways and Means Committee—after conducting its own searching
investigation—has reached a similar conctusion.

Very few questions will come before this Congress that are in-.ce immportant
than welfare reform. Without a basic conceptual change in our welfare system.
we eant expect oniy that welfare rolls will continue to grow and that costs will
inevitably skyrocket. I hope that the members of both parties in both houses of
the Congress will follow the lead of the Ways and Means Cominittee %o that our
nation ean avoid that misfortune,

While the initial, “startup” costs of this program are higher than our present
welfare costs, I am confident that we can afford this Program and that it is eon-
sistent with a responsible fiscal policy, I would not support the program unless
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thitt were the case. It is my view, in fact, that responsible fiscal poliey demands
rapid welfure reform, for such reform will enable us to make sizmificant long-run
savinzs, The question is not whether we can afford this legislation, but whetber
we can afford to zo on withont it.

HOPES TO0 REDUCE ROLLS

A central poing of the new program is that only those who are willing tc take a
job or to enter training are eligible for benefits. In addition, the new paywent
schedule would be structured to reward those people who take jobs rather than
penalizing them as does the present systemw. In short, the Fawmily Assistance
I'rogram-—~for the tirst time—would make welfare a method for putting people
ek to work, reducing the welfare rolls and expanding the payrolls of the nation.

Thix new program would also remove that element in the preuent system which
encoutrages futhers to desert their families. In addition, it would give significant
assistunce to the aged, the blind and the disabled by establishing for them a
mational minimum benefit level.

It is often said that nothing in this world is as powerful as an idea whose time
has come. In my view the Family Assistance Program is an idea whose time has
come—and the welcome action of the Ways and Means Committee confirms that
judzment. Not every Congress has the oprortunity to enact a fundamental reform
of our basic institutions. The 9ist Congress now has that historie oppotrtunity.

Senator McGoverx. Mr, Seevetairy.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN G. VENEMAN, UNDER SECRETARY, DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOM-
PANIED BY HON. ROBERT PATRICELLI, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR INTERDEPARTMENTAL AFFAIRS

Al Vexeyax. Mr. Cliairman and members of the connuittee, I am
pleased to appear before you teday to discuss the President’s family
assistance plan. I have bronght a prepared statement with me today
bt rather than read the entire statement, I agree that it would be more
nseful as you suggested to summarize the major points and submit the
full statement for insertion in the record.

1 would like first to point out briefly what some of tlie major weak-
nesses in our existing system are, smmmarize briefly the coniponents of
the welfare proposal as it passed the Ilouse Ways and Means Com-
mittee yesterday, and then briefly discuss some of our concerns with
some of the other alternative proposals that have been snggested.

The point I wounid like to stress in this discussion is why we believe

“that the President’s welfare reform package represents the best bal-

anced attack currently possible on the inadequacies and inequities of
the present system, consistent with fiscal constraints arnd with the pres-
ervation and enhancement of incentives for work and for family
stability.

First of all, I think it is generally agreed that the purpose of public
assistance is to assist those most in need and least able to help them-
selves. That is the underlying philosophy of our present AFDC pro-
grams. This primary emphasts on helping only the most needy has led
to the developiment of a system characterized by restrictive means teats,
categorical exclusion of the seemingly able bodied and a sharp redue-
tion of payments as otl:er sources of income for these people increase.

We have found that there were many adverse side effects to this
present system. For instance where we have female heads of families
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anlv being eligible for public assistance, we have created an incentive
for fathers in low-paying and sporadic jobs to leave houies so that their
families will beconie eligible for welfare.

The unemployved father portion of the existing program Jessens this
problem somewhat by extending coverage to families with unemployed
fathers; however, it covers fathers only in 24 States and enrollments
in even these States lave been only a small portion of those estimated
to be eligible,

We have no Federal program at the present time which provides as-
sistance to the millions of families headed by a man who works but
is still unable to provide sufliciently for his family. Yet, over one-third
of the families that are in poverty are headed by a full-time, full-year
worker,

Too often in this country it is possible for working people to be
better off on welfare. Take the case of a working woman whose earn-
ings liave been in excess of a State-defined need standard. She is not
eligible for auy type of welfare support. However, a working mother
earning less than the need standard would be eligible for supplemen-
tation of lier wages based on the existing wage disregard formula of
*30 plus one-third.” .

An example of this is given on table 1 * which is attached to the pre-
pared statement. _

Table 2, which is attached, shows a similar situation where you have
an AFDC unemployed father, These persons by regulation are persons
who work 30 hours or less per week. This meaus that a father on wel-
fare could be better off than a full-tie working father as a resuit of
the “30 plus one-third” formula so leng as hie does not put in more than
30 hours a week.

In table 3 that is attached we show for selected States what the non-
welfare working family must earn to be as well ofl as a welfare family
that has no earnings. As an example, welfare will pay a four-person
fainily in Arkansas $95 a month. A nonwelfare family of four must
have earnings of about $115 a month to have the same disposable
income.

Table 4 presents this same information in a different way, pechaps
even more starkly, in that it shows the net disposable income of a wel-
fare family and a nonwelfare fainily which have the same earnings.
The ainount of earnings chosen is the amount which the previous table
showed as being necessary for a working man to earn in order to be as
well off as a person on welfare.

It is not possible to measure exactly how much this clear discrimina-
tion against working families has drawn people out of the Jabor force
and on to the welfare rolls.

Table 3, which was taken from the report of findings of a special
review of AFDC in New York City transmitted to the House Ways
and Means Committee last year, presents somne evidence on the extent.
to which the fact that families can be better off on welfare has caused
such families to shift to public assistance.

That report ranked 11 cities by AFDC caseload per 1,000 peor per-
sons in the population. It then compared this measure of the tendency

1 See tables 1-5 on pp. 278-280.
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of poor people in each city to go on welfare to the degree of difference
between the expected earnings and the welfare payment available to
poor people in the same city. As the report pointed ont there was a
positive statistical correlation between the tendency to go on welfare
and the lack of any clear benefit from working.

Similarly, we cannot measure directly the impact of current welfare
policy upon family stability but it is interesting to note that in face
of an overall decline in the total number of families in poverty of 3.2
million from 1960 to 1968, the percent of female-headed families in
poverty have increased from 24 to 85 percent. Since 1966 there has heen
an absolute increase in the number of such families. At the same time.
the number of welfare recipients has doubled.

These problems illustrate some of the basic motivations and reasons
for the structural reform of the system that tne President has asked
for. Specifieally, the administration is asking for three major strue-
tural reserves:

One is the equal treatment of both male and female-headed families
in the Federal welfare system.

Second, the extension of the coverage to the workirg poor. the group
that presently has no federally financed support.

And, thirdly, provision of strong financial incentives for recipients
to continue and expand their work effort throngh provisions disre-
garding the first $720 of earned income entirely and a percent of in-
come above that amount in the computation of benefits.

Of conrse, this extension of coverage and provision of work incen-
tivesis expensive, With a 21,600 hasic henefit, a €720 initial disregard
and a 50 percent so-called tax rate on earned income, the break-even
PO;;nt or the upper limit of eligibility under the family assistance plan
is $3.920.

A $100 increase in this basic standard raises the break-even point hy
$200, thereby extending the coverage to a considerable number of
additional families, ' '

I think it is also significant to point out that to increase the basic
benefit by this $100 would mean an additional $400 million cost to the
program. The cost of the $720 disregard is estimated at $1.2 billion.

Furthermore, of the $3 billion family assistance cost, $2.1 billion, will
go to working poor families.

So, in short, to improve and preserve the equities and the incentives
we must. use some dollars which might otherwise be available to raise
the basic minimum standard.

However, we feel strongly that doing it this way we are putting the
dollars in the right place and buying the appropriate kind of coverage
within the resources available.

The plan includes a mandatory work requirement for able-bodied
recipients within the households. We are convinced that such a re-
quirement as modified by the Ways and Means Committee is an essen-
tial component. It is very much within the philisophy of the American
people that persons who ean work should do so rather than be ree
to rely on entirely public assist:ance.

I think this reflects the view of many congressional members that
we have discussed these programs with and it certainly reflects the
view of the public in general.
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Furthermore, we feel that most assistance recipients will choose
gladly the opportunity to upgrade their skills and enter gainful em-
ployment. When we look at some of the data on mothers that have
children between the ages of 6 and 17 and are without husbands—
these are essentially women in the same circumstances as most welfare
mothers—we find that 68 percent of these mothers are already working
with 57 percent of them working full time.

The findings of the Podell report on families on welfare in New York
and similar studies emphasize the desire of welfare mothers to work
and the number of those that have had some work experiesice.

Thus we have included in the work component of the fauily assist-
ance plan a full range of manpower related services including counsel-
ing, training, job placement, and quite an extensive emphasis on child
care facilities for children of recipients. Collectively, these elements
should advance the availability for employment of recipients con-
siderably.

Tllege} is a provision that was amended in the Ways and Means
Committee which now provides for 100 percent matching of the da
care projects and, in total dollars, I believe there are some $386 mil-
lion allocated in the plan for daycare.

So far I have stressed the features of the President’s proposal which
represent the careful balancing of the incentive features inherent. in
any income maintenance program. I have indicated that it is expensive
to construct a proper system of work incentives. I think it is equally
important to stress that we are still purchasing with our family assist-
aunce dollars a rather major attack on the poverty problem in the
United States.

I think the most significant. improvement is in the terms of the cov-
erage. Faily assistance will cover 65 percent of all the poor and 100
percent of all poor fanilies with children, as well as a considerable
number of low-mcome families above the poverty line. )

AFDC by comparison apparently covers only 17 percent of the poor
and 35({)e1'cent of all the poor children in the country.

In addition to the benefits to the fanilies with children category, the
proposed establishment of a minimum benefit level of $110 per person
for the adult categories, the aged, the blind and disabled will in itself
lift all aged couples, those who are married, consicterably over the pov-
erty line of $2,071 for such familics. For a single aged person, the bene-
fit. will provide an income of 80 percent of the poverty line exclusive of
medicare benefits,

I think most of you know the initial proposal had a $90 adult cate-
cory ceiling in the initial bill which was raised to $110 by the Ways
and Means Comunittee. ‘

We also have to consider the impact of the food stamp proposal.
When you include that in the overall package, it produces & combined
hasic subsidy for a family of four of some $2,464 a year. This would be
$1,600 in the family assistance for the basic allowance and $864 in the
stamp bonus,

Senator Dorr. Mr. Chairman, is a question ia order at this point?

Senator McGovern. Go ahead, Senator Dole.

Senator Dorg. This question was asked the other day by the Rever-
end Jessie Jackson.
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- Let us assume (1) we have a father and mother and two children:
(2) he is unable to work because of illness or some other incapaciry:
(3) they Lave not been on welfare before: and (4) this hill is enacted
snubstantially as it is. What are the total benefits that family of four
will reeeive? In addition to the $1,600, there will be a food stamp bomis
of $864.

Mr. Vexesmax, That is correct, Senator. In order to clarify that.
they would have to use part of the $1,600 basic allowance to purchase
the food stamps allotment of about $1,200 so that the net food stamp»
Loms is 864 for a family of four.

Senator DoLe. Are there any other possible benefits available to thix
family of four? What if they can’t exist on $2,464 or whatever the .
basic subsidy is? :

Mr. VExemax. There are several other programs the family might be
eligible for depending on their particular circnmstances and the state
in which they resided. If the father is severely incapacitated he might
be eligible for assistance under the aid to disabled category. Being un-
employed he will also be eligible for State supplementation under the
mnemployed father program which family assistance will make man-
datory for all States. The family would also probably be entitled to
medicaid benefits and to the social services provisions of the Social
Seenrity Act.

Senator Dovre. The question has been raised and I think it should be
clarified for the record, who can live on $1,600¢ What {family of fonr
can possibly exist on $1,600 plus whatever the food stamp boms might
be?

We would appreciate having, either for the record or now, an ex-
planation of what other benefits would be available to this family.
Take the family of four because that is the basic nnit around which
most discussion has centered.

Mr. Vexeman. One significant additional benefit would be their
health coverage under medicaid. I think another fact that we have to
consider is that in 42 States they pay additional benefits above the
$1,600. Youn have State supplementation which under family assist-
ance States must continue. It depends also on where he lives.

The situation you are deseribing vwrould be in one of the eight. States
where the maximum payment is currently below the family assistance
benefit level, one of the eight lower States where you bring it up to
$1,600.

Senator Dork. Right.

Mr. Vexemax. In addition, there would be State supplementation if
they lived in one of the States that was currently paying above the
$1,600. In these States only fully employed family heads who, by that

-fact have other income available, would be eligible only for family
assistance.

-Senator Prrcy. This seems to be one of the great problems you run
into, If they are sick, they can get medicine but 1f they are hungry they
can’t get food even in & city like Chicago.

Mr. Vexexax. There are two things that make food available.

One of them is dollars which under this program they would be re-
ceiving which they had not received before, particularly when you get
into the working poor class.
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The other one is estenzion of the food stamp program which is al=o
linked into this.

Senator Prrey. Many have told me they just don’t have the money
for the food stamps. They can’t afford it then. Their rent and their
other requirensents take so much: and they can be evieted and out on
the street. if they don't pay the rent. Often after the rent is paid. they
just. don’t have the money left for food stamps.

M. VExEMAaN. Aeain, 1 think the basie answer is the availability of
additional cash. I think a lot of these facilities that you are probably
describing in Chicago wonld probably be those that are now depending
upon a general assistance program, a good many of them.

Senator Dorx. This is an area, as Senator Percy pointed ont. that
needs some clarification or expansion. What would this same family of
four receive under the present welfare program? Of course, it depends
on the State. Some have lower benefits; some may have Ingher. As 1
understand it, in no case would they receive less under the new pro-
gram than they would under the old progran. and in those cazes they
would receive more. Is that correct ornot?

Mr. PatriceLir. Senator, approsimately 20 percent of the preseut
AFDC recipients would have beuefit inereases as a result of the move
to the $1,600 floor. 1t is importanl to understand that the family assist-
ance plan is not, by and Jarge, a benefit increase program for existing
recipients. Those who will have extra income as a result of the plan
are principally the newly covered category of the working poor, exist-
ing in Chicago and elsewhere in this country, who although working
full time are working for poverty wages and af present are discrimi-
nated against in terms of Government treatment.

I think the President felt that in terms of all the various emphases
that you could have for a welfare reform program, the first and most
important right now was a structural change rather than attempting
in a major way to increase benefits for present recipients.

Senator Prxcy. Senator Dole, would you yield at this point because
1 think you have raised a very crucial question and we would need a
clarification from the administration.

The House Ways and Means Committee say that what we had to
have was incentive for the States to continue to pay more. They realize
you can’t live on what was provided. So they provided that the Fed-
eral Government would pay 30 percent of the State suppiemental wel-
fare payment.

Our costs in Nlinois doubled for welfare in the last 2 years; they are
up this year three quarters of a billion doilars.

What is the administration’s position and your own position on the
House Ways and Means Committee action to provide 30 percent of
Federal funds to supplement what the State will do?

Mr. Veneman., We not only support the amendinent, we reconi-
mended this as alternative to what we had in the bill originally, what
we referred to as the 50-90 rule, which provided that every State
would have to spend at least 50 percent of what they expended before
and no State would spend more than 90 percent of their previous
expenditures under the existihg program.

enator Percy, How did you arrive at the 30 percent figure? Is that



252

a figure that was reasoned out to be an adequate incentive to Lave the
States continue to supplement the basic Federal minimums ¢

Mr. Vexexmax. The 30 percent applies up to the poverty line. It was
reasoned out in two or three ways. One of them was the ‘concern over
the 50-90 rule. We all recognized that the States were in a fiscal
dilemma. They needed assistance in maintaining their public assistance
programs. We did not want to get in a position where we were making
1t more difficult for them.

For the most part, the members of the committee and those on the
stafls, both our staff and the other agencies that were proposing the bill,
felt that Federal sharing in supplements up to the poverty line less-
ened the administrative complications potentially involved in comput-
ing State fiscal relief under the 50-90 rule. At the same time it will
provide over $500 million in fiscal relief to the States. The 30 percent
helps practically all the States. There are only eight that would have
been better off with the 50-90 rule. Of course, the major framework we
had to work in then in setting the 30-percent figure was the total
ainount of fiscal resources available.

NERD FOR STATE SUPPLEMENT OF WORKING POOR !

Senator McGoverx, Mr. Secretary, what is your position with regard
to Federal sharing of any supplementary benefits the States might pay
to the so-called working poor ¢

Mr. VENEMaN. We have not mandated State supplementation for
the workl.n% poor category. That group of people would only be
covered by Federal programing.

Since the working poor are by definition, wage earnexs, the provision
of a $1,600 floor, with a $720 disregard and 50 percent tax rate, will
bring them up considerably above where they are now. In fact, together
with food stamps it will move the average working poor family receiv-
ing family assistance above the poverty line. I don’t think there wonid
be much need for State supplementation or any additional payment in
those cases, Senator.

Senator McGoverN. So that in the event of the State actually moving
out ahead in that area to lift the payments to the so-called working poor
families, there is no formula there under which they wouk]ﬁ be
rewarded with Federal sharing?

Mr. Veneyman. We have not felt the need because, you see, for the
most part, when we talk about the working poor category we are talk-
ing about a full-time employed family, the head of a household, who
is earning below what the welfare payment is.

Assuming they maintain that job with the $1,600 guarantee they
will probalﬁ_v be above the welfare standard anyway in that particular
State. 1 think in mnost cases that would occur. There would be no case
where they would be better oft going the other way.

I think the pressure that the States will be up against, of course,
will be increpsed grant levels for the other categories as opposed to
the working poor. That is where the pressure has been in the past.

* Soe Table I.a.—Eurned Income to )ift family with one or two parents employed and

not,sl';-cei\'ing State supplement to bring neowe of family to the appropriate poverty level,
P 284, .
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Senator MeGovens, M, Sevretary. one of the things that 1 assuine
we are trying to accomplish with this administration propuesal or any
of these other major suggestions that have been made by Senator
Harris and others, 1s 1o reach all the people who are in need.

It sees to me that what yon ave doing is pyramiding a nmmber of
programs that do not reach all the poor. For example, the medicaid
program. Isn't it a fact that that progrmm as it is presently structured
does not. reach all of the poor ¢

The same thing with the food stam] program. I think our copmittee
has testimony showing that ouly about a sixth of the poor people ne-
tually participate in food stamp assistance,

Even if one projects the improvements that have been requested by
the administration, T think it would be generous to say that you wiil
be renching hhalf of the poor.

Aren’t yon really pyvramiding = number of Federal programs, most
notably medicaid and food stamps, and leaving the assumption that
all poor people are going to get those bienefits plus the family assistance
benefit wheyr the truth of the matter is that you are only reaching a
fraction of tiw people with those othier programs?

Ay, Veneman. Not from the standpoint of eligibility. Senator,

1 think, for the most part. persons who are eligible for public aseist-
auce payments are also entitled to participation in the food stamp
programs, and. for the most part. participation in title

I think we have to recogmize that the medicaid progzumn is really
50 different programs because it is o State administered program
according to certain guidelines establisbed by the Federal Government
to provide ‘ive basic services, Some States are more generous than
others,

Furthermore there are still two States who do not participate in the
program at all,

Senator McGoverx, But eligibility is meaningless to a person who is
not heing helped. My understanding is that in about. half of the States
vou don’t qualify for medicaid unless you are on the public assistance
rolls,

Mr VeENeydax. A good miany States have not gone so far as to include
what they call the group 2. which would he those persons who had
spent themselves down to the welfare standard bat haye not themselves
gone onto the public assistanee rolls, Many States do. The others do
not. This, of course, is not divectly involved in this particular program
but it is an issue that we will have to grapple with before both the
Senate Finance dnd the Ways and Means Committees in the next. fow
weeks.

Mr. Parricrrn. Could I amplify on that response?

Senator McGoverx, Yes,

Mr. Parmicrrer On the question of the coverage of the poor, had the
family assistance plut heen in effect in 1968, it wonld have had as
eligible population 25 million persons, the great bulk of the people in
poverty. Now, as the statement itself says, 65 pereent of all those 1n the
poverty eatégory wonld be covered by family assistance alone,

In addition, the administration has proposed, rather than pyramid-
ing, a consolidation” of the so-called adult category programs of aid

$2.-778~—70—pt, 1~——17
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and approximately 22 pereent of all thowe in poverty would T eligible
under one of those programs.

There is in the background materials that arve provided the con-
mittee, the welfare reform chart, a pie chart that shows those that
would be eligible in poverty for one or anotlier of these assistance pro-
grams. The prineipal groups that are not covered under the admin-
istration’s welfare reform program are the nonaged single persons
and the childiess conples.

But, by far, the greater pereentage of poor people will be eligible for
oue form or another of public assistance,

FOOD STAMDPS TO BE DENIED TO MOST FAMILY ASSISTANCE BECIPIENTS

Senator MeGoverx. The point T was trying to make is that it is not
an actual reflection of what the situation would be to simply add onto
the $L600 in family assistance, what families conceivably could get
under medieaid and under food stamps when we know that a high per-
centage of poor people are not participating in either one of those pro-
grans beeanse of the standards that are set in many of the States, or
Iocttuse of the way the programs are administered.

Thisx seems to me to be one of the vulnerable poiuts that we are
going to take a very close Jook at. What do yvou do with those States
that are weak in all of these areas, operation of the food stamp pro-
gram, operation of the medieaid program, and suppleinentary benefits,
You ean have a sitnation under this program where $1,600 or a little
more is about what people are going to have to look forward to in
ury States. Is it not a faet that less than 206z of those who will be
eligible: for Family Assistance now get food stamps and that, even
under your own optimistic projections, no more than +5% of those
eligible for Fumily Assistance will ever got stamps? Tf this is the case.
how can you defend the inadequacy of $1,600 by sayving people will
also get food stamps when less than half will actuaiiy get them?

Mr. Vexewax. I think the $1,600 would be the minimum in eight
States. The rest of the States, 42, supplement. to 2 certain degrec.

Mr. Pareickurr In all of those States, it is an improvement over
where tligy are now.

Mr. Vexaaax. Considerable improvement taking some of the lower
ones snch as Mississippi.

Senator McGovery. But it is a fact, is it not, Mr. Secretary, that
in those States where 8, 10, 15 percent. of the people are parficipat-
ing under the food stamp program or the commodity program and
whiere you have to be on publie assistanee rolls to qualify for medieaid,
that it is a little bit misleading to suggest that you are adding $1,600
to people who are already drawing food stamps and medicaid ? They
may not be drawing either one of those and yet they may be poor in
many States.

Mr. Vexeyax. I think the reverse situation may be the ease more
than the one you described. I think you might find that with the estab-
lishment of Federal eligibility standards and, perhaps, direct Federal
administration, many more people wonld actually become eligible for
public_assistance, particulatiy in just those low-paying States which
have, for the most. part, been quite restrictive in their children’s pro-
grams although somewhat more generous in their adult eategories.
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Now, as this estension of coverage creases. this segment of the
population in these low paying States will have dollars available with
whichi to participate in the food stamp program and would. in addi-
tion, hecone eligihle for the title XIX program in those States.

Senator Mc(ioveeN. So vour view is that the availability of the
family assistance pavments to the States, even in the eight that don’t
<o above the $1,600 level now, that this releases additional funds in
those States for other assistance programns?

Mr. Vexemax. Well, it expands the coverage in those States. Those
newly covered hy assistance would therefore become entitled to other
prograns, I think that is a better way of saying it. It will release funds
to a certain extent. but I think for the niost part those States really
do not come ont with as mueh fiscal relief a2 some of the ot hers, particu-
Inrly given the mmcrease in the adult category mininuun benefit level.

M. Parricerss. I think the point is that with Federal eligibility
rales and at least to some degree Federal administration yvon would
have greater participatien in so-called State =upplemental programs
where they exist which in turn will trigger medicaid eligibility.

So that, while we all agree there are partieipation problems with
something like title XIX, the sctting of national eligibility standands
for welfare will help to immprove that sitnatiou.

Senator McGoverx, It seems to e that this question that Senator
Dole referred to is really a erucial one that is hothering a lot of peopile.
The question is, How can we really say we are getting at the problem of
need when we opt, for $1.600, even with the food stamp supplement ?

What do yon think, M. Seeretary, it reaily costs for a fumily of
fonr to weet. their basic needs with any degree of dignity at all?

Mue. Venemax. 1 think the poverty level new, Senator, is set at ap-
proximately $3,720 for a Tamily of fonrin 1970,

Senator McGovenx. Just to reach the level of poverty !

Mr. VexeEMax, That is the breakont point from poverty, hicome
levels helow this we describe as poverty. 1 would wssume that was
established as noed.

Now, there are a couple points liere. No. 1 is that 1 tiink there are
some people being left with the impression that all that these families
of four are going to get is the $L,600. Again, 1 want to stress that we
do n fact have State supplementation for female-lieaded families and
for families with unemployed fathers,

Secondly, we are covering a group called the working poor who
will have Incentive to work. For this group we have a disregard where
they retain 50 percent of their earnirgs up to—-

Senator Dovk. Was that H0-percent tax ehanged in the Touse

Mr. Vexeamax. No,

Senator Dork, It was not cliarged ?

Mr. Veneaay, Noz: it is 3till 50 percent tax up to a break-even point
of $3,920 without State supplementation. If there is State supplemen-
tation, it would go above that,

The number of people that would be in fact at the minimum would
be a relatively limited number of the total caseload. I don’t know
whether Mr. Patricelli has those fignres or not.

My, Pamgiernns, At the $1.600 mininmm, it would be roughly 20
percent of the present ATDC easeload but that in turn would be some-
thing like less than 10 pereent of the entive family assistance caseload,
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Mr. VeNemax. T don't want the implication left to the American
people or any legrislator. any Member of the Senate or Honse, that we
are sngresting that all the people in the family assistance plan are only
oy to get SL600 and an entitlement to food stamps and some medic-
aid. That is really not what we are =aying. We are saving that this j=
where we are going to establish a Federal floor in these programs
which has never een extablished hefore,

Previously, what we have had. of course, 1 think vou aii know, ix
that the States have been the tail that las wagged the dog Their leg-
ilatires wonld meet, they would estalsis<h levels and we would mateh
30 percent if they were in the mediesid program. This has led to a very
uneven distribntion of Federal funds among the States and. henee.
among the poor,

Senator McGovesy, Let me make clear for myself, and i think every
mewber of the committee wonld agree with this, that T certainly rec-
ognize the President’s proposal as an improvement over our 1rresent
svetent. 1 don’t think anyone denies that. When von add $1.600 in the
way of Federal payment. that is an improvement ; there is no guestisa
abont it.

But at a time when the Congress and the administration and the
conntry have come to the view that we need to bring about a funda-
mental restructuring of our welfare progranis, and when I think there
13 growing awareness that we onght to put. an end to poverty in the
United States. the question is not. whether we are offering an improve-
ment. The question is. Have we really now come up with a formula
that is going to do the joh ?

Let me put it to you this way. You have said that 83,720 i< the level
necessary to bring people out of poverty, get them np to the bare mini-
nin.

Mrc Vexevas, That is not a *Jack Veneman judgment.”

Senator MeGoverx. That is the official poverty level.

Let us azsume that the Congress enacts the administvation’s pro-
posal just as it has heen bronght to us, how mauy States operating m-
der that program wonld reach the $3.720 level ¢

Mr. Vexemax. Eight or 10 that are presently above the poverty level
in the families program. ‘

Senator MeGovers, Eight or 10 States wonld then he ahle fo say
we have a program to 1ift people out of poverty /

M. Parrickrer. May 1 eorreet that, Mr, Chairman ?

Until the day hefore yesterday when the Ways and Means Commit-
tee established in law the $3,720 poverty line, which was an updated
1969 figmre, the previous level had heen 3,053 for a family of four in
168, At that point, there were some six States that were paying nore
than that. There is only one State that is presently paying move than
£3,720 for a family of four,

M Vexemas, Tstand corrected.

We were discussing in terms of the $3.553 poverty level when we wepe
looking at the States that were supplementing above it.

Senator McGovery, Actually, there wounld he only one State, even
with the administration program operating. where people would have
heen lifted ont of povert y——-

Mrc Parmicrran, By cash assistance welfare alone,
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On top of that, there are various in-kind programs.

Senator McGovery, Your estimates include the food stamp pro-
gram, do they not?

Mr. Vixeyas, The $1.4 billion figure is the full fiscal year cost of
the family assistance plan. But the figures on State snpplementation
up to the poverty line do not inchide food stamp entitlements, only

~eash payments., '

Senator MeGovery, With this program in operation as it has now
heen proposed to us, as I understand it there wonld be only one State
where vou had family assistance programs plus the supplement of the
State that wonld 1ift poor people to the poverty Tine. the ¥3,720 a year.
Is thata corvect statement ?

Mr. Venesax, That is correct.

Senator Prrcy. Is that the State of New York?

Mr. Pareicennr. The State of New Jersey.

Senator Prney. So the percentage of the poor that wonld be atfected
would be 2 or- 3 pereent. of the poor?

Mr. Vexumax, That would be at the poverty level by State supple-
mientation. 1 am not, sure what the easeload is in that, State.

I dow’t think we should distort: the picture. T think that we may be
losing sight of our real target and objective in this program.

Senator Done. If you were to erank in the food stamps and the med-
icatd, do you have any ficure how many States wonld be above that
level?

Mr. Pamaernnr T think we ave veally talking about the wrong
number. :

What we have been asked is how many people who have no other
income whatsoever are moved across the poverty line as a result of
this and any orher publie assistance program. Of course, most people
below poverty have some other form of income.

On page 1T of the Under Seeretary’s testhmony, it states that family
assistance money payments alone will move almost 2 million persons
across the poverty iine, an additional 500,000 across the low-inconie
Iine. Then, in addition, you have, as a vesult of the Ways and Means
Committee bill and the President’s proposal, a movement of all aged
couples over the poverty line. Iven for single persons in the adult cat-
egory this form of support alone will raise them to 80 pereent of their
poverty figure. »

Senator Dork. I'think the story in the Times indicates, maybe this is
total Hgures, it would inercase those cligible torr welfare assistance
from 1.7 million families or 6.8 million persons to 4.6 million families
or 22 million to 23 million perszons.

I'sthat a fairly acenvate estimate ?

Mr. Vexearax. This wonld inelude the working poor. These were
based on the 1968 figures.

. Senator Dore. That isa very significant increase.

Mr. Vexedras. It isan inerease, Senator, but T think we have to make
another distinetion here, That is that this group of 10 million people or
2 million households, familics that we are bringing into the working
poor group are being snpplemented, their incomes are being supple-
mented. They are not, being brought in as a welfare. recipient in the
same context that you think of.an AFDC mother or an adult blind or
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disabled pevson us a welfare recipient, Thexe are people who have
incomes of their own who would receive supplemental aid from the
Federal Government. The totual cost then per recipient would be rela-
tively small by compavison with existing cost as is the ease in the
welfare caseload.

Senator Dorr. If there is some difference between this and the
guaranteed annual income, you would have to split a few haivs to find
it.

Mr. Vexearax. Idor’t think you would have to split them that fine,

In the context that most people think of gusranteed amimal incone
they think, No. 1, of universal coverage ; No. 2, assurance that you are
going to haveincome regardless of attitude or eifort.

1 think the major distinetion is that the program does in fact have i
work requirement. You must register for work. Yon don’t have the
option that yon are not going to go to work and get your gnaranteed
annual income. That has been removed by the work requirements.

Secondly, it is not universal in the sense that every person in Ainer-
ica has an entitlement, We still maintain the fannly vequirement.
There has to be a child involved to cover the married conples or singles.

Senator Dorr. I am informed that the IHonse Ways and Means
Committee made 14 principal changes.

Do you support the changes made by Mr. Mills’ committee? We have
a list of some 14 changes.

Mr. Vexearax., I think that is correct.

Senator Dork. Ave any changes madi: by the Touse Ways and Means
Committee with which you are not in accord ?

Mr. Vexemax. FFor the most part, Senator, we are in general agree-
ment, There are a couple of them that ave have had some problems

‘with. In onr initial bill, item 12, we had it written that therve would not.

he the opportunity to inmpose a lien on a person who was participating
in the program. The. Ways and Means Committee made this
permissible within the States.

Senator Dore. Isthat the present practice?

Mr. VuxeamaN, That is the present practice under the public assist-
ance programs but when we subnitted the bill we based it on the prec-
edent. that was established in the title XIX amendments wlich
precluded the placing of liens as @ condition to receiving medicaid
mouney.

Senator Dorz. T think probably the underlying reason (and I have
had some experience with this locally in Kansas), is that there me
those sons and danghters who find it expedient not to care for their
mothers and fathers when they reach their Iater years, so the welfare
program, of conrse, picks them up, and then at death the son comes in
and cliims the property. I have never felt mueh sywipathy for a son or
danghter who had this attitude; althongh, there are probably other
good reasous why there should not be a lien on the property. -

In most States there are allowances made for burial and last illness.
It is not an eflort to burden the family of the deceased, but in many
cases there are those who look for loopholes. Let the Government as-
sume the responsibility for the care of the mother and father, and
some children expect to come i and take advantage of the same pro-
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gram after death, 1 assmne this is the underlying eause for deleting
that provision,

My, Vexearax. That was basically one of the eauses, T think the ar-
anments were made back and forth.

Senator Dore. ‘That is not a fatal change, as far as vou ave concerned !

Mr. VexeaaN. No, I think for the most part all 14 f these were ade-
quately discussed. We didn’t have too much troubie with any of the
amendments,

Senator Dork. In fact, you had less trouble than anyone would have
imagined 6 months ago, and sailed throngh the Ways and Means
Committee,

Mr. Vexerax, It did not sail.

Senator Dowe, There were only three votes against it. 1t must have
been near the sailing point.

My, Parricrirr, Mr, Chairman, 1 hope not to try the committee’s pa-
tience, but 1 would like to get back to your question which, of conrse,
is very fundamental, That is, what is the impact of this or any other
program on lifting people out of poverty? )

1 would suggest that this is not. the only context in which you have
to look at a program like this, as, of course, you know. 'Theve are other
goals that have to be served at the same time, for example, constructing
a proper set of work incentives and constructing a proper set of fumily
stability incentives. To state it as briefly as I can, the basic minimum
benefit is only one of three essential ingredients in any income mainte-
uance system, They are all interconnected. Whenever you change once,
vou have to be concerned with the impact on the other.

The three are, first, the basic minimu payment, in this case $1,600
for a family of four; second, the so-called.marginal tax rate, that is, the
rate at which you take dollars away from an individnal’s welfare
payment as his earnings go np which in the ease of family assistance
1s 50 percent; and, last, the so-called break-even point, the eligibility
ceiling, which in the case of family assistance is $3,920.

Now, if you were to concern yourself principally with the first of
those factors, that is, the minimum benefit payment and raise it from
$1,600 to the poverty line, the impact on the other two has to be con-
siderved.

If yon were to preserve a 67 percent marginal tax rate, that js, yon
would be taking a-vay 67 cents from the welfare payment for every
dollav of earnings, you wonld have a break-even point, an eligibility
ceiling, the thivd factor in this case of vonghly $6,000 for a fawily of
+and much higher for Iarger fumilies.

Under this plan almost haif of the families in the conntry wonid he
eligible for some benefit. »

Senator McGoverx. Do you have any idea what those average pay-
ments would be under the program as it is presently strnctured ? What
rough percentage of the overall funds that ave allocated under this
pragram wonld yon see going to the working poor families? ITow
mnch would that fisure out if you have it in the way of average hene-
fits for a working family te stiil qualifv? What are we talking ahout
interms of the work incentive payment %
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Mr. Vexeaax. Ahout $740 per year, Senator. That is for a working
family of fonr.

My, Parmscenny. The working poor, o family with a wage earner
working full time, would receive am average payvment under family
assistance of $742. The average family size in that group is 5.6.

Your question as to how much of the ntoney goes to the working poor
15 purtly tonched in the testimony. Roughly, $2.1 billion of the $3 hil-
lion innew Federal woney for benefits that the family assistance plan
contemplutes goes to workmg poor families.

Senator McGovery, Mr. Secretary, there has been a great deal of
emphasis placed on that. part of the program known as the mandatory
work requirement. The President stressed that in explaining this new
proposal, that ke thought we ought to replace welfare with workfare.

Just to be bhunt about. it, isn’t that really more of o public relations
and political gimuiick than a substantive change? Becanse doesn't it
imply that people are on public assistance beeause they don’t want to
work? Doesn't 1t also imply that. jobs are available wheu they are not ¢

My, Vexexax, No. T think it implies one or two things. We all have
to be realistic abont what constitutes the public assistance caselowals,
You do have to segregate ont the aged, the disabled, the blind and the
children. Then you get down to the core that is left that are tiainable.
L don’t think it is o public relations gimmick at all when yon stop and
realize that between 70 and 80 percent of the AFD(C mothers have
worked at some time or are now working despite the weul incentives
for work provided under the current system. Why aren’t they working
now ¢ Oue of the reasons is perhaps the lack of training opportunities.
Perhaps another reason ia the lack of snfficient incentives to exrn in-
cone, that is, they are better off on welfare than they wounld be if they
took a job.

Perhaps more significant is the fact they don’t have anybody to take
care of the kids. So, built into this is @ $386 million day-care compon-
ent. I think when you look at all the elements of this program together
that the work reguirement. is a significant feature becituse it relates not
only to the training experience, the npgrading experience, it provides
day-care slots and gives the opportunity for these people to get back
into the labor market. :

Senator Prrey. M. Seeretary, on that point I fully concur. My own
experience has been that with’ welfare families most of the mothers
wonld much prefer to work. They recognize that working will give
them wlae their enltural background deprives them of. 1t would re-
quive that they get some edueation and a skilf and a sense of dignity.

L agree that two-thivds or three-fornrths of the mothers would want
to work. I think the administration providing operating funds for
dayeare centers i3 a costly ventiwe but a tremendons investinent. in the
future of human beings and in the sense of individual dignity.

DAY-CARE CENTFERS ARE XEEDED

What is lacking, I think, is the construction funds for day-care cen-
ters. We just don’t have enongh of them. In fact, we need a tremendons
program to lift the restrictions that most cities have on the type of
striucture that can be used. T think most churches have been rmled ont
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for day-care centers, If they are good enonglt for Sundiy Schools, they
onglit to be good enongh for day-care centers,

How does the Administration feel about providing and working
toward funds for the constrnction of day-care centers which are just as
necessary as operating funds to run them? '

Mr, Vestarax. I cannot respond speeifically for the administration
o new coustruction fnnds. However, the new program, unlike the
existing program, does provide fnnds for renovation and improve-
nent of existing facilities, Tt does not, lowever, provide funds for new
constrietion,

T think wlhat we are looking toward is the opportunity to utilize as
many of the existing kinds of facilities as possible. One of the diseus-
sions that we debated for a great deal of time was how cun we best
utilize the school facilities, particularly for those mothers who have
children in schiool for that short, period before and after schiool hours?
Fhis can be done by contracting with the school distriet. These are
facilities which are available now.

I think the big question is: Do we know just how many new day-care
facilities we need or have we really inventoried all the potential facil-
itios that there are in the country? I think there is evidence that if
constrietion funds are necessary, as we progress with this program, it
would then be logical to provide money for new construction.

Senator Percy. I eannot really perceive much use of school facilities.
Day-care centers are needed during the week at the time the inner-
city schools are heavily pressed. I don’t think it would be a good
thing to take inmates into the atmosphere of our present inner schools
today. :

M. Vexeyax. I don’t think we are sngesting that you would pri-
marily use schools for full-day child care, since I agree that the need
for space during regular school hours would confliet with the scliool’s
own need for space. However we are suggesting that schools be utilized
for afterschool care of schoolage children.

Senator Percy. Has anything been done about the use of ehurches,
the Sunday school facilities ? The churches are located i the conmuni-
ties, they are right there, people are used to going to them. They havea
good association with the church. Isn’t there some way that we can
confer with the church people and the clergy and survey church facili-
ties to see what facilities would be available for day-care centers in
churechies if we can provide operating funds?

M. VexeyMax. I am not sure what has been done. I can speak from
personal experience. I know in our community where there is an OEO
day-care center, that the facility used was a church facility. T am not
snre whether or not there has been a comnplete nationwide survey made
of thosc that would be available if operating funds were made avail-
able. But I would loolk at them as potential facilities for dayeare cen-
ters. T would also look at some of the large industrial or manufactur-
ing plants as potential facilities where we could work out contracts
wliere dayeare facilities could be maintained.

Senator Percy. To the extent we can use those, fine. Storefronts also
make perfectly adequate day-care centers. We have one we built our-
selves in the 29th ward of Chicago. It was very fine. We need
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remodeling funds, some construction funds, though., They would be
modest compared to the operating funds.

The present administration bill su]){)orts operating funds which are
tremendously expensive, but we need some construction funds pro-
vided for remodeling, fixing up a place.

Mr, Vexeman. Those funds are in the bill, Senator. The bill gpecifi-
cally authorizes expenditures for renovation and remodeling of facili-
ties. Only new construction money is not.

Mr, Paricenit, I think we would say that there have been some dis-
cusstons on this, I don’t think the administration position has fully
evolved yet. However, there does seem to be a consensus in dealing
with the new construction issue that more favorable consideration is
being given to an interest, subsidy, or guaranteed approach than to
using direct Federal dollars for construction.

Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, one last point.

I think one of the most important things that we need to get across is
that the Administration’s position-is not as most people think, the
bottom end of the proposals being made, $1,600 for a family of four.

With the Heineman Commission, it is $2,400; and the White Housc
Conference on Nutrition, $5,400 or $5,500.

As you point out on page 11,* the standard established by the Admin-
istration which includes stamps would bring a family of four up to
$2,464, which is above the Heineman Commission. The. Heineman
Commission does not provide for continning food stamps,

How do you answer the fact that we have had so much criticism of
stamps as humiliating—cash is much better—as Heineman says? Why
do you feel the continnation of stamps is desirable instead of cash?

Mr. Vexemawn, I think, as the Secretary has testified before this
committee, that the ultimate objective would be to provide cash instead
of aid in kind. I think this is a desirable target to be looking toward. ¥
think the practical fact of life that we have to face right now is that
we do have a food stamp program in existence; and the program does
provide that if you have a $1,600 income you can get some 800-odd-
dollars of additional income by purchasing stamps,

Let us take the Heineman Comiission recommendation, $2,400 with-
out food stamps. I think we all have to ask ourselves, will that family
be nutritionally better off than the one with $1,600 and food stamps?
These are the questions that we really have to ask,

Senator Percy. Politically, also, can’t we say that in principle the
important thing is to reform the present system, nov shoot for the ulti-
mate, not to try to satisfy what is ultimately and utopianly desirable?
I think it is important to do something today that is profitable enough
to be passed by the Congress. What you have presented is a practical,
realistic program and the House vote seeins to confirm this.

Senator Dore. Will the Senator yield ? '

Senator PErcY. Yes. :
Senator Dore, We have had some testimony on this matter previ-
ously. I recall the testimony of Dr, Alvin Schorr, the Brandeis Uni-
versity professor of social policy. Are we going to let the States
continue to administer the program? You touch on it on page 14 and

2 Nee complete statement on p, 272,
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clsewhere, In my own personal visits and experviences with those on
welfare this is perhaps the portion of the program which is most
violently opposed. )

Will there be Federal standards, will there still be contracts with
States, the States can operate the program? How are we going to niake
certain we have uniform standards and that the child in one State is as
well taken care of as a child in another? Is that amply provided for?

Mp. Veneaax, We feel it is, Senator. We will of course, have basic
minimum Federal standavds. Now, as far as the administration of the
program is concerned, I thiul that the incentive that we hiave provided
i the bill for Ifederal administration is one that will nake States
really stop and think, becanse we provide that if they contract with the
Federal Govermment for the aduinistration of the program it. will be
100 percent financed by the Federal Government. It they choose to
continue administering the program themselves, of course, 1t. is a H0-50
matehing, :

Senator Do, Is that a sizable expenditure, the administration cost,
say in Alabanta, or in Kansas?

Mv. Vexearan, 1 think it is all relative, 1 think it is about 8§ or 9
percent, :

Mr. Parmicernn Nationwide, the cost of adinistration is ranning
above $650 million, of which half of that is Federal cost. So, the State
costs are about. $325 million. '

Senator Dore. So there is an incentive for the Government to pick
up the entire tab for administration as compared to 50 percent at the
present time. :

Mr. Vexzaax. That is correct. The way the bill is written, the State
has the option. They can eoutinme to administer on the old basis. But. I
think from a very practical standpoint, that they are going to contract
with the Federal Government aud we will pick u] the tab.

Senator Dovg. This is one of the most valid criticisms of the welfare
prograin of the administration, Whether we set the fleosr at $1,600 or
somie otlier figure in that area, unless we also assure that there will he
more of a Federal role in the adninistration of the program based on
uniformity, then we really have ot improved the situation
stgnificantly. ‘

. Of course, this is not a legislative conumittee. We are just speculating
liere this week on different progranis, but this is an area that deserves
great attention and great. emphasis.

Mr. Vexemax. T think we have to be very practical about. this and
recognize that we have more than 50 diffevent kinds of administration
of public assistance prograns because of the existence of con nty admiu-
istration in many States. One of the most difficult things to do is to
change from a locally administered program to a State administered
program. I sat for several years in the California legislature when each
vear the bill was introduced to take counties out of administering pub-
lic assistance, but the bill never passed.

I think that the existence of county administration is one of the
mnajor {)roblems we have in administering the welfare system becanse
1t produces wide variations—variations which are both illogical and
inequitable—in how the program is operated within the States. The
result is a more cumbersome and complicated system which treats per-
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sous equally in need differently jnst hecanse they live in a different part
of a State. With the kind of mecentive inelnded in the Family Assist-
ance Plan bill to induce States to opt. for Federal administration of
these welfare programs, we are going to relieve the system of come of
the problems which were not necessarily the problems of the States
themselves but rather problems associated with local or county
adininistration.

Senator Dove. ITaving worked with the Board of County Comimis-
sioners of a small rnral connty in Kaneas, T know much time is devoted
to welfare programs by the commissioners, with the Federal Govern-
ment supplying a great portion of the funds. I do not recall the break-
down between conuty, State, and Federal Governments, but. in onr
Staie of 105 counties there were probably 105 different. interpretations
of how the law shonld be applied and what recipients should receive.
When von multiply that by all the counties, plus the States, I ean
understand why there is a certain amonnt of frustration on the part
of the recipient. as well as on the part of the nonrecipient. Most of
the critieal mail we receive is not directed so much at. the fact that
people are on welfare but at the way the programn 1s administered in
some areas, : )

I share the view expressed by the chairman that most people prefer
not to be on the welfare rolls. Administration of the program is alinost
as important in some aveas as the exact dollar amonnt. We must have
a reasonable floor, but. we must have aggressive and effective admin-
istration if this assistance is going to be of any valie to those people
who receive it.

Mr. Vextyax. T am not going to suggest. that setting up the admnin-
istrative strneture for the new program is not going to be a tremendous
undertaking, assuming that the bill is enacted in the next 12 months.
WWe live people working on it now, :

Senator Dorre. HEW, of course, is the repository for all tire most
complex problems, whether in schools or welfare.

Mr., Vexeyax, We are going to share this one with Labor, Senator.

“WIIAT WE NEED ARE JOBS”

Senator McGovery. Mr, Seeretary, I continuve to be concerned about
how yon are going to actually administer this mandatory -work
requirement, .

Tsn’t it o fact that the overwhelming majority of the people draw-
ing welfare really want to work, they prefer to work? That being the
case, it scems to me that the writing of a provision into the law that you
either have to work or sign up with some kind of job training creates
all kinds of hazards. It would seem to me the principal difficulty is not
the lack of incentive to work but the lack of jobs, the lack of day-care
centers to take eare of children, and the lack of adequate funds to pro-
vide for job training. T wonder if yon are not creating a whole range
of frustrations here and leaving the impression that somehow sizable
numbers of people are drawing welfare simply because they lack the in-
centive to work, I don’t think that is true.

My, Vexesmax. The lack of incentive, of comrse, is one of the things
we are trying to correct. I don’t think we are leaving any misimpres-
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sions here beeause we are trying to ehange the structure ol job train-
ing, job upgrading, registration and job referral,

Under the present WIN prograni, for example, the myv.. - «ecision
as to whether or ot the person is appropriate for work ox s netlier or
not they shionld be assigned to training is determmined by the Depart-
ment of Social Welfare.

Under the new system if a family assistance recipient were among
those who were required to register for work they wonld automati-
eally be registered with the Departmment. of Labor, at which time yon
would ntilize all the resonrees of the Departinent of Labor to get them
into the training programs, into job upgrading, or directly into a job
if one is available. ‘

1 think one of the problems we have had in the past is the lack of
conmmnnication and coordination between the two departments, the
Department of Fmployment aud the Departments of Soeial Welfare
within States nnder the old WIN programs. T thinlk it has been one of
the najor weaknesses of the present system, that there lias not-been any
close relationship or a clear assigmment of respousibilities between
these two departments aud their respective loeal agencies.

It is & lot easicr for an employvnient office, for example, to take care
of those who are reeently out. of the job market, who are recently nuem-
ployed and not on publie assistance and assign them to worlk than it is
to worry about soniebody who has beei referred there from the Depart-
ment of Social Welfare.

I think a lot of these problems will be alleviated by the new coordi-
nated system. I think it will also alleviate a lot of false liopes that have
ocenrred in some of our manpower training programs and other pro-
erams where people have been in fact trained with the full intention
aud hope that thiey are goiug to get a job and find that there is not a
job on the othier end.

I think if we coordinate some of tl.ese things we will probably have
a very eflective job training program versus the fragmented sitnation
that we have now. '

Senator M¢Govers. Are vou familiar with the speech or the news
report on Mr, Twiname's appearance hiere at a meeting in Washington
some time ago wlere he addressed himself to the question of the work
requirement, work incentive featnre of the progran ?

Mr, Vexearax. T am not, Seuator.

Senator McGoverx. I was just landed a news article from the Wash-
ington Daily News, Let me read you u couple of paragraphs of it. I
would be interested in your response to it.

An official of the Health, Edueation, and Welfare Depurtment has called the
mandatory work provision in tlie Administration’s welfare plau more form than
substance, speaking yesterday at a plenary session of the 3-duy Washington
Institute of the National Council of Jewish Women. Jotin Twiname, Deputy
Administrator of HIEW's Socinl and Rehabilitation Service, said. *The guestion
of requiring welfnre recipients to work is aklmost begging the question” Twiname
told delegates that the belief that most people would rather collect welfure than
work is n “condemm:tion by anecdote.” Later hie added. “It is a my'h baged on
isolated examples.” Then he went on to say, “By including a provision requiring
welfare recipients either to hold jobs or be learning new skills the Administration
Lopes the dispel the myth.”, indicating that the main purpose of the provision is
politieal, he said, *“The average taxpayer is concerned about those who are taking
advantage or abusing the service.” But he insisted that the majority of people on
welfare are not chiselers but are people in desperate need.
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The thrust of what he is sayving is that the Administration under-
stands that it is a myth, that people are on welfare becanse they don't
want to work, and that this provision of mandatory work or job train-
ingr is really designed to dispell i myth. Ie is saying it is more form
than suhstance, That is really the throst of the question T put to you
here 1 while ago,

Mro Vexenan. T don’t think there is a tofal incousisteney here. 1
don’t disagree with the latter part of Mr. 'Fwinmmes stutement. T
conemr that most people are on welfure becanse of need and that the
fraud aspeet of it ix overeniphasized.

I think when yon look at the total program being proposed by the
administration, in which yon do have the coordinated job training ac-
tivities, where you do have the incentives to work, both of which the
present systeur does not really provide, that many of these people who
have to nuike the basie decision as to whether or not to enter a job
training prograim and go out and seek work or stay on the publie us-
gistance progrant where they may be better off will make the decision to
go out and seek work where they have sonie opportunity to have more
eazh dollars in their pockets,

Senator MeGovery, Mr. Veneman. T think what bothers me is that
we know there are large nnmbers of people who are looking for jobs
who cant’t find them, The unenmiployment rate is now 4.2,

Al the predictions are that it is hieaded considerably Tigher than
that. It just seenis to me to be rather strange to vecognize that fact, {hat

-there are people who want to work, who can’t get. jobs, then to admit

that people are not en welfare beeanse they are lazy but beeanse they
are in needoand then to say we need a mandatory work requirement.

“What are we going to do with these people?

My Vexexax. Let me respond briefly.

T think another thing we have to look at, to pnt. it in total context,
15 the help wanted ads in the papers, too.

Senaor McGovery. Yes, but those are for compnter operators or
physicists. In States like Sonth Dakota they are often for jobs in a
di=tant town or another State,

Mr. Vexeman, Not entively. There ave a lot of them that ave lower
skilled jobs for which muany poor people conld qualify if theyv had
some additional edneation or job training.

Senator McGovenx, Do yon think we have enongh money in this
proaram as proposed to provide that kind of training to take care of
these people in enongh numbers to really make it a significant answer?

My, Parricernt, Mro Chairman, let me snggest that the faet that
there is a work requirement or a mandatory work provision does not
mean that the. administration believes that most people are on welfare
becanse they are lazy. That is a non sequitur.

Senator Dowk. Tsn’t there a work requirement now ?

Mr. Parricersr. There is in the present law a requirement, as well. I
point out that is a4 non sequitur. The work requirement is very impor-
tant, not necessarily beeaunse the administration believe that it is going
to be the operational element. that will get many of these people, these
employable people, into work. We do recognize and the testimony rec-
ognizes that most welfare recipients want to work, but. there will be
some for whom a mandatory requirement is necessary.
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As a matter of principle, and important principle, I think we believe
that people should not be allowed to refuse a snitable job if they are
able-bodied and simply wish to stay on welfare, Unless you are willing
to aceept the opposite of that principle, I think you have to go along
with the idea of a woirk requirement for whatever number may be
involved.

Senator McGoviry. Who will be the person or oflicer who determines
wlether people have et that requirement ? ITow are yon going to pre-
vent what might amount to a kind of purge of the welfare volls
designed to put pressure on people to take jobs wheve the pay is not
fair or the job is demeaning.

It secms to me there is a danger of arbitrary officials on the local
level using that device, as some have in the past, to get cheap labor and
force people into grossly nnderpaid demeaning jobs. It secins to me a
better way to get people off welfare and into the labor market wonld
be to provide the decent jobs.

My Vexeyrax. Idon’t think that will occur.

We have written into the bill that passed ont of Ways and Means
provisions that define snitable employment and it is defined essentially
as it s in the nmnemployment. insnrance bill.

Senator McGevery. In a imtshell, wlhat do yon meun by suitable work
ot suitable employment? T don‘t mean the exact quote, but ronghly
wlat does it mean?

Mr. Vexearax. It essentially means that the job will be one for which
the person is qualified. The job would be paid at the minimnm or pre-
vailing wage, whichever is higher. If we have a copy of the bill liere,
'we ean read it. It is only three or fonr lines, It is essentially the samne
language as defined in the unemployment insurance program.

Mr. Parricrnir There ave two parts to it. It says first a “snitable”
job. I might add that the work requirenent in the present law does not
have the word “suitable™ in front of it. I think this is an improvement
by way of specificity. ,

"It says that the Secretary of Labor must take into acconnt someone’s
previons edncation, work experience, skill levels, distance to the job,
health, and safety. And second, specific provisions are written in as

“to wages and hours.

I think the most important part of the definition is that a job, a
“suitable” job. must pay the applicable Federal, State, or local mini-
i wage if it is a covered job, or it mmst pay the prevailing wage
if it-is not.

Senator McGoverx. If that work requirement. is in the existing sys-
tem. what is the diffevence then? What ave we proposing here in the
way of new guidelines?

Mr. PatricErrn I think the problem with the work requirement in
the present law is, first, its vaguencss with regard to things like suit-
able job and, second, that the wlhole WIN program or work incentive
program was not effective. There was not this connection with the
Employment. Service by way of a mandatory registration feature so
that the person got into the job training or the employment. stream.

There was not within the welfare law, itself, proper incentives to go
to work. We svonld not suggest that the administration discovered
the idea of the mandatory work requirement.
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Senator Dok Do you provide some exemption in yours that is not
available in the others? I think acecording to yonr statement, a family
with ehildren under six, which is a departire from preseut law.

My Parrieriar Yes:it is,

Mr. Vexemax. I think there are five or six =pecifie exemptions, 11
any of these exceptions apply then von ave not required to vegister,

Senator Dowr. If there are no jolis available you are not penalized,
are you? :

Mr. VeNarax, No.

Senator Dovg. Who makes the determination on snitability 2 If there
is not that type of employment in the area, are yon veguired to
relocate?

Mr. VexearaN, No. As a matter of fact, there is a provision in the
hill that. provides for payment of relocation expenses if there is reason-
able assurance that there is a job on the other end. But thisapplies only
if an individual voluntarily chooses to relocate.

Senator Dorr. Certainly the great majority of the people want to
work, but. there are some who don’t want to work, and they ave living
in all parts of the country. They are not all ii: any one region or in one
State. or of one color,

This is a good provision in that it recognizes =ome of the practieal
aspects—not in a partisan political sense—in 2ome of the deep-reated
feelings not only of the taxpavers but of taxpayers who represent other
taxpayers in Congress. No one wants to pass some program that per-
mits people, who don’t want to work, not to work and to receive the
benefits.

If they ave able to work, ave not tied up with family obligations and
there is snitable eiployment available, they shonld work.

CMr Vevesrax. That is essentially what the bill savs.

Senator Dovr. I see nothing wrong with this prineiple.

Mr, Vexeaax. The major difference from the present systen, Sena-
tor, is the fact that all potentially employable persons receiving assist-
anee will be known since they must register in ovder to receive henefits.

Scnator Dore. You don’t have to go back too far in the IHouse of
Renresentatives to find ont what the vote was a conple of years ago, on
aid to dependent childven. Tt probably went too far, becanse there was
no exemption provided for working mothers. This proposal does indi-
cate a sense of realities and you faced up to them realistically.

Senator MeGovenx. Mr. Seeretary, I think there is a general recog-
nition in the Administration and clsewhere that the $1,600 figure is a
beginning point and yon would like to sce the program improve as we
move along. :

What would be wrong with including a provision in the hill for a
step-up along the line that Senator Harris has proposed ? Mayhe not
exactly at the figure he suggests. Why not, for example, a provision
that we begin in the current fiseal vear with $1,600 and then in the fol-
lowing fiscal year we move it up another step and-so on over a 3- or -
year neriod so that we have some indieation in the anthorizing legisla-
tion that. we are serions abont improving this program.

My, Vexearax. Of course, some of the constraints there wonld be not
only fiseal but. would also include the factors that My, Patricelli
pointed ont when he suggested that yon ean’t loak at the mininmm
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beneit fevel in an isolated way. You have to look ai what it does to the
tax rate, where the break-ont point is, the other adjustments that have
to be made,

I think there is one element of inereasing Federal participation
ahready built into the hill as it left the Ways and Means Committee.
That is that our participation in the supplemental would be adjusted
anmadly to the poverty level. Ro that, as the State is willing to inerease
their Tevels we will be' willing to inerease our participation in Federal
dollars,

I3ut, 1 think that before we can suggest that we build it up $1.600
this year, 21,800 next year and so forth, we have to look at the fiseal
problent and also the break-even point. .

My, Parziesni, It is very, very expensive, as the submitted testi-
nony points out,

Frankly, we felt we arve not. able now to take what may be a rela-
tively simall growth each year in the HEW budget or in the executive
budget and to say now we want to obligate 50 or 60 percent of that to
this program, Itis sonmething you tend to want to reserve for decision-
malking each year after looking at your priorities,

My, Vexearax, There is anothier factor that we have to emphasize
and that is that traditionally the States have increased their grant
lovels with the exception of a few. We have seen a continuous trend of
inereased grant levels in the AFDC program and in the adult cate-
gories. I would anticipate that they would continue to do this.

I would anticipate that if they know we are matching to the poverty
level there will be pressures in the State legislature to increase tbeir
supplement always to that point.

Senator McGovery, Mr. Secretauy, we are going to-have a vote here
very shortly on the Senate floor but there is one other question I wanted
to direct to you on another matter and that has to do with the nutri-
tional survey that I mentioned to you prior to the hearing today.,

Our lead-off witness in 1969 was Dr. Arnold Schaefer. He appeared
in Jannary 1969, He told us at that time that all 10 of the State nutri-
tional surveys would be completed by the end of 1969, December 31.
Tle told this eoxmnittee he would give us the final report no later than
March of this year, 1970. Now the time has come and we don’t have
the final report. It is our understanding that the 10-State surveys have
not been completed. We have not even had a progress report on what
is going on in the individual States.

Can vou bring us up to date on the status of those surveys?

Mr. VExEMAN, Yes. '

Anticipating your question, Mr. Chairman, I asked that this be made
available to me this morning, Field work has been completed in seven
States, and in upper New York State. Three field teams are still col-
lecting data. They are in New York City, South Carolina, and
Massachnsetts.

An interim report of the survey is being prepared and should be
completed by April 10, which will cover 35,000 individuals from
five States which will be Texas, Louisiana, Kentucky, Michigan, and
upstate New York, I ean submit thisto you.

1 Qe Ktutus Report on the 10 State National Nutrition Survey. on p. 283.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

270

The report is not in a form for submission to the committee hat 1
can give you a State-hy-State breakdown of the status if you would
like that.

Senator McGovery, I wonder if you conld give us a report in writing
as soon as possible and update it because 1 think that is information
that the conumittee onght to have and we ought to make available to
the public as to where that survey is.

I would hope, based on what Dr, Schaefer told us, that you could
stay on the timetable he outlined at. the beginning of lasi year. We have
not done the job yet in getting on top of the hunger and nutrition proh-
lem. We do need this information.

The Hounse of Representatives still has not aeted on either the fond
stamp or the school lunch bill. T think there is a sizable number of
people in the other hody who still question the extent of imtrition. mal-
nutrition, in the United States. And, completing this survey as auickly
as possibley in my judgment, is absolutely essential information, It
gives us hard, dependable statistics hased on actual surveys and meas-
urements.

I would hope that the Department. would do everything possible to
move those surveys to completion as quickly as possible,

Mr. Vexearax. We certainly will, Senator. T think that probably the
carliest report, available would be the interim report on the five States
of April 10th.

As T look at. the problem in some of the States, I would say that
Massachusetts is probably the farthest behind. They anticipate edit-
ing corrections will probably be completed by June for Massachn-
setts, As material becowes available, T am sure we can malke tie intevim
report available to you,

Senator Dork. I recognize we are about to have a vote. too,

If yon would furnish us some information, I think all of us dizeussed
the basie question we don‘t want people to misunderstand the adminis-
tration’s position. It is a remavkable breakthrough, as far as I am con-
cerned, in the entire approach. But theve is a wide-spread feeling that
$1,600 1s it, this is all there is.

1 would hope yon might finnish information at least to us as mem-
ters of the committee and perhaps also for the record, if you can

Ar. VExemax, We can do that. Senator. We have material devel-
oped on a State-hy-State basis. that shows what grant levels are under
the old programs and what they would be under the new proposals.
For the most part, in the families program there wonld be inereases in
cight or 10 States, The otliers wonld presumably remain the same unless
the legislatures took aetion.

There weuld be substantial inereases in the adult. categories in a
good many States. As Tindicated in the testimony, for the aged conples,
they will be hrought up beyond their poverty level by the new basic
standard. .

Senator Dowe. I think it wonld be a help to all of us, also perhaps for
the people who live in our States, to know the total picture. I am cer-
tain it has heen available. It is probably our faunlt we don’t have it but
it wonld he helpful.

Mr. Vexemax. We will make all that information available to the
members of the committee.
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Ser o MceGovern, Senator Javits,

Senator Javirs. I am told by the Chair you have had a thorough
going-over.

Mr. Vexearax, And a very delightful going-over, Senator.

Senator Javits. Tan very glad to have gotten here in time to recog-
nize the testimony of Mr. Patricelli who nsed to be my assistant on the
Labor and Public Welfare Commiittee. I think this is the first time he
has been before us. Iam very pleased to welcome him and congratulate
hin on the fine job he is doing i the Department.

I had two points I would like to leave with you and I won't trouble
yvou with questions.

[ am deeply convineed, and 1 hope the adminiztimrion will share
that convietion, that the family assistance plan, which is admirable and
will prebably be one of the finest things the Nixon Adniinistration will
be responsible for, isa very fine addition to the food stamp program and
a fine addition to the welfare package.

I think that with stamps, the package becomes meaningful and
answers many of the objections that it 1s too low, Without stamps, it
sidfers sexiousty from deficieney. 1 see no reason why they cannot be
coordinated. The Senate has certainly shown its position on that witly
its fine vote on the school lunch program which brings in the free Iunch
program to many more children from welfare families.

The second point, which I think is critically important, is dayeare. 1
caniot emphasize to the Department enough what daycare can mean to
all the aspirations of those in Government, both Hiberal and conservi-
tive. We all certainly agree that people shonld have the chanee to work.
And to the working mother, the youngest, most eligible rehabilitated
member of the welfare clhient group, daycare which is fearfully
inadequate beeanse munieipalities do not have the money, is the answer,

L hope you gentlenmen will be as vesouveeful with day-care as we arve
tryving to be in furnishing food. We are now expanding food programs,
with your help and the Department of Agriculture’s, to include the
private sector. There are enormous opportunities for that in day-care.

As mueh as T appreciate, in some cases, the need for bricks and nor-
tar, vou don’t have to spend much on these items if yon utilize the
private sector. Industrial eoncerns can be greatly encouraged, through
‘ntelligent. handling of money and training. to have day-care centers of
their own, as trade unions, cinuches, and many other groups.

In my judgment, it is the key to unlocking the door of seif-reliance
for the welfare client.

Finally, I hope very mneh that the Department. will give the most,
sympathetie consideration to the effort to help States which have main-

" tained higl: standards. This can be accomplished through shaving some

percentage of the highest standard of welfare payment with them as
the ITouse of Representatives now is going to ask.

Those are the observations T wonld like to leave with the
Department,

If the Secretary or My, Patricelli desire to make any comment, T will
he very appreciative.

M. Vexeaax. Senator, T think we have responded to most of those
points in the testimony.

First, the food stamps would be linked into this particular program.
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Seeretary Hardin and seeretary Fiuel have indieared that ultimately
the food staunp progran will heecome a part of the functions of HEW.

Second, as a component of the work-training provisions the measure
contains $386 mitlion for duyv-care whiel T think is the largest single
effort in day-care which has even been proposed. The Honse Ways a.xd
Means version of the measnre provides 100 percent Federal matehing
for day-care projects.

Third, the sharing arrangement with the States, 30-percent Federal
participation in the State snpplementals, was worked ont in the com-
mittee with om: conenrrence, and, in fact. throngh our initiatives to
find alternatives to the 50-90 rule after having met with some of the
representatives of the larger States that indicated some of their con-
ee1ns in the State sharing.

Senator Javits. In response, T wonld like to point. ont that the csti-
niate of day-care needed to day-care glotz available is something like 10
to 1. Yet, vonghly $400 million, frankly, is a drop in the bueket nnless
vou nse it for leverage. That is why T nrge npon yon the ingennity and
the initiative,

This is a Republican administration interested in private enterprise
and there are tremendons resonrees which ean be enlisted with the nse
of a little wit and a liitle proselyvtizing effort.

T hope very mueh that the Department will not fail to press this
opening. Beeanse yvon do have more money gives yon all the more
Teverage to do what T snggest. T beg of yon not to assume that the job
is done beeanse yon happen to have more money than yon had before.
I think it is great bnt it.is a drop in the bucket compared to what you
need and what can be done with enlisting the private seetor in a coop-
erative way in this very purpose.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Veneman follows:)

IPREPARED STATEMENT 01 VJNDER SECRETARY OF HrALTH, EDiCATION, AND WRLFARE
Joux (. VENEMAN

i\ great deal has been said and written recently about the rationale, the coxts,
and the coverage of the President’s opposed Family Assistance Plan. Rather than
attempt to recapitulate all the provisions of the welfare reform package, T wauld
like today to disenss the President’s proposal in terms of its approach to the pov-
erty problem in the United States, emphasizing in this discussion the reason why
the Administration believes that the lan represents the best balance currently
vossible among the often conflicting gonls of preservation of work incentives,
equity, efficiency in reducing poverty, and fiseal responsibility.

~he relation hetween weifare reform and poverty is obvious. Public assitinnce,
is ny its nature. intended to help those in financial need. This simple relation
tonds to snggest a simple solution to the problem of constructing a welfare
program with maximum anti-poverty effectiveness—that is. to constrnet rules
whieh limit payiaents enly to these most in need and least able to support them-
selves through their own efforts. This philosophy is essentially that which under-
lies our current AFDC program with its emphasis on stringent means fests.
categorieal exclusion of the seemingly able-hadied, and sharp reduction of pay-
nents as other sources of income increase.

Unfortunately, this solution has many undesirabie side effeets. For example,
br limiting Federal payments to those seemingly least able te support them-
selves—female heads of families—wve have created an incentive for fathers in
low-paying or sporadie jobs to leave home so that their families ean become
oligible for welfare. The Unemployed Father portion of AFDC lesgens this proh-
lem somewhat by providing eoverage to families witli unempleyed fathers, but this
program has been implemented in only 24 States, and enrollments in these States
have been very limited. Furthermore, no Federal program currently provides
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assistinee to the millions of families headed by @ man who works big is still
muthle to provide sutliciently for his famijly. And yet over one-third of families in
poverty are headed hy a full-tiime, foil-year worker,

Thix same attemp: to achieve maximum poverty cffectivencss by clonmmeling
payments only to those without other sonrces of income has caused a =scecond
hasic problem—thar of creating serious dixincentives to work and problems of
inequity vis-a-vis working heads of households. I think that this problem is hest
illustrated by considering a few cases of how AFDC carrently treats working
1eoje.

Aax we have said many times, all too often in this country it ix possible for work-
21 people to be hetter off on welfare. Take for example, the ease of a working
womzan. If her earnings have been in excess of the State-defined need -tandard.
she is not eligible for any type of welfare support.

Hoewever, 1 working mother who happens to be earning less than the need
standard will be eligible for supplementation of lier wages baxed upon the earn-
ings incentive formula of “30 plus %.” In her case, she could easily have a
higher fotal income, of earnings plus welfare, than our first woman who bas
only her carnings. Morcover, if a welfare mother increases her earnings xo that
they are above the need stiandard. she will still continune to receive welfare
supplementation up to the break even point under the 30 plus 15 formula, and
the diserepaney bet. oen her total income and that of the non-welfare woman will
grow even greater. .a example of this type of situation is given on the attached
Table 1.

For the working man, the situation is even worse. Under AFDC-UF, only
families headed by runemployed fathers”—defined by regulation as those working
no more than 30 hours per week—are cligible. This means that a father on
welfare will be better off working as a result of the 30 plus 1y formula so long
as he doesn’t work more than 30 hours per week. If he takes'a job in which he
works more than 30 hours a week he is no louger “uncemployed” under the
regulation and he loses the supplementation to his ecarnings provided by weltire
under the 30 plus %4 formula., The result is that he wonld often be worxe off
by working full time than by not working at all, or by Keeping only a part-time
job supplemented by welfare. This situation is describedd in Table 2.

1t ix eritieal to appreciate the tact that merely eliminating the restriction on
the number of hours a man works is not sufficient to sustain the ciployinent
incentive. Foe while that proposal would create an effective work incentive for
men qlready »a welfare, it does nothing for the man working full time who is
not yet on welfare but would be financially better off if he weve, This is similar
to the case of the working woman situation already described. Again, as in the
caxe of the mother, a man working full tirn- and receivigg welfare under the-
30 plux Y% formula by reason of the fact thisi he was onee in the Unemployed
Father category would often be mreh better off through hix cembination of wages
Mus welfare than the man working full time who was never on wolfare.

To illustrage this situation I would like to refer to the attached 1. sias 3 and A,
Table 3 shows in seleeted States what a nonwelfare working fauily must earn
to be as well ofl as a welfare fiamily with no carnings. ¥For exataple, welfare will
pay a four-person family in Arkansas $95 per mwonth. For an Arkapsas wage
earter to be as well off after deductions for work expenses as a welfare family,
he must have gross earnings of $115 per month. In California. welfare puys a
four-person family with no other income $221 per month, which is equivalent to a
working wage of $288 per month. Perhaps the most disturbing figure of all is the
one showing the hourly wages in the various States which a working man must
carn in order to be better off on the job than on welfare. The conclusion is obvi-
ous: in many of these States ¥ou're better off on welfare than working at a low
wage job.

Table 4 presents this informution in a different wuay aad perhaps even more
starkly. That table shows the net disposable incomes of a welfare family and
a nonwelfare famity which have the same earnings.,

The amount of earnings chosen is the amount which the previous table shiowed
ax being necessary for 4 working man te earn 0 be as well off as a welfare family
with no other income. .

Thug, a welfare family earning $115 per month in Arkeusas ends up with a net
income of $190 per month as o result of the 30+ and work-related expenses
disregards, whereas the nonwelfare famijly—which must absorb its own work-
related expenses—ends up with an estimated $95 per month. In California, as-
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srming the two familiex each have earnings of £288 per month. the welfare family
endds ap with $371 whereas the nonwelfare family hes only $221. The figures
peak for themselves, If anything. the ineqnity is undrsstated since the figures
du nat inelude the fost of day eare and medical expenses which the welfare fam-
ily often has available free, or at feast on a deductible hasis,

It ix very difficult to measure the extent to which the simple economice fact that
familiex ean he better off on welfare has actually drawn people onto publie
assistanee. There is a great deal of anecdotal evidenee to snggest that is the cuse,
and we Know frem surseys amd from the New Jersey Exporiment. that there is jn
fact a great deal of movement between working poor and welfare status. Table 3.
taken from the “Repert of Findings of Special Review of AFDC in New York
City” and transmitted io the Honse Ways and Means Committee last year, pre-
sents some evidencee on this peint. That report ranked 11 eitjes by AFDC ecase-
load per 1060 poor persons in the population. It then compiared that measure .f
the tendeney of poor peaple to go on welfare to the degree of difference hetween
expected earnings and welfare. As the report pointed ont, there was a positive
sfatistical correlation hetween the tendenes to go on welfare and the lack of any
clear benefit from working.

Similarly we cannot measure direetly the impact of current welfare policy on
family stabitity, althongh. again, there is ample anecdotal evidence on this seore.
It ix interesting to note, however, that in the face of an overall deeline in families
in poverty of 3.2 million from 1960 to 1968, the pereent of female-headed families
in poverty has increased from 24 to 9367, Sinee 1966 there has actnally heen an
whsolute inerease in the nnmber of such fmilies. At the same time the mumber of
wulfare recipients hag doubled, The cadses of this Dhenomenon are obviously
rooted in complex social problems. Nonetheless, the preservation of a system
which provi. i a prima facie incentive for family break-np. and which clearly
discriminates against those of the poor who attempt to help thiemselves through
their own offorts seems exceedingly perverse.

Tt ix for these reasons that prima ¥ amoig the hasie stractural reforms of our
welfiare system that the Presidont has asked fire throe :

1. Eqmal trestment of both male and femicde-headed famiitos in the Federal
weoelfare systom ;

2. Coverage of the working poor :

3. Strong finaneial ineentives for the waintenanee of work effort {hrongl; nro-
visions disrecirding the fiest €720 of enrned income entirely and a pereent of
carned inconle above that amount in the eoiinitation of benefits. The amonnt of
disregarded earned income above the £720 oxelusion will he 509 1or those re-
ceiving Federal payments only nind 359 for those reeeiving State suyplement:-
tion.

OF course this increase in equity and favorable incepfives is bonght st a price.
The most obvious eost is the finanecial cost of extending eoverage heyond those
with virtually ne other ineome to those with some ontside rosonrees,

With a £1.600 baxie benofit. a 8720 initinl disregard aud a 506 zo-called tax
rte on earned income, the “hreak-evey™ paint or upper ineome limit for cligibitity
nnder Family Assistance @5 $3.920. A $100 inersase in the baxie standavd vaises
this “break-even” point 1+ <200, theroby covering a considerable nmnber of addi-
tional families ax well 8- rising the Dayment to those already envered. Sueh a
S100 increase wonld he eosf of Family Assistanee by about $400 million.
The cost of the 8720 disrezard is estima tod at £1.2 billion. Furthermore of {he $3
hillion Family Asscistance Benefit cost, $2.1 bhillion wil! go to working poer
families. Tn short, to preserve equities and incontives we mnst use some dollirs
which might otherwise he available to raise the hasie minimun standzrd. We feel
that this is a price well warih paving,

To buttress these financial incentives for work. the Family Assistance Plan
includes a work requirement for able-bodied heads of recipient honseholds. Many
beople eriticize the inclusion in the plan of the work requirement which they feel
i vogressive and punitive. Tn faet, President Nixow's work requirement repre-
Sents a signifieant improvement of the similar requirement found in the present
luw.

We are convineed that, as modified, such a requirement i eritieal. T think it is
very mueh within the philosophy of the Ameriean people that persons who can
work should do so, rather than be free to rely upon public assistance. Thix is cor-
tainly the view of many key members of Congress who work with this program,
ane I am convinced that no welfare reform proposal can succeed with the Con-
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sress or the pnblic without 4 work requirentent. Not oply are there sound philo-
sophiical and political reasous for the requirement. but there is alse evidenee on
the merits that it is better. from the point of view of the p=ychological well being
of both the adults and the children in the family, that a parent woris where that
ix pisxible,

¥Finally. when we loak at the data on mothers with children between 6 and 17
but with no hustapd—esventiglly the same group of wonba who are regquired to
register nnder Fantily Assisianee—we see that 6N pereent are already workines,
with 37 perceent working full time. Those are women in potentially the sane cir-
clumstanees as welfare nothers, yet they are working and peying taxes. Cih we
fairly ask this 68 pereent to support through their taxes the minority who might
choose not to work? For that is the moral probfem—someone mist pay for the
freedont of the few not to work.

Equally importantly. it is our belicf. supported by both e dotal and research-
hased evidence, as well as our experience with thv WIN pru"r“m T viate, 1hat
the vast majority of able-bodicd welfare reciph s will opt gladly fae . he chanee
to upgrade their skills and enter zainful empsa, oent if A\.lh.lbic. 1ot nte cite a
few statisties to support this contestion ;

DBenween 70 amd SO percent of AFDC mothers have worked 2% sogee time or
are now working despite the weak incestives Sor work provided Ly tiie current
systent.

The Podell study of families on welfare in New York City shows that
seven out of ten mothers on welfare replied they would prefer ro work wien
asked “Would you prefer to work for pay or stay at home?’ Moreover, six
out of ten mothers on welfare with pre-schoot children said that they weuld
prefer to work if day care were avhilable rather than to stay at home and

take ¢itre of their ehildren.

The mujority of welfire mothers expect to work sometime. Again from
the Podell study almost 24 of the mothers interviewed said they expected to
work at some time in the futmre.

Fhus we have inclnded in the Family Assistance Plan provision for a full range
E manpower-relited serviees inelnding counseling. training, jobh placement, and
child care, to hielp reelpient: to secure, retain, or advance in emploent, In-
cluded in the proposil as it has emerged from the House Ways and Mo as Com-
mittee ix a provision for 1006, Federal matching of day care projects, which is
surely a1 major stop in the development of this resonve- Fhe intent is te provide
these sorvices ina manner which will restore families with dependent children
to self-supporting, independent, and useful roles in the comnnity.

Thus we believe that dollars invested now in broudened coverage. provision of
work incentives, and manpower-related services will pay off in the future in terms
of increased financial independence. improved self-esteem and self-development.
At the same time we would hope to eliminate or at least minimize ineentives for
those enrrently working and not on welfare to rall back into dependeney.

Thus far 1 have stressed those features of the President’s proposal which rep-
resent. carefnl badancing of the incentive features inherent in any income mainte-
nance scheme. I have indicated that it is expensive to construet o proper system
of work incentives. I think it is equally important to stress that we have still
prelaced with our FMamily Assistance dollars i major attack on the poverty
problem in the United States,

It ix obvier o fhat a program w hich provides a basic benefit below the poverty
like wili not ctimimite poverty, However, brogazins such as the Family Assistunce
Plass whes, are tajlored to family size and ineone. chiannel the bulk of the pay-
eat s Ee fae pomoxt uad thus have the greatest impact on poverty reduetion.
Shee ot oobvious improvement is in terms of coveruge, FFemily Assistanee will
e e af ail the poor and 1009 of all pnor familics acith children as woll as a
[CLIRE TR umber of low-income families above the poverty line. AFDC enr-
rently covers only 179 of the poor and 35% all poor children in the country.
Althezgh FADP payments to the families-with-children cutegory will not be
sufliciont, of themselves to move the majority of these families out of poverty,
ahmost 2 million persons in these families will be moved across the poverty line
and an additionatl 500,000 across the low-incomnte line. In addition, the proposed
establishment of a minimqum benefit level of $110 per person for aged. blind and
Gikahled recipients (originally $00 in the President's plan but raised o $110 by
the House Ways and Means Commitee) will of itselfs1ift ull aged couples con-
siderably above the poverty line of $2,071 for such fawilies. For a single person
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the benefit will provide an iucome of 809 of the poverty line exclusive of Medicare
hwonefits,

Furthermore, when the President’'s Food Stamp proposals are included in the
overall welfare package, they produce a combined basic subsidy for a family of
4 of some $2,464 per year ($£1,600 in FAP and $86¢ in stamp bonus), or about 68
of the poverty line for such a family. This is, incidentally, in excess of the hasic
payment recommended in the plan propesed by the Heineman Commission. Since
the Family Assistance ’lan mandates continuation of state supplementation :at
either current levels or the poverty line. whichevar is lower, supplementation will
raise the basic paynent even further in 42 States.

Taken together, the Family Assistance and Food Stamp transfers will of then-
selves reduce the poverty gup in this country by about 605%. The manpower pro-
visions of tlwe plan should extend this reduction considerably further in years

* to come.

Another important improvement in poverty-effectiveness ix the establishmment
of 2 Federally-inanced payment floor. Although the establishment of a Federal
floor is an important step in eliminating the extreme variations in payment
levels which exist from State to State, in § States the 81,600 standard alone will
exceed current welfare payments and raise benefits for about 209 of present
recipients,

This step towards establishment of national welfare standards is another of the
hasic structural welfare reforms the President proposes. A move in this direction
will, by its nature, ptit more Federal financial resources into those SNtates cur-
rently having relatively 10w henefit levels in their welfare prograns than in those
with more liberal programs. Of course thexe are 2lso the States with *he largest
coneentrations of poor people aud the lowest finanpcial resources. In faes, xome of
these States currentiy make a higher per eapita contribution to welfare than mueh
richer States. Furthermore, we feel that basie strucetural reform looking townrds
the long-term reguires a strong step in the dirvection of a unifornm Federally sun-
ported floor. The Federal Government is currently involved in s system in which
the Federal Government does not contrel the allocation of its own resouress to
poor children. Because of the nature of the matching forirula, and the fact that
the States control how muclh benefit shall be paid, the Federal share of that
benefit or the Federal payment per AFDC child varies widely from State to State.

A few examples, 11linois, $22 per month per child : Mississippi, 8550 per month
per child : and New York, about £33, y

So we are in o <wstem where the Federnl Government treats ehildren in similar
circumstanees  Siferently. That is not logical: it is not equitable: and m those
Ntates where e benefit levels are very low and the Federal payment ievels are
low. this kind of inequitable treatment simply leads to adadad cost for the Federal
Government later on in terms of remedial programs.

Of course, a possible extension of this move to Federal uniformity wounld he
an assumption hy the Federal Government of all State supplemental programs.
Thix move, Lowever, wonld be probibitively expensive—far in excess of the
current $4 billion in State revenues now used for welfare progenms This is
simply beeause to achieve the desired national uniformity witheunt penalizing
anyone currently on welinre we would have to set the national standard at that
of the highest State. Since State break-even points for a family of 4 range up
to arvound $7500 under AFDC. we would ne providing coverage to ahmost half
of the families with children in the country, For this obvious reason we have
chosen instead to provide full Federal finaneing for u minimum bhenefit level
only. Under the bill as amended by the House Ways and Means Conunittee, we
will also provide 309 Federal matching of State supplementation for payments
up to the poverty line. This provision will. together with the changes proposed
in Tederal matehing for the aged, blind and disabled, provide some §320 mitlion
in fiscal relief to the States,

Famually important in the move towards a national welfare system is the estab-
lishment of uniform eligibility standards nationwide for both Family Assistance
bhenefits and State supplementary payments, and the provision of strong financial
ineentives to the States to opt for Federal administration of bhoth programs.
AFDC as it currently operates is essentially composed of some 54 disparate
systems, each with its own definitions of need standards, assets tests, ineapacity
tests, requirements for school attendance and age of children, and its own pro-
visions for income exclusions and inclusions. Furthermore, the day-to-day admin-
istration of the progra:a has varied widely, both from State to State and from
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locality to locality, in terms of equitableness and responsiveness to recipient
needs. This variance in policies and procedures is well documented by this
Committee’s recent report on ~Cash and Food P'rograms in Virginia™. The es-
tablishment of uniform eligibility standards and the provision of 1006y Fedcral
tinuncing of administrative costs for States opting for Federal administration
of eitlier or botb programs may well have more practical conscquences in terms
of the fairness, aceeptability, and ultimate effectivensss of public assistance
than any other provisions of the welfare package,

There are of course pumerous possible way: o appy -.wlnng the objectives
of stroctural reform, eguity, uniformity and preservafivie of work ibcentives
which 1 have mentioned.

Before coucluding my remarks 1 would like to comtpeit briefly ou some of the
other most widely discussed proposals for welfure reform, with the idea of hizh-
lixghtiug some of the reasons for our particu'ar chojce of features for incorporation
in the Family Assistance Plan.

Similar in many waiays to the President’™s proposed plan are the plaus pmlum «d
by the Commission on Incowe Mauaintenance (the Heinewan Commission) and by
Semator Harris of Oklaboma. 'Fhe Heinenmnn Cowmission IMlan swould provide a
§2,400 cash guarantee to a family of 4, with no iuitial earnings exemption and a
tax rate of ¢ on all nonwelfare income. 1t would 4150 provide coverage for all
poor persons including childless couples and uurdiated individuals, The Food
Stuwp program is eliminated. Net benefit costs of the plan are estimated at §6
billion in 1971 as contrasted with $3.5 billion for the Family Assistance Plan.

Senator Itarris® Bill goes further in providing a basie Federal guarantee of
poverty line income ($3,720 for a family of 4 currently), with tull Federal as-
smuption of State selfiare programs over a 3 year period. Using the sawe cost
estimating mode! nsed for Fomily Assistance, we have estimated the costs of this
proposul to e some $12.5 to $17 billion, rising to between $25 umd 37 biliddon by
1973, The range of costs depends upon the assulmptions made as to liability for
regular ineope tax, Furthermore, costs are restricted to even this high level only
by applying a very high 757¢ tax on incoue beyond $225 g wonth for a family
of 4

A more radical departure from the structure of the Adwministration’™s retorm
proposal is presented by proposals for universal Children's Allowance programs.
sSuch a plan wax recontly deseribed by the Chainuan of this Comittee, The plan
would provide grants of $600 to T80 a year for each ehild to all fawilies in tie
U.8. regardless of income. The present persouual income tax exemption of S600
for children wounld be abolished. and the allowance itsel® would be taxable as
income. .

There are several reasons for arguing that such a plan should not really be
considered as ay anti-poverty program altermative,

1. Tie plan is extremely expensive : According to the President’s Commission
on Income Maintenance the gross of a $50 per month allowanee would be over
$41 billici. Taxation of the allowance and climination of children’s exemptions
would reduce the cost only to $28 hillion, while undermining some of the atleged
advantages uf the universal approach. Raising thix amount of revenue through
the personal income tax would entail a 3349 increase over 199 personal tax
liabilities. This compares with a total cost of §3.5 billion for the Family Assist-
«ace Plan.

2. The plan is ineffective as an anti-poverty device: Of the total #1 billion
gross transfer, only about $4 billion, or 15¢: weuld go to finzilies below the
poverty line for the simple reason that the great majority of children in this
country are not poor. In centrast. the much less expensive Family Assistance
Plan would transfer about £2.5 billion to the puor, aud the plan proposed by the
Commission en Income Mainteuance would raise the income of the poor by about
$4.7 billion at a cost of $6 Lillion. Morcover, 2 Children’s Allowance would do
nothing to raise the income of childless couples and sirgle individuals who com-
prise 379 of all poor families and 62% of all poor households. The same is true
of the Fumily Assistance Plan with regard to nou-aged. able-bodied individuals
and ehildless couples, although the inelusion of the aged, blind and disibled makes
its coverage of the needy far more adequate. Furthermore, Family Assistance
could easily be broadened i the future to include llonbchulds without children
while a Children's Allowance P’lan, by its very nature, eould not.

3. The plan is inequitable viewed as an auti-poverty deviee: Under a Children’s
\llo“ dnce, the redistribution from the non-poor to the poor is much less signifi-
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cant than the redistribusion from small families to larze families. Under the
present tax strueture. 2 ratldless couple pays personal income tax on ans ipcome
above 81600 If the plan {2 fo be financed by an across-the-board tas ipceresse,
such poverty level houselolds would e required to partially subsidize large

amilies at many times that income level. ¥ven if the tax increase were siructured
to exempt the very poor. there would «till e massive redistributions npward in
the juncome structure. For example. a chililless couple with *axable ipcomne f
L1000 would receive noe benetit= and wonld pay added taxes of over LA, whils g
family of 5ix could have a vaxahle inecome over £15.000 and still receive a positive
net benefit.

On the other hand. one possible potential advantage for sach a program is that.
inasmueh as it is paid to all families with children regardless of income it may
b said to be non-stigmatizing. Cnfortunately. sinee the payments to poor fami-
liex are o low (81200 per year for a familr with 2 children). even at thix high
cost. most poor families weuld xtill have to remain on welfare in any ¢ase.

Clearly a children's allowance program would involve a4 major revamping of
our tax and transfer system. Whether there ix political support for such an over-
haul would require considerable study. In any ease, it is certainly difficult to
Justify asx an anti-poverty device a program which would reguire Jow income
c¢hildlesx couples to =ubsidize large families with three to four times ax much
income.

I will brietly mentjon a few other possible income maintenanee approaches,

It ix rometimes suxgested that the minimom wage should be increased sjo-
niticautly euongh to take low income workers out of poverty. 1t is trhe that many
workers and their families could then receive considerably higher incomes, But
those who caunot work, tho=e with lavze families. and those whose jobs are elimi-
nated becatse of the inerease. will not he belped out of poverty. 1n geaeral, it is
not vealistic to force wages, which shonld by their nature he relat~d to worker
productivity. up to the point where they will he ndequate for large families. For
these persons and others who cannot work, we must devise measnres whicl re
~pecifieally related to thelr income needs.

Becatse of the poplarty and sueeess of socinl instrmnee progreams foy micddle-
income earners, it i somostimes suggested that such programs as Soeinl Secarity
and Unemplovinent Compeh=ation be oxpanded for nse ax ati-poverty measures,
But stretehing these programs to mest the income needs of the Poor—a DPlirpose
for which they were nof designed—ix unsatisfactory for several rea<ons:

1. Fivst, many of the poorest people cannot work. and thus could not be covered
under any veasonable contributory system :

2 Second. raising the minimum benefit for the lowest wage carners wonld
hreak altogether the Hnk betweoen contributions and henegits.

I think we must preserve the faith of the American People in the soundnexs of
the rocial insurance programs. Clearly the most eflicient and rost cost effective
way of assisting low-income bersons fs throngh measures whiclh are based or
need. We helieve that the Family Assistance Plan represents a carefully halane-
ing of this objective nzuinst the dennmls of equity, preservation of incentives and
hnman dignity, and the coustraints of fiseal responsibility.

b

TABLE 1.—TRE~TMENT OF WORKING WOMEN UNDER AFDC—ASSUME A STATE WITH A $3,000-NEED
STANDARD AND PAYMENT LEVEL

Earned Welfare
income grant Net income
Mgther, earning $2,500 it $420 in work-related expenses, is
eligible forwelfare ... ..., ... . e $2, 500 $1,781 $3,961
Mother, earning 33,500 wi $420 in work-related
expenses, is not eligible forwelfare_ ... ... ____ . . 3,500 0 3,080
Mather, already receiving wellare, increases her earned income {o
$3,500 with $420 in work-related expenses, and remains sligiuls . . 3,500 1,161 4,341
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TABLE 2. -INCINTIVE FOR MEN TO WORK PART TIME UNDL® AFDC UF -ASSUME A STATE WITH A $3.000-NEED
STANDARD AND PAYMIENT LEVEL

farned income Weltare grant Net income
Father works 20 hours a weeh at $1.70 & hour; earn 31661 2 véar
with $210 in work-related expenses. s eligible tar welts - $1.768 32,197 $3 773
Father works fult time at $1.60 an hour with an e~timated 3.
work-related expenses, 15 inehgible for wettawe . . . 3836 ..o oL 3.116

TABLE 3.—WHAT A WORKINGMAN MyST EARN T BE 'AS WELL OFF AS A WELFARE FAMILY--BASED ON DATA
AVAILABLE, JANUARY 1970

Welfare Raquired gross earnings for 4-
payment person nonweltare family to
£0 4-persan achieve same net disposable
tamily with income as a welfare tamdy !
no income  ——————mr—m

(per month) Per month Hourly wage
State:

Arkansas . 395 Sll? $.67
Calitornia. . 221 28 1.67
Iliinois 263 31y 1.85
Massachusetts. 307 3an 2.16
Michigan 263 333 1.94
New York. 313 383 2.23
Ohio ... 199 253 1.47
Oregon_. .. 219 279 1.62
Wiscoasin 198 258 1.50

1 Assumes that work-related expenses are equal to the iverage allowance for work-related expenses including taxes
currently made in States shown. These work-retated expenses dc not include day care costs.

YABLE 4. COMPARISON OF THE NET DISPOSABLE INCOMES OF 4-PERSON WELFARE FAMILIES AND NOii-
WELFARE FAMILIES EARNING THE SAME AMOUNT OF WAGES—MONTHLY ESTIMATES FOR SELEGILD
STATES -BASED 0N DATA AVAILABLE JANUARY 1970

Net disposable  Net disposabie
income ot @ income of a non-
weitare tamily weltaje tamitv

earning the earning the
Amount of  amou.rt shown  amount shown
earnings incol. 11 incal. 11
() @ )

State: .
ATKANSIS L. oo o e e e $115 £ $95
California_ _ e B . 288 s71 221
lllinois . 319 395 259
fassachusetis 372 45] 307
Michigan........ e 333 394 263
New Yotk . _...... et N 383 461 213
Ohio . . ..... e e e 253 356 153
OFegon. oo . oot e aiaen 279 394 219
WISCORSIN. . .. ... . ceeiiiiaiii i el s 258 345 198

t Assumes that work-related expenses are enual {0 the average allowance for work-relaled expenses including taxes
currently made in States shown. These work-related expenses do not include day care costs.
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TABLE 5—RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EARNINGS OF AFDC MOTHERS. AFDC GRANT LIVELS, 4D CASELOADS
PER 1,000 POOR PERSONS IN THE POPULATION, FOR 11 £ei%cS

Difference Caseioad per

) Wedian best between 1.00u poor

City wages? Grant Jeve! 1) and ) persuns

(6] [ed] Q) )

New York, N.Y__._ e o §274.56 $278. 00 —33. 44 200.7
Philadelphia, Pz. . - 237.60 213.00 24.61 g4.1
Prowidence, RI___ R 264. 00 . 00 ~2.0v 76.7
Chicago, ... 268.04 279.00 —15. 06 72.5
San jose, Calf_. 315.64 22300 94. 8 71.8
Phoenix. Ariz. __ 230.5% 134.00 96. 56 1.7
Rochester, N.Y 281.60 278.00 3.60 £0.9
New Orleans, La__ 220.00 116.00 104. 05 39.7
Atlanta, Ga_. ... 221.76 125.00 36. 36.4
Memphis, Tenn. . 00 120.00 100 00 32,0
220.00 144,00 76.00 237

Raleigh, NC.... ... . ...

t Self-reported, highest wages of AFDC mothers as reported in survey uiterview.
Note.—Cols. (3) anif (4) have 2 statistically significant correlation of —0.57.

Source: Pps. 43 : J 84, Report of Findings of Special Review of Aid to Families with Dependent Ghildren in New Yotk
City transmitted to- ~e Committee on Ways and Means by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the
New York State De. (tment of Social Services on Sept. 24, 1969.

Senator JoverN. Many thanks, Mr. Secretary, and Mr., Patri-
celli, for - . >stimony and for being so responsive to the committee.
We appreciate 1t.

The conmittee will be adjourned.

(Whereupon_ at 12 noon, the special connnittee adiourued, to ro-
convene at the eall of the Chair.,)
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APPENDIX

earor Bdward M. Kentsedy iunable 7o attend * his week™ hear-
feas on hunger atd the eotne gapy, has subniitted the following
stxtement for the record 1)

STATEMENT BY SENATOR Epwaen M. KENNEDY

Mr. Chairmin: From Dr. CGeorge Wiley. Mayor Jehn Lindsay. Reverend Jess-
Jackson, Sendior Fred Harris and ethers, the Nutrition Committee Lo heard
expert testimony this week on the eritical need for an effevtive syaiem that will
;b a decent income into the povkets of the poor.

Mayor Limdsay cited the nightmarish difficultics invwolved in running New
York's welfiure program through three levels of government administration.

Dr. Wiley and Reverend Jackson talked of their personal involvement with
those who suffer the results of depriviation and neglect because they are poor. They
call for an absolute amd immediate end to the needless hunger and suffering of
America’s families.

Renator Harris described his proposal for a program to guarantee aa ndeqnate
income floor for every peedy family. Although 1 was not here during rhis week's
testimony. I know that each of the witnesses who appeared has given very
valuable evidence why income maintenance programs can be so helpful in elimi-
nating hunger by closing the income gap.

I hare for a long time, been convineed that the hest way to improve the diets
of the poor is through inereasing their income. We knew. that adegnate nutrition
is available only throngh subst:antial outlays of the average farzily budget. Yer,
we decry the powr fur their deficient health and malnourishment, while refusjug
te provide for them the funds needed to buy sufficient and nutritious fomds,

The OEO recently published prelimsinary results of its New Jersey work in-
centive experiment. In that experineent. low inevne families receiving supple-
mentary henefits tended to follow buxing habits similar te those of more affluent
families. It ix results like this that have convineed me to sujgnst programs whied
will put more money at the disposal of the poor to assure a decent living for
them,

Nearly every witness that appeared this week criticized the grossly ineffective
and umuanageable gvstem that today provides welfare payments for the poor.

At the same time. we all know about the Family Assistance Plan, under review
by the Wayxs and Means Committee. That plan proposes to plice a floor mider
the iinonnt of support pavments made to the needy. According to some. however,
that floor s~oms more like a basement. Fer even when one must stand on it, there
is still 2 i .2 way up to the Jevel that begias to guarantee a decent living.

Mr. Chairman. U am deeply concerned abo.. the problens of low inecome fimi-
fies. You have forthrightly seen the peed to explore how we ean elose the income
wip bt there are pitiably few who are serfously committed to do that. fo live
At just a minimma level of health and deceney, the Labor Department has esti-
mated that no less than $5300 i needed to sustain a family of four through
ONe Vel

Reverend Jesse Jackson told this Committee, it seenis tesribly jinconsistent that
one federal ageney—The Department of Labor-—reports to tae President its
asses=ment of minimum survival costs. Yet, the Congress devotes its energies to
thie <tudy of a bill that guarantees $1600 to do for a family of four what the Labor
Depariment has said will require three and a half times as many dollars, It i
sl inconristencies as thix, that make Reverend Jackson and others stand in
awesonie dishelief of the logislative process.

281)
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For, be wonsders whether the Congress wonld devote as mnel consideration 1o
A plan ealling for just ome third of the mnnitions reguested by the B'onrtazon 1o
fielat the hatrle in Vietmans, omr legislafive recerd on defense matters i« of course,
quite different from that on demestie a2ffairs Usaally, there s an abimudanee of
rexonrees duthorized for Befense, while domestie coneern< are habitaally <hort
clattumed.

Tlere iv no perit in o plan aimed a1 belping the hungry aud the poor that sl
fails to offer adequate warishment 1o do the joln We all kuow that S1600 will
not do the Job thut Labor Ikepartment estimates «Xpliain will regnire S350,

it o recent study of ~tandard family fadeets canpleted by the Massahusert
rezirtmnent of Pablic Welfare tlere appears specitic detailed Hvins coste for o
four member family 1iving iu Boston. Those estilmates based ol g 1967 <urvey by
the U X Inpartment of Lalwor compile three levels of living standards for Goston
families. The lower standard was £6251. The lower standard averave in the arban
V.S as of Spring 1967 was S59150 Sinee that period, there has been an 11,27
COoUSNer price index ineregse for Boston as of Joly 1969, Based on these official
fizures, Boston's 19.000 AFIX familics are completely nnable to obtain an ade-
quate living stardard because the averase family pavment wp there s 200
I Neatr.

PPoor fawmilies st hopelessly wonder why we are giving suneh serions coneern
to the K160 level of prryments proposed by the Administration. when at the sanmee
tite, official figures docunyent a need for substantially more,

Morcover, we are all convineed that one of the most depressing aned demeaning
features of the present welfare system is its failure to maintain personal dignity.
In fact, the system operates ta stigmatize and castigate recipients and potential
secipients. In some states, 1oeal welfiare officials actively discourage poople from
saplving for assistance, even thongh sucl policies confliet extensively with the
expressed purposes of state policy and federal requirerents. Many state and
Tt officials fail to sustain the rule of Iaw in the adiinistration of as<istance
programs. Justification for such arbiteary and cxpricious judgwnt is often
related to the belief that “handouts™ stifle initiative and operate o discourazse
interest in work. Indeed. even through the hizhest councils of onr sovernment,
the coneern for retaining 2 Inre or an incentive to work renstins in the Adminis-
tracion’s dexign of the family Assistance I’an.

Thus, that plan makes the acceptance of snitable work or training, a condi-
tion for receiving benefit (o memts, That kind of compmlision appenrs to me to hoe
nwarranted. To compel people 2o aceept 2t job is to deny them the chojees and
seleetions that we claim is the essence of the American dream. It ¢an mean a
return to the oppression of slavery and involuntary servitnde, While our preseut
svstem fails to be manageable or effective, the propoxed system promises ta
hecome oppressive and strangling.

I s dismayed by those compilsiry work featnres hecanse their inclusion is
weakly hased on the assumption ‘hat the poor don’t want to work. This idea
persists despite evidence from current programs that the poor will aceepr jobs if
they are available, In fact, 22 million people live in fimpilies withi at least one
foll time worker. But, the wages earned by these families are snbstandard,

We do not need ot program that compels people to aceept poos paying or non.
existent jobs, What we do need are subistantial congnitinents to provide adequaite
jobs that pay federally established minimnm wages. Pulilic service employmoent
and expansion of construetion and industrial job opportunities arve required to
make the poor self-smflicient,

Robert Harris of the President's Income Maintennanee Commission told this
Committee that more jobs coupled with a gnaranteed ineome swill be the moxt
effective way to end the deprivation thaf poor Tamilies are Torced to suffer.

Mr. Chairman. T am partienlarly gratified that yon are leoking it the income
zap in yonr azsessment of ways to end hunger in America. Every witness that
leaves for this Committee a well reasoned assessment of poor nutrition:] statns
ax A comcomitant of low income has added fo the cry for substantial increuses in
the personal income of poor families,

1 think our history in secinl nffalrs has established that in-kind serviees do not
give the poor the snbstance needed for thein to become Jon-poor. 1 think it ix well
past the time chat we in the Congress shonld make a foreeful stand eommitting
onr natione?! resonrees to the end of hunger and poverty in Amerien. Onr leader-
ship on this one issue alone ean make it possible for all Americuns to henefit from
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our pation’s bountiful attmence. 1 thani you, Mr. Chainuan, for this opjertuniiy
To express wy copeerit for the nead to be realistic in resolvigg this national crisis.

Tre UNDER SECRETARY o HFESLTH, Epvearton, ANy WeE AL
Washington, D4, March 16, 1974,
Hon, GEorRGE MOGOVERNY,
Chairman, Scloet Committee on Nwtritien and Huwan Neods, UN, Scuate
Waxhington. 1.0
Drag Me CHAIRBMAN § T have enclosed 3 status repert on the Nationad Nurrition
Survey which You reguested durimg wy apjwaranes before the camnmittes on
March 6. The statis report describes the onrrent sareey activits in each of the
areas invelved in the survey.
I I eun provide farther infornation for the committes, please let me kuow.
Sincerely vours,
Joryx G, Vinnvan,
ndle r Neeyctary,
Enclosure.

ST41Us REPORT oN THE 10-NratE NATIONAL NUBITION NURVEY

1. Toewux—All of the hasie data have been edited, and final tables and evalua-
tion have heen completed, A final veport ix being prepared for the State Health
Department by the University of Texas, Galveston contractor for the survey.

2. Lowisiang.—The baae data bave been edited. with the exeeption of the
information on three biochemieal determinations which were received in Febru-
ary. 1970. Complete editing will be complete by March 10, 1970. Final tables and
evaluation bave been complete for the major:ix of the data. and will e complete
for all marerial by April 1. 1970,

3. New York, Upstate.—~The complete data have been received. edited. and
corrections for errors received from the xtate. A econmiplete and correct data
sonree will be ready by March 10, 1970. Final tables will be compieted for all
hasie @ata by April 1, 1970.

New York City. The field study will be complete on March 210 1970, Laboratory
determinations witl be esanpleted by approximately April 15, 1970, Data from the
first fifty percent of the survey have been put on punch eands and have been
received for editing it order to identify errors. Final data for editing are to be
received by April 25, 1970,

4. Vichigan.—Al of the hasie data, en punel cards. have been received. error
lists completed and corrections for errors received from the state. A correct data
source is heing prepared by the data processing unit. This will he camplete hy
Mareh 9. 1970. and final tables will he prepared for most information by Aprif 1,
1970.

The evaluation of bone growth by analysis «<f N-ray has heen completed for
Michigan. .

3. Kentucky.—AMl data have heey veegived, edited, and errors are being cor-
rected. ¥inal tables are being peepared and will be comjplete by April 1, 1970.

6. West Viegin « - —All of haxic data have been reczived, the edit program ¢om-
pleted, and error lists returned to state. No eorrected material has been returned.

7. Washington—Nao data have heen reecived from the state. Biochemical de-
termination will be complete by April 1, 1970, and data shonld e received by
April 13, 1970 for editing.

K. California.—Approximately ten percent of the diata have heen received by
HSMIIA. edited, and erior listings returned to the state. Approximately twenty-
five percent is to be semt in by Marelr 15, 1970 for ofditing. All data are to be sent
hy HEW by May 1, 19%i.

O, South Caroiiza—The field work will he comptzod on March 24, 1970, Ap-
proximately thirty percent of the data lave heen received and are heing edited.
It is anticipated thiat all of the data will be received by April 2, 1970. Completely
corrected data shonld be available for preparing the final report by June 1, 1070.

10. Massachuzetts—The field work will be compliete on April 20, 1970. No data
have heen received, but approximately twenty-five percent of the data are to he
sent hy Mareh 20, 1970. Editing and corrections will be completed hy approxi-
mately June 135, 1970.
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Vavery Lac-—Fuiped Dt 1o 1ifE Foauadd g o0 l50 e 0 v FRARN AT
/»’ulli’t’ td ol poceiriy Strte .-'rrio/n"o s BTyt et Foipndday

7] ’]u l’;'l;'ll'll/ll';llfi ,I’hl'l Y /' s /

Fawmily size 4

Peverty Jevel e e e K5 T30 10
AP T o e e e e 1. 600 1
Weekly etrnings (abwnt 8169 per honr for 46 hour week - _ 67 T
Monthly e IminEs o e e o 2 S
Annual earmings e 5. 030, 00

TN ) =1 HH

TGO —T 1000

Annual VA 2200.00 { Monthly FAP_________.______ 16. GY7
Anpual income. .. - 3,520.90 | Monthly earned income._._.__ 203, 180
Ammmal total ineomeo_o_ .. _ 3. 720. 00 { Monthly total income________ 310,00

Family size S
Poverty 1evel o oo oo o e e mm £, 120, 00
FAP level L2 N0 (e
Weel'~ varnings (adout £2 85 per hoar for 40 hous week) - .- 11385

Menthly  armings_ o e 43 33
Amnunl e AT ngs o o e e e 5.020.00
L)
—T20
L

Vo 4 SN =2
2800 26GH0=8200

Avnual FaAY . [0.00 | Montaly FAP_.___ .. _______ 1% 67T
Annual earned income._____. 5. 920. 60 | Monthly earned income._____ 400838
Annual tetal income oo ____ 6, 120. 00 | Total monthly invone - ___ AL
TABLE 1.b.1.~NCNWORKING FAMILY OF 4 RECEIVING FAMILY ASSiSTANCE PLAN AND THE AMOUNT OF STATE
SUPPLEMENT

Aanual annual State

State payment FAP supplemeny
Mabama... ... . ... _ . . $072 $1.600 (U]
Alaska . e e . - 2,5 1,600 3620
Auzona .. ... ... . . - 2,.24 1.600 £24
Arkansas ... e . . .. 1, 14y 1. 600 (')
Caldoraia . ... . P . 2,552 1.600 1,052
Colotado L . .. L. 2,292 1,600 692
Connecticut. . ... .. ... .o - 3.524 1.600 1,924
Delaware ... e . . . 1,788 1,670 188
District of Celumbia .. e - .. 2.97% 1.600 1.3:8
Florida . .. iieiil e e 1,608 1.600 8
Georgla._......_.. N - 1,600 ()
Hawail - .o 3103 1,600 1,503
Idaho _....._ ... e e 2.5§80 1,600 1.280
HIROIS - oo e e e e e e e 3228 1,660 1,628
Indaca. ... ... e 1.£20 1,602 200
lowsd. ... . . . 2.928 1,600 1.328
Kansas 2,844 1,600 1.244
Kentucky 2,244 1,600 €44
Louisiana e 1,248 1,600 (1)
MAIME. . o e e e e 2,016 1,600 416
Maryland ... ... e L 2,196 1. 600 58¢
Massachusetts . ... .. e ceaans . 3.684 1,600 2,084
MICRIRAN. . e es . . 3.156 1,690 1,556
Minnesota,_ ... e .. 3. 458 1.600 1,868
TUSSISSIBPI. . oot e e e i 828 1,600 (O]

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.



