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PREFACE 

The problems of poverty have existed in every society since the 

beginning of bum.an civilization. Each society, however, bas dealt 

with thElll in its own political, economic, and social context. In 

the United States, the issue of welfare dependency and the plight 

of the poor became national. problElllB only in the early 1960•s, 

although an indirect national involvement in public assistance progr~ 

began in 1935 with the passage of the Social Security Act. 

This study examines the role of the Presidency -- and of the 

~ederal government -- in social policy making in general and public . 

assistance policy making. in particular. Un11il President Kenned;y 

became directly involved with pUblic assistance policy making, . the 

presidential. role in this area has been regarded generaJ.ly as a 

passive one. A positive involvement of the president in the de­

velopnent of public assistance policy, however, does not guarantee 

that the problems of poverty can successful.ly be dealt with, because 

of the comple.xities of the nature and cause of poverty in .American 

society, and because of the eX:l.stence of n\DD.8rous, conflict~ centers 

of power and decision actors who make or infl.uence the public decision 

process. And, yet, the problems of poverty persist and require some 

. eomprehensi ve solution, not only to enable the govermnent to control 

'the momting cost of its welfare expenditures in the short run, but 

al.so, to attain the long term societal objective of reducing the 
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number of dependents -- and eliminating poverty -- in the society. 

Here, we believe that the Presidency, among all the power centers 
~ 

in our society, has a lllrl.que capacity to contribute positively in. 

the ma.king and implementation of a creative, comprehensive public 

assistance policy. 

This paper, in addition; traces the development of public 

assistance policy, designed to resolve the problems of the poor 

and welfare recipients, who are unfortunately dependant upon the 

society for their livelihood and survival.. It also examines the 

prospects for reforming public welfare policy, such as the feasi­

bility of adopting a guaranteed income policy or negative income 

system in the· foreseeable future. 

. The author wishes to express bis apprecfiation to the National 

. Endowment for Humanities for its research and study grant which made 

it possible for him to. c~lete this st\idy'. During the 1972 academic 

year he was named a NASPAA Public Administration Fellow, both by the 

U. S. Civil Service Commission and the National Association of Schools 

of Public Affairs and Administration, which enabled him to get involved 

with the -problems of poverty and public assistance policy at the.Social 

and Rehabilitation Service, a welfare arm of the U. s. Department of 

Health, F.clucation, and Welfare. It was during this period when the 

idea of this study began, tihile he served as a senior program/policy 

analyst between 1972 and 1974. 

The author wishes to acknowledge the significant contributions 

ai1d cooperation to this study to Dr. John Shannon, Assistant Director, 
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Advisory Commission on Intergoverrunental Relations, to Dr. David Smith, 

Acting Associate Administrator for Program Planning, Research, and 

Policy Evaluation, HJM-SRS, to Mr. David Arnaudo, Director of Incoine 

Maintenance EvaJ..uation Starr, HEW-SRS, and to Mr. Walter .Angrist, a 

P:ublic Affairs Officer at . HEW-SRS. 

The author also wishes to acknowledge the significant contributions, 

particularly to the analytical approach to this stu~, or Professor 

Louis w. Koenig of New York University, who acted as the Project 

Director for the NEE sponsored seminar on "The Presidency and Democratic 

Cons.traints" during the S\DIDller of 1976 and eleven other scholars who 

ware associated with the project. The persons involved are too ntm18roUS 

to acknowledge indi viduall.y. Howver, a special thanks is due to Mr •. 

Joseph A. calif ano, Jr. , who served as President Johnson's Special. 

Assistant for Domestic Affairs, for sharing his special insights of 

the Great Society programs ae a guest participant in the project. 

Finally, the author appreciates the efficient typing and proof 

· reading done bY' Miss Ruth K. Oh on,. this project. Any factual error 

· or judgment, however, is entirely the author's alone. 
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THE PRESIDENCY AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE POLICY 

by 

John C. H. Oh 

I. Introduction 

In the United States, the~trend toward centralization of the authority 

in the federal eovernment has steadily advanced since the end of the 

nineteenth century. This was accompanied by some fundamental socio-economic 

changes takj_ng place in the nat:i.on, namely, industrialization and urban-

i2.ation. L'1. the process,,_the nation'3] government and its political 

components -- states and .citi_es -- became not only !nore i.nt.erdependent 

tb.-,n ever h1:!J:'o1·e i:1. tht~ hisi.;or~r oi: the nation, but also, t.he solving of 

the soe:i.etal problems wh0t.her :it bu Grime, u..'1emplo;yiment, poll uticn, .. 
or "Welfare deperniency now has been nationalized to a great extent. 

The nation has also moved steadiiy toward greater international involve-

ment i in the environment of an ever-increasingly complex and interdependent 

world. Under these circumstances the American presidency has become a 

focal point for national.and international decision making in such diverse 

policy areas as war and peace abroad, on2:one hand, and on the. other, domestic 

tranquility and prosperity at.home. 

The demands for the presidency. to provide a needed leadership for the· 

world and· and at home are still being made increasingly by even those who 

ha.ve most severely criticized the modern presidents -- especially those 

presidents who have violat.ed laws and abused their powers, as such inci-

dents were revealed since Watergate and the Congressional investigations 

of intelligence activities. Needless to say, the modern presidency, at 

1 
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the same time, has been sub,jected to a most intense criticism since the 
. . 

fotm.ding of the Republic. HoWever, what is needed is not a blanket 

condemnation of the presidency, but a critical examination of the limits 

as well as the potentialities of the presidency in providing leadership 

for the necessary policy changes for a democratic society. 

As far as the national g~vernment -- and the presidency in particular 

is concerned, it did .. not get directly involved with the issue of welfare 

dependency and the plieht of the poor until the early 1960 1s. Although 

the problems of poverty have been.with us even before the fo\Ulding of the 

Republtc, and during the. New Deal years when a federal public assistance 

policy was first established, it was during the 1960 Democratic.presi-

dential primary when John F. Kennedy, a Roman Catholic, trying to prove 

hims'elf in a Protestant West Virginia, brought the current national 
6 

attention to the problem. of declining Appalachia. The New Frontier· 

programs of the Kennedy presidency were to have dealt with the poverty 

proble~1 in a massive way if the ~esident was able to stay on in the· 

office. According to Daniel P. Moynihan, who had served in the adminis-

trations of Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford, in sub-Cabinet. 

and Cabinet positions, at the time of Kermedy' s assassination "poverty 

was chosen -- at least as one theme (if not as the major theme of the 

l964 election] -- and program work was under way .. ~ . 111 

By the time Lyndon B. Johnson left the Presidency, with his massive 

success in passing his domestic legislative programs of tho Great Society, 

the federal executive branch was operating some five hundred domestic 

programs as compared to less than fifty such programs when he inl1eri ted 

the exer,utive branch. 2 In view of such rapid growth of these new social 
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services, income maintenance, 1111.d heal th and education progra?Tis:, a Republican 
'···l . ' '. . '. ·< .. 
':>·president, namely, Richard M. Nixon, presented to Congress a comprehensive. 
. . ' ' .· . . 

. ., 
proposal for a guaranteed; income policy as a. rational way of dealing with 

the problem of welfare dependency.. Al though his plan was later scrapped 

. by the Nixon administration itself, in view of the opposition in and out-
. . 

side of Congress, the Family Assistance Plan can be considered an ex.ample · 

9f presidential decision making based on substantive considerations of 

poiicy questions in dealing with sociai·policy (instead of political and 

. other considerations which are usually referred to as the basis of incre-

. mental policy making process in the American polity); 3 Since the histori'c 

resignation of President Nixon, the interime Ford presidency has not taken 

any new initiative in the area of social policy. 4 
ti 

The purpose of this study is to examine the role of the i:'i'esidency 

in soc-i..al pol:i.cy making. Unlike in the fields of foreign and defense 

pol5 .. cies, the presidential :role in domestic policy making -- especially 

in the area of social µob.cy making has been generally regarded as a 

passive one. There were exceptions to this general notion, especially 

in- times of extraordinary national emergencies, when, in the.1930's, 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt was largely instrumental in initiating 

the New Deal programs to take the country out of the Great Depression; 

and also, when President tyndon B. Johnson was credited for having per-

suaded Coneress to pass his Groat Society programs in the 1960 1a to 

reli.eve the plieht. of the unfortunate and t.he poor in our society. It 

is generally recognized, howeVP.r, that while the president, plays a 

dominant role in the foreign and defense policies, inspite of the various 

attempts made by Congress in recent yea.rs, (for exarnpl'::, in passing the 

. '' . 
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War Powers Act of 1973), the president is very much limited in his role 

in domestic policy making. Thj_s is largely due to the fact that other 

cenfers of power -- such· as Congress, courts, i11terest groups, bureaucracies,·. 

or states and cities -- in our society have zealously pursued their interest 

· as well as guarding their prerogatives in the making of national policies 

which affect them directly. 

More specifj.cally, this paper has a threefold purpose: first, it 

will trace the development of public assistance policy, designed to resolve 

the'problems of the poor and welfare recipients who·are unfortunately 

dependent llpon the society for their livelihood and survival; second, it 

will evaluate the role of the president in social policy making, particu-. 

·. larly with regard to public assistance policy making; third, and finally, 

it wil.1 examine the prospects for reformine~public assistance policy, ·such 

as the feasibility of adopting a. guaranteed income policy in the foreseeable 

future. 

II~ .Early Developments 

Historica.Uy, concern for :the poor, and social policy in general, has 

been regarded.as largely·a state and local function, particularly the 

la.tter, if not the private sector of the society. This was duo to the 

fact that in the United States, public welfare programs -- intended .to 

benef:i.t people who are economically hard-pressed and who need society's 

special attention -- were inheri.ted to a remarkable degree from the past, 

particularl;)r the English experience. A.l though in the ancient Mesopotamian 

city states, a theocr::i.tic anc! partly collectivist economy at one time 

· "' ~ • ·-·· "•" ··-- •• •··• - •• ',•• -v~ r ••·• • ·•• ••. •• • ,·,•·-~·..,..-,..·~···, --_• • .,. ,. •••• ,._ _ ••• ··- -·--- '". - -······ --·-- ... - - .. -·· . . ---··· .. ·-···. ·- --.,.... . .. - - ' ·--· ----;•.· . -- ······- - - -~- ' - . -- - .... , ,' -·-' ..... ··- ---~-;-. .;···1·~-- ----·;·.-. -;·:···· 
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. "emphasized work as a universal obligation and provided social secur::i.ty 

as a: rieht of citizens," such societal pattern has been an exception 

rather .than a_ general rule in the ancient ci~ilization.5 In the .Middle 

Ages, the Roman Catholic Ch.urch was ma~!..hly responsible for public assist­

ance by emphasizing one's 'soci~l duties to give alms and engage in chari-
,' . ' ' ' . . ' ~ ' 

. table works. During the period· between the Re.formation arid the Industrial 

Revolution in England, publ:tc .assistance was socularized as a societal 

function where formerly it. had been a church function. With the .11 reform 11 

of the .. English Poor Laws in the early 19th century, there has o·ccured a 
. . . 6 

·· gr~dual rise ·of the welfare state in Europe and the United States. 

Nore.particularly, even during the colonial period, the United States 

. had significant numbers of poor persons, many of whom were dependent on 

public assistance or voJ. untary charity. Two factors were responsible for .. 
this. First, al though the new land contA-ined great potential wea'.l. th and 

.. untold opportunity, the general prosperity of the new world was something 

· that had to be realized in the future. Second, the new colonists were 

not.only mostly of moderate means, but also many of them were actually 

"paupers, vagrants, or convicts shipped out by the English government as 

indentured servants. n7 As the problem population -- the sick,. the old, 

the .widows, and orphans, as well as the dependent children produced by 

desertion and illegitimacy _.;. increased, in the south, both the Anglican 

Church and colonial goverrnnents, largely under the auspices of the Church, 

provided public welfare .;.ctivities to the needy. In the :lorthern colonies, 

where i_ndenture was rare, public assistance cases were often discussed in 

town meetings, and "solutions. followed a combiniition of conununi ty action 

:ind religious pressure, enforced and financed by the colonial governments;" 8 
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With the independence, state governments continued t0 provide for the 

relief of' the poor through the u.Se of tax funds, patterned after the 

Elizabethan ?oor Law of Settlement. and Removal of 1662 which were previ• 

ously adopted by colonial legislatures and by the new states . · 

Hence, the United States, from its beginning, established a presumed 

· right to assistance for the needy person. The words "presumed right" to 

public assistance have always been interpreted "to be more unconditioned 

than that ·which might be bestowed through voluntary benevolence. 119 Later, 

the Poor Law Amendments Act of 1834, which was a: "reform" of the Elizabethan 
. . . 

Poor Law in Britain, had great impact in the United States in dealine with,' 
. ; 

·the problems of econom:i.c dependency, especially "in providing almshou5es 

as the major proscription of relief to the poor in their homes. 1110 

Because public assistance was continued to be handled through town-
" 

ship, cou11ty, or state governments (this tradition continued until the 

administration of President Franklin D. Roosevelt during the Great Depression 

of the 1930' s), however, . the. nature and extent of public assistance, both 

indoor and outdoor reliefs, vared from place to place. Many states and 

localities adapted a tradition of requiring the establishment of legal 

residenee in their ,jurisdict:ton as a prerequisite for aid ·'!ori th.e ground 
. ·, . . 

that to qualify for assistance a person in need should have contributed·. 

by labor or t.a~ires to the' exact place giving htm his relief.·1111 Some had · ·· 

also established policies of 11warnini; out" newcomers (that is; .town officials 

were authorized to urge those who seemed likely to become public charges to 

move on and to r::aution them against e.xpecting relief if they failed to follow 

this advice) and "passing on 11 th'3 indigent back into his place of original 

legal settlement. Almost.all of the states required that the economic 

. ···---.. ---·-·----·-·--· . . 
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resources of certain relative -- such as parents, grandparents, children, 

or grandchildren (as well as in some cases brothers and sisters) -- be 

tapped to support their dependent kinfolk. Moreover, they also made a 

distinction between those able and those unable to work, and only the 

latter such as the "lame, impotent, old, blinde, and such other among 

them being poore, and not able"t"o worke" were to be helpea.12 Finally, 

methods for care of the indigent also varied among the four major types: 

.the contract system, auction of the poor, the almshouse, and relief in 

the home. 1 3 In the meantime, many voluntary charitable activities which 

emerged around organizations such as the Association for IrnproVing the 

Condition of the Poor (AICP) or the Charity Organization Society (COS) 

spread throughout the cou.'1.try. 

By the beginning of ·the 1930's, the United States had experienced 
" 

an unprecedented prosperity. The count.ry's population had exceeded 100 

million, cf these more than 50 per cent lived in cities. Inspite o.f the 

restrictive inunigration law passed in 1921, between 1900 and 1930.f some 

19 million new immigrants arrived in the country. The :nation's GNP grew· 

to a peak of $104 .4 billion just be.fore the stock market crash of 1929 

.from about $24.2 billion in the years 1902-1906. At. the same time, however, 

the problem of poverty was becoming, more accute during this period. One 

economist estimated that in 1926, for example, the average worke.i:'s weekly 

wage amounted to $21.06 ($1,095 a year), whic.1'1 was 1160 per cent short of 

the amount needed in American cities to maintain a wife and three children 

on a subsistence pl us basis . nlh Al though there were some disputes as to 

the accurac:v· of this economist's cost-of-living figures, the inescapable 

faqt was. that industrialization and urbani?;ation, while significantly 
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improving the standard of living of most .Americans, changed the nature of 

poverty and "W8lfare problems. Welfare dependents -- and potential dependents 

-- began to move into the large cities, especially in the north. .The new 

poor seemed to be more helpless than the old to subsist without outside 

help. The poor were getting poorer while the rich were getting richer. 

Earlier, at the turn of th~ century, such inconsistencies gave impetus 

to the rise of the "Mckralcers" and Progressives in general. Tbe;r exposed 

not only the "evils" of polit~cs such as city' bossism and graft, big business, 

and others as ·a mockery of' democracy, but also demanded the establislmlent 

of anti-trusts and -monopoly laws, the democratization of' the polity, and 

above all, the guarantee of the well-being of the lower classes of the 

people through the enactment of' shorter hours of work, milrllBum wages for 

women, worlanen•s compensation, old-age pensien, health and tmemployment 

insurance, as well as the prohibition of the eJCPloitation of' child labor. 

Former President Theodore·Rooseielt ran in 1912 on these issues as the 

Progressive Party adopted its plat.form (its social and industrial justice 

plank) patterned along these concerns. Whil~ Roosewl t 's New National.im .. ·. 

lost the election, victor Woodrow Wilson's New Freedom was similarilY' 
. . 

.progressive, for both Roosevelt and Wilson received some 11.J Dtj.llion 

vot.es to the conservative. H~ward A. Taft's J.4 million. 

It is not necessar;r to detail the legislative accomplishment or 

President Wilson, except to note that his New Freedom became a major 

landmark in social policy. Among his most significant reform achieve-

ments, the following is noteworthy: the establishment of the Federal 

Trade Commission, the passage of the Federal Reserve Act, the institution 

of progressive income tax (after its ratification as the 16th .Amendment), 

l_~;:-;-:·.····:··-··.··-·-,······.-.:·~c":·: ·-·----'-··'··:···,,~····,,'.,··_········· ···-·:······.···········-.:____:_·· ···'---'------'--···-:-· ··············.··········· ·······················-········ ···-·······-····· ····-····················· ·c········:····c.;c:·· ··· . ' .; ~ ' 
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the exemption of the trade unions from the Clayton Antitrust Act, the 8-hour 

day work provision for the railroad, and the establishment of the Gbildren 's 
. . 

Bi.u-eau in the D•3p."1.rtment of Labor in 1912. The states, during ,the progressive : 

per.iod, too, enacted an ir:i.pressiVe boci,v of soc:ial legislntion .. · For ex.ample, . 

. forty-three states had passed workmen's compensation bet.ween i909 arid 1920. 

The. list also included such things as the enactment of min:i.Jrn.nn wa~es and.· 

maximum hours for working women .and children, safety and he:ilth regulations 

:i.n . industry, among others. 

Two other noteworthy reforms were underway in the states. One was 

· the movement to grant pensions to needy mothers and the other was for 

the aged. In 1911, Illinois became the first state to enact.aMothers• 

Aid :Law designed to help the mother and her family together by paying her 

the same amo1.mt of money which the state or city would pay to an institution 
<) 

'(if any child· is placed in.it). By 1926, forty-two states had enacted 

s:Unilar Mothers ' Aid laws. However, state after stato, because of the 

dominance of .the voluntary agencies (and their conception of sociai work 

"supervision" or "case work") in the implementation of these laws, any 

resemblance to the pension system soon disappeared. Moreover, in all 

.·states, .mothers.' aid was administered at the option of county or munici-

pality because it wa~ not manadatory. As a result, the ratios of children 

. aided per 100,000 of the gene:r'al population ranged from 1.4 to 331 ih 1926. 

By 19Jb., the cities of So,ooo o~ more persons provided more than half of 

the aid to mothers in th(~ country. Finally, aid.payments were Universally 

so low that most were ei.ther subsistence or below the subsistence level.15 

In the case of old-age. assistance, by 1929, eleven states had en-

acted it, modeled after the mothers• aid system (instead of a form of 

........ _';"-· .. -·· ··-· ----- --,-- .. ----·····-··~--.- ·;:::--·-- --~ ·:- ~-·-.. : 
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social insurance as it was later done nationally in 1935). When the law · 

was declared unconstitutional in Pennsylvania and Arizona in 1929, because 
. . . 

Of its local optional features (paid for locally), between 1929 an(::\1933, 

nineteen states (including the. eleven) had passed a new old-age. assistance 

law, which inade the aid system compulsory for the entire state and provided 

for state contributions. By 1932, old age aid recipients exceeded 100,000 

~r~pns who received a total amount of $22 million, as compared to the 

1929 figure of about 1,000 persons at a total cost of $222,000. Moreover, 

statistics reveal that.aggregate governmental-cost payments for relief. 

expenditures in the 16 laree cities (for which statistics are available) 

increased from a total of $1,559:,000 in 1911 to $64,142,000 in 1931. In 

· the two years between 1929 and 1931, the amount had increased about 3~ 

times (from $18,989,000 to $64,142,000 in 19~1).16 

. Inspi te of such sharp increases in relief aid. systems, they were, 

in general, inadequate to cope' with the problems of poverty and mas.sive 

unemployment during the Great Depression. Yet the federal goverrunent, 

designAd to promote the general welfare of citizens, was very much confined 

to veterans' pensions, fa:nn programs, and a few others, because the states 

and locil governments were by ~radi ton to play a dominant role .in public 

, welfare activities. With the Depression, this traditon began tb change 

toward the direction of the national government. 

III. 'l"he Pre.Ridoncy and Public Assistance Pol icy 

1. The Presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt 

The presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt represents a fine.example of 

l_··:;.:_:··_··.~~_.,...,_ .... ~._;·~-.~_·-_; .. ·-_;·-_··~-_-.,_-_··~'?·_.-:-·:·_-,-_·:·-·_--··_·_·· ·_-··_·::_'""_ .... _···_-.·_···_··-·_··-_··_· ·_· ·_-.. ···-·-~ -
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of how best to manage societal crisis by a president. Faced with a 

steadily declining economy and morale of the people -- with some one-

third of the labor force out of work -- the President got himself· 

involved directly with almost all major aspects of the govermnenta.l 

activities. His competitive pattern of management brought him new 

and diverse ideas to solve complex societ8.l problems. As the final 

negotiator and arbitrator of conflict and judgements arising from his 

deliberate selectio~ and use of diverse advisers of clashing temperaments· 

and values, Presidsnt Roosevelt, who was considered a pragmatist, becam.e 

a "doable" rather than 1'best}1 president. To him, the acceptance of his 

reform proposals by Congress arid the American people was the most~ortant 

· cri terfon for success. Consequently, during his first term of the office, · 

a significant number of his ideas (such as the National Recovery Act) 

· became law altering the fabric of American society .17 

.. President Roosevelt's major contribution to the problems of poverty 

and the needy was the nationalization of a social insurance system 

. against the certainty of old-age and the risks of 'unemployment~ physical 

inca.paci ty, and death of ·t.he bread-winner. He was also successful in a 

partial national takeover of the relief programs for those who were not 

. covered by t.he socia.l insurance system. 

As pointed out earlier, by 1933, some nineteen states had passed 

old-ag9 <issistance laws. How,ever, the federal gov.ermnent had no role 

in thi.s area. In Europe, bJr the turn of the century, all of the countries 

had already estahlis'l':ed some form or social insurance. Gerrnri.ny, for 

exarnple, had been the first nation to establish such an insurance syst.em · 

in 188tt. Great. Britain established worla:ien 's compensation in 1897 and 
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heal the; and unemploY1T1ent i.:nsurance in 1 ?11. In the states, too, between 

1909 and 1920, forty-three states estabJ.ished workmen's compensation 

laws. No state, however, had enacted a heal th insurance system. It is, 

therefore, n.o exaggeration to state that it took a crisis atmosphere 

created by the Great Depre:rnion and Roosevelt 1 s particular style of 

presidential leadership in promoting his New Deal to bring about the 

passage of the Social Security Act in 1935, thus directly involving the 

federal government in what was regarded as the traditional function of 

state and local governments in the area of social welfare policy. 

Soon after the Roosevelt administration took over the reign of 

. government, he appoin7,ed a eommi ttee on Economic Security to examine 

the issue of social lnsurance and relief systems.18 The Committee, 

in general, came out witb two sets of recommendations -- one was con-

cerned with a permanent system of social insurance for the aged, and 

the ot.her for the "worthy poor."- The President fully accepted the 

i:!ommitt.ee's recormnend01tions and led the fight for their passage in' 

Congress. The former resulted in the passage of the main provision 

of the Social Security Act, the Old-age, Survivors Insurance (OASI), 

to provide continuing income. for ind:i.viduals. and their farnilies as 

partial replacement of earnings lost throl.lgh retirement, disability, 

or death. OASI, which originally applied to limited groups,· has since 

been extended steadily to cover virtually all groups except civilian 

employees of tho fede1·aJ_ goverrunent, some state and local r~overnment 

employees, railro.1d workers, and some self -amployod workers. Even 

those not covered, they- have their own separate pension systems. Not 

only was the coverage expanded, but the pattern was developed soon to 
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increase benefit levels at' least every· four years as presidential elections 

approached. This indicated that the voting public .IG'lew how to exercise 

their power to vote and make the government morf~ responsive to the needs 

of th"3 ordinary citizens (as it was perceived by the politicians rwmirig 

for office). 

The Social Security Act also included provisions for financial aid· 

for the Adult categories to the aged (old-age assistance, OAA), the blind 

(AB), the permanently and ·t:,otally disabled (APTD), 19 These were made . 

totally a federal operation on Januctry 1, 197h, under the Supplemental 

·Security Income (SST) program of the SSA, where as before the cost was 

generally shared half by the federal goverrunent and half by the states • 

. (The states may, however, still supplement this federalized system on 

their own.) The other part of the "worthy p~or" provisions of the. Social 

Sec1.iri ty Act was the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) program .. )fot until 

:i.t was renamed Aid to Families. with Dependent Children (AFDC) in 1950, 

when the mother, as well as the children beca111e eligible for benefits, 

it was conceived as a temporarif relief program to provide for destitute 

children (as it was true wi.th the problems of the dependent aged), The 

. origina.l ADC program began almost as an afterthought. 20 The drafters 

o.f the Social Security Act were pr:ilnarily concerned with the long..;range 

· princi.ple. of social insuraw~a as the met.hod for taking care of the needy. 

However, as the Dcprossion of' thc-i 1930 1 s persisted, they decided to 

provide a pansion for the aged destitute of the time. By this time all 

the st.ates ex(;e;rt Georgia and So.uth Carolina had Mothers 1 pension programs 

to allow dependent children to remain with their mothers. The Cb ildren 1 s 

Bureau, t.hen in the Department of Labor, also, lobbied intensively for the 
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urovision of destitute children by pointing out the inadequacies· of the 
.~ . 

States' Mothers 1 pension. systems. 

Inspi te of its final inel llSion in the Social Security Act, rel5_ef 

aid programs and public ass~_stance in general ,...- were considered a 

tenq:iorary foderal function. This was due to the fact t.hat even in the 

inidst of +,he Depression A.nd m1!ss 'unemployment, there was strong politiCal 

opposition to any federal participation in ~rograms of aid to the needy. 

For ex.ample, the Republican Party platform of 1932 contained a statement 

that 11 true to _A."llerican traditions and principles ·or government, the ad-

ministration has regarded the relief problem as one of state and local 

14 

responsibility." The new Roosevelt Administration, when neither voluntary 

chari t.y nor state and .. local prog~ams could cope with the needs of the vast 

numbers of unemployed, persuaded Congress to pass the Federal ·Emergency 
. . ~ 

Relief Act (FERA) -,... as .a. temporary measure -- during the first months 

after taking office. The Act. was designed primarily to provide relief · 

.for "erq:iloyables ~ 11 but also afforded direct payments to individuals and 

families for basic necessities (to prevent physical suffering and to 

naintriin minin11m1 living standards). Once it was estabJ.ished, states and 

localities began to shif:t part of the financial responsibilit.;y for their 

welfare services (including for dependent children) to the Federal Govern-

rnent. By the time that tbe Social Security Act was enacted, th.ere were 

about three and one half t·iJnes as nmny recipients \mder FERA as there 

were on States' Motliers' pension programs. 

?resident Roosevelt himself was also determined to end the .federal 

involvement in· relief programs, once the oconomic crisis was over, and 

this was the way he viewed the inclusion of the Adult and ADC programs in 
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the Social Security Act. Al though the Democrats were not very specific 

about the ending of the federal relief programs, the Republican platfonn 

!lm 1936 demanded the "retlU'n of responsibility for relief adrninis~ration 

t,o non-political local agencies familiar with conununity problems. 11 21 

The genius of Roosevelt was t.hat he was a pragmatist at best. While he 

was not necessarily comrni tted 'ideologically to the assumptions of federal 

role in relief programs on a pennanent basis, he was nevertheless willing 

to fight for the short-run federal public assistance programs intended . 

for those destitute older persons and children. If there were no politi-

cal pressures or public support for such programs, he would have 

"created" one to take care of the desperate situation of the needy. 

Once tlle AFDC (old-ADC) program was enacted~ Congress, on the whole 

gave very limited legislative review on the .programs, except periodically 

to broaden its coverage anQ to raise slightly the amount and proportion 

of the federal contribution. 22 . The structural relationships involved 

in its ·administration have remained fairly stable; that is, since· its 

inception it has remained as a system of relieving the "worthy poor", 

both 11 categorl.cal11 in scope and 11intergovernmental 11
. in character. Prior 

. . 
to the federalization of the Ad'qit categories -- the aged (OAA), the 

.blind (AB), and the perrnamently and totally disabled (APJ'I) -.:., urider 

the SSI program tn 197h, there were basically five federally aided 

proc;rams referred to as categorical assistance -- in addition to the above 

throe, the aid to f;:imil:Les w:i.th dependent ch :Lldren (AF'DC) and the medi-

c:~.::ux indigent (Medicaid). These federally aided statf-l administered 

progrnms provide publjc assistance only to part:i.cu.lar groups of persons 

who are virt.ually destitute and demonstrably incapable of attaining 
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economic self-sufficiency. As far as the able-bodied poor was concerned, 

in theory he. may be able to receive income support under "gener<1l 

assistance," a program financed entirely from state and local resources 

(without the federal participation). In practice, rarely did.either 

the ;.:orking poor or the employable poor. receive income support' from 

public fllll.da. 23 The role of t.he federal government has been primc'.l.rily 

to enable the states to give assistance to needy individuals by offering 

·grants -in-aid on a mat.chj_ne basis while implementation is left· largely 

to the states. The only requirement is that.the states meet certain 

minimum federal standards under. the Act such as the establishment of a 
. ' . 

· sil1e;le state agency to adl'linister and to supervise the administration 

of their assistance progr::uns, as well as the submission of state plans 

based on federal guidelines for approval by,. the HEW. 

One of the major weaknesses of the AFDC, in meeting the needs of 

tha poor, as it was true with the Adult programs until t.he federal 

takeover, was the great latitude given to the states in financing the 

program· (as stipulated in section i:m that eacb state was to be enabled 

11 to fi_Tnish :?::.na.nc:i.al as;;;ist:mce as f:.ir af:i prac·:;:i.:;ab1o -..uv1e:r the con-

.. ~-- -~• .: 0 ' .• ~ .... ..,,,_ s I ~ .J. ''lo 'f) \..•.Lu.: •. :_L J_n V<'.l . .'....,tJ i:h:l 1,b •••• • • 'ditli :::. few ex:Geptions, Uw stat.ef.i llere 

not on1-y i'roe to establish their own eligibility requirements, but also, 

the definition of need as well as the Iilaximurn grant limitations of their 

own. The latter practice was started by the federal eovernment in the 

orig:Lnal act by providint:, in actdition to one-third of the administrative 

costs of the program, a max:Lmlllll of one-third of no more than $18 for 

the first dependent child and a m"lx:imum of one-third of $12 for each 

additional child. All st.at.cs, regardless of their means, received federal 

matching grants on this basis. 

. ---,---~--······- -·- -·-··-----··· -·---~--·--'---·-·-···-· ,. 
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Consequently, there is a wide diversity among states and cities in 

, program benefits which resulted in severe inequities -- both governmental 

levels and among individuals. The reason is that 11tlllder existing.law the 

size.of the welfare payment depends on expenditure decisions made by 

state and local officials. 11 Th is introduces the element of "locational 

pUll" as certain types of recipients or potential recipients seek those 
,. 

locations o.ffering the more attractive programs. Under this theory, 

the,better the welfare proeram a city offers to its residents, the 

, gr'eater the .chance it is likely to attract the greater numbers. of re­

Cipients or poteritial rec.ipients. · This was the concl usio.n reached by 

the , Gi ti.zens Bud~et Connnissionof New York. 24 In fact, in 1968 a monthly 
' . . 

differential.for a family of four tlllder the AFDC was staggering_, to say 

the least. In Hississippi such a family reooi ved an average monthly 

payment of $35 but was eligible for $241 per month in New York. If a 

woman with twelve chilclien moved to New York City she and her family 

would have received $640 per month more than the amol.ll1t received in 

}!iss:i..ssippi. 25 To remedy such inequities, the offtcials of the big 

northern cities and states (i.e. New York City Mayor Lindsay and New 

York Governor Rockfeller) began to demand the federal takeover of the 

public assistance programs in the mid 1960 1s. The Advisory Commission 

on Intcrgovernment,al Relations (ACIR) also made such recommendation 

in 1969. 26 

? • The Presidency of Harry S. Truman 

Even before these inequities and inadequacies of public assistance 
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were widely known to the general public, among the welfare experts 

there was a general recognition that somethj_ng bad to be done. For 

the first ten ~fears (between 1936 and 19h6), as the drafters of th,e 

Social Security Act predicted earlier, public aid expenditures .de.clined 

from $J.2 billion to a low pf $1.4 bLllion due to the expanding war-

.• 
time economy. However, with the ending of the war and the return tts 

"nonnalcy, 11 they began to move upward. For the next decade (from 

1946 to 19S6), they generally kept pa-::e with the growth in tbe GNP. 27 

' During the Trliman Presidency, a major attention was paid on tbe 

overall problem of preventing uz:iemployment by strengthening the_ eco-­

nomy. As a result, Congress passed a landmark Full Thlploymerit Act 

of 1946, which established a general principle that the federal 

government -- and particularly the president 11-- would be responsible 

for providing a sound framework and envirornnent in which the nation's 

economy can progress as much as possible, thus providing opportunities 

for the people to gain employment and economic security.28 In order 

to assist the president, who was required to submit an annual economic 

report to Congress and the nation, the Act provided the Council of 

Econo1d~e Advisers in the f:.Xecuti ve Office of the President,. 

il though the economy improved during WWII, there was very little 

accomplishment, however' _in resolving tlle problems of welfare recipients, 

because tl1e welfare rolls wore declining. With the end of W'll'III, the 

welfa.re rolls t.h~m began 1:,o ri.SiJ rapidly - - from 871, 130~2 j.n 1J1/i0 t,c 

2,;: 3c,;_,hT/ ir: June of.' l/j:J. -:.·n 1·esponse, the T.rUJ.EU1 admin:i.st.ratior. r:ade 

. ,'r. 
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President Truman wanted to raise the federal max:i.ma., as well as to 

establish a system of variable grants geared to state per capita ·income. 

A proposal· to ra.ise the ADC grant level to that of the other Adult 

programs was also made. :: He everi agreed to federalize the entire relief 

program, as the ~mocratic "libE!rals 11 like Congressman Hubert JL Huniph.rey 

have proposed it in the late 19l~0's. However, Congress did not respond 

to these proposals. 

What Gongress did was. to provide some incremental changes by · 

raising slightly the arn0Tu1t and .proportion of the federal contribution· 

and. broadening its coverage.. Most, significant changes were ma.de in 

19SO when Conv,ress passed the .Social Security Arnendments of 1950. 

Among others, it required that "all individuals wishine to make appli-

cati.on .for aid to families with dependent cqildren shall haYe the oppor-

tunit,y to de so, and that aid to families with dependent children shall 

be furnished witll reasonable promptness to all eligible individuals . 11 . 

Previously, because of the increasing costs and a shortage of funds, a 

state could place a maximum on individual grants, pay less than the 

full amount of minimum need or cover the full need of some while plaCing 

others on a. waiting list. 'fne nari1e of the ADC was changed to tbe AFDC, 

thus maki.ne the mothers of the dependent children eJ.igible for aid for 

the first t:iJne. 

By t.h:Ls tjJ'e, t.he Gb<•ractor of the welfare recipients be Gan to 

clrn.nge :i!Fi.rply. In June 1950, as the proportion of widows and orphans 

on tho :rolls declined, that or families whose need resu.l ted from divorce, 

separ::i.tio-:1 and desertion began to increase rapidly. The proportion of 

cl1ildren l'eceiving aid as a result of tbe absence of the father from 

the home had risen from one-third in 1940 to more than one-hal.f in 1950 .. 

- ·-· --·,·-··:-.. :-.:.····· 
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The percentage of non-whites increased from 21 per cent in 191+2 to 

Jo t . 19' 8 29 per cen in ~ . 

3. The Presidency of Dwi.ght D. Sisenhower 

During the Eisenhower prosidency, ton, the response of Cone;ress 

was, as in the past, to raise steadily the federal share of welfare 

. costs. A study cond11cted .in 19)8 pointed out that 34 states -- due to 

increasing financial strain, public indignation and political pressure 
. . 

not only irnposed strignent eligibility requirements, but also, failed 

to make AFDC payments adequate to meet the.Lr mm standard of min:imurn 

needs. 30 In 19)8, Gon~ress 1.dopted a formula which would make the 

second half of the zrant dependent on the per capita.income of t:he 

state, thus rr1akinz it possible for the federal government to pay up to 

7J per cent in some states. This was the sL'dh time the amount. and 

propoiltion of the federal contribution was raised since the Act was ori-

ginally JJassed, although the ma.x:iJna for AFDC reciplents always remained 

nearl:y twice the amount below allowed for OAA recipie.nts . .ll Such in-

crease, however, did very little.for .the poorer states expanding the 

lowest welfare money, and the variations in program benefits among the 

states remained as great.as ever. 

Previ.ously, tn 19)6, Coneross also had broadened the coverage of 

AFDC by exLnnding the lir>t of rEJlatives with whom a depeadent child 

co1tld liv2. Tt also a~1tr;o:c:i.zod fund::; for research and domonstratj.on pro·· 

~;ects relating to the p1'evention and reduction of dependency (tho ap-

propriation was not made untU 1961), as well as for t'bc support for 
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the training of public assistance workers (money was appropriated for 

· the first t:i.rne in 1961~). The most significant part of the 1956 A-

mendments to the Social Security Act was the provision of "social. 

s~rvices" to promote self-help and "strengthen family life." The practi- ·· 

cal effect oi' this provision was to make t11e federal goverrurie~t share 

the costs of services provided by the state agency as part of the ad-

ministrative costs on a S0-)0 basis. 

In the absence of any strong conunitment or leadership on the part 

of the Eisenhower presidency in this policy area, t.he technocrats 

the welfare professionals and social workers -- were able to convince 

Congress to adopt a 11 services" strategy as a preferred way of converting 

· .· "tax consumers" (welfare recipients) into "ta;~ payers." By this time 

there was wide recogn.ition that the clientel-e of public assistance was 

different from the clientele of social insurance. The 11 e~ci·ts 11 thus 

argued that :;:.rogram emphasis in public assistance had to shift· froin 

"relief to rehabilitatioh." Their approach was that "poverty in an 

afnuent society was a f1L'1ction d>f individual maladjust111i:~nt wbich could 

be corr0eted via the professional process knmm as casework. 11 

Gongress. accepted this reasoning by specifying in the Act that 

the L1tent of the public assistance aid was "to establish or re-establish 

independent functioning on the part of the recipient . 11 The adoption .of 

a services strategy for povertJr reduction meant tha·t; before the federal 

:;harfl of the a~1:>:Ls·1~ancr" coc,t:::: Gould be validated, states must develop 

speGLfi.c plans for rehabilitation for each case, thus result:ing in an 

over-all eoncept that "services" to supplement case payrr.ents to welfsre 

rec:i.pients were tbe ro::i.r! to rehabilitation.32 Rehabili t.:ition, in the 
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'long rm1, would redu(:e future relief costs to the society. However, 

neither appropriation was made t() cover the new authorization, nor 

any genuine re.form resulted .from the changes until afteri:.the 1960. 

presidential election. 

I~. Tbe Presldency of John F. Y.ennedy 

By 1960 the AFDC caseload had increased to J,080,257. The character 

of welfare recipients had markedly changed from the outset of the De­

pression when in four-fifths of the families aided were headed by the 

·mother who was a presumably, respectable widow, but in New York City, 

for example, eighty per cent of the welfare rolls were made up of 

women and children -- who were "on welfare principally because. of 

·desertion and illegitimacy." 33 · Moreover, Pt'es ident ·Kennedy during 

the 1960 presidential election interjected the issue of poverty into 

the carnpaign, by sayine .that one out of every four Americans were going 

to sleep hungry every night. On the basis of the later study, the 

Council of Economic Adviseors defined as poor aey family of two or more 

.persons with income for the yea:r less than $3,000.31-J. In 1959 about a 

quarter of the American pop\llation -- 39,1~90,000 _._ lived below the 

poverty level. 

D•_tring the campaip;n, President Kennedy has set up a course leaning 

to his New Front:i..e:r pro8rama, with an euphoric spirit of in,rincibi1ity 

which says, :Ln part, that ir ••• if we faced up to the nation's problems 

and applied bo1d, new ideas with corrunon sense and hard work, we would 

o~rercome whatever challenged. us," as described by one official who had 

·-······' ~- ... ' . - . ;·· . ..,_ ' . 
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served in the Kennedy acbntniatration.35 Preside~t-elect Kennedy, in 

November, established a task force on public assistance beaded by Wilbur 

J. Cohen whom he later appointed as Under Secretary of the HEW (and later 

served as the HFl-1 Secretary wider LBJ). This became one or maey- study 

groups established by the Ifarmedy and Johnson acbninistrations to put the 

public assistance programs under close scrutiny. In 1961 Abraham Ribicoff, 

Kennedy's first HE.W Secretary, formed two new study groups, one ca.l.led 

·Ad Hoc Committee on Public Wel.f'are -- made up or representatives or the 

National Association of Social Workers and others representing the wel.f'are 

profession and schools of social work, and the other group to study the 

administrative aspects of the public assistance programs beaded by George 

·Wyman (who bad a wide experience in various states' public assistance 

programs) • Instead of relying upon the HEW <as a sole source of inf'onn­

ation, President Irennedy also asked the Department of Labor to come out 

with·I1ew ideas as to how.the problems of unemployment and inadequate 

family income can be resolved. As a result, ill 1963 Patrick D. Moynihan 

became the first Assistant Secretary of Labor for Policy Planning and 

Research and began to engage in a long range planning on family iilcome 

(as well as on ~egative income and guaranteed income issues).36 

Such actions taken by Kennedy were in line with his managerial 

approach which bas been characterized as "colleagial. 11 approach -- a 

midWay between the polarities of Eisenhower and Frankl.in Roosevelt. 

In seeking quality decisions ·that were at the same time 1Jnplementable, 

he bad emphasized teamwork as the critical factor in his decision 

making process and "brought the semblance of a system to his staff by 
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org;mizin~ it like a wheel, with himself at the hub and the spokes 

connecting him to his individuRl aides. 11 His four operating principles 

were: l'irst, it.was person-centered in that be was connnitted to search 

for talent to serve in his administration; second, he sought diversity 

through the choico of me:!'l w:i th conflicting views; third:, he was to 

serve as the central focus in holding these centrifueal forces together 

by demonstrating bis capa.city to smooth over rifts and draw his team 

toge th er; fourth' . and fimllly, h'is system of rnanagemen t was based on 

his constant search for facts, "making sure that he had the final 

decision on whom he would see and what he would read. ,)B 

President Kennedy's first Executive Order in office dealt with 

the problems of hunger in 1961. Without any specific statutory a.u-

thority --as President Theodore Roosevelt h~td conceived the president 

as a steward of the people -- President Kennedy expanded sharply the 

surplus f,ood distribution program for the poor (by using funds from 

· customs reserves). In the absence of any Congressional concern, he 

again instituted an emergency guidance counselor proerarn to ea.se youth 

unemploJlnent. in the scwrrner of 1962, using Wh::!.te House Special Projects 

Fund for co~tingencies (which has been in existence for the last two 

decades) • 39 Through such execut:lve actions the Kennedy presidency was 

trying to dramatize the serious nature of poverty to the nation. 

On February l, 1962, President :~ennedy became the first president 

tc• ~onc1 a sp~cial message to Congress concerning public assistance as 

its ex:d usi ve issue (not evP.n as a primary issue). The President, in 

appea.ling to Congress for the p.3.ssage of his reform proposals (containing 

. " ;.~ ·-:-'.~. ;'"-f; ~-~ ''< 
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a. "services" strategy), said: 

Public welfare, in short, must be more than a salvage 
operation sucking up the debri.;; fror.i the wreckage of 
human lives. Its emphasis must be directed increasingly 
toward prevention and rehabUitation -- on reducine not 
only the long-range cost in budgetary terms but on the 
long-range cost in human terms as well. Poverty weakens 
individuals and nations. Sow1der public welfare pol±Cies 
will benefit the nation, ~its economy, its morale, and 
most importantly, its people. 40 

Moynihan, in cor.unenting on the relationship between President Kennedy 

and Gongress, stated that "Kennedy's years had produced something very 

like a constitutional crisis .•. (beca11.seJ Congress just wasn 1 t respond­

ing to presidential initiatives, and there seemed no way to get it to 

respond. ::L~l In this instance, however, Congress responded quite posi-

'ti~ely to the above p~siclential initiatives. 

Ir1 July, 1962 Congress passed the Publiic Welfare Amendments of 

· 1962 and Social Security A.nmndments of 1962. These laws, al though most 

o.f 'the provisions were temporary and would have expired at June JO, 196h 

(which were later extended to June JO, 1967 and many of them were made 

permanent during the Johnson presidency), had· the following effects: 

1) the AFDC was exp3.nded to incl'J.de the Aid to Dependent Ghi.ldren of 

·Unemployed P3.rents prograJ'11, thus involving. the federal government in. 

a kind of general assistance (Social Security Amendments 9f 1962, 

Title Iv, sec. h07); 2) :Lt proYi<led AFDC payments in nonprofit child 

care institut.-.Lons for c:hildien whose placemeelt a.n.d care is the re-

sponsib:Lli t~r of t;1e p•.tl.ilic weJ. fare agency (Tit.le V, sec. 1.i.08); J) :Lt 

prov:Uled for prot.ective payments t.o a qualified individuru. i!lterested 

in the wolfarc of an AFDC. famil.Y" when states have evidence that there is 

inabj.:Li ty to manage money and that continued money payrnen~:.s would he 

-··-·---·- ---~:-,~: ·.·;~';".-;, ·~,·-··:·' .. •;-; --,.-. .. -:~:i·: .,.: ···;.-·-· -~· -·· ·-
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.contrary to the bene.fit of the child ('ritle TV, sec. h06 (b) (2)); 

4) it authol'ized for the expenditure of appropria.ted f1L"lds to support 

demonstration projects in state and lo·~al public assistance agenci:es 

· . so that new methods, techniques,· and practices can be tested (T.i tle 

XI, sec. 111~;); and 5) it provided federal particjpation in certain 

costs of corrununity work and training programs designed to conserve 

and develop work skills of the unemployed parent receiving. AFDC (Title 

IV, sec. 409). 

The most :important part of the 1962 Public Welfare Amendments 

was the form-'11 acceptance of a services strategy (which was essentially 

the same a.s :the 1956 11reforni" legislatioa, but the major difference was 

'that while the latter provided no funding authorization for its imple­

mentation the 1962 legisla:tion did that). It was designed· "to encourage 

the states to undertake more •services' of the casework variety and to 

provide or arrange for other spe~ialized forms of help, such as legal 

advice, chi1d c;:rre, prenatal confinement for unmarried mothers, fost,er 

care for children, employment counseling, training and job placement. 11 42 

These rehabilitative aspects of public assistance would be offered not 

only to current relief recip:i.ents but also to those likely to become. 

r~cip.Lents of relief (if the individual involved requested or agreed 

t.o such services). 'l'he federal goverrunent was autho:ri'~0d to pay 75 

per cent of these rebab:il~t<.}tive servi.ces as prescri.bAd by the Sec-retary 

of the HEW. 

The central thrust of the Kennedy legj.slative efforts in the 

. poverty issue was (wh:l.ch was later reenforced by the Johnson presidency) 

. to restore the poor t.o self-sufficiency through education, training and 

l···=·········· ....... .,, ....... . 
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I 3 · wor)~ .i. rather than fight pc-ver 'uy by means of the dole. This was the 

way Kennedy justified social services as a means of "self-help" and 

"rehabilitation," and during the Johnson :rears ~ongress responded 

further by establishing wo1·k-trainine; programs to enhance the 1;1mploy-

·ability o.f the relief recipients. In stgning the Public Law 87-543 

(the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962), on July 25, 1962, President 

Kennedy said, in part, that: 
0 

· I .have approved a bill which makes possible the most 
far-reaching revision of our Public Welfare program since 
it was enacted in 1935. 

This measure embodies a new approach -- stressing services 
in addition to support, rehabilitation instead of relief, 
and t.rain:!.ng for useful work instead of prolonged dependency. 
Th:i.s important legislation will ass.ist our States and local 
public welfare agencies to redirect the incentives and 
services tl~ey offer to .needy fam:i.lies and children and to 
aged a..'1cl adisabled people. Our objective is to preve"."lt or 
reduce dependency ::ind t.o encourage sel1-care and self­
support -- to maintain family life where it is adequate 
.:;:ind to resto.re H, where it i.s def:i.cient.l.d1 

~. The Presidency of Lyndon B. Johnson 

Once such a presidential conunitment (with the concurrance of 

Congress) to the idea of a services strategy was made, even after 

Kennedy's death, the Johnson administration felt obliga!ed to follow 

through such commitment.I.LS· Moynihan, in commenting on the mood of the 

new ridrni::o.:Lstrati.on an'~~ Gongres:=.: at the time of Kennedy's death stated 

that: 

T'.'11:.,, issue of poverty was there waiting; it proved 
attractive to the new presj_dent, and to the Congress 
as well. It. was a unifying subject. The poor were 
deserv:i_ng of help, and various kinds of help were 
contrived. More accurately, a ~rnat number of laws 
ena~ted :i_n the name of helping the poor.h6 

·-··~·-·: -----_,,._,_ ;-··---··.--· .. ~--·· ... ·--··-·",. 
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However, what should be pointed out is that in early 1963, :?resident 

Kennedy was aware of the shortco~ings of a services strategy (which he 

had accepted l::i.rgely from t.he welfare professionals and social workers 

-- men like Wjibur Cohen -- who oversold the usefulness of social 

services) and instructed hts aides to plan for a more cor.iprehensive 

Economic Opp?rtunity Act. 

, Nevertheless, the Johnson administration followed through wh3.t 

was considered as the Kennedy Anti-poverty program based on a services 

strategy, thus persuading Gongress to increase, not only federal 

support. for training and for programs in the social services, but 

also, embarking.on new and more massive programs for the poor. President 

Johnson officially announced his war on poverty in the Economic Report 

of the. President in January 1964. Congress, in the same year, responded 

positively, officially declaring a national policy of eliminating the 

par,adox of pove:!'.'ty :Ln the Pl.idst of wealth, and began to undertake 11 

an unprecedented range of social initiatives, d~signed to put an end to 

ra~j_al and ethnic discrimination, to poverty, and eventually, also, to 

u.11equa1 levels of ach:i.evements as among eroups variously defined b;r 

race, class, religion, n3.tiom.l origin, and sex, primarily through a 

i1 strategy of providing new, or 'enriched,' social services."~ 

The Economic Opportu."lity Act of 1964 authorized the establishment 

of t.he Office of l!~conomic Opportunity (OEO) as part of the Executive 

Office o:r tlw 'President +~o symbol:Lze the presidenti.il comm:.tment and 

leaderDhi;) concerning the war on poverty _118 It also instituted, for 

the fi:rst time, the Work Experience and Training Program (Title V of 

the Econom:i.c Oppor-t1mity Act.) to give special attention to the program 



of wc:irk-trairiing for welfare clients (originally directed at AFDC 

, fathers) as a way of restoring the poor t.o self-suffic::i.ency through 

education, training and work. I.Tl addition, this and other acts 

provided other Great Society programs such as Hot Lu.riches, Job Corps, 

Head, Start, Public Housing, ::ximmuni ty A.ction, and Legal Services. 

By the t :i.rne Johnson's Great Society programs became a reality, 

the federal gove!'runent had altogether some 500 social programs de-

: signed to provide new solu.t.j_ons to persistent social proglems. The 

number of the federal domestic progr.3Jns .more than doubled during 

the ,Johnson presidency. Fo1· example, dtU"ing the 89th Congress, 

between 1965 and 1966, Congress passed 181 new legislative programs 

29 

(in the First Session, Sh· became law out. of. 87 major measures proposed 

by the president; in the. Second Session 97 were passed into law, out of 

11,J presidential proposals). . In the 90th Congress, Congress added more 

. than 100 new programs at the recommendation of the president. As 

· Jor~eph A. Califano, Jr., who became the president's special ass:i.stant 

(for domestic affairs) in July 1965, related it later, that almost 

every conceivable grant-in-aid program was launched by the federal 

government from rat control to.birth control to pollution control. 

·He thus stated that: 

For poor children there were school breakfast, Head Start, 
day r;ari-:3 ~ and fostor grandparent programs. For the elderly, 
t~1ere wore nursing homes, mecUcare, and special housing. 

·For the minorities, tht'}re were civil rights, voting rights, 
n.nrl fair housi.11tj laws. For the consumers, there werP +,ruth­
in-pA.ckaging and truth-in-lending act.1s and all ~orts of· 
safety lee;islation ranging from automobiles and highways to 
children's toys andhousewives' draperies. For the env:iron­
men.talists, there were scenic rivers and trails, clean air 
and water legi.slat:i.on, and any number of conservation and 
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wilderness area preservation bills. The people in the 
cou..~try got rural development grants; the urban dweller a safe 
streets act; and the American Indians, their own Indian Bill 
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of Rights. The federal government began training more workers than 
did the Fortillle 500 largest corporations. Its position as yhe 
single most important factor in financing and building the. homes 
in which most A:ner:Lcans live was cemented and enhanced. Legis­
lat:5_on was passed to help drug addicts, retarded children, 
students, teachers, and scientists.h9 

.Suell massive federal programs were bound to produce some concrete 

results ,50 Available statistics indicate that by 1969 the proportion 

of the poor had declined to 12.2 per cent of the total population, or 

to 24,289,0QO persons, from the 1959 estimate of about 25 per cent, 

or 39,l..r.90,000 persons .. The non-whites experienced.sharpest decline 

from 56. 2 per cen-t:. of the non-wh it,es Hl"!o we·r•e in povm·t~r in 19)'.:.? 

pover+,y J.evel rose ::>l:i_ghtly from n. 9 per oont. 'Ge 3L L_ per cen"G) • The 

:~eal ,;;:t:n1:i.ngs of' non-1-Jhitn men g:3ined more tnan an average of 55 per 

cent <faring this period, do~ihling the increase of the wh:Lt.es who had 

generally a higher b3.se to.start with. The most significant thing 
., 

about such an improvement· j_n the fortunes of the non-whites, especially 

among the blacks, was that by 1968 "the median income of young husband -
' ' 

wife black f;:unilies outside of the South reached parity vri th those of 

. white families. 11 51 There was . no doubt that these gains were "made due 

to a long sustained perio'.1 of economic €!xpansion the count.rt had ex:peri-

enced durinf~ the 19G0 1s, but r:redit must also go to the bi.llions of 

dollars expanded by the new foderal prograras. 

What was obvious, however, as the Johnson years were coming to 

close, was th::.i.t there was an increasing general recognition that there 

were 11.rn.i ts as to what the goverrunent. - - and the president -- could do 

£· ··r •-1.1.;.:··· ....... :.-··. -.--··~;7"-,;··1:- ·--~~·· '·' . .: :,· . '"'." >'"'" ·' , .. ~:. 
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·in dealing with the complex: social problems which have been accumulating 

over tbe years, if not centuries. What happened during the Johnson 

presidency was that as President Johnson launched his Great Socj_ety 

·programs, Gongress generaJ_ly took the back seat and almost blindedly 

acc,epted the presidential leadership to such an extent that the govern-
~ . 

ment of the United States was almost transfered into a presidential 

na'tion and governrnent.5
2 

Califano, in fact, stated that "what happened 

to the executive branch during those Great Society ye.:irs increased the 

potential of presidential power more significantly than during any 

other five-year period in our history. 1153 

However, such a geometric rise of the presidential power _also 

had a cause for its sharp reversal. As the Viet.nam conflict intensj_-

fied, the 11."l.tion's resources were being divsrted to international arena. 

At .the SaJ'Tle time, when the urban rioting became a common phenomenon;, 

especially in cities where the goverrunent' s efforts to rerned,_v social 

ills were most visible, angry political backlash began to set in. To 

begin with, Congress had not. provided adequate funding. for most of 

the programs it endorsed as part of the Great Society programs, and 

consequently, these. programs had not ri.chieved their objectives. Also,. 

due to the bure<!ur.rat.ic bickerine among different ex:ecut.ivo agencies 

(such as among the OEO, Labor, mm, and EJ51.N), for example, President 

.Jonnson 1 s proposal of establisni.ng "one-stop service centers" in 

every ghetto in the nation, to provide neigi1borhood access to all 

-~.;~r., 

the federally available social services at sinele locations, did aot 

become a r8ality. )1.<. (Subsequently, President Nixon asked Congress to 

... ·- _, - -·-,··-~-- --.. ·: ·.' .. ~ ., ..... -~;.- - . 
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· em.ct. a similar "services integration" legislation, but Congress 

· never passed it into law.) 

D1J.ring the peak of the Great Society programs, in the meantin\e, 

the number of welfare recipients was not only increas!tng at a faster 

pace, but als0, becoming more problematical than before 1960. For 

example, in 1969 it was found that welfare rolls in the AFDC showed 
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the greatest growth, largely due to the casework intervention autboriaed · · 

±nl:Lthe 196? · A.rnendrnents. .!l..s revealed later, statistics indicated that· 

the number of p:ublic assistance recipients rose by hl per cent, while 

the .mur.ber of pe:csons classified as poor decreased 36 per cent du.ring 

the period bet..vsen 19~9 and 1963 .. Tl1e nat;ttl"t:: anrl cbar?.c:ter cf tl10 

poor f.Jrdl:Les 1¥~n1 nJ.so changing. In 196B, for the fi:::"st. time in 

the history of the A ... '1."'DC program~ it was fou."ltl that .'.l majority of 

,poor black children lived in .female-headed households. For the decade; 

the number of poor female-headed b&aok families increased by one-third, 

while the num.be.r of .male-headed black and other minority races 1 faroi-

lies. in poverty dropr>ed 51-i. D per cent. A typical welfare mother was 

increas:i.ngly becorii.ne; a l)lack, wit.h several children, with out any 

job skills, who became Jependent due to illegitimacy, desertion, or 

divorce, and living in the ghettoes o.f the big city. 

Geogr~phically, by the end of the 1960 1s, half of all the ·poor 

"families -- two in f:!.ve of the poor whites, and t.wo in three of the 

poor bla.~ks -- J.·LvP.d i1l the sixteen states (plus the District of 

Coltm:bI.ci) which rederal statistics define as the South. The other 

h.J.lf were generil.l.ly eoncentrated in the northern inclustri.al states 

- - maj n1y tn ;,Jew York, California, Illinois, and a few others. T'hese 

I 
I""'· .. ''-;·~_,_·'·_··_·_·,_ .. _ .. _ ... ,_ .. ,,_ .. <_··~-'-.-_,.,--' .. ;'---;.··~::~_·_· __ · . 
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northern "welfare" states were spending some 75 per cent of all the 

AFDC and public assistance funds spen+, by the states throughout the 

country. In 1967 only 2l states pa.id 100 per cent of the minimum 

need ,1s defined by their state legislatures, while the others paid 

anywhere· from a deficit of 80 per cent to three per cent of the urunet 

need. For the standard family of four, the welfare payments varied 

fr~m $280 per month in New Jersey to a low of $40 per month in 

. ::j{i~s;iss:'Lppi. Such urunet :i.eeds and inequities were considered one 

of the main reasons why the poor families moved from the South to 

the North, 'thus creating enonnous financial burdens on the newly 

adoptec1 s~ates.rJS· 

Congress, realizing the shortcomings of the "liberal" services 

strat€gy of the New Frontier and Great Socitlty programs, began to 

impose restrictive measures on the new programs. In 1967, Congress 

passed the 1967 Social Security Amendments to tighten up the AFDC 
' ')6 

program.· The reforms. cf 19(;7 were largely the work of Congressm311 

' · Wilb1.:.r Mills, t.hen C1viirma.n of' the House ·ways and Means Committee and 

Senators Long and T a.lmage of the Senate Finance Cormnittee. These .. 

members.of Congress, arnong others, called for greater federal controls 

over the welfare system, in ee:leral, and social services policy, in 

partic:·ular. Thus, the 1967 Amendments provided the following changes: 

1) T11e proportion of chUdren on AFDC as of .bnua:'"y 1, 19613 Ghould 

not be :increasc:d (so tti;ti; the proport.ion of ehi1dren 0?:1 AFDC because 

o.f jJJ.cgitil1:ac::-r or dcser~:::i..on woulcl not ·tncrease); 

2) A s.vstern of ~rork incentives was built into the program -- by 

.. _ .. ~···~·-·-- -.. -.. --,., ... .,, .. - .... ,. ...... ~·-·· .. 
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establishing a rule tlvit '..:.he first :530 and one-third of the :remaining 

monthly earnings, plus rea.so:iable work r8lated e.cq:>enses (including 

~J1ild ca1·e), would not be included in calculating AFDC budget levels 

and payments (for the purpose of providing a financial work incentive 

,.., ,..-· ... ,.•. \. ~8 for AcD~ recip~ents,,/ 

· 3) A work tra:i.ning (Wm) progrusn would be established under· the 

aqspices of the D[~part.rnent of Labor (in cooperation with the HEW) to 

assure 1!to the maxiir.um e:;....tent possible that eacl1 relative, ·child, and 

individual participating iri t.he (AFDC) program will enter the labor 

force and accept eraployinent, so tbat he will become self-s'.l..fficient1i; 

h) Day care arrangements were provided so that nearly all AFDC 

parents would be elig·.i.hle for WIN participation, including e 11en mothers 

with pre-school children; 

. 5) The NOLEO (Notification of Law Enforcement Officers) Amendment 

.of 1950 was further strengthened by closer definition of state responsi-

bility for :ipprehending deserting fathers; 

6) And, a birtl1 control and family planning counseling pro~r;:un was 

established for welfarf1 recipients "f<'>r the purpose of pl'C-)'fenting and 

reducing out-of-wedlock births." 

These measures were critici.zed by some ·as punitive because of the 

munber of. restrictions and penalties enacted, while others have praised 

tho r0fo:rms because of the generous provisions for the training and work ,. 

requirern·~r.ts lfladin[; t.o seJ f--i;u£ficiency. 59 

One of the most. 11generous 11 provi:=.;ions of the 1967 Amendments was 

the provision which permitted the states' departments of public welfare 

--··.·_1·.·----- - -:-······ .. .. -··: -;,~:··--·- _, .... -··. 



.'.\, 

-~ i 

)f. 
··~ . . 

to pu .. 't'ch;:ise serv:i.c:es frorr. pri vat8 and other public agencies for the 

· purpose of providing sod~l services for the welfare recipients lead-:-

ing to self-sufficiency·.. rt was an open-ended matching program,. for 

. such e:x.-pendi tures would be matched .1 for 1 with federal dollars.. It 

.quickly bee rune a form o:f federal revenue sharing with the states, in 

" tha:t. every state soon fo11nd a way of tapp~_ng the federal Treasury with 

whatever progra.r.i it can justii"fas social services. In 1967, when this 

provision wns first made, federal.sod.al servic;e expenditures amounted 

t ·J·•) 3r 5 · 11· o -;:t:.. :J. mi ion. By fiscal year 1971, it grew to $741 million.·. The 

estimate for 19'7? was 51,712,100,000. For fiscal year 1973, it was 

. estimate~l at $1.i..6 billion and $5 .1 billion to $6 billion for fiscal 

yea:r 1Sl7Lt,. if all the states took full advantage of the provision. One 
. . 

'state (namely Mississippi), which spent $1.6 million in fiscal 1972, 

estimated tha:t, its c:ost in federal dollars would increase to $269 million~ 

in fiscal year 1973. In October, 1972, Congress did put a fixed ceiling .. 

of $2 .5 billion on social services as a 11non-gerriiane" a'llendment to the 

$JO billion General Revenue Sharing A.ct, which was pasr;ed in the final 

days of the 1972 presidential election. Since then, however, the H1'W 

attempts to implement the law by i.ssuing its departmental regulations 

·were prevented by Conr;ress (which was supported by both public and 

special interest groups suc:h as the National Governors• Conference and 

the Gonference of Hayors) ~ . Finally, Congress wrote and passed its own 

social services regi..iLations ("t-ri th the assistance of HEH) 1.t the end of 

197!.1, when the presidenc.r was considerably weakened by Watergate and 

preocc.upied with other pressing matters such as the nation 1 s economy, 

60 
infL1 ti on, and uI1employment ~ 
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President Johnson,,too, was well aware of the sho:ctcomings 

and "false'' promises of a· servlces approach to poverty reduction, 

be:::::iusE:: ~uch of the New Frontier and Great Society programs were 

yushed through Congress wit.hout any critical thought gi.ven to the 

benefits, costs, a:id lim:i.ts to new services programs. As the 

services strategy came to its'age, during the 1960 1s, a good deal of money 

was being expanded as the programs for the poor rnul tiplied. However, 

it W;\S soon found that iri large degree money was going to purchase 

services, whicb could nei tl1er be shown to benefit direct.ly the poor 

nor reduce measurably the number of hard-core poor. Instead, the 

actunJ. effe~t of se:rvi_co programs was to benefit r..atericl.lly the 

welfare prof,:3ssiomls awl_ social wo:i:>kers and other professionals 

(such as teachers, researc~ers, evaluators, .,and consultants) who 

.became the major beneficiaries of new method of reallocating societal 

resources as dictated by the 1ww social programs. It beca'lle a 

peculi2.r syste:i1 of income redistribution tm the social scale, ....._ 

:i.nst.ead of being the reverse - - income redistribution down the 

sor::ial scale ,to benefit the most underprivileged a21d the poor ---

which was the orj_ginal purpose of the Kenn"vJy and <Johnson _})residencies 1 

war against povert.y. Aga.Lnst suc!J criteria., there was no doubt that 

the services str:'.i.te1~ Dl'011ed to be a less ef:fic·I..ent <1pproacl1 to 

tax: system (with direct •;:ash payments for those families whose income 

fa11 below n. nnt::..on:dl~r determined poverty level) -- designed to meet 

····''"'··-·-· --- -·--·····-··-:·· --:-·' -:-·•>"·'?'····,-- ·····-··:,·.-;-·";··· 
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their basic needs (along with an incentive system leading to self -

suff:Lc:i.ency ·and individual indep•:mdence) -- would show the best 

ret'iirn of the public assist::mce funds. ·The opportunities for such 

consid8ration of alternatives. was made possible by the p:resident 1 s 

. exec 1.lti.ve order issued in 1965 to all the domestic agencies of the 

govermi1ent to adopt the Plannin~-PrograJmning-Budgeting System (PPBS) 

that had been developed earlier in the Pent:tgon. The purpose of 

PPBS was for the goverru:'lental agencies to define clearly the major 

goals and objectives which they choose to pursue (for the. coming 

yea:r, as well as for the next five years), and also to apply 

systematic analyses to the alternative ways in which those objectives 

are being -- or may be -- sought. An income strategy was one of the 

al ternati •1es such PPBS analyses recomr.iended .£or serious consideration 

to tlie president, from within such executive agencies as OEO, HEW, and 

DOL. Thus,. the president in his Economic Message of January 1967, 

at tbe urgings of the OEO and CEA, announced that he would establish 

a Commisson on Income Ha.intenance progra.'Tls. However, this commission 

wa.s n0t. appointerl. until a: year later. 

The Co1mr.ission 1 s report (with a set of recommendations) was made 

public on November 12, 1969, almost ten months after President Nixon 

took over the control of. the government, thus losing whatever influence 

it :n;:iy 'have had with the previous· administration because of the changing 

f;mpha.sis of the new Ni.xon presidAncy. In its report, it '7\ade the rec-

ommendat:Lonnto establish a universal income supplement program which 

wou.ld establish a gua.:rantel~d income policy for families, including 
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childless couples and individuals (these were excluded in the Nixon's 

FAP proposal made two months earlier), but otherwise similar to the 

FAP pl:ah of the Nixon administration. (The proposed level of benefit 

for a standard family of .fom· was same in both plans: $2, 400 with out 

food stamps, in one case, and $1,600 plus $860 with food stamps in the 

ot.her.)62 It then recommended'that federal participation in existing 

public assistance programs be terminated, and during the transition: 

period, the federal gm.rernment should participate in a new, locally­

admini.ster~d, noneategorical, Temporary Assistance Program on a S0-50 
' ' l 

basis (the estimated federal share will be $JOO million out of the 

total $680 million). The total cost of the basic plan, plus a few 

remeditl programs,. would be under $10 billion. The Commission, however, 

rejected the :iinmediate action to set payment levels at the poverty line .. 
(in 1968 there were 25 million poor Americans as measured by the federal 

goverrunent's poverty index of $J,553 per year for a non-farm family of 

four), because it would cost an estimated $27 billion and, therefore, 

must be adopted in steps.63 

In August, 1968, meantime, under the OEO contract, the University 

of Wisconsin Institute for Research on Poverty (in conjunction with 

Mathematica, Inc.) had started a Graduated Work Incentive E:x:periment 

in New .Jersey. Such negative income tax e:xperiments (later co-sponsored 

by HEW) were also to be conducted in India..'1a, Iowa, Tforth C:arolina, and 

Washington ( Sea·:;t.le), and to be concl udeo in 1972. These projects proved 

tent.a ti. v<:ily that the ne[';at.i ve :L:1corne policy .in general would be more 

effective and less expensivP. to administer than the existing public 

a.ssista!'lce pro:~rams in the Jong run. 6l~ 

Within t.he ~Tohnson administrat1on, especially amons the policy 

... ~ . -: ' ·- . 



planners in HEW and OED, there .were m.nnerous attempts to make the 

president to accept and then propose various negative income tax plans 

:to Congress. But such efforts were either blocked by HEW Secret~ 

Wilblir Cohen, an ardent 3upporter_of a services strategy, or by the 

White House staff. Joseph A. Califano, Jr., who served as President 

·Johnson's ch:i.ef assistant for ~d~mestic affairs, established, on JulY 26, 

~9681 -a presidential task force on income maintenance headed by'Mertqn 

Peck of the GEA. The idea of negative income tax was one major· idea 

which i::ould have been bequeathed 'to the Johnson successor, but iri the 

end, the t_ask force report of November h did not make any cornmi tment 

to the idea, except to state that i.t could become a rea1 i.ty sometjJ11H 

.in .t1ie future. 3y this tj_me. tile. 1968 presidential election was already 

over. Tllis, su.re1y, was tbe last .. chance fo:i.::. the outgoing ariministr.:i.tj_on_ 

t·.). pro!JOSe a boI.d neg~.tive income tax program that would have fulfilled 

the Johns.on presidency's promise to put an end to poverty, because the 

· , Ore.at· Society programs, in. genoral, and the public assist.a,nce programs, 

::~ 
in particular, were not working as well as they were j_ntended. And, 

yet, the Johnson presidency did nothing ab.out it. 

Ther.e were, according to Moynihan, tw0 basic reasons why President 

-Johnson faiied to propose p. negative income tax system before. he left . 

. the presidency. One reason was tba t in terms of his administrative 

style, President. Joh'1son felt that the HEW Secretary (Cohen) should 

decide :rncl1 an important. issue before he woulcl intervene himself. He 

was not to overrule Cohen, because the latter was not only the Secretary 

.of tbe Department which was mainly in charge of the ex::Lsting p-rogram, 

·•:'."'·""' '.:-:-•~.·~~..,··.·:.~J·'· ·.: ... ' ... " , ... ~:. ~ . . 
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but also, an expert who de vo tod almost all of his life wi t.h suGh an 

issue. In terms of his own personal philosophy., also, he !!genuinely 

reflected the Southern and Southwestern aversion or professed ave~sion 

to any form of dependency - - a machismo style . 11 Hence, even his 

principal staff assistant (Califano) was not given th.'it much power to 

. overrule Col1en either. The other reason was th3.t political con-

siderations played an lli~portant. role in the Johnson dec"i.sion not to 

propose it. President Johnson was to have believed that "the Democratic 

. party was exceedingly vulnerable to the charge of piling people onto the 

dole" and that he was not goinr, to be the first to propose the negative 

. income ta.x. Hoyni!1an also suggests that ''by the end of the 1960 1s the 

Democratic party was near to having ex.haus:bed its potential as an 

agent of social change," .:md that. "the Johnsf.1n Administration opposed 
I 

a negative income tax, not because it was politically risky, but 

:primarily because the rie;i in charge did not believe in such boldness• 1165 

.!{ore than anythine 'else, another reason was that President Johnson's 

disappointment and preoccupation with the Vietnam conflict had prevented 

him from taking any new bold initiatives in the waning days of his 

presidency. According to Galifano, who rem;iined to the end as one of 

the closest associates of the President, President Johnson did not want 

to burden.the new president with such a comprehensive plan proposed by 

the ou'.~grdng adPl.inistration., President ,Yolmson believed that a new 

i)r8sident sriolll.c! be free to embark h:i.s own proerarns without being tied 

down by the outgoing president.66 

6. The Presidenc:r of Richard H. Nixon 

On Augu.st 8, J_969, President Nix:on, who less than seven months took 
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the control of the government, proposed a Famil;>r Assistance Plan (FAP) 

in a nationwi.de address. It was a plan similar to other proposals 

drafted by Democratic advocates (including one proposed by Democratic 

Cong~essman William F. Ryan of New York, a draft bill prepared by 

James Lyday of OEO), but rejected by the Johnson administration. 

It was the first of the e'lght major legislative proposals made 

by the Urban Affairs Council staff in the spring of 1969. Earlier, 

on January 23, the President had established the Urban Affairs.Council 

(~AC), as his first executi1e net. The Council was to become the 

policy making machinery in domestic affairs, as the National Security 

Council ( NSC) was to become the predominant decision mal:ing body in 

foreign affairs. His purpose was twofold: 1) to hold .::i. regular UAC 

meeting with his several domestic dabinet officers in order "t.o strength-e . 

en their positions and possibly to avoid the difficult situations that 

arise in dealing with individual cabinet members with respect to matters 

that in-vol ve the interest..s of several n; and 2) to minimize 11 a steady 

growth in the siz,e and in.nuance of the White House staff, a develop-

:nent vn1ich a succession of presidents ... had been in tbe habit of 

deploring and abetting. 11 67 The UAC was hence composed of the President, 

the Vice President, the A.ttorney General, and the Secretaries of Agri-

cult'.rre, Commerce, Labor, Housing and Urban DeveJ.opment, Transportation, 

and Hcil.tb, F..ducation, and Welfare. As :i_t,3 first E·cec~1"0:'.. v8 Secretary, 

he appointed Di1.rd.el P. MoynLhcin, who conti!lued ·'.~o tlfn~vo :is the President's 

Assista.'1t for Urban Affairs (the po:3t to which he was appointed in De-

cember before -r,be :i.na11g1xrat:i.o.n) • 

T1iere wtrre, however, many (sometimes bitter) conflicts within the 

- ·. •"' ··-· -,-.;--···---··-···-.-···- ·- ... 



Nixon administration in the development of FAP policy, l::i.r~ely due to 

the president 1 s appo:Lntmw1t of Arthur F. Burns as Counsel10r·'.:.tottbe 

President with special responsibility for program development. This 

dual system of policy development was boW1d to create a built-in 

conflict between the two main actors -- Moynihan and Burns -- and 

their staffs in competing for the president's attention. In the mean-

time, as early ::.s March 1969, t.he president was relying more and :no re 

on his legislative assistant Bryce I~. Harlow and especially on· John D. 

Ehrlichman, bis lega.1 counsel, who was res1.nning a pre-eminent role in 

domestic affairs. Tbe president thv.s, whether by accident or design, 

"has bull t a fairly considerable measure of conflict and advocacy 

into his White House staff. 11 68 

In the beginning, such a conflicting s~tem was what the president 

wanted :i.n tbe first place. During hi.s campaign, he promised to have 

a small vJ}iite H011sa staff and an "open11 administration with a strong 

c3binet of "indepe:ident" thinkers. 69 His selection of such able 

ind.ependent politicians as George Romney, WaJ.ter Hickel, and John Volpe 

as cabi111~t members se.emed to be consistent with his intended policy. 

Horeover, his selection of president.ial advisors S'.lch as Kissinger, 

Moynihan, and Burru:: was interpreted as his effort to secure diverse 

and independent voices in his administration. However, as soon as 

these dive_rse vfowpoint:::i :.. .. especially between Moynihan and Burns --

r.:'lme it1to open confl:i.ct, the prestdent becari tn restructure his White 

Hou."3e staff sys t;ern to avo:'i.d !Ji.s pi:1rsonal invol vemen1, into the squabbles 

of his advisors and staff. Thus, Ehrl j c:hman was appointed as his chief 

of the domestic policy staff (l:!.ke Henry Iissinger was in foreign affairs) 

-- .-~: ... 
. ! --~ .. 



.to screen and coordj_na.te domestic policy. Soon, Ehrlichman, under the 

president's directives, eJJ.minated tho adversary system, by "promoting" 

Moynihan t.o an advisory pos:i.ti.on (by removing him from the position of 

executive se::;retary of the UAC) and by appointing Burns to the Chairman-

ship o:f the Federal.. Reserve Board (by removing r.i'li:m from the position of 

Counsellor). 
' -

Ebr1ichman then became the sole spokesman of the newly 

reorg0.nized. Domestic. Affairs ;))1.incil. Tb is new arrangement not only 

completely ins ulatecl the president from staff conflj_ct, but also, had 

the. effect of greatly widening the distance between him and the reality 

of 'situation. In retrospect, such a formalistic, closed system h3d 

.sur~ceded completely J.n isoJ..ating Nixon and then his eventuCJl. downfall. 70 

There were, however, some positive sides to President Nixon's 

formalistic approach. In the fore:!.e;n policy arena, it was this formalized 

staff system that produced the new arrangement with China and the formal 

ending of act/1.ve U. S~ !n:i_J.ftary involvement in the Vietnam War. ·He 

relied more extensively than any other president before him on t.he NSC 

staff, headed by Kissinger, in the making of bis foreign policy decisions. 

··Kissinger, in turn, "t-ras given more power a..'1d responsibHit.y than any 

· other presidential assistant in charge of the NSC in screenine and 

pro'.riding policy options for the pr0sident. President ~ri..xon, on the 

other hand, was not necessarily a prisoner of the formalized system. 

It. is understood t.hat the president often went against the wishes of 

his ~abinet off'Lcers and staff aides ( inc1uding .i\issinger") in sud1 

decisjons af! the taking of military action in Gambodi~, the siding 

with Pakistan in the BanGladesh crisis, and the ordering of the Christmas 

bombine of Ifanoi.. In the dor.iestic side, too, thf~ president has act.ed 
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agai.nst the advices of h:i.s !\.i;t.orney General John Mitchell and the entire 

White. House Gongressiona.l li;d_son staff in tlrn signing of the Voting 

Rights A~t of 1970. Against the wishes of the majority of his cabinet 

( incl1.idine vice president Agnew, Burns and Harlows), he proposed welfare 

. reform -- trie FAP proposal. 71 An analysis of t:rnse decisions ihdicat.es 

that President Nixon was to be his own president ma~dng the Jmportant 

decisi.ons, relying on thoro1!gh staffwork wb:i.le stressing the merits of 

an issue or prohlem. 

In appraising the president 1 s decision to impose wage and pricP-

controls as the adm:tnistraU.on 1s Phase I Economic Policy, one official 

who served tlle Nixon presi.dency stated that the decision was signif:i.cant 

in three respects: 

Fi!'s·L, it demonstrated the capacity of t.he Nixon system to set 
ideology (or political considerations) aside and concentrate 

·on the substance of an issue. This is a strength of the 
formalistic approach. Second, ... the president injected hjm­
self deeply into the imrn~s, and his personal involvement made 
a diff ere nee. Bat tbird.ly, and most :Unportantly, the incident 
represented an exception to the president's normal way of. doing 
business. He did not r•::iJ .. y on his advisers to present him with 
the set of options they had defined. Instead, snatch:i.ng a 
chapter from Franklin Roosevelt, we find the president working 
covertl:r with one adviser (John Connally, his new Secretary of 
the Treasury) and pitting his views agairIBt others. During 
one shining managerial moment, at the inception of Phase I, 
we saw the synthesis of the competitive and formalistic approaches. 
!.ud it worked. Tho competitive approach with its power to develop 
'1.ew options and the form<U.istic approach with its capacity for 
thorough analysis, were fused. The dec1sion profited from it. 72 

The president 1 s decisinn to propose a FAP plan 4.:,o Congress was 

reacbed in altfll}•:; C Uw ~:rune manner a::-J tl:e Pl:ase I ded .. sic.:on. The new 

lE!IW Secretary, Eobert IJ. F'ineh, who w::i.s tl1e closest of '.,he president's 

poli t,jcal assoc:i8.tes, became the chairmc..n of the UAC 's subcommittee on 

welfare, one of tiie ni,ne s 1.ibGo:t:rrnH.tees, each hA;ided by the cabj_net 

.... 
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··. off:i.cer principally _conc:erncd or who has personal interest in the policy 

area, was given the responsibility for providing welfarF.: policy options . 

.for the president, through UAC. The Finch group was aided iY1i tici1:ly by 

the work Qf the Task Force on Public Welfare (which w~s r,eaded by Richard 

· ft. Nathan of the Brookings Inst~ tution), one of the several task forces . 

. the presi.dent-elect had appoi~ted soon after the election to prepare 

reports for him on issues to wh:i.ch he would want to give priority decisions. 

The ifathan task force report (which was "leaked" t.o the pre~s on January 12, 

1~169) reconunende_d, amen~ ot,hers, that l) the federal government. est,ablish 

blind, and disabled (the latter should. be, in addition, federalize<;}.) for 

tpe purpose of closing the gap between the s"tates with the highest p.3.y­

ments and those with the lowest.; 2) while the minimum AFDC bene.fit 

. J:evel alone wou.ld cost the federal government $1.h billion more per 

year, the complete .federal· financing of all welfare progr:uns should be 

'considered; and 3) in the lo~ run, however, the best solution would be 

.to institute SO!ne form of negative income tax or children.1.s allowances 

or .some other alternatives, because the e:dsting public assistance programs 

· could not, be changed incX"ementally to provide a workable basic income 

rna.inten.:i.nce systerr1. 73 

Such ide:is wr::re nothing new. In the course .of the 1968 presj_-

denti~1 caJl1!1aj_v,n and pr:i;naries, Senator Eugene J. McCarthy proposed 

the federli ta·:{eocrer of a m5-nj_mnm income policy for all Americans J 

whi.le R.ohert F. Kennedy and Hubert H. Htnnphrey wer•3 somewhat hesitant 

to come outright as McCarthy (but nevertheless committed to the idea 

• ~i.n general) bP.cause of the fear that they might be accused for proponing 

I

:' 
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a mass welfare soci<~ty. Even candidate t-J:i.xon has taJ.ked, in general, 

about the idea of equalizing welfare payments, as wel:l as the govern-

ment 1 s obligation to provide help to those who cannot . help them­

selves. 74 

In Jv!arch of 1968, the Kerner Commission advocated a "national 

system of income supplementation" to aid both the working poor and 

the dependent poor, by pointing out. the fact that Senatcr Robert A. 

Taft, one of the most conservative Republicans., had proposed in 1949 

th.<.1.t the federal government gUa.rantee all Americans a "min:iJnU!l'! standard 

of decent living" through a "minimum standard.flloor under subsistence 

policy.11 In fact, it was Milton Friedman -- who in the 196it presi-

dential election served as Barry Goldwater's chief economic adviser 

while working in the Treasury Department irtol943 oriGinally came out 

with the idea of a negative income .tax to help low-income workers so· 

that they would have added incentives to increase their incomes.75 

Thus, by the time President Nixon proposed FAP the issue of welfare 

dependency occupied a center-stage of national politics and involved the 

presidency in a direct way. 

,Basically, the FAP proposal contained the following six elements. 

First,· it was a guarant,eed income plan l.IDder which direct fede,ra;L. pay-
. . . 

TllEmts would be given to al::.. families -- whether they are "dependent 

rarnil:i.;:;s" or !!·working poor 1:. families (the latter is excl.1.i.rled in tbe 

ex:istJi.ne AFDC) with children with incomes below stipii.1ated amounts. 

Families of fo'.lr with earnings U)J to ~);3, 920 per ye,a:r would be el5.1.).ble 

for payments (they woul<i he- allowed to "disregard" $6Q per month, or 

$720 per . year, as work-related expenses, while benefits would be reduced 
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by 50 per cent as earnings increased above :p720 per yea:r) . . For the 

, families of four with no earnings the basic federal benefit would .. be 

.. $1 ,600 per year (t,r.;oo per person for the first two family members· 

and $JOO for each additional family member). Second, the new system 

would require i::.lie continuation of state benefits· for th<:! A..~C recipi-

. enta equal t.o the difference between the proposed federal minimum and 

a state's present benefit level. Under no circumstances the present 

oenefi t levels would be reduced for the AFDC :persons. States, however, 

would not be required to supplement "working poor" families. U~der 

the system, all the states would gain fiscal relief, particularly the 

· southern stat.es . Third, it e.ITlph asi zed the work requirement in that all 

applicants for benefits who are not working woi.lld be required. to register· 

with the. Employment Service~.· and ·if· they are "employable, they must accept. 

tra::Lning or employment, ox· lose their portion of the family benefits 

(For·this purpose, there will bB sharp incrBase in training opportunities 

and day-care services). Fourth, t.here will be a national administration 

of the basic federal benefi t.s for families, to be handled by the HEW' s 

Social Security Admj_nistra tion. States, however, wo1.ild continue to 

administer tneir own benefits systems. Fifth, the estimated addi ti.anal . 

cost in the first full year of operation of the new syst10nn would be 

th billion, on top of the present fiscal year 1970 tot:;il of federal 

spendinc for public assi.stance of :~h.2 hill:i.on. Sixth, anrl finaliy, 

cstiw!ted fisca1 rel·i e.f to ::;+,ato and loca1 ::over~i:ents under tbe proposal 

(a~; well aG the :la bL1linn revonuo sharing proposal) would be $~) bHl:ion 

in the fi::--2t year o.f.' operation (Smee the 1972 Revenue Sharing Act provided 

fo:r- $5 hill.ion a yoar, thA est.irnatcd relief wo1tld have amounted to $9 billion). 76 
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This final version of the F AP was not different in any essential 

W:3.Y frorn the Family Security System (the original Finch proposal) made· 

to. the UAC Committee on Welfare on March 2h. It originally called for 

a basic income guarantee fo~ a family of four of $1,)00 per year, with~ 

~ut any ~.;,Tork requirement. 77 Later, the work requirement and day-care 

services were added to the Finch plan at the insistance of Burns and 

Agnew, who -1:,o the end had misgivings about the FAP proposal. Moynihan 

had .tried to lead the fig'bt for the plan after Finch became ill and 

could not handle it against the opposition o.f I3urns (Finch later became 

the pl'esident' s Counsellor after he resigned his post at the HEW). But, 

in the.final stage, it was Erhlichman who managed the decision making 

process leading to the president 1 s F AP proposal. 

In the end, there was an irony in the Jfixon decision to propose 

the FAP. President Nixon had been put into office by the constitu-

encies of "silent 1Mjority11 or frustrated middle Americans and worl.cing 

class voters, 78 In 1968, public mood rapidly changed from a great 

· pympa thy for the underpri 7ileged and blacks in the early 1960 1 s, when 

the civil rights movement precipitated a confrontationist style of 

·polltics, leading to sonietim.es destructive assault on the nation's 

cj_vil and social order. Under these 11 deteriorated" environments 

people were look:inc back for a stable, settled society of the 19SO•s. 

Public orin:Lon surveys began to reveal thai~ people (the majority) 

hecano more j_ncreasingly alarmed over the stead~r erosion of morality 

and social resl)Onsihility than wit.h the 11bread-and-butter" :Lssues (of 

adeqm.te bousins, employment, or food) or the question of racial 

equa] .; .;.,. 79 
• ·•· c•:J • 
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The new president had won a vary closelJr-contested el.action 

with his appeal to law and order, bl" condemning the failings or the 

·Johnson adm.in1strat1on which he charged was responsible tor war &?road 

(at Vietnam) and war at home (because of the f'requant occU1Tarice of 

assassination, riot, and protest). His largely' "negative" campaign 

was endorsed by a new coalition or "silent majoritY'" voters _ .. includiDg 

'white southerners, conservatives, Republican part;r regulars, suburb­

anites, upper and middle-working class voters, old ethnic groups' 

voters, and blue-collar Wallace voters (who voted for Governor George 

Wallace 'Who engineered the largest third-party movament during the 

last 50 years). And.1 yet, the same president was making his real 

"rewards," not to the group· or voters who elected him vbo normalq 

expect a fair share of redistribution of government "spoils" as well 

·as s,mbolio revard.s, but to the underprivileged "other Americans" 

-- the l)lacks and the poor who to the end never tully' trusted him. 

In early' 1969, the Gallup Poll revealed that 62 per cent of the 

. American people were opposed to a guaranteed income policy-. 80 . 

During his presidency, President Ni:xPn, in ad.di tion to his FAP 

proposal, had proposed substantial number or social programs such as 

. a heal.th insurance for the poor 1 scholarship aid tor youth .tram lov­

incomo families, and a national acceptance and equality of edueation 

opportwtity program -- all designed to eliminate poverty and inequalit;r. 

On April 21, 1969, the president had also proposed to abolish income tax 

on the poor bY' adopting a system of low income allowance at a cost of 

$625 million, which Congress promptly adopted to make it effective in 



.. . 

.. :: 

.~;~,: ': 

., ~ . 

I . 

:,, 

So 

1970. Such a policy bad the effect of removing some two million low­

income families from. th~ federal tax rolls, thus a beginning .was made 

ill the income strategy as a means of helping ,the poor. However, . "few 

·. grasped that Nixon was putting forth a set of administrative and 

l~gislative proposals designed fundamentallJr -- and deliberately --

. to Orulf'ill the promises of the -1960 's (Kennedy and Johnson promises) • n 

.Whether b,- design or accident, this real! t7 was 1 however, "hidden from 

the publ.ic at large, which grew steadily more genu:J.ne:i.,. concerned that 

.·a major social retreat was under vq at a time when, in fact, ·, unprece~ 

·dented social advances were being proposed. 1181 

Initial.public reaction to.the president•s.FAP.proposal was 

generally favorable~ if.not skeptical (in the latter case until the 

. true or bidd8n intent of the president was cl.earl,- known). A Bmf 

survey o:t newspaper editorials in the country revealed that over 95 

per cent were ravorabl7 disposed to the new s;rstem; in the twnt7-tive 

· largest metropolitan areas they were lDliversal.ly' "enthusiastic" about 

. · the Nixon plan. 82 The black press, on the other hand, were genaraJ.l3' 

negative, and some were even h~stile.83 Public opinion, as revealed 

by Gallup Poll indicated that only' three out of four knew something 

about Nixx:>n's new proposal; or these 65 per cant were favorable, 20 per 

cent untavorable, and 15 per cent had no opinion on the subject. The 

Oc'i;-ober Harris survey indicated that 66 per eent of those who beard 

about the p1an (one out of three were not .familiar with the FAP) wre 

favorable to the new provision .tor the working poor while 13 per cent 

opposed it; they alllo .favored-the work incentive features b7 6) to 18 

- -.. .- ..... ----- . :· ... -~ - . --- .. ... .- . -·- ·- -·--.-··-,-· ,- :::·- -_.,. ..,,. , -.. ,.-; ·;--·- . ,. .... ~-. 
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per cent.64 

As pointed out earlier; almost three months after President . NiXPn 

made his FAP proposal., former President Johnson's OOJmnission on ~coma 

.Maintenance came out with a similar proposal for a negative income tax 

s;yetem in November 1969. In early 1970, when the welfare rolls bad . 
· ' grc::nm to one in seven persons in New York Ci tJ', Mayor John V. Lindsq 

. · declared that the city can no longer pay for the increased welfare 
. . 

oosts or accept. additional welfare cases, and began to demand that 

the .federal goveroment take ·over the entire welfare burdens. He bad 

al.ready' worked directly with tbe. UAC in. urging the president to federalize 

the entire public assistance system. In March, 19n, Governor Nelson A. 

Rockteller after a.nnolmcing his proposals tor tightening the aligibiliq 

requirements (includ:lllgone ;rear residency !'ule) convened a meeting of 

several }Jeads of the largest corporations or the nation at Arden House 

and asked them to come out with some new ideas as to how the wl.f'are 

problems can be dealt vi th • The Arden House conference recommended the 

establishment or the welfare s;ystem with a program or automatic income 

maintenance. The Governor also became an articulate spokesman for the 

new FAP proposal.85 

As to the organized labor, in general, the AFL-CIO never.otf'iciaJ.l7 

opposed. the F AP, but at the same time it was not ei tber enthusiastic. 

Tbe organized religion was generally receptive to the plan, but as the 

September 12 resolution of the General Board of the Nationa.1 Counoil or 

Churches indicated it wanted to raise the F AP payment level or $1,600 

because it was 11less than adequate." Business 00llll1lmit;r (led by the 

National Association of Manufacturers, although the National. Chamber 
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of COD111erce vas opposed to it) and citizen action groups such as the 

Urban coalition (led by John Gardner) ware generall.J' enthusiastic 

about the plan, ~d the latter in particular intensively lobbied :1J1 

Congress for· its passage. The strongest opposition came, on the other 

hand, from the militant wlfare groups (led by the National Welfare 

Rights Organization, or NWRO) ~mn the wlf'are professionals -- mainly 

social workers. NWRO advanced the slogan of "Fifty-five hundred or 

f'igbt," implying that a m1nimm adequate income of $5,SOO a year was 

needed for.a family ot tour to live in the nation's urban areas (as 

it was determined by the federal government). If such a benefit leval 

·was adopted in 1971 it would cost the federal. goverm.ent 11some$7l billion 

and cover some 150 million persons." In 1971, a compromise figure ot 

$3,600 waa advanced by a number of organiza~ions to pacify the militant 

demands, but such 'a figure would require some $25 billion and involve 

some 69 million people. NWRO, in respol18e1 raised its minimum. level 
' 

to $6,500 per year, a position adopted by the Black Caucus in the House 

of Representatives. As to the Social Welfare profession, it was opposed 

to the plan becausie of its radical ehif't from a services to an income 

,strategy, which may" very wall adversely' affect their "profession." 

Their grounds f'or·opposing it ware, however, similar to the militant 

welfare recipients -- NWRO -- in that the new STStem was not onJ.7 

oppressive and regressive b:ut also benefit levels were too low. The 

National Conterence on Social Welfare in 1970 adopted a resolut.ion calling 

for a $5,500 base level.86 

In Congress, too, the FAP received a mi:md reception. President Ni..XDn 

- - -- ---·-. ~ :. -· / 
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was in t.he opposition terri torr, not only because Congress was one of 

the· three co-equal branches of the government, but also due to the 

fact that as an incoming president be faced a Congress in which the 

opposition nemocratic party controlled both houses -~ an, incident not 

repeated since the presidency of Zachary T¢or. During the leas than 

six years of his presidency, his Republican party never controlled even 
.,. ' 

one_house of Congress. O,Ongress•s prim&r)" responsibility bas been that 
. . . 

ot ,representing individual. members• constituencies, as perceived b;y each 

member of Congress, rather than engaging in decision making -- in response . 

to the presidential legislative. in1 tiati vea. As the modern presidency . 

became more powertul, resourceful and action-oriented in in:ttiating and 

implementing policy decisions, Congress in general became more defensive. 

Rarely 1 thus 1 Congress automatical.l.;r responded to the presidential viBbeS • 
. . 

. This was particularly' true with the Senate, in recent years, llbicb was 

becoming less responsive to and. independent of the presidential initi­

atives. This was what happened to the FAP proposal as it vent through 

the.prescribed legislative course. 

Technically, a tax bill because it would amend the AFDC and Adult 

categories of the Social Security Act and because once enacted.it would .. 
'• ,, .. .. . 

. make automatic claims on the federal TreasUl'1', the bill was ref'erred to 

the House Wqa~.; and . Means Colllmittee. Once it passed there it woUld 

require the final approval or the House, the Senate Finanoe Conmdttee, 

and finally, the Senate. · In the House moderates of both parties were 

able to get the H. R. 16311 (as it was introduced b7 <llairman Wilbur D. 

Mills and Republican ranking member John W. Byrnes) passed by almost 

a two-to•one vote margin on April 16, 1970. 
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However, in the Senate a strange coalition or the liberal Democrats, 

the southern Democrats and the conservative Republicans preTented its 

passage in the 9lst Congress. Tbe liberal Democrats did not supP'?rt the 

FAP because the7 either complained about the low level of benefit (with­

out offering their own bill) or defended about the past perto:nnance ot . 

the Democrats on welfare. The conservative Republicans, in and outside 

ot Congress, like William F. Bucklq, Jr., Roaald Reagan, and even Milton 

Friedman, rejected it on the grounds that to establish a negative income 

taX S1'81;am without,completel1' disestablishing the public assistance and 

other devices (such aa food stamps, Medicare, Madicaid, and 1181.tare 

bureaucracies) would result in calamit7.87 The southern Democrats --

and the South in general (including blacka) -- never ful.17 supported 

the idea tram the beginning, although tbe·South was to become the major 

beneficiary under the 81'8teln than IJD1' other region in the country. The 

basic reason waa racial, but no one in power came outright and said so. 

The reason .was that the program would have benefited the black8 am the 

poor· most, but these wre the ones the South was glad to "lose" to the 

North. With the new system, not onl3' the blacks and the poor would 

remain there, but the others who wnt up to the North might be likelT 

to return, once the federal base level is established.and subsequent 

steps are taken to increase such base linea.88 Politicall.1', and soci&l.1.T, 

the South was not ready' to accept the FAP in the early l970 1s. 

In the 92nd Congress, the FAP reappeared as H. R. 1, but it did not 

get enacted because, in a sense, the country -- and Congreaa 1n par1iicul.a.r 

-- vas not readT for such a drastic, comprehensive change in public 

assistance policy. In the Senate, discussion centered upon H. R. l and 
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other proposals such as _the Heineman Commission Report (Jobnaon•s 
. . ' ; . . . 

· 1968 Commission on Income Maintenance), the Senate Finance Committee 

bill, and_ the damogrant approach (under .which a cash beneri t ~s paid 

: -~ all residents without. regard -to need) • 89 • None of these, however, 
.···. . . 

· eyer became ·a law (except .the section or H. R. 1 dealing w1 th the 

.rederalization or the Adult categories -- the Supplemental Securit7 

Income program) • Caspar Weinberger, who became. the HAW Secretary in 

February 1973 dlll'ing. the major reshutfiing of the cabinet at the 
' . . . . . 

beg:inning or the aecorid:term or the Nimn presidenc7, subsequentl.7. 

proposed another drastic welfare 'rerorm proposal, 11bich vould;el:lm1.nate -
. - -

the three •xis1;ing programs --.AFDC, food· stamps. and Supplemental Securit7 

Income --.and Substitute s:lmpla cash grants-to those in need as long as 
. . 

tbq need it. This cash grants qstem · vauld be tied vi th rigid work 

· reqtiirements. Congreas:, again; did not respond positiv817 to the 

Weinberger_plan. ·The nation was accustomed to.a system or inoremen~ 

changes, and Congress became the chief instl'lJJZlent through which s.uch 

_incremental.ism prevailed as the main method of pronouncing policy 

decisions, instead or more radical policy changes that would be made 

through more comprehensive rational. policy making process eucb aa PPBS. 
- . 

(However, in recent 7eara, Congress seems to be much more serious about 

it& pril1ar7 law JDiUd.ng tunctiomeince the passage or the 1974 COngressional 

Budget and Impoundinent Act. ).90 

7. The Presidency of Oeral.d R. P'ord 

The Ford pr~idancy has not taken any.new polic7 initiative in social 
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policy in general or public assistance policy in particular. Since 

August 1974, when Ford suddenly succeeded to the presidency, the 

President has been. preoccupied mainly vi th the political problems 

. 'or transftion and re-election (which he indicated, at the tilae · ot. 

his vice presidential confirmation, that be would not coruiider under 

arq circumstances) •. The remainder of::his' tiJile:::has been spent on the· 

country's ecoliomic and energy problems. As :tar as otner dollestic 

·programs a.re concerned, President lord baa decided to restrict govern­

ment spending on new programs in an effort to contain the federal 

government deficit. And, ;yet, during bis little more than two years' 

presidency the country has experienced the worst economic recession 

since tbe Great Depression; at one· time the unamplopent rate reached 

about. 10 per cent of the labor force, while the rate or inflation .· . . ~ 

increased at more than 12 per .cent per annum. In the meantime, the 

federal budget and deficit have increased to the highest level during 

bis administration. 

President Ford has remained an authentic conservative in the White . . 

House, as vben be served in the House for ove~ 2$ 19ara (representing . 

a. ~ublican district in Michigan). Cronin states that "Ford is likel.7 

to produce us a brand ot.activist-conservative leadership that runs 

· contrary to maey or our textbook e:xpectations or the Presidency, a because 

"most Americans have come to expect their presidents to be the.aouroe 

ot a national agenda for action." In this tradition, "Presidents are 

••• viewed as priority setters and arcbit.ects of national public policy.n9l 

Even his predecessor, M'iXDn, did tit into this role, because during bis 

presidency he had established and actively campaigned for such national 

----- ----- -----------~- . ·- ... --- .. ·-·--:-- ··--- ····-------:---··:;--- ··- -- --
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goals as famil7 assistance plan, general and special revenue sharing, 

nev federalism, decentralization, government reorganization, etc. 

If there is Ford's new domestic agenda, it seems that h:18 p~ior­

i ty' is directed at " •••. a cut back on· social programs, tightened 

restrictions on Federal ass:1.atance, a reorganization of human resource 

agencies, and an attempt to weed out •nonproductive' programs." So 

far, he bas not created any new program; instead, he bas opposed 

bills authorizing an increase in social security p&)'lllenta, higber 

. education, emergency jobs 1 veterans' rehabil.i tation benefi ta, or 

bousing.92 As ot August 4, 1976, almost two years in office, President 

Ford bas issued at least SS vetoes, or which ten have been overridden 

.b7 Congress, which ls a record tor &D,T president -- in modern ti.Illes. 

The ninth veto was overridden on July' 22, 19'76 11hen Congress (House b7 

310 to 96 and Senate by 7 J to 24 votes) made the $4 billion publ.ic works 

bill. int.a law (which, according its sponsors, voul.d create or preserve 

at least J.501 000 jobs).93 

In conducting bis presidency, President Ford has not used even 

the Domestic Affairs Council as the administration's major domestic 

policy making bod;y, although he has taken some steps to make it as 

such. In Febnar;y, 1975, Vice President Helson: A-.: ·Rockteller was 

appointed by the president as jurisdictional bead of the Co\Dlcil. 

Since then, the Rockteller people (James M. Carmon, Executive Director 

and Richard L. Dunham, Deputy Director) have been in control or the 
. . 

Council; however, tbq have been careful not to step on ant' Ford people's 

toes. The Comcil bas been reorganized internal.~ to accommodate three 

-- ·-;·- .. -: ·~- ... --~·--···---··"- ····· ··-·- ... 
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types of people -- the Nimn holdovers, the new Ford ap~intees, and 

the Rockfall.er people --·in it. As tar as substantive policy planniilg 

is concerned, the Co\Ulcil bas been so tar inactive (largely' becaua:'e of 

the uncertaint7 surround:Sng the president's re-election, and because 

Rockfeller pulled himself out or the vice presidential nomination in 
' .... 

the beat ot Ford-Reagan struggles tor the presidentiaJ.·DOlllination in 

the spring of 1976). On June 10, 1965 the ColDlCil met tor the first 

-time in several. years, to conduct a broad overview of long-range is&ll8S 

·and organize task forces to develop a Ford program; however, .no such 

program has been ottered since. Under \lJe auspices ot the Council, 

as decided at the same meeting, the Co\Ulcil bas conducted a series of 

conmrunity forums throughout the countr;r in a tvo-11&7 effort, first, to 

inform t.be commun1t7 leaders of the administ.ration's domestic poliay 

activities and, second, to get new ideas from them for possible solution 

to national. and local problems.94 

In the welfare reform area, the Ford administration ill said to be 

vai ting for the reaul. t of a studl' being conducted by a Domestic: Attaira 

Coun.cil study group on welfare beaded by John G. Veneman, former HEW 

Under Secretar;y (1971-73h vho has been appointed as Counsel to the 

vice president in early' 1975. The future of· the Veneman study group 

i tsel.f is, however, uncertain at present because Rock:feller woUl.d not 

be on the 1976 Republican pr_esidenti&l ticket which is now consisted 

of Ford and Dole. In the meantime, the Ford presidency bas been 

emphasizing Child Support Enforcement Program (as authorized by Public 

Law 94-88, signed by the president on August 9, 1975, as amendment to 

Public Law 93-647) to locate absent parents and obtain child support 

I· .. :··.·.·.··.··_-··· __ ...... , ... 
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payments .from them for· their children. 95 Other program emphasis includes 

AFDC Quality' Control, Medicaid Eligibility Qual.it7 Control, Indochina 

Retngee Welfare Program, and Family Planning Services. 

The problems or public assistance are still with us (For a detailed 

analysis, see the following tables I and II). The latest figure tor AFDC, 

Table I 

FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE COSTS (in millions) 

Year AFDC Medicaid ·Social Services Other** Total., 
*1969 3,tn 4,261 473 509 8,354 
*1970 3,926 5,156 713 1,292 u,o87 
*1971 5,477 6,713 923 1,502 14,615 
*1972 6,554 . 8,434 2,161 1,372 18,521 
*1973 6,955 9,111 2,1.so 1,533 19, 749 . 
*1974 7,262 10,229 2,084 1,557 21,132 

1975 8,412 12,637 2,622 1,796 2S,475 
1976(e1tt) 9,499 J.4,6.54 2,951 2,091 29,203 
1977(est) 9,882 16,623 3,200 2,335 $32,049 

*Excludes adult categories which were transferred to the SSI program on 
January-11 1974, with the exception of those for Guam, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands ($8 million a year, 1975-77). **"Other1i includes 
emergency assistance, mainte.nance administration, repatriation, state and. 
local training, research, training, and child welfare services. 

Table II 

BREAKOur FOR FY 1977 PUBLIC ASSlSTANCE COSTS {F.stimated):(in millions) 
' 

Catefories · Federal State/Local Total 
taiiL 4 4 8 
AFDC . 5,455 4,427 9,882 
Social Services 2,400 800 J,200 . 
Medicaid 9,292 7,331 16,623 
other 871 1,465 21336 

Total 18,022 14,027 $32,049* 

*People served b7 HEW-SRS: 1974, 24.J million; 197St 24.7 million; 
1976, 25 mil.lion {est.); and 1977, 30 million (est.J. . 

Source : U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social and 
Rehabilitation Service, Facts Sheet on Welfare Recipients (Jul.71, 
1976). . 
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which is the nation's biggest cash assistance welfare program, is 

ll,485,701 persons (including 8,133,0l.2 children) as of the end.of 
. . 

March 1976. This represents an increase or 31,341 individuals and. 

18,663 :families over Febrlla.ey, and up 109,220 individuals trom 

March 1975. S:txt.7 per cent of the increase was attributed to more . 

.6o 

needy families headed b7 unemployed fathers joining the welfare rolls 

in 20 states • 96 The average m~nthl7 p811ftent for a f'amil7 or tour 

~ $286, but inequities in p~ents varied trom state to state, as 

it bas always been since the program began in 1936. 
. . 

F.ach state still administers its.AFDC program.under a f'ederal.lJ" 

approved plan, in accordance with federal statutes. Each state.de'."' 

tertnines i ta standard of' need and payments levels. · Federal law 

requires that a .famil.7's.income and resources be considered in 

'determining need and, with certain· exceptions, that all .AFDC 

applicants and recipients register for emplC>l'Jllent or job training 

under the Work Incentive (WJN) program administered jointly' b7 the 

Department of Labor and the HEN. State eJ£Penditures tor P&Jlllenta 

are matched b7 f'ederal f'unds in accordance with one of two formulas: 

1) The :federal govarmnent pqe five-sixths of.tbe.rirst $18 of the 

average monthly' payment per recipient and trom So to 65 per cent.or 

the next $14 or this average monthly pa;yment; or 2) the f'ecleral.. govern­

ment pays so to 83 per cent of the total payment (as in the case or the 

Medicaid .fornrula). Under both systems, states.with higher per capita 

income get lower matching and states with lower per capita income get 

higher percentages. Most or the states use the second formula. Federal 

••• ' • l"' ··--- ., ··-·;-· - _ ....... -· -:-· -._-:~·- •• ~·--· ---···.· 
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:tUnds are also available for administrative costs on a 50-50 basis. 

The purpose of the progrmn still remains essentiall.y' the same A as it 

was· originall.1' devised in 1935): to encourage the care of eligible 

dependent children in ~their own homes by enabling states to f'arnish 

financial assistance and other services to such children and their 

parents or relatives with whom they are living. The eligible pop­

lil.ation are children under 18 (with their adult caretakers) who are 

deprived because of the death,'continued absence, or disability of 
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at least one parent (or 1n some states, by the unemplo1111ent of the 

father -- in 20 states as of .1976), and Who meet state standards .. of 

financial need; and, at state option, such children under 21 attending 

an approved school. 

The total number of people served·by Spcial. and Rehabilitation 

Service, a vel.fare arm of the HEW, in additional welfare programs ·-­

such as Medicaid, social services, emergency assistance, repatriation, 

·state and local training, research, training, and child welfare services 

-- is estimated at 25 million persons in 1976, (as compared .to 24.3 
' ~ . . . ' 

million in 1974, 24.7 million in 1975, and estimated JO million in 

1977). The total cost of estimated 1976 public assistance costs is 

· $29,203,000,000. In 1977, it is estimated that the figure will. .. reach 

$32 billion, of which federal government will pq out some $18 billion 
while the cost to the state and local goverriments will be about $1.4 

billion.97 



J)l. Perspectives on the Presidentiul. Role in Public 
Assistance Policy 

A few observations can be made on the role of the president iri 

the making of public assistance policy. First, the presidential 

invol vsment in public assistance policy began 'When tho nation vas 
,, 

in the Great Depression, in which traditional public assist.a.nee 

agencies -- the private sector (voluntary charitable organizations), 

first, and, then, the state and local governments -- were unable to 

meet the minimum subeistance needs of the dependent poor.:;· Prior to 

the Depression, there were opportunities for the federal government 

to enter the field of public assistance, but each time the president 

turned it down. For example, in 1854, Congress passed a bill which 

1'ould have provided federaJ. land grants to states to help pay for 
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mental bospi tals; but, President Franklin Pierce vetoed it, by sq:lng 

that: 

Can it be controverted that the great mass of the business 
. pf Government that involved • • • the relief of the neeeyo, or 
otherwise unfortunate Members of eocioty, did, in practice, 
remain with the States; that none of these objects of local 
concern are, by the Constitution, expressly or impliedly 
prohibited to the States, and that none of them are, b)" 8.D1' 
e.xpress language of the Constitution, transferred to the 
United States? Can it be claimed that an;,y of these functions 
of local administration and legislation are vested in the 
Federal Govermnent by any implication? ••• 

In lflY judgment you cannot, by- tributes to humanity, make any 
adequate compensation for the wrong y-ou would inflict by re­
moTJi.ng the sources o.f power amt political action from those 
who are to be thereby affected •••• 

If the several States, ma.?13' of which have al.read3' laid the 
foWldation of munificent establishments of local beneficence, 
and nearly all of which are proceeding to establish them, 
shall be led to suppose, as they will be, should this bill 
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become a law, that Congress is to make provision for 
such objects, the fountai.n8 of charity will be dried 
up at home, a."ld the several States, instead of bestowing 
their own means on the social wants of their mm people, 
may themselves, through the strong temptation, which 
appeals to States as to individual.a, become h1J111ble 
suppliants for' the bounty of the Federal Government, 
reversing their true relation to this Union.98 · 

Again, in 1909, President Theodore Roosevelt held the first 

. 'White House Conference on Children and Youth, which concluded that 

"home life is the highest and finest product of civilization" and 

that "children should not be deprived of it except for urgent and 

compelling reasons," poverty al.one not being one of them. However, 
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the Conference also pointed out that voluntary charity is the 

preferred means of caring for "worthy" mathers and their cbildren,99 

and not the federal government. President Roosevelt conourred. with 

that opinion. 

These examples suggest that the presidency- can positively con-

tribute to the ma.king of social policy in ·general and public assistance 

policy 1n particular when. the country and Congress perceive the 

existing social problems seriously, in an atmosphere of crisis, and 

are ready' to accept the presidential leadership in resolving them.100 

This is what happened during such crisis environments as the Great 

Depression and in the early 1960 1s (the latter, with great concern 

for civ1J. rights and the poorj in the midst of riots and burnings in 

cities). The more serious and destructive the "human suffering" crisis 

becomes, the greater the chance for the president to exercise his 

positive leadership in the making of. social policy (because our polity 

is institutionalised with a process of making incremental policy changes 
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in reaction to perceived crises rather than in anticipation or such 

crises). 

Second, the president's ability to infl.uence positively the . 

outcome of bis social policy initiatives depends largely upon how 

the nation -- and the people -- perceive his philosophy, ideology, 
. -

and ;t.nterest in the social problem areas requiring federal action. 

In the case of those presidents -- Franklin D. Roosevelt, John F. 

Kennedy', and Lyndon B. Johnson -- who were positively able to contribute 

to the making of their own social policies (including public assist­

ance policies), the public -- and Congress -- were wll aware of their 

deep commitment to the problems of the poor and underprivileged. ltlat 

they- have proposed -- whether they FDR's New Deal 1 JFK's New Frontier 1 

or LBJ's Great Society programs -- were not perceived. as either empty 

gestures or gimmickry;- but sincere attempts to resolve the immediate . 

crises at hand. In the case of President Ni.:xx>n's FAP and other social 

programs, however, the public did not necessarily.consider them in 

such genuine, sincere tenllB (as the president himself viewed them). 

The voters who voted President Nixon into office felt that it was an 

effort to reduce welfare payments. The poor people -- who would 

benefit most Under the FAP system and who did not support him -- were 

contemptuous and suspicious of him (because in their mind there were 

no reasons as to "Wb7 Hixon w~uJ.d holp them a.t all) • The public at 

large felt that the Nixon presidency was undertaking a major social 

retreat, while, in fact, the opposite was true. The concerned public 

resented Nixon because of his "symbolic" actions (appealing to the 

Right}, while ignoring his "real" substantive policies designed to 

... ----··---- ... -
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improve the lot of the poor.101 The real reason behind the FAP 

proposal was that President Nixon was convinced that the services · 

strategy of the .Ifennedy-Jobnson era carmot etf'ectively deal with 

the problems of poverty, as a number of e.xperts at the time had 

stated. Steiner, for example, stated that "the Kermedy'-Jobnson 

public assistance legacy to the.new Republican President was a 

serVices approach that had failed, a work and training approach 

that could not get off the ground, an asserted interest in dq care 

but no viable dq care program, a reorganization of the welfare 

apparatus in HEW, some procedural changes mandated in the lame duck 

period, and a steadily increasing number or AFDC recipients.nl02 

Third, . when policy issues are made clear and well understood by 

the public, the president's ability to influence social policy decisions 

would be correspondingly increased. Howver, when the reverse is true, 

regardless of bis commitment to the policy in question or the powr 

resources at his disposal, the president's ability to influence the 

policy decisions in Congress would be limited. This is again what 

happened to President Nixon's FAP proposal. M:>st of the public -- · 

Congress, interest groups, the wealthy.and the poor, conservatives 

and liberals, South and North -- either misinterpreted or misunderstood 

Nimn's motives or intents. The proposal was a difficult one to under­

stand, in the first place, ~ecause it was new and never tried elsewhere. 

People are usually hesitant to accept abrupt change because thq a.re 

not sure of its consequences, unless such change waa forced upon them 

because of emergencies or crises. No such crisis atmosphere existed 

-.. - .. _, . 
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ui 1969, at least in the minds of the general public, about public 

assistance. To be sure, some northern cities like Nev York City were 

· eJq>eriencing financial difficulties but . even there no city ever want 

bankr.upt as' it happened during'tbe Depression. Welfare became· a 

"crisis" in the mid-1960's "not because it was consuming large amounts 

Of· money J Or inVOl ved large nl.llllbers Of people 1 11 but ''because Of the 

rate at which the rolls commenced to grow. 11103 This was an el!pert 1 s 

appraisal of the situation, not the general public perception •. The 

public had neither the ability nor the need to think about it to the 

extent of supporting the president's proposal. The president, on the 

other hand, was proposing the F AP because of his belief that 1) the 

poor -- especially the bl8.ck poor -- were being destroyed b7 the 

existing welfare system; 2) the South which, in a sense, created a 

· public assistance crisis in . the northern states must be brought back 

. into· the mainstream of .American life; and 3) the government must prove 

that it can do its job because of an increasing "crisis of confidenoo 

in the capacity of government to do its job. 11104 

Fourth, the president's ability to initiate social policy proposal.8 

and to make congress accept them (as nearly as he intended in the first 

place) depends upon the closer working relationship be develops with it 

and whether the party in control of Congress is of bis own party. Again, 

those presidents who have had a great success of their program acceptance 

by Congress had the same party controlling both or at least one house of 

Congress -- Wilson, Roosevelt, Kennedy, and Johnson. Aside from the 

party ties, there ie also a need for ideological-symbolic attachment 
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between tbe president and Congress. All of the above presidents bad 

such ideological-s11ll>olic ties with the majority of members in Congress. 

: In. the case of President Ni:xon (or Ford) such ties ·'did aotr ~-"~ween 

the presidency and Congress. As. M:>ynihan relates it, President Nimn 

was almost alone in the fight for the FAP proposal from the start. 

He states that: 

Apart trom those pernally and direct1.y.involved, the 
.Nix.on cabinet never real.17 fought tor the president's 
moat illlportant domestic proposal. It wasn't theirs. 
They didn't quite understand it. It was enough that a 
Republican Administration had proposed it. Surely it 
was up to the Democrats in Congress to enact it. But 
in the upshot the Democrats, most or them, bad much the 
same reaction. It wasn•t their proposal; thq didn't 
quite understand it. Moreover, it didn't sound New 
Deal.isb • l°' 

Fifth, and finally,· unless the above conditions are Well synchronized 

that is to sa:y, unless the social policy issues are perceived seriously, 

in a crisis atmosphere, with a closer working relationship being developed . . . 

between the president and Congress (preterrably through the same party 

controlling both the e:mcutive and the legislature) and a strong 81Jllbolic 

a~tachment bonding the president and the nation, the president's ability 

to bring about comprehensive (and/or rational.) social policy changes is 

very much lilD:ited. 

AB in the past, in ordinary situations the presidential leadership 

in social policy making is contined to making proposals and policy imple­

mentations that can best be described as.incremental changes (of the 

Linell.om style).lo6 In fact, even before Nixon :f"orma.lly proposed the 

FAP, Cavala and Wildavs.ky, after interviewing some 50 Congressmen, stated 

that t.he president (in the spring of 1969, or even sometime later) was 
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not likely- to propose it nor would Congress approve it if be did. 

The reaaons they" advanced were : 1) a guaranteed income polic7 would 

be contrary to the American work ethic; 2) great sums of mone7 would 

have to be raised by taxation to pa,. for such a program; and 3) labor 

unions, as well as militant blacks, would oppose it because it would 

render them superfiuous. As i't ·happened, all these things happened. 

except that the president did indeed propose it, and at least, the 

House passed it, al.though in the end, it did not get through the Senate. 

V. Prospects for Reforming Public Assistance Polic7 

The prospects for :iJDmediate reform in the area of public assistance 

are not bright. However, a comprehensive reform package similar to the 
<I 

FAP bas a good chance of being enacted in the next administration, es-

pectal.ly' if the Democrats happen to win the control of the 'White House 

aa well as retaining the control of Congress. Todq 1s situation 1• 

dra.sticaJ.l.7 changed from that of 1969 lilben the Nimn•s FAP proposal 

vas made. There is certainl.7 a crisis atmosphere -- cities like New York 

Cit7 are on the verge of bankruptcy and states like New York State are 

also raced vitb enormous fiscal burdens not only .from· public aasist.ance 

but other programs as well. With ecollOllJ1' not recovering tast enough and 

unemployment rate remaining high in recent years, over $)2 billion vUl 

be required to provide money and services tot.be dependent poor in 1977. 

Some JO mjllion people would receive some form of welfare services. 

AFDC alone is already providing welfare money to some 11 million people. 

There are also public pressures being brought upon the federal govern-

~·.' 
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ment through the normal governmental charmel as well as through the 

presidential electoral process. Advisory- Commission on Intergovern­

mental Relations, as early as 1969, demanded that the federal gove~­

ment should entirely take over the cost of public assistance (including 

AFDC, Medicaid and Adult categories -- the latter was since federalized.), 

largely to relieve inequities of resource capacity among the leVel.s of 

govermnent.107 

In July 1976, the Committee on Economic Development (CED), in its 

new study,. recommend.ad a federal takeover of assistance payments, a 

. national. establishment of a minimum noor . tor welfare p83Jllents equal 

to two-thirds of the government's official. poverty level (For a non­

farm family of' four, the poverty level is currently $5,800 per ;rear). 

The program would cost the federal Treasury $9.l billion, according to 

its estimate, but this can be reduced to $2.7 billion, by improved 

admi ni st.ration of public assistance programs, tightening other related 

progr3ll'lS like food stamps, and by discontinuing the current revenue 

sharing programs (these figures were based on 1975 base) .108 The 68th 

National Governors' Conference,.on July 5, 1976, adopted a two-year 

study report by the Governors' stuc\r group, which recommended that 

the federal government consolidate all public assistance programs, 

establish a national miiilinUDt welfare payment, determine uniform 

eligibility rules, and req~e most wel..f3re recipients (between t.he 

ages of 17 and 60) to register :for work.109 Other public interest 

groups representi.ng Mayors, cities and counties have adopted a similar 

position demanding a drastic change in the existing public assistance laws. 

. -· ·- . ., ~ ·: .... ; '·-·; 
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The Democratic National Convention meeting in New York City 

(which has the worst public assistance problem of aJ..l the cities in 

the nation), on July 13, 1976, adopted a pl&tfonn (on welfare) which . 

pl$dged that the next Democratic administration, if elected,. would 

1) combine existing welfare programs into "a simplified systElll of 

incqme m.aintena.nce, 11 providing "an income floor both for the working 

poor and the poor not in the labor market, n substantially financed by 

the federal government; 2) require persons able to work to do so or 

lose welfare benefits;' and 3) accomplish a federal. assumption of local 

welfare costs and a phased reduction of state costs. other rel.ated 

programs pledged by the Democratic Convention were: national health 

insurance, federally' guaranteed jobs, a Marshall plan for rebuilding 

urban America, government reorganization, etc.110 
" 

The details and estimated costs or these programs when they are 

ma.de available would be subjected to close scrutiey as the FAP proposal 

or Nimn. What is certain at this stage is that most or these programs 

would require drastic, if not rational or comprehensive, social and 

economic policy changes which must be related to and coordinated with 

each other, including that of welfare, if they are to succeed. For 

example, the federal and state unemployment compensation system has 

recently experienced a phenomenal. rise in the benefits paid to those 

unemployed. In 1975, unemployment benefits nationally totaled $17.8 

billion, as compared to little more than $S.L. billion in 1974 and 

$2 .16 billlon ln 1965. To be sure, such an e:xplosive growth in 

unemployment payments was caused by the worst post-war recession of 
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tbe1974-75 period, which still account for more than five mill.ion 

people receiving benefits todq. In 1975, the average length of time 

for which payments were received amounted to 23.8 weeks, .from about 

13~4 weeks in 197J. Today, as Congress allotted more federal. dollars 

to help states deal with rising miemployment, it is possible for persons, 

under certain circumstances, to.receive benefits for as long as.65 weeks 

at a stretch. In 1965, such benefits {'which were then all financed at 

the state level tram payment& levied on employers) lasted a maximum. or 

13 or 26 weeks (under special . conditions) • Firial.ly, at the end or 197$ 

it. was reported that because some 21 states bad exausted their un­

emplo,ment funds, tbq were for.cad to borrow a total of $31 billion 

·.tram the federal Treasucy.lll Tb:ie rapidl.7 rising unampioyment'. benefit 

By'Stem. is certainly closely· intertwined with.;.tbe public. assist.ance program. 

Should the former fail to deal with the rising unemployment, the latter 

bad to be made to accommodate the needs of the jobless. (In 20 stat.es, 

in fact, .AFDC grants welfare benefits to the dependent children and 

their l.DlelUployed fathers.) The contrary would have been true in the 

sense that 1.f the latter was able to take care or the unemployed, there 

should have been less pressure put on the jobless benefits system. What 
. . ·. . ' ' . . . . ·. 

is important to realize is that Jll8l11' of the public assistance recipierita 

are chronical.~ unemployed, and the working poor -- and the u:oderemployed 

-- are not eligible for benefi ta under either system (the unemplo11nent 

compensation system or public assistance system) • There is an obvious 

need to coordinate and, if necess817, to reform both programs to serve 

the needy, with the ma.xi.mum efficiency -- and economy -- with the least 

cost to the society. 

··,·,. 



7.3. 
J ,) • 

· Whether the Democratic presidential candidate J:i.mmy Carter and his 

vice presidential. candidate Walter Mondale can win the electoral approval 

wil11 surely, determine their ability to infiuence the policy outcomes 

, in these areas. Presidential. candidate Jimmy Carter b:iJDself said that 

"when he (Ksllll8<V") got to the .White House, maey of the things he promised 

were blocked, because there wa8 no feeling of mutual cOllUllitmentf'rom 

Congress and the country. n Kennedy had won a very- close election over 

Nixon in 1960~ carter therefore asked that he be given a clear mandate 

from the voters and Congress in order to carry out the program he has 

promised, by say.1.ng that "I cannot keep the promises I've made the 

·American people, or that .r will make this fall -- and I intend to keep 

every- one of them -- \Ulless I have a solid base of support in both houses 

. of Congress, \Ulless . I get a good mandate •• • ~ nll2 Should the . Democrats . 

win the election -- the odds seem to favor them at this juncture -­

besides a clear mandate from the voters, the next president would need 

to have a mutual commitment from at least his own party members in 

Congress. What strategies he would then adopt in persuading his ad­

ministration's priority social policies through Congress, by establishing 

a close working relationship with it, will also determine the results. 

On the other hand, should the Republicans win the presidential 

election, the prospect tor 8.IV' comprehensive reform in public assistance 

policy is not bright, .unless. such a victory is accompanied by their 

majority control of both houses of Congress (which is very unlikely to 

happen this year) • . The Republicans, in their National. Convention 

meeting in Kansas City on the early morning of August 18, 1976, agreed 

with the Democrats that there should be drastic refo:nn in the public 
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welfare policy. However, unlike the DeJUocrats, they adopted a platfonn 

which pledges an eventual end to the federal role in public assistance 

policy and return it to th.a states and cities, as well as to the !Oluntary 

private agencies. They also opposed the federalization of the welfare 

ajstem and Bif1' federal role in a nationally-guaranteed income policy. 

· Other Democratic human resources' proposals such as the Humphrey-Hawkins 

full employment guarantee policy or the establishment of a national 

p1anriing body were outrightly opposed by the Republican Convention.ill 

There is no doubt that the Republican platform had a definite imprint 

of the Reaganite conservatism rather than that of moderate-conservative 

Ford. A f'ew dqs after the Convention, it was reported that Caspar 

Weinberger, a conservative Californian who served as the HEW Secretary 

under both Presidents Nixon and Ford (from February 1973 to August 1975) 

still wants a simple cash grants system (which he proposed while in office) 

to those in need as long as they need it, by eliminating three existing 

programs -- AFDC, food stamps and SSI. (The Weinberger plan, which 

failed to win Congressional approvaJ. would also contain rigid work 

requirements. )114 However, as far as the two major parties• platfonns 

are concerned, a clear ideological line bas been drawn between the 

Republican and the Democratic parties with regard to the federal role 

-- and the presidential role -- in social policy in general and public 

assistance policy in particular. 

President Ford was finally nominated as the Republican candidate, 

beating cballengor Ronald Reagan who has mo\lllted the strongest challenge 

against an incumbent president since Theodore Roosevelt did likewise 

against his own protege Howard A. Ta.:f't in 1912 • His selection of Robert 
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J. Dole as his rl.Dllling mate was said to be based on his own selection 

criteria of philosophical and personal compatibilit;r rather than that 

of getting any help from his vice presidential candidate in "winning" 

the election (which ma;r not be entirely true for Senator Dole is well 

known as a bard-bitting campaigner). Prospects for his returning to 

the White-House in 1977, however, look very dim. The Gallup Poll, 

in its nation-wide sur'VeT conducted on August 9, 1976, a week before 

the opening of the Republican Convention, revealed that Democratic 

candidate Carter was ·an overlibel.ming choice of the voters, leading 

by" .52% to Ford's 3.3% (while 7f, were undecided, &f, would vote for · 

Eugene McCarthy, and 2% were tor other minority candidates). In a 

two-men race (between Carter and Ford, without McCarthy), carter led 

b;r a 23 points margin -- Carter's 5&f, to Fo1'd's 3.3%.ll5 :~~J:fe··Harris 

survey gave Carter 61% to Ford's 32%. Even in Cal.ifornia, a Reagan 

home base, a Marvin Field state poll indicated that Ford trailed 

Carter by 53% to 33%. Since the scientific poll taking began in 

the 1920's, no incumbent president was that war behind bis challenger. 

certainly, it is doubtful that such a wide margin could be maintained 

by Carter, as the November 2nd election d81' approached; however, as 

of now, Carter has a good chance of being elected to the presidency. 

Various power centers, politic al necessi t iea and advantages, 

electoral mandates or considerations, interest group pressures and 

lobbies, bureaucratic and other institutional rivalries, all play 

their part in the making and munald ng of public policy in the United 

States. As our analytic capabilities and our communicative skills 

. . i~ : '. ·. . ·~· . - -, . . , . ', r' ' 
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improve, the future president (as well as Congress) may- be able to 

initiate far more significant, comprehensive social policy changes 

in the above and other areas through the close scrutiny of social 

problems and their solutions. However, in the end how the various 

publics in American polity perceive of the social problem issues vi.11 

ultimately decide the social poiicy matters in the long run. Here, 

a president can truly' demonstrate his capacity to lead the country 

through prioritizing issues, initiating sound policy-proposals, 

communicating and informing the nature and reasons for policy decision&, 

and finally, (as Harry S. Truman used to sq about the job of a president 

in the American system of govermnent,) persuading and motivating the 

people to do the things they themselves wanted to do in the first place • 
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