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PREFACE

The problems of povéi'_ty have existed in every society since the

- beginning of human _civilization.' Each society, however, has dealt
with them in its own political, economic, and social context. In
~ the Unitéd States, the issue of welfare dependency and the plight

of the poor became national problems only in the early 1960"8‘,->

although an indirect national involvement in public assistanoev program -
began in 1935 with the passage of the Social Security Act.

This study examinas the role of the Presidency -~ and of the :

_ ifedera.l govermment -- in social policy ma.ld_ng in general and public -
‘assistance policy making in particular. Untdl President Kennedy

‘became directly involved with public assistance policy making, the

presidential role in this area has been regarded generally as a

passive one. A positive involvement of the president in the de-
»ve_lvo;‘ment of public assistance policy, however, does not guarantee

'th'at the problems of poverty can successfully be dealt with, because'

of the complexities of the nature and cause of poverty in American

society, and because of the existence of numerous, conﬂicting centers

of power and decision aotors who make or influence the public decision

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

» comprehenaife solution, no% only to enable the govermment to control

‘the mounting cost of its welfare expenditures in the short run, but

also, to attain the long term societal objectivo of reducing the
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number of dependents -- and eliminating poverty -~ in the society.

'Here ’ e believe that the Presidency, among all the power centers

in our society, has a unique ca.pacity to contribute positively in.

" the mald.ng and implementation of a creative, comprehensive public

assista.nce policy. v v
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 dependsnt upon ‘the

society for their livelihood and survival. It alsc examines the
'proepects for refoming public welfare policy, such as the feasi-

: .'bi.lity of adopting a guaranteed income policy or negative income

system in the foreseeable i‘uture.

The author wi.ahes to express his appreciation to the National

.Eidoment i‘or ‘Hum;_mitiee fo_r its research and study grant which made

it poseible. for him to. conplet'e this stu;cw | Du.ring'the 1972 acadamic
year he was named a MSPAA Public Administration Fellow, both by the

U. S. Civil Service Commission a.nd the National Association of Schoola

oi_‘ Public Affairs and Admim.stra.tion, uhich enabled him to get involved

with' the problems of poverty_ami- public assistance policy at the,Socia_'l.
and Rehsbilitation Service, a welfare arm of the U. S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. It was during this period vhen the
idea of this study began, uhile he served as a senior progr‘&m/polioy
a.nalyat between 1972 and 197k. '

The author wishes to aclcnowledge the significant contributiom

and .coopera_tion to this study to Dr. John Shannon, Assistant Director,
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Advisory Commission on Intefgovermnenta.l Relations, to Dr. David Smith,

Acting Associate Administrator for Program Flanning, Research, and

Policy Evaluation, HmeSRS s to Mrf David Arnauwdo, Director of Income -

Maintenance Eﬁaluation-Staff, HEW-SRS, and to Mr. Walter Angrist, a
Public Affairs Officer at HEW-SRS. | |

The author also wishes to acknowledge the significant contributions, _

_particularly to the analytical approach to this study, of Professor

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

‘ Director for the NEH sponsored semina.r on "The Presidency and Democratic

- _ Constraints" during the summer of 1976 and eleven other scholara who
were associated with the »p_roject.‘ Theé persons involved are too mmertus .
%o acknovledge individﬁally. However, a special thanks is dus to Mr..

' Joseph A. Califano, Jr., ﬁﬁo served as President Johnson's Special

Assistant for Domestic Affairs, for sharing hia special insights of
the Great Soc:.ety programs as a guest participant in the project.
Finally, the author appreciates the efficient typing and proof

"reading done by Miss Ruth K. Obh on this project. Any factual error

or judgnent, however, 18 entirely the author's alone.
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 THE PRESEENCI,AND PUBLTC ASSISTANCE POLICY

by
John C. H. Oh

I. TIntroduction

In the United States, the“trend toward centralization of the authority
in the federal govermment, ‘has steadily advanced since the end of the

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

‘changés taking place in the nation, namely, industfialization and urban- -

ization. 1In the process, the national govermment and its political

components -~ states andlbities -- became not only more interdependent

than ever hefore i1a the history oi the nation, but also, the solving of

the societal problems -- whetﬁer it be grime, unempl.oyment, polluticn, -

or welfare dependency -- now has been nationali7ed to a great extent.

vThe nation has also moved steadtly toward greater 1nternat10nal 1nvolve—

ment, in the enviromment of an ever-increa51ng1y complex and 1nterdependent

. world. TUnder 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, onz:one hand, and on the. other, domestic -

tranquili y and prosperity at home.

The demands for the pr931dency to provide a needed leadership for the -
world and and at home are still being made increasingly by even those uho .

have most severely criticized the modern presidents -- especially those ;

presidents who have violated 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



2
the same +time, has been subgected to a most intense cr1t1c1sm since the
'.founding of the" Republlc However, what is needed is not a blanket

condemnatlon of the pre51dency, but a critical examination of the limits
as well as the potentialities of thevpresidency in providing leadership
for the necessary pOlle changes for a democratic society. |

As far as the natlonal government -- and the presidency in partlcular
'-— is concerned it did not get directly involved with the 1ssue of welfare '
dependency and the plight of the poor until the early l960's.. Although
the problems of poverty have been W1th us even before the founding of the
' Republic, and during the.New Deal years when a federal public aeeistance‘d
'policy was first established, it was during the 1960 Democratic,presi-j |
dential primery'when John F. Kennedy, a Roman Catholjc, trying‘to"orove,
himself in a Protestant West Virginia, brought the current national |
attention to the problem of declining Appalachla. The New Frontier -
programs of the Kennedy_pre31dency were to have dealt with the porerty
problem in a massive way if the President 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 snb-Cahinet-'
~and Cebinet positione,.at the time of Kennedy'e assassination "poverty
:wes'chosen -=- at least ae‘one.theme [if not as the major theme of the
l96h election] -- and program work was under way ....%

By the time Iyndon B. Johnson left the Presidency, with his massive
success in.passing his domeetic legislative programs of the Great Society,
the federal executive branch was operating some five hundred domestic
programs as cOmpared to less than fifty such programs when be inherited

the executive branch.2 In view of such rapid growth of these new social
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, servzces, 1noome malntenance, and health and educatlon programs, a Republlcan

proposal for a guaranteed income policy as a ratlonal way of deallng w1th
the problem of velfare dependency. Although his plan was laterpscrapped "

by the lepn admlnistratlon itself, in view of the opposition in and out- -

side of Congress, the Famlly Assistance Plan can be con51dered an exsmple

of presidentlal decision making based on substantlve con81deratlons of
”.pollcv ouestions in deallng W1th soc1al policy (1nstead of polltlcal and
f5‘other considerations whlch are usually referred to as the basis of 1ncre-;t
' fmental pollcy maklng process in the American polrty) Since the hlstorlo
resignation of President Nixon, the interime Ford presidenoy has not taken
ilﬂany neﬁ initiative in the area of social policy.h .
Theipurpose of this study is to‘examine the role of the presidenEy
' ,in'social policy making; Unlike in the fields of foreign and.defense'
policies,. the pres mentma1 role in domestic policy making ~- eSpeolally
in the arca of social policy making -- has been generally regarded as a
rpassive one. ’There were,exceptions tO'this general notion, especially
in times of extraordlnary national emergenc1es, when, in the 1930's,

“1Presldent Franklln D. Roosevelt was largely 1nstrumenta1 in 1nit1at1ng

_ the New Deaﬂ programs to take the country out of the Great Depr6531on,
and also, when President Lyndon B. Johnson was credited for hav1ng per-‘
suaded Congress to pass his“Groat Society programs in the 1960's to
relieve the plight of the unfortunate and the poor in owr society.' It
is generally recognlzed however, that while the president plays a |

= _domlnant role in the forelgn and defense p011c1es, inspite of the various

,attempts made by Congress. in recent years, (for example, in paSSingdthe

77}president namely, Richard M Nixon, presented to Congress a comprehen51ve ;;[-:-‘ R
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" War Powers Act of 1973), the president is very much limited in his role
_in domestic policy making. This is largely due to the fact that other .

centers of power -- such'as;Congress, courts, interest groups, bureaUcracies,] .

or states and cities -- in our soc1ety have zealously pursued their lnterest

- as well as guardlnc thelr nrerogatlves in the making of natlonal pOllClBS

Whlch affect them dlrectly

More sp601l1cally, thls paper has a threefold purpose: first, it ‘

" will trace the development of publlc ass1stance pollcy, de31gned to resolve

, the problem of the poor and welfare reciplents who are unfortunately

dependenu upon the soelety for thelr llvellhood and surv1va1 second it

H‘w1ll evaluate the role of the pre81dent in social policy maklng, partlcu--
:'larly W1th regard to pdbllc 3531stanve DOlle making; thlrd, and flnally,

‘it Wll] examine the prospects for reformlngﬁpubllc assistance pollcy, sach

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

- futura.

II. Early Developments

Hlstorlcally, concern for the poor, and 5001&1 pollcy in general bas

been regarded as largely a state and local function, partncularly the

latter, 1f‘not the prlvate sector of the society. This was due to the

fact that in the United States,‘public welfare programs -- intendedito L
nenefit people whe are ecoromically hard-pressedhand who need society's
special attention -- were inherited to a remarkable degree,from'the past,
particularly the English experience. Although in the ancient Mesopetamian_

city states, a theocratic and partly collectivist economy at one time




_,"embhaeized work as a universal obligation and providedesocial secﬁrity

as a r1ght of citizens," such soc1etal pattern has been an exoeptlon

rather than a general rule in the anc1ent c1v¢llzatlon 5 In- the Middle o

f*Ages, the Roman Catnollc Church was ma_nly respon31ble for publlc assws+-‘
: anceeby empheelzlng one'sreeclalgdutlee to give alms’and engage ;n char;-
fteble wOrkef ’buring the periodtbetween the Reformation and tnetIndustrial‘
_Rerolutionfin:England,'public‘aséiStance nas secularized as a secietal

- function where formerlv it-had been a church function. With the "reform“-i"

of the Engllsh Poor Laws in the early l9th “century, there has occured a

“gradual rlee of the welfare state in Europe and the Unlted States.é‘

Mbre partlcularly, even durlng the colonlal period, the Unlted States :

'had 51gn1flcant numbers of poor persons, - many of whom were dependent on

ﬂ publlc as 31stance or voluntxry charity. Two faotore ware teSpon81ble for |
‘this. Plret, although the new ]and contalned great potentlal wealth and

'vuntold opportunlty, the general prosperlty of the new world was somethlng

'uhat had to be reallzed 1n the future Second, the new colonists were

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

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

indentured seryents."7 As the problem population -- the'siek, the old,

ew,thefwidows, and orphans, as well as the dependent children produeedeby :

desertion and illegitimacy -- increased, in the gouth, both the Anglican

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

provided public welfare activities to the needy. In the northern eolonies,

" where indenture was rare, public assistance cases were often discussed in

town meetings, and "solutions followed a combination of community action

and religious pressure, enforced and financed by the colonial governments;"8
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With'tne independence, state go;ernments COntinued'to provide for the

“relief of the poor through the use of tax funds, patterned after the
nllzabethan Poor Law of Settlement and Removal of 166? which were previ- i

" ously adopted by colonial leglslatures and by the new states. |

- Hence, the United States, from its beginning, establlshed a presumedvv:
tright to assistance for the needy person. The words ﬁpresumed right" to
public asSistance have alweys been interpreted "to Ee more.unconditioned '
than that whlch might be bestowed through voluntnry benevolence n? Later,

: the Poor Law Amendments Act of 183h Whlch was a "reform" of the Ellzebethan
Poor Law in Brltaln, had greet 1mpact 1n the United Stateslln deallng w1th;
“the problems of economicddeoendency, especially "in providing.ihnshouSes'lﬁv
.;. as the major prOScription of relief to the poor in their homes.ﬂlc |

'Because public essistance was‘continuedqto be handledcthrough tbwn;
ship, county, or state governnents (this tradition continued until the
administration of Pres1dent Franklln D. Roosevelt durlng the Great Depr9531on
of .the 1930'3), however, ‘the nature and extent of public a591stance both
indoor and outdoor rellefs, vared from place to place Many states and
localities adapted a:tradition‘of requiring the establishnent of legal
re51dente in their jurisdicti on as a prerequ 51te for aid "on the ground
that to qualify for‘asslstance a‘person in need should have contributedﬂ

f_lbvnlabor or'*éxes to'the“exaCt place giving him his‘feltef‘"lln‘Some ﬁed'tpd
also eqtahl ished pOllCl°S uf "warning out" newcomers (that is; town offlclals
were authorized to urge thoue who seemed llkelv to become publlc cn%rges to
move on and to caution them against expecting relief if they failed to follow
this advice) and "passingion".the indigent back into his plaee of original

&@%: 1egel‘settlement. Almost: all of the states required that the economic
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reSourceé of certain felétive --.sﬁéh as parents, grandparents; children,v
of grandcﬁiidren (as well as in sbme cases brothers and sisteré)‘-- be
vtapped to_support their dependent kinfolk. Moreover, theyralso made a
diSiinction between thoée abie énd‘those unable to wofk, and only the‘v
latter such as the ﬁlaﬁe,»iﬁpotent, old, blinde, and such dfﬁei,among !
them being ﬁobre, and.not éble‘tb,worke" were to be ﬁelped.12  Fina1ly,
‘methods for care of the ih&igent aiso varied among the four major ﬁypes:
‘the contract system, auction of fhe poor, the almshouse, and reiiéfiin
tﬁg home. 3 In the meantime, many voluntary charitable activities'which:
- emerged arbund organizations such as the Association for Improving the
‘Condition of the Poor (AICP) or the Charity Organization Society (COS)
spread throughout the country

By the beginning ofithe 1930'3, the United States had experiéhcedl“
.an unprecedented prosperiﬁy. Thé country's population had exceeded lOO‘,
million, cf these‘more.than 50 per ;ant lived in cities. Inspite of the
,'restrictive immigration‘law pasSed in 1921, betweeﬁ:l900‘and l930;“gome‘:l
19 million new 1mmlgrants arrlved 1n the country The natlon's GNP grew‘l
 tO a peax of $10L .4 billion Just before the stock marxet crash of 1929
from abput $2h.2 bllllon in the»years 1902-1906. At the same-tlme, howevef,
Atheﬁprob;em of p@verty was becoﬁing\hore acbuté‘during this pefiod, " One |
‘ ééonomist estimated that iﬁ 1926, for example, the average worken's weekly
wage amounted to $21. 06 (%1, 095 a year), which was "60 per cent short of
~ the  amount needed in Amerlcan cities to maintain a wife ‘and three chlldren
on a subsistencerplus basis."l“ Although there were some disputes as to
thé'éccuracy.of this econ&mist's cost-of-living figures,vthe ihﬁScapable

fact was. that industrialization énd urbahization, while significantly
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improving the standard of living of most Americans, changed the nature of

poverty and welfa.re problems. Welfare dependents -- a.nd potential dependents

- began to move into the large cities, especially in the north 'rhe new

| poor seemed to be more helpless than the old to subsist uithout outside

help. ‘The poor were getting poorer while the rich were getting:\richer.,

Earlier, at the turn of the centm'y, such inconsistencies ‘g‘."eve inpetus

| ~ to the rise of the "Mckrakers" and Progressives in general. They exposed

. not only- the "evils" of politics such as city bossism a.nd graft, big. business,
" and others as a mockery of democracy, but also demanded the establishmsnt-

' oi‘ anti-trusts and -monopoly laws s the democratization of the polity, :
above all s the guarantee .-of the,well-being of the lower classes of the |

- ‘people through the enactment of shorter howrs of work, minimum wages for
uomen, workmen's compensation, old-age pension, health and unemployment
insurance, as well as the prohibition of the exploitation of child labor. |
Former President Theodore Roosevelt ran in 1912 on these issues as the ‘ ;
Progressive Pa.rty a.dopted its platform (its social a.nd industrial Justice -
plank) patterned along these concerns. While Roosevelt's New' Nations.lisml
lost the election, victor Woodrow Wilson's New Freedom was. simila:rily ’/

. rprogressive, for both Roosevelt and Wilson received some 11 3 million

votes to the oonservative Howard A. Taft's 3.l million. o

~ It 18 not necessary to detail the legislative accomplishment of

President Wilson, except to note that his New Freedom became a major
landmark in social policy. Among his most 3ignificant reform a¢hieve-v
ments, the following is noteworthy : ‘the establishment of ths' Federal |
Trade Cormission, the passage of the Fedsral Reserve Act, the institution

of progressive income tax (a.fter its ratification as the 16th Amendment),
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~the exnnption of the tfade“unions from the Clayton Antitrust Act, the 8-hour

day work provision for the.railroad, and the eétablisbment of the Children?s )

Bureau in the Department of Labor in 1912. The states, during the progressive - .

period, too, enacted an impreSsiVe body of social legislation.~ For eXample;.

.forby Lhree states had passed workmen s compenqatlon bebween 1909 and 1920

. The list also 1nc1uded such tbings as the enactment of minimam wages and”

mex1mum hours for working women and children, safety and health reguletlons ;
in industry, among others.

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

 uhe movement to grant pen51ons to needy mothers and the other was for

”jf the aged In 1911 I111n01s became the flrst state to enact a Mothers"f

Ald ‘Law designed to help the ‘mother and her famlly together by pay1ng her

the same amount of money which the state or city would pay to an instltutlon

7.(1f any child is placed in 1t) By 1926, forty-two states had enacted

g 31milar Mothers'! Ald.laws. However, state‘after state, because of the

dominance of the voluhtary agencies (and their conception of social Wwork "

 "supervision" or "case work"),in the impleheotaﬁion_of these 1aﬁs;’any )
Tesemblance to the penSion'eyEtem soon'disappeared ‘Mbreover; in all
tstates, mothers' aid was’ admlnlstered at the optlon of county or munici-
pallty because it was not nanadatory As a result, the ratlos of chlldren

"aided per ‘100,000 of the aeneral populatlon ranged. from 1. I to 331 in 1926

By_193h, the cities of S0,000 or more persons provided more then half‘of
the aid o mothers in the country. Finally, aid payments were_ﬁniversally
so low that most were either subsistence or below the subsistence l_evel.l5

~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

soohal
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' social insurance as it was later“done natiomally in 1935). When rhe laW'
:was declared unconstltutlonal in PennSleanla and Arizona in l929, because
of 1ts local opt~onal f‘ea’t,ures (pald for locally), between 1929 and. 1933, 1‘;f

'q.nlneteen states (1nclud1ng the. eleven) had passed a new old-age a331stance L

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

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

persons who rec91ved a uotal amount of $22 million, as compared to the‘

1929 figure of about 1,000 persons at a total cost of $222,000. Moreorer,
,statletlcs reveal that.aggregate'governmental-cost payments for reliefi
_expendi+ores.in the 16 largeacities (for which statiStics are available)
Vrlncreased from a total of L, 559 000 in 1911 to $6L, lh? 000 in 1931,vf

“the two yearq between 192) and 1931 the amount had increased about 3*

times (i‘rom $18,989,000 to $6k,142,000 in 19%1). 16

. Irsplte of such sbarp increases in relief aid. systems, they were,
in'general,-lnadequate to cope’ w1th the problems of poverty and massive
uhemployment during the Great Depression. Yet the federal government;
designed to promote the ceneral:welfare of citizens, was very much comfined(

to veterans'! pen51ons, farm programs, and a few others, because the states

:'and local governments were by tradlton to play a domlnant role in publlc

. welfare activities. Wlth the Depre351on, thls traditon began to change

toward the direction of Lhe natlonal government,.

ITI. The Presidency and Public Assistance Policy

1. The Presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt

- The presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt repreSents a fine,example of -
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of‘how best to manage soc1etal crisis by a pre51dent Faced with a
.steadlly decllnlng economy: and morale of the people -- with some one-
third of the labor force out of work -- the President got h1mself~_
involved directly with alﬁost all.mejor aSpecte of the goverrmental
actieities. His coﬁpetipive‘pattere of'management brought him ﬁéw
‘aed diverse ideas to soive comﬁiex societal pfoblems. As tHe'final"
ﬁegotiator and arbitrator of conflict and judgements arising from:hisif
deiiberete selection end use of;diverse advisers‘of elashino'temperamenfe-if
-and values, Pre51ddnt Roosevelt who was con51dered a pragmatlst became B
"doable" rather than "best" presldent To him, the acceptance pf hlS
referm_proposals by Congress and the American people ﬁas the meefﬂimpbrteht
;eriﬁerion for Success. Consequently, during his flrst term of the offlce,'fv
" a-significant number of bis ideas (such as the National Recovery Act)
rlbecame 1aw alterlng the fabrlc.of‘Amerlcan society. *7
'flnre51dent Roosevelt‘s major contribution to the problems of poverty .
"aed the needy was the natlonallvatlon of a social insurance system
‘ ,against,the certainty of eld—age and the risks of Unemploymenté‘physicai.
incepacity, and cdeath of the bread- ;nner; He was aiso successful,iﬁ a"
partial national takeoyer of the relief programs for those who ﬁere not,
;covefed.bv the social iﬁsurance system.
As n01nted out earlier, by 1933, some.nlneueen states had- pasqed
- 0ld- -age assistance laws. However, the federal govermnment had no role =
in-this area. In Eurcpe, by the turn of the centﬁry, all of theecountries
had already established some form of social insurance. Germany, for
example, had been the first‘natioe to establish such an insuranﬁe system'

in 188L. Great Britain established workmen's compensation in 1897 and
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health: and wnemployment insurance in 1911. In the states, too, between
1909 and 1920, forty-three states established workmen's éompensétion.
iaﬁs. No state, hbwevér, had enacted a-health-insurance gystem. = It is;
‘thérefore, no exaggeration to state thét it‘took a crisis athosPBére,.
created by the Great Depression. and Roosevelt's particular style of
presidential 1eaderéhip in promoting hié New Deal to‘bring about the
passage of the Social Security Act in 1935, thus directly involving the
federal govermnment in whét was regarded as the traditional'functibn of
stéte and local govermments in the area of social welfare polici.

Soon after the Roosevelt administration took over the reiéﬁnof
.govérnment, he appointed'a cormittee on Economic Security to examiﬁe.
the issue of social insufance and relief systems.lg' The_Committee,
in’general, came out with two sets of recommfndations —;yéne‘was con-
.Cerned with a’permanent systen of social insurance for the‘aged,faﬁd
'thé'other for the'"wofthy podr."; The. President fully écceptéd_the
Cormittee's recommendations ahd led the fight for their passage‘in‘

| Congress. The former resultéd‘ih the passége ofvthe main provision ’
taf the Sééial Security Act, the Old-age, Survivors Insurance (OASI),
to provide continuing incomg‘for»indi?iduais,and their famiiiés‘as
paftial replacément df‘earnings lost through retirement, disability,
6.r_ death. -OASI, which originally applied %c limited.grm_xps,‘has since
been ekfended gteadily +o cover virtually all groups except civilian
employees of the federal go;ernment, some state and local govefnment
enployees, failrcad workers, and somebself-employed workers. Even
‘thbse not covered, they have ﬁheir own separate pension systems. Not

only was the coverage expanded, but the pattern was developed soon to




Ry o

13

increase benefit levels étfleast every four years as presidential)elédtions -

- approached. ‘This indicated that the voting public knew how to exercise

their power to vote and make the goverrmment more responsive to the needs

of the ordinary citizens (as itfwas'perceived;by the politicians:running

ffor offlce)

The ¢ 001a1 Securlty ACU also 1nc]Lded provisions for f1nanc1al aid’

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

 (8B), the permanently and otally disabled (APTD).1? These were made

totally a federal operation on January 1, 197k, under the Supplemental

' 'Security.Ihcome (8S1) progrém ofvthe'SSA where as before the'cdst was
"generally shared half by ‘the federal government and half by the states.
;_(The states may, however, stlll supplement this federallzed system on

~ their own. ) Lhe other par+ of the "worthy poor" prov151ons of the Soc;al

Securlty Act was the Amd Lo Dependent Chlldxen (ADC) progran. : Not until -

it was renamed Aid to Famlllas ‘with Dependent Children (AFDC) in 1Q
lwhen‘the mother, as well as the children became eligible forrbeneflts, _

'  it-was conceived as a teﬁpdrary relief program to provide for destitute.

) éhildren‘(as it waé true with the problems of the deéendent aged).. T .é;ﬁ:>

vorlgrnal ADC program began alriost as an afterthought 20 The drafters

of the Social Seourlty Act were - prlmarlly ooncerned w1th the long—range

7pr1nc1ple-of social insurance as,the method for taklng care of the needy,'

However, as the Deprossion of the 1930is persisted, they'decidedrto

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

‘the states excent Georgia and South Carolina had Mothers'! pension programs

to allow dependent children to remaih with their mothers. The Children's

‘Bureau, then in the Department of Labor, also, lobbied intenéively.for the




1l
:1‘ﬁrovision'6f destitube children bj uéinting out ﬁhe inadequacies{of-tge -
FEA o btates' Mothers! pension sys+ens |
| Insp1te of its flnal 1nc1usion in the Social Securlty Act, rel*e‘
aid nroarams -- and publlc ass;stance in general -- were con51dereo a
tpmporary federal function. Thls was due to the fact that even in the -

midst of the Depression and mdss ‘unemployment, , there was strong polltlcal

opﬁosition to any federal participation in programs of aid to the needy;
For examnle, the Reoubllcan Party platform of 1932 contalned a statement
that "true to American trad1t1ons and principles of government the ad-
nministration has regarded the rellef problem as one of state and 1oc;1'
.responqibility i The néw Roosevelt Admlnlstratwon, when nelther voluntary‘
ﬂhdrlty nor state and local programs could cope with the needs of the vast
numbers of_unemployed,.parsuaded Congress to pass the FederalrEmergenqy

Relief Act (FERA) -—‘as,a:tgmporary measure -- during the. first months

after taking office. The Act was designed primarily to provide rélief'
For "ervloyablps;" but aiéb afforded direct payments to individualé'and' y
famllles for baSl“ nec9351t1es (to prevent physical suffering and to
naintain minimm living standards). Once it was established, states and
localities began to shift part‘df‘the financial respon31b111ty for thelr

welfare services (1nclud;ng for dependent chlldren) to the Federal Govern-

‘ment. By the tlme that the Scc1a_ Security Act was enacted there were
aboul. three and one half thes as many recipients under FERA'as there
“Wwere on bafes' Mothers! penuLﬂn programs.

Presiden£ Roosevelt himself was also detérmined to end the federal
involvement in relief programs, once the economic crisis was over, and

- this was the way he ﬁiewed the inclusion of the Adult and ADC programs in
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the Social Seéurity Act.. Although the Democrats were not very specific
_about the endlng of the fedaval relief programs, the Renubllcan platform
in 1936 demanded the "return of regpon51b 1ty‘for relief adminlspratlon :
to non—political local agencies familiar with commuﬁity pfoblems."Zl
.The genius of Roosevelt was that‘he was a pragmatist ab besﬁ. Wﬁile he
was notxnecessarily‘commiftedLideologjcally to the assumptionSvof federal
role in relief programs on a permanent basis, he was nevertheless W1111ngv
"to flght for the short-run federal publlc assistance programs 1ntended
for those’destitute older persons and children. If phere were no politi;
‘cel pressures_or.public support‘fof such programs, he would have
d"created" one to takefcare of the desperate situation of the needy.

© Once the AFDC (old-ADé) pfegram was enacted, Congress, on the whole -
éave vefy limited 1egisla£ive feview on the,programs, except periodieallj.
7l'to broaden its coverage anu to raise slightly the amount and proport
'of‘the federal contrlbutlon 22 - The structural relationships involved
in 5;ts 'administ_ratien have remained fairly stable; that is, since’ its
inception it has remained as a system of relieving the "worthy poor",
bbiﬁ-"rategorical" in scope‘and "ineergovernmental" in character. Prior
__to ‘the iederallza*lon of the Adult categories -- the aged (OAA), the
ebllnd (AB), and the permamently and totally disabled (APTI) -< under
 the S5T program in 197l;, there were basically five federally aided
programs referred to as categeriCAl assistance -- in addition to the above
three, the aid to lamilies with dependent children‘(AFDC) and the medi-
eally indigent {lMedicaid). These federally aided state administered
pregrams.previde public assistance only to pafticular groups of persons

who are virtually destitute and demonstrably incapable of attaining

e s e
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economic 5éJ_f-suffi§ien§3f.‘ ‘As far as the able-bodied poor was co'ncerned,
in theory he may be able to receive income support under "general
3351stanue,"‘a prorram flnanced entlrely from state and local resources
_(w1thout the federal part1c1pat10n) In pwactice, rarely did either
the working poor or the employable poor receive income support from |
_publlc funds;23 The ;ole of the'federal government has been prlmarlly ,
£o enable the states toﬁgive assistance to needy iﬁdividuals,by offériﬁg
 gfants—in-éid on a‘métching ﬁasis while implementation is left largely
tb the states. The only requifement is thatlthe states meet ééftain
' hiﬁimumlfederai standarééfﬁnder.the Act such as the establishﬁent of a
:;1siﬁglé étate‘agenCy‘td a&ﬁinister_and to supervisé the a&ministrétion
of their éssistanée proérams,.as wellya# thé submission of s£§£e plans
based on federal guidelines forvapproval by, the HEW.

One of thg maj§r wéaknésses of the AFDC, in meeting the needs of
the poor, 4s it was true with the Adilt programs until the fedérall
fgkeover;.was the great latitude given to the stateé in financihgifhe
program'(as sﬁipulated'ih section hOi that, éach state was to be enabled
he foradsh finencial as uléﬂaﬁcé as iar as pfacticable wrier the con-
dition in ;~°“ SELUL .,.f”>. vith o few exceptions, the statés were
nbi'onlf free to establish rhelr own eligibility requlrements, but also,
tﬁe definition of need as well as the maximum grant limitationS‘of their
own. The latter practiée‘wgs started by the federal government in thé
original act by providing, ih addition to one-third bf the administrative
costs of the program, a maximum of one-third of no more than $18 for
the first dependent.. child and a maximum of one-third of $12 for each
additional child. All s+aLeu, regardless of their means, received federal

matching grants on this basis.
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_ Conseqﬁently, tﬁere'is a wide diversity among states and cities in
, program beneflts which resulted in severe inequities -- both governmental'
. levels and among 1nd1v1duals. Thevreason is that "under exlstlnghlaw the
size:of the welfare payment depends on expenditure decisions made_by
stete_and local offieiels." This introduces the element of "locational
' pﬁli"_as certain types of recibiehts or potential recipienﬁs_seek those
iecetions offering the more attractive programs. Under this theory,
»therbetter ﬂhe'welfare‘prbgram'a city offers to its residents, the
;egreater thelchence it ié likely to attract the greater numbereIOf re-;
01p1ents or ootentlal re01p1ents. This was the condlus:on reached by |
‘the ultlzens Budget Comm1351on of New Ybrk 2 In fact, in 1968 a monthly: '
.dlfferentlal for a famlly of four under the AFDC was staugerlng, to say |
' the least. ‘In MlSSlSSlppl_such“e family reaeived an.average mqnthly

payment of $35 but was eligible‘for el per‘month in New York. If a
woman wi.th twe1ve chlldren moved to New York City she and her famlly :
would have received $6h0 per month more than the amount recelved in »;
Mlssmmppl.QS To remedy such inequities, the off7c1als of the big
northern cities and states (i.e. New York City Mayor Lindsay and New
York Governer Rockfeller) began to demand the federal takeover of the
'_public.assistance programs in the mid 1960*s.v The Advisory Cormission
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) also made such recommendation

in 1969.20
2. The Presidency of Harry 5. Truman

Even before these inequities and inadequacies of public assistance:
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were WldPlj known to the general publwc, among the welfare experts
+here was a general recognitlon that Somethwng had to be done For
the first ten years (between 1936 and 1946), as the drafters of the
“SOCJal Security Act predicted earlier, publlc aid expendltures decllned
from $3.2 bllllon,te a low of $1.l billion due to the expanding war-
time economy. However,'wifh tge-ending of the warvend the retufn'bﬁ.
"hormalcy," they began to move upward. Fof the next decade (from
f 19L6 to 1956), they generally kept pace with the growth‘invthe'GNP;27v

."During the‘Truman‘Dresidency, a major attention was paid on tﬁe
everall problem of preventlng unemployment by strengthenlna the eco--

nomy. As a result, uonaresb oassed a landmark Full Employment Act

- of 1946, whlch establlshed a general p11nc1p1e that the federal

| govprnment - and partlcularly the pr951dentu-- would be reSpon51ble
for prov;dlng a sound framework and enviromment in which the nation's
econemy can p?ogress as much as possible, thue providing'oppertuhities
forfthe pecple to gain employment and economic security.28 In erder'
Ite assist the.president; ﬁhe was required ﬁo submit an annual economie
report 0 Congress and tﬁe nation, the Act provided the Councii of
Economic Advisers in the Ixecutive Office of the President.

Although the eConomy‘improved during WWII, there was very little
accomplishment, however, in resolving the problems of’welfare recipients,'
because the welfere rolls were declining. With the end of WAII, the
welfare rclls then began to rise repidly - froﬁ 871 802 in 19h§ WG
23235, L77 in hme of 1950. .Tn response, the TrLuxr adrminisbtration mede

4 mumbhar ol nroposals Lo correct the wealmesses of the ADC program.
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President Trumah waﬁted~£o‘faisé the federal maxima, as wéll as to

'establlsh a system of varlable grants peared to state per raplta 1ncome.

A ploposal to raise tne ADC grant level 4o that of the other Adul*

_programs was also made He even agreed to federallze the entlre relle;
‘program, as the Democratic‘"llberals"'llxe Congressman Hubert H. Humphreyv

have proposed it in the late l9h0's However, Congress did.notifespond ‘

to 1hoqe pronosals
What jongress dld was. uO prov:de some 1ncrement11 changus by

raising sllghtly the amount and proportlon of the federal contrlbutlon

-and,broadenlng 1tsvcoverage,. Mbst 31pn1f1cant changes were made in
1950 .when Congress paséed‘the_Social Security Amendments of 1950.‘

Among others, it requiréd‘that "all individuals wishing te make app1i—

¢ation for aid to familiés withfdependenﬁ children shall have the oppor-
tunity to de so, and that aid to families with dependent children shall
be furnished with reasohable promptness to all eligible'individﬁals.ﬁ_

Préviously, because offthé.inCreasing costs and a shortage of funds, a

state could place a‘maximﬁm 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. The name of the ADC was changed to the AFDC,

'ﬁhus making the mothers of the dependent children eligiblevfor aid fqr

tbe first tlme

Bf this tTIC, bne ,Harabtbr of the welfare rec;nlen*s begén to
change sharply. In June 1950, as the proporiion ol widows and orphahs
on the rolls declined, that of families whose heed resulted from divorce,
separatién and desertion began to increase rapidly. The proportion of
children receiving aid‘as a result of the absence of the father from

the home had risen from one-~third in 1940 to more than one-half in 1950.
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The percentage of non-whites increased from 21 per cent in 1942 to

30 per cent in 1948.%7
3. The PreSidency of Dwight D. Eisenhower

During the Eisenhower presidency, too, the response of Congress

[

~'was, as in the past, to raise sieadily the federal share of welfare

_.costs. A study conducted in 1958 pointed out that 3L states -- due to

increasing financial strain, public indignation and political pressure -~

not only. imposed strignentveligibility requirements, but also, failed

to make AFDC payments adeguate to meet their own standard of minimum
needs.3? In 1958, Songress adopted a formula which would make the

second haif of the grant dependent on the per capita income of the

sﬁate, thus maicing it possible for the federal government to pay'pp to

' 73 per cent in some states. This was the sixth time the amount and

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

ginally passed, although the ma:cima for AFDC recipients.a1WayS remained

31

nearly twice the amount~below allowed»for OAA recipiénts. Such_in- _

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

1ow§St'§elfare money, anﬂ the variations in program benefits:among'the
states remained as creat as ever,

| Previously, in 1956, Congress also had broadened‘thé coverage of ‘
AFD& by extending the list of rolatives with whém a dependent child
could live. It.also auttorized funds for researcﬁ and demonstration pro-

Jects relating 1o the prevention and reduction of dependency (the‘ap-

LS

‘propriation was not made until 1961), as well as for the support for
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the training of public assistance workers (money was appropriated for

“the first time in 196L). The most significant part of the 1956 A-

mehdments to the Social Security Act was the provision of‘"social 
serVicesﬁ to promote  self-help and "Strengthen family 1ife." The practi-"

cal effect of this provision was to make the federal governmeﬁi share

. -

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

ministrative costs on a 50-50 basis.

In the absence éf_any strong commitment or leadership on the‘part

of ﬁhe Eisenhower presidency in this policy area, tbe technocrgtsi——-h
‘»ﬁhe‘welfare prqfessidnﬁls.gnd SOCial workers -~ Were‘able to.convincé‘
_Congress tqvadOpt a "serviéés" strategy as a pfeferred ﬁay of:coﬁverting
';"téx consumeré" (welfare recipients) into "taix payers." By this time

there was wide recognition that the clientele of public assistance was

different from the clientele of social insurance. The "experts" thus

-argued that program emphasis inApublic assistance had to shift from
"reliel to rehabilitatidh." Their approach was that "poverty in an

‘affluent society was a function 6f individual maladjustment which could

be corrected via the professional prbcess known as caseﬁork."
""'Gongfess,accepted this reasoningvby specifying in the Aét‘tﬁat
the intent of the public assistance aid was "to establish or reféstablish
ihdependenﬁ functioning on the part of the recipient." The adbﬁiion‘of‘
va'sérvioes strategy for noverty reduction meant that before the federél
share of the assistance costs could be validated, states must develop
specifiﬁ bléns for rehabilitation for each case, thus fesulting in an-
over-all concept that "services" to supplement case‘péyments to welfare

s . . ) S . .
recipients were the road to rehabilitation.3? Rehabilitation, in the
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"long run, would reduce future relief costs to the society. However,
 neither appropriation was made to cover the new authorization, nor

any genuine reform resulted from the changes until afteﬁﬁthé 1960.

présidential election,
.. The Presidency of John F, Kennedy

By 1960 the AFDC caseload had increased to 3,080,257. 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 exampie, 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 ﬁbreover, President Kennedy during
‘the 1960 presidential election-interjected the issue of poverty into

' the'campaign, by'sayinglthat one out of every four Americans were going

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

Coﬁncil of Economic Advisers defined as poor any'family_of two or more

_persons with income for the year less than 333,000.3Ll In l959jabout a

quarter of the American population ---39,190,000 -- lived below the

poverty level.
During the campéign, Présidént Kennedy has set‘ub a course leadihg":

to his New Fréntier programs, with an euphoric spirit of invinecibility

which says, in part, that *... if we faced up to the nation's problems

and applied bold, new ideas with common sense and hard work, we would

‘overcome whatever challenged us," as described by one official who had
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served in the Kemmedy administration.3® President-elect Kennechr, in
November, _esté.bliShed a task force on public assistance headed by Wilbur
J. Cohen “hvom fie later appointed as ﬁnder Secretary of the HEW (and later
served as the HEW Secretary under LBJ ). This became one of manv stu&y'

groups e_stablished by the Kennedy and Johnson achxinistfations to pﬁt the

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

Kennedy's first HEW Secretary, formed two new study groups, one called

'Ad Hoc Conmittee on Public Welfare -- made wp of representétives of the

National Association of Social Workers and others representing the welfare
profession and schools 6f socia.l work, and the other group to étudy the

a.dministrétive aspecté- of the public assistance programs headed by George

“Wyman (who had a wide experience in various states' publlc assistance

programs), Instead of relying upon the HEHns a sole source of infonn-

ation, Preaident Kennedy also asked the Department of Labor to come out

.with new ideas as to how _the' problems of unemployment and inadequate .

family income can be resolved. As a result, in 1963 patrick D.' Moynihan
became the first Assistant Secretary of La.bor_ for Policy Plaxmmg and
Research and began to enga.‘ge' in a long rangé planning on famﬂy income
(as well as on negatlve income and guaranteed income 1ssues) 36

Such actions taken by Kennedy' were in line with his managerial
approach which has been characterized as "colleagial' approach -- a
midway between the polarities of Eisenhower and Franklin Rooeevelt.
In aeeking quality decisioné that were at the same time implementable,
he had emphasized teamwork as the critical factor in his decisidn

making process and '"brought the semblance of a system to h'is staff by
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organizing it like avwheel with'himSelf at the hub and the spokes
connectlng him t0 his individual aides." His fouf operating principles
were: first, 1tvwae person- centered in that he was cormitted to ‘search
for talent to serve in his administration; second, he sought diversity
tﬁrough the choice of men with'conflicting views; third, he was to
‘serve‘as the cen#ral focus inihelding these centrifugal forces together
" by demonstrating his capacity to smooth eVer rifts‘and draw his team
' .tegether;;feurth,‘and fihall&,jﬁis system of managemeht was based on
his_consiant search for“facts,vﬁmaking sure that he had the fihal -
deeision'on whom he would see and what he would read'."38

Pre31dent Kennedy's first: Executlve Order in office dealt ‘with
the problems of hunger in 1961 Without any Speclflc statutory au-
thorltJ --as President Theodore Roosevelt had conceived the ﬁre81dent
as ‘2 steward of the people -- President Kennedy etpanded sharply the :
surplus,iood distribution program for the poor (by using funds from 1:’
feustOms reserves). In the absence of any Gongreseional concern; he
;ageie instituted an emergency guidance counseler program +o eaSe yoﬁtﬁ :
.unempIijenL in the swmer of 1062 u51ng White House Special Prowects'
Fund for contingencies (whlch has been in existence. for the last two
decades);39 Through such executive actions the Kbnnedy presidency was
'-trying to dramatize the serioee natufe_of poverty to the natieh.

On February 1, 1962,'Preeideﬁt Zennedy became the first president
to sand a special message'to Congress coneerhing public assistance as
its e xe1u51ve issue (not even as a primary issue). The President, in

appealing to Congress for the-passage of his reform proposals (contaihing'
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" respond.

a "services" strategy), said:

Public welfare, in short, must be more than a salvage
operation sucking up the debris -from the wreckage of
human lives. Tts emphasis must be directed increasingly
toward prevention and rshabilitation -- on reducing 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. Sounder public welfare policies:
will benefit the nation, .its economy, its morale, and
most importantly, its people.lO

Mbynihan,'in'commenting on the relationship between President Kennedy

and Congress, stated'that‘“Kénnedy's yeafs had produced something very

like a constitutional crisis ... [Becausq] Congress just wasn't respond-

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

sl this~insténce, however, Congress responded quite posi-

"tively to the above presidential initiatives.

Tn July, 1962 Congress passed the Public Welfare Amendments of

'1962 and Social Security Amendments of 1962. These laws, although most
., of the provisions were temporary and would have expired at June 30, 196

(which were later exﬁended to June 130, 1967 and many of them were made

permanent during the'Johnson.pfesidency), had the following effects:

. 1)>the AFDC was expanded to include the Aid to Dependent children of
'Uhempioyéd,Parenbs'program, thus involving. the federal govermment in .

a2 kind of general assistance (Social Security Amendments of 1962,

Title IV, .sec. L07); 2) it provided AFDC payments in nonprofit child

care institutions for children whose placement and care is the re-

-sponsibility of the public welfare agency (Title V, sec. L08); 3) it

provided for protective payments to a qualified individual interested
in the welfare of an AFDC . family when states have evidence that there is

inability to manage money and that continued money paymenis would be




| 26
_COntrary fo the benefit of the child (Title IV, sec. L06 (b) (2));
L)‘itiaufhonized,for thé expenditﬁre of appropriated funds to support
’deménstration projects in staté and local public aséistance aéencies '
.. so that new-methods; fechniques,’and‘practices can be teéted (Title
XI, seé. 1115); and 5) it provided federal participation in cefpaih
‘coéts of community work‘éhd tréining programs designed'to conserve
.and develop work skills of the unemployed pafent receiving AFDC (Title
IV, sec. L0). o
The most important parﬁ of.the_l962 Public Welfare'Amendménts
was the formal acceptance of a services strategy (whiéh was essentially
the same as the 1956."refofm" législation, but. the major difference waé
“that whiie the'laﬁter provided no funding authorization for its imple-

mentation the 1962 1egislétion did that). It was designed'"tb encourage

 the states to undertake more 'services' of the casework variety and to
provide or arrange for other specialized forms of helﬁ, such asblegal
'advice, child care,vprenatai confinehent for unmarried mothérs, foétérv‘f
.c‘.a.fe f‘or children, émployment c.ounselihg, training and job ‘pllac;"ement."h? ‘
' These fehabiiitativé aspécts?pf bublic assistance would be offefed not‘
 %only_to cufrenﬁ relief recipients but also to-ﬁhose likely to'secome‘
redipients 6f relief (if the ihdividﬁa; invol&ed réquesﬁed or agreed-
“Lo sﬁch services). The federal goVernment,was authorired to'péy.75
per cent of these rehabilitative.services as prescribed by the Secretary
of the HEW.
. The central thrust of the Xennedy legislalive efforts in the
lpévérty issue wag (which‘was later reenforced by the Jobhnson présidéncy) J

- ~to restore the poor to self-sufficiency through education, training and’

o 4 gyt A A e e e




27

workh3

rather than fight noverty by means of the dole. This was the
way KXennedy justified social services as a means of “self-help" and

"rehabilitation;” and during the Johnson years Congress responded

further by establishihg work-training programs to enhance the émploy-

ability of the relief recipients. In signing the Public Law 8”—5h3‘

(the Public welfare ‘Amendment8 of 1962), on July 25, 1962, President
Kennedy sald in part, that-

"I have approved a bill which makes possible the most
far-reaching revision of our Public Welfare program since
1t was enacted in 1935. -

.Thls meaaure embodleq a new approach -- stressing services
- in addition to supnort rehabilitation instead of relief,
and training for useful work instead of prolonged dependency
This important legislation will assist our States and local
hubllc welfare agencies to redirect the incentives and .
arvices they offer to needy families and children and to .
. aved and adisabled people. Our objective is to prevent or
reduce dependency and to encourage “self-care and self-
~ swpport -- to maintain family life where it is adequate
‘and to restore it where i% is deficient.lh

§. The Presidéncy of Tyndon B. Johnson

Cnee such a presidential commitment (with *he 901currance oP

Congress) to the idea of 2 services strategy was made, even after

'Kbnnedy s death the Johnson admluwstratlon felt obllgated to follow

througn such conmitment. h)' Moynihan, in commenting on the mood of the

new administration ana pongress at the time of Xennedy's death stated

that .

The issue of poverty was there waiting; it proved
attractive to the new president, and to the Congress
as well. Tt was a unifying subject. The poor were
deserving of help, and various kinds of help were
contrived. More accurately, a great number of laws
enacted in the name of helping the poor.hé
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However; what should be pcinted aut is ﬁhat inlearly‘l963,vPresident
Kennedy was éware of the shortcomings of a services strategy (which he
had accepted largely from the ﬁelfare professionais and sociél workers:
-- . men like Wilbur‘Cohen -- who oversold the usefulness of social

services) and instructed his aides to plan for a more corprehensive

Economi.c Opportunity Act.

'

Nevertheless, the Johnson administration followed through what

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

strategy, thus pversuading ‘ongress to increase, not only federal

Sﬁpport for training and for programs in the sociél services; but

also, embarking‘on new and more maséive programs for the poor. President
Johnson officially announced his ﬁar on poverity in thé Economic Report
of the President in January 196l. Congressg in the same yeéf, responded

positively, officially declaring a national policy of éliminating the

'paradox of poverty'in the midst of wealth, and began to undertake "...

- an unprecedented range of social initiatives, designed to put an end to

racial and ethnic discrimination, to poverty, and eventually, also, to
unequal levels of achievements as among groups variously defined by
race, class, religion, nationsl origin, and sex, primarily through a

L7

The Economic Opbortunity Act of 196h authorized the establishment:

of the 0ffice of Hconomic Opportunity (OEO) as part of the Executive

Office of the President to symbolize the presidential commitment and
leadershin concerning the war on poverty’.)‘8 It also instituted, for
the first time, the Work Experience and Training Program (Title V of.

the Economic Opportunity Act) to give special attention to the program
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of work-training for welfére clients (originally directed at AFDC

,fathers)'as‘a way of restoring the poor to self-sufficiency through

education, traiﬁing and work. TIn addition, this and other acts

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

Head£Start;'Public Housing, Cormunity Action, and Legal Services.

; By the time Johuson's Great Society programs became a reality,

| the federal government had altogether some 500 social prdgrams_de-

‘signed to provide new solutions to persistent social problems. The
number of the federal domestic programs more than doubled during

the Johnson presidenéy. For example, during the 89th Congress,

~ between 1965 and 1966, Congress passed 181 new legislative programs

(4in’the First Session, 8h'became-léw qﬁt-of,B? majér measures proposed

by’ the president; in the Second Session 97 were passed intofiaw, out of»(:

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

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

'Joéeph A. Califano, Jr., who became the president's special assistant

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

- every ¢onceivab1e grant-in-aid program was iaunched by the federal

govermment from rat control to birth control to pollution;pontrol.

'H& thus stated that:

For poor children there were school breakfast, Head Start,
day care, and foster grandparent programs. TFor the elderly,
there were nursing homes, medicare, and special housing. -
‘For the minorities, there were civil rights, voting rights,
and fair housing laws. For the consumers, there were truth-
in-packaging and truth-in-lending achts and all sorts of
safety legislation ranging from automobiles and highways to
children's toys and housewives' draperies. For the environ-
mentalists, there were scenic rivers and trails, clean air
-and water legislation, and any number of conservation and
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wilderness area preservation bills. The people in the
country got rural development grants; the urban dweller a safe
streets act; and the American Indians, their own Indian Rill
of Rights. The federal. government began training more workers than
did the Fortune 500 largest corporations. Its position as the '
single most important factor in financing and building the homes
in which most Americans live was cemented and enhanced. Legis-
lation was passed to.help drug addicts, retarded children,
students, teachers, and scientists.k9 :

-

Such massive federal programs were bound to produce someﬂéoncrete
results.so Available stqtistics indicate that by 1969 the proportioh
of the boof‘had declined to 12;2 pef cent of the_total‘populatibn, 6?
to 2&,289,0QO-persons,_from the 1959 estimate of-about'éS per cent,

: or 39;&90,000 persbhé.,'The non-whites ex?efienced_sbarpest décline,

I

1959

jor}

from 56. 2 per cent of the non-whites who were in poverty i

-

ﬁo 3¢.1 per cent in 19694(although as per cend of total, tbe ﬁoq-Wq1 LS;
' pOJﬂ'ﬂv le vci rose uilghulf from 27.% per cent ¢ 31.L per ce;t). The.
,rcél eﬁrnings of non—ﬂthv men gained more £han an average éf‘SS per
cént during this period;.dOubling the increasé oflthevwhiteé-who had
'_geﬁerally a higher basé h&"start‘with. The most significant tbiné
about such an improvemgnﬁfin the foftunes of tﬁe non-whites, éSpécially_
zﬁmcng ﬁhe blacks, was ﬁhat by 1968 "the median income of young husband -
L wi.fe black families ouﬂside of the South rehched parity with those of
’white families.“sl There was no doubt that thesé-gaiﬁs wefé hadé due
to a long sustained pefiou 6f economic expansion the country had experi-
“enced during the 1960's, but credit must also go to the billions of
dollars expanded by the new federal programs. | |

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

close, was that there was an increasing general recognition that there

were limits as to what the govermment -- and the president -- could do
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'in dealing with the complex social problems which have been accumulating

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

presidency was that as President Johnson launched his Great Society

-programs, Cohgress_generally took the back seat and almost blindedly

accepted the presidential'leadership to such an extent that the govern-~
ment of the United States was almost transfored into a presidential

52

nétion and govermment. - Califano, in fact, stated that "what héppened

to the executive_brahch during those .Great Society years increased the .

_potential of nresidential power more SignifiCantly’thén during any

other five-year period in our history."53
However, such a geometric rise of the presidential power‘élso

had a cause for its sharp reversal. As the Vietnam conflict intensi-

. fied, the nation's resources were being diverted to international arena.

At the same time, whén the urban rioting became a common phenomenon,
especially in citiesvwheré tﬁe government's efforts té remedy.social
ilis were most visiblé; angry politicél backlash began to set in. To
begin with, Congress had not provided adequate funding for most of
the pfogfams it endorsed as part of the Great Society programs, énd
consequently, these programs'had not achieved their objectives.‘ Also,<
due to the bﬁreaucratic bi&kering‘among differént executive ageﬁdies
(éuch as‘among thé O0EO, Labor, HUD, and HEW), for example, President
Johnéon’s preposal of establishing '"one-stop service centers" in
every ghetto in the nation; to provide néighborhéod access bo all

the federally available social services at single locations, did not .

become a reali’ty.Szi (Subsequently, President Nixon asked Congress to
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- enact a similar "services integration” legislation, but Congress
. A 3

"never passed it into law.)

During the peak of the Great Society procrams, in the meantlme,

"the number of welfare recvpments was not only 1ncreasing at a faster

| pace but, also berom:ng more problematical than before 1960 For

example,'in 1969 it was found that welfare rolls in the AFDC showed

the gfeate st growth, largely due to the casewo“k intervention authorlsed;‘

indthe'l96? Amendnients. Asfrevealed,later, statistics indicated that-

‘the nurber of public assistance recipients rose by Ll per cent, while
T D _ I vy .

- the number of persons class ifled as poor decreased 36 per cent during

the period between 1959 and,1968.e The mature and character of the

poor families were also changing. In 1968, for the first %ime in

~

the history of the AFDC program, it was found that a majority of
- poor black children lived in female-headed households. For the decadeg
vthe‘numbeﬁ of poor feMaleeheaded black families increased by'one-thifd,

,while'the_number of_male-headed black and otber minority races' fami-

lies. in poverty dropned 5;.8 per cent. A typical welfare mother was

increas 7ng1v bevom1nn a black, with several children, without any

‘job skiils, who became dependent due to illegitimacy, desertion, or

“divorce, and living in the ghettoes of the big city.

Geographically, by the end of the 1960's, half of all the-pbor
families ~-- two in five of the poor whites, and two in three of the
Door blacks -- lived in the sixteen states‘(plus.the District of
Columhja) which federal statistics define as the South. - The other
hflf were gener%]lv concentrated in the northern industrial states

~-=- mainly in New York, California, Tllinois, and a few others. These




33

‘_northérn'"welfare” states were spending some 75 per cent of all the

,adonb9u states.-

AFDC and public assistahpe funds_spent by the states throughout the
country.  In 1967 only o1 states paid 100 pef cent of the minimum

'need a8 defined by their state legislatures,‘whiie the others paid

anywhere from a deficitgof“BO'per cent to three pef cent of the unmet

~

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

frpm»$280 per month in New Jersey to a low of 3140 per month in

-

" Mississippi. OSuch ummet needs and inequities were considered one

'; of the m?in-reasons why the poor families moved from the South to -

thelﬂorth,‘thus creating enormous financial burdens on the newly

55
Jonnress, realﬂzlnn the shortcomwnus of the "11beral“ sorv1ces

strategy'qf,the New Frontier and Great Society programs, bggan to

‘impose restrictive measures on the new programs. In 1967, Songress

-pasoed the 1947 Social oecurlty Amendments to tighten up the AFDC

56

program.-' The reforms cf lof7 were largeLf the work of Ponpresswan
. Wilbur Mills, then Chrlrman of the louse Wbys dnd Means Committee and

- Senators Long and Talmage of the Senate Finance Committee. These

mempers.of Congress, among others, called for greater pederal controls'

over the welfare system, 1n general, and socLal services policy, in

particular. Thus, the 1967 Amendments provided the following changes:
1) The proportion of children on AFDC as of January 1, 1968 should
not'be increased (so that the proportion of children on AFDC because

of illegitimacy or desertion would not increase);

2) A system of work incentives was built into the program -- by
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eétablishing.a rulé that the first $30 and one~t5ifd of the_rémainingv
monthly earnings, plus reasonable work related expenses (including
éhild care), would not bé‘inéludéd iﬁ‘calcUlating AFDC budget‘iévgls
'andtpayments_(for the purpose of:providing a financial work.inéentive
ii';qr,vAE‘Dt fnc3r)tenf,s\ 58 | |
'35>A work traiﬁing (WIN) program would be established‘undér.the
, auSplues of the D@pa”tmen of Labor (in coopératioﬁ with the HEW) to
.assurc "to the ﬁaxlmum extent pO%SlblP that each relatwve, -child, and
vtlﬂleledl partlcldatlnb in the [AFDQ]’prpgram will enter the labor
' force and accept employment so that he will become self-sufficienth;
yu) Day’cére arrangements wefe provided so that-nearly all AFDC
patents would be éligibléffor WIN participation, including even mothers -
'.w1fh pre-school children; o .

'f 5) Th= NOLEQ (Wotlflcatlon of Law Enforﬂement Officers) Amendment
.of,1950 was further strengthened by closer deflnition of state responsi-
blllty fnr apprehendln desertiﬁg fathérs; |

6) And, a birth Lontrol and family planning counseling program was
iestablished for welfare recipients "for the pwrpose of preventing and
féduging‘out-qfewedlock_birthsi" |

.thheéé measures were‘britiqized by_some'as\bunitive because'of-the‘t
nunber of-restrictinné and penalties enacted, while others have praised
the reformé vecause of the generous provisions for the training an& WOrx
_“eoulrcmant” leading to self-sufficiency. 59

One of the most "generous" provisions of the 1967 Amendments was

the provision which permitted‘the states' departments or public welfare
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ﬁo §ur¢haéé services from private-and other public agencies'for;the
‘f'gﬁrpose of providing socini/éervices for the welfére~recipient§_leédf “
:1 1np to seli-sufflclency“‘ T+, was an ooen-ended matching progréﬁ;-for,bl> 'ﬂ[
.;such Pxpendltures would be mztched 3 for l W1th federal dollars.i;It
ﬂqulckly became a form of federal revenue sharlng'W1th the states,vin
'ﬂpihat every-state soon foﬁnd aﬁwéy.of tapping the federal Treasury wiﬁh:

1whatovef program it can ﬁustiﬁy'as social services. In 1967, when this

. provision was flrst made, fnderal social service expendltures amounted :

‘td ?”35 g mlllﬂon. By flscal year 1971, 1t grew to $7Th m*lllon.,‘The

‘ 7.‘est1mate Ior l9(° was @1 7¢2 lOO 000. For flscal year 19?3, 1tvwas

:est;mated'at $h.5 bill 10n "and %S 1 billion to %6 blllwon for flsoal
'fﬁéaf'i97h,;if ali‘the states took full advantage of the prov131on. One 3
féta e (namely Ml 31531pp1), Whl”h spent $1.8 mllllon in flscal 1972,
- estlma+0d that its coQt 1n federal dollars would increase to *269 mllllon
in’ fvsbal year 1973. ober, 1972, Gongress d¢d put a fixad celllng
. of L.S billion on soc¢al services as a 'mon- germane" amendment to the
’ $30 b11110n General‘Revenue Sharing Act, Wthh was passed in the flnal .

days of the 1972 presidential election. 3ince then, however, the HEW

u.attempta to implement the law by issuing its department.al regulatwons

v‘were prevented by Congress (which was supported by both public and

_ Spécial interest gruups'sucﬁ‘as the Nationai Govefnors' Confefence and
the Conference of Mayors). Finally, Congresé wfote and passed its own
social services fegulations (with the assistance of HEW) at the end of
197 h, when the pres ldenrw was considerably ﬁéakened'by-Watergéte and.
preoccupied with other pressing matters such as the ngtion's économy,

50
Lﬂfl& ion, and unemployment..
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f b‘PreSident Johnson,  too, was well aware of the sbortcomith'
éndr”faise”lpromises of a services approach to poverty reduction,
bezause much of the New Ffontier andvGreat Society-programs,were
f .’ . pushed thréﬁgh Congress without any critical thought given to the

benefits, costs, and limits ﬁo new services programs. As the

services strategy came to.its‘age, during the 1960's, é good deal of money
é | © was being expanded as the progfams for the poor multiplied. waéver,

it was soon.found‘that in large degree money was'going to purchase

services, which could neither be shown to benefit directly the poor -

nor reduce measurably the number of hard-core poor. Insiead, the

actual effect of service programs was to benefit materially the

welfare professionals and social workers and other professionals

(such as teachers, researchers, evaluators, and consultants) who

.beéame‘the major'beneficiaries of new method of reallocating'soéietal
resources as dictated by the new'sociai programs . 'It became a
peculiar system of income redistribution wp the social scale,

instead of being the reverse -- income redistribution §232>the
gonial gcale to benefit the most underprivileged and the poor --

-which was the original purpose of the Kennedy and Johnson,presidénéies'

war against poverty. Against such criteria, there was no doubt that

. . . . . a1

the services strategy proved to be a less efficient, approach to foljow,”+
What was, then, the cliernative to bae services strategy? Tt was

in this contest that the idea of an inceme stiatesy was bovin, on the

belizf thal for the most persons Living in povervy, 2 negative income

tax system (with direct cash payments for those families whose income

et

fall below a nationally determined poverty level) -- designed to meet
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their basic needs (along with an incentive system leading to self-

sufficiency -and individual independence) -- would show the best

 return of the public assistance funds. The opportunities for such

consideration of alternatives was made possible by the president's

i

.axecutive order issued in 1965 to all the domestic agencies of the

government to adopt the'?lannihé-ProgranmingaBudgeting System (PPBS)
that had been developed earlier in the Pentagon. The puwrpose of

PFBS was for the goﬁernmental agencies to define clearly the major

goals and objectives which they choose to pursue (for the coming
vear, as well as for the next five years), and also to apply

‘systematic analyses to the alternative ways in which those objebtives

are being -- or may be -- sought. An income strategy was one of the

‘alternatives such PPBS analysés recommended sfor serious consideration

to the president, from within such executive agencies as OEO, HEW, and
DOL. Thus, the president in his Economic Message of Jahuary 1967,
at the uigings of the OEC and CEA, announced that he would establish

a Commisson on Income Maintenance programs. However, this commission

‘was not appointed until a year later.

- The Commission's report (with a set of recommendations) was made
publié on November 12, 1959, almost ten months after President Nixon
took over the‘control of the govermment, thus losing whatever influence
it may‘havé had with the previous administration because of the changing
emphasis of the new Nixon presidency. In its feﬁort, it madejthe ree~.
ommandatiannﬁo 25tablish a2 universal income supplement program which

would establish a guaranteed income policy for families, including
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.childless couples and indi\'idua,ls (these wefe exciuded in the Nixon's
FAP proposa‘l nade two months earlier), but otherwise similar to the
KFAPlpl"a.'n,of the Nixon administration. (The p_rOpose'd level of benefit
for a standard family of;four‘ wa;s same in both plans: $2,400 without
food sta.mps., in one case, and $1,600 plus $860 with qudv stémps in the
o‘\;her.)62 It then Ijecoﬁunended‘that federal participation in existing
public assistance programs be terminated, and‘during the traﬁsiﬁion’
perio_d, the federal g_overmmevn,t» éhould participate in a new, locally-
administeréd‘,‘ non'_:ategorircal , Temporary Assistance Progra;ﬁ on a SO—SOk
‘basis (the estimated Jf.‘ederal share w111 be %300 miliion out of t_he.‘
| Itotaﬂ_._ $6QO million). | The total cost of the basic plan, plus a few
zfen;edial progrlams,'wo'uld be under $10 billion. The Commissior;, h0wever,
rejected the unmedlate action to set pdyment levels at the poverty llne
(1n 1968 there were 25 m.lllon poor Americans as measured by the federal
govermnent's poverty index of $f3,5)3 per year for a non-farm family of
i‘ou;_‘), becausé 5t would cost an estimated $27 billion and, thex‘efor’é,
must be adopted in steps.03
In August 1968, meantime, under the OEO contract, the Univorsiit_"y
c;1 Wisconsin Blstl’rute for Research on Poverty (in r-on,]unctlon with
Mathematlca, Inc. ) had started a Graduated Work Incentive xper:.mer;t
~in New Jersey. Such negative income tax experiments (J_ater co'-_‘sponsored
by HEW) weré also to be condﬁct‘ed in Indiana, | Towa, North Carol:ina ,: and
‘Washington (Seattle), and o be concluded in 1972. These} proje‘ct.s proved
tentatively thal the negabive income policy in general would bé more
effective and less expensive to administer than the existing public
6l

asgistance programs in the long run.

Within the Johnson administration, es;jecially amonz the policy
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:fplanners in HEW and OEo;'thereowere numerous attempts to make the
preeident‘to accept and then propose varioos negative income tax‘plahs ,
'to Con~ress.. But such efforts were elther ‘blocked by HE °ecretary
Wilbur Cohen, an ardent aupporter of a services strategy, or by the
;Whlte House staffr. Joseph A, Pallfano, Jr., who served as Pre51dent
‘ cJohnson's chJef 3551sta1t f‘or ‘domestic affairs, establlshed on July 26
e.1968 ‘a pre51dent1al taqk force on income melntenance headed by Merton
- Peck of the CEA. The Adea ‘of negatlve income tax was one maJor 1dea,
whlch eould have been bequeathed to the Johnson ouccesqor, but .in the
end, the tesk force report of November L d1d not make any commltmenu
:Vto thejidea, except to‘ste'e 1hdt it could become a.r eal ity qowetlme
x,;in}the fubtwe. 3y this'time tﬂP‘lQOO presidential election was alreedy
vororf& This,'qureﬁv nes tne l St annCL.Lon the outgoing aon1n¢etr1+-on f
‘ﬁg.oroooqe a bold neﬂatlve 1ncome tax program that would have fulfllled
othe Johosoq pres;dency s promlee to put an end to ooverty, because the
’;breat Soc1ety programs, 1n general and the publlc ao51stence programs,
:f?ln parulcular, were not work*ng as well as: they were Jnxended And,
' 'yet, the Johnson preuldency did ‘nothing about it. |
There were, arcordlng to Mbynlhan, two b331c reasons why Preoldent
‘-Johnson falled to propose a. negatlve 1ncome tax system before he left ;{
':‘the ores dency One reason was that in- terms of his admlnlstrative
-style Pr951denf Johnson fe]t +hat the H“w uecretdry (Fohen) should
decide such an important issue before he would intervene himse*f. He
“was not 1o overrule'Cohen, beoeuse the latter was not only the Secretary

. of the_Department which was mainly in charge of the exietihg program,




Lo
, bu£~also, an expert who devoted élmost all of‘his 1ife with su;h an
issue. ‘In terﬁs}of his own personal philosophy, also, he "genuinely
'.réflected the Southerﬁ:ana'Southwestern aversion or professed aversion
po‘anyvfofm of depehdencyﬁf-.a machismo style." Hence, even‘hisv
‘érihcipal staff assistant (baliféno) was not given that much pbwér to
.Iove:rule Cohen either. The othéf‘reason was ﬁhat poliﬁical‘cpn-.
‘éidérations played an important fole in the;Johnson,decision'not to
‘prépose it. President Jjohnson was to have believed that "the‘bemocratic
l.ﬁariy was'exdeedingly‘vulnerable to the:charge of piling peoplé onto-ﬁhé
‘dole" and that he was not gding'to be the first to propose ﬁﬁé'négativé
‘ ..ﬁix:xr'_',‘ome tax. Moynihan also suggests that "‘by the end of the 1960's the
"Démoé?atic party was neaf Lo haviﬁg exhaustéd its potential as an
4 égént of soc£§1 chahge," and that "the Johnsen Administration opposed
"a negaﬁive inédme tax, not because it was politically risky, but
primérily because the ﬁgh'in chafge did not believe in such boldneSSs"6sﬁ_
.beezthan anything'else, another reason was that President JohhSdﬁ;s
‘disappointment and preoccupabion with the Vietnam conflict had brevented
him from taking any new‘bold.initiétiveé in thé waning days of his
presidency. .According to falifano, who'rémained‘to tﬁe end'as,one of
thé;closest assqciétés of the President, President Johnson-did'nét want S
ﬁo‘ﬁurden-the new president with suéh a comprehensive plan pfoposed by
the quﬁgoing administration. President Joﬁnson believed that a new
presicent should be free to embark his own nrograms without beiﬂg tied

down by the outg;oingpresident.66

6. The Presidency of Richard M. Nixon

on August 8, 1969, President Nixon, who less than seven months took
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the contrcl of the goverument, proposed a Family Assistance Plan (FA?)
in a natiani&e address. It was.a plan similar to otheriproposals
dféftedyby Democratic{advécates (incltding one'proposed by Democratié
,angressman William F. Rjan of New York, a draft bill prepafed by‘
James Lyday of OEO),Fbut rejected by the Johnson administration.
It was the firstvof the eight major legislative proposals made
: By the Urban Affairs Council staff in the Spfing of 1969. BEarlier,
on Jaﬁuary 23, the Président had established the Urban. Affairs Council
(VAC), as his first éxecutive act. The Council was to becoﬁelfhe
policy making_machinery.in domestic affairs, as the Nétional SeCurity
‘Councii {NSC) was to becomé the predominant decision malzing body iﬁ
foreign affairs. His purpose was twofold: 1) £o hold a regular UAC

meeting with his several domestic dabinet officers in order "to strength-
. P Y .

en their positions énd possibly to aveid the difficult situations that
:éfiée in'dealing with individual cabinet members with respect to matters |
that involve the interests of se#eral"; and 2) to minimize "a steady
growth in the siie and influence of the White House staff, a develop-
”mént which a succéssion of presidents ... bad been in the habit of

deploring and abetting. 57

’The UAC was hence composed of the President,
vthe Vice Pfesident,_the Attorhey General, and the Secretaries‘of'Agrif
calture, Commerce, Labor, Housing and Urban Development, Transpbrtation,
gnd Health, Education, aﬁd Welfare. As its first Executive Secretary,

he appointed Daniel P. Moyuniban, who ceontinued “o serve as the President's
Assistant for Urban Affairs (thé post to which he was appointed in De-

cember before wthe inanguration).

There were, however, many {sometimes bitter) conflicts within the
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" Nixon administration in the development of FAF policy, largely due to
 thé president's appointmeﬁt,of Arthur F. Burns as Counselloritoithe
President with special responsibility for program developﬁent. This
léuéi system of policy development was bound to createva‘built-in
cénflicﬁ betwéen the two main actofs - Mﬁynihan and Burné -~ and
their staffs in‘competing for tge president's attention. Invthé meah—
fiﬁé, as early a2s Mhrch 1969, the president was relying more and more
on his legislative assistént Bryce'N. Harlow and especially onuJohn D.
Ehrlicﬁman,‘hisﬂlegal cquhsel, wﬁo ﬁas resuming a pre-eminent roie in
domestic affaifs. The president thus, whether by accident or désign,‘
 bﬁaé built a fairly considerablé méasure of conflict and advocacy.
into his White Hovse staff."éa

- In the beginﬁing, sﬁch a conflicting'sygtem was what the president
wantgd in the first place. During his campaign, he promised tb have

a small White ﬂousa staff and an "open" administration with a strong
icdbinet of “independent"fthinkers;69 His selection of such able
Viﬁdependent politicians aé George Romney, Walter Hickel, and John Volpe
‘ag cabinet members séemed to bé consistent with his intended policy.
Mﬁreover, his selection of presiQential advisors such as Kissiﬁger,

- Mbynihén,vand Burns was iﬁterpretéd as his effort to secure divérse
‘and independent voices in his administfation. However, as soon;as
theée diverse‘viQWpointé - especially between-Mbjnihan and Burns -~
came intoropen conflict, the president began to réstrucﬁure his White
House staff system to avoid his personal involvement, into the squabbles

fohis advisors and staff. 'Thus, Ehrlichman was appointed as his chief

of the domestic policy staff (like Herry Xissinger was in foreign affairs)
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to screen énd coordinate domestic policy. Soon, Ehrlichman, under the
"présidént's directives, éiiminated the adversary system, byi"promoting"

Moynwhan o an advisory'poovtion (by removing him from the pOSl bion of
.executive seéretary offthe UAC) and by appointing Burns tovthe Chairman-
>ship-of the Fe&eral_Reserve Board (by removing Wim from the position of
‘Qopnselior), Ehrlichhan theﬂ‘ﬁécame the Sole'SPOkeéman of fhe newly :
reorganized.Doﬁestic-AffairS Jouncil. This new arrangementfnot only ‘
complételv insulated the ﬁresideﬁt from staff conflict, but alSé, had
‘iithe effect of ureatly w1dening the distance between him and tbe reality
:of ‘situwation. In retrospevt .such a formalistic, closed systen hia
i‘succeded'cbmpletely in 1solating Nixon and then his eventusl. downfall.’ 0
There were, however, some positive sides’ to PreSident Nixon s

fdrmalistic approach. ,In the foreign noliqy arena, it was this formaliied
staff systen +hai produced the new arrangemenf with China and the formal
.ending ol active U. S. miiitary involvement in the Vietnam ir "He
relied more exten31vely than aqy other president before ‘him on the NSC
"staff headeo by \1551nger, in the making of his foreign policy de01Q1ons.
'f;Kissinger, in turn, was given more power and responsibility than any
.other presidential assistant in charge of the NSC in screening and
:prdviding pdlicy options for thevpresident.-'Preéidént Nixon, on thek
tdther hand, was not necessarily a prisoner of the formalizéd‘System.

It is uhderﬁtood that thelgresident often went against the wishes of

his cabinet officers and staff aides (including-Kissinger) in;suéh
decisions as the taking of military action in Cambodia, the siding

with Pakistan in the Bangladesh crisis; and the ordefing Qf the Christmas

bombing of Hanoi. In the domestic side, too, the president has acted




agawvst the advices of his Attorney General John Mitchell and the entire
White‘House Zongressional liaison staff in the signing of the Voting
Rights Act of 1970. Against the wishes of the majority of his cabinet
" (including vice president Agnew, Burns and Harlows), he proposed welfare
‘reform -- the FAP prOposal.T1 An analysis of these decisions indicates
that President Nixon was to be his own president making the important
decisions, relying on thorough staffwork while stressing the meriis of
an issue or problem.
In appraising the president's decision to impose wage and price
controls as the administration's Phase I Economic Policy, one official
who served the Nixon pre<1deqcy stated that the decision was significant
in three~re8pects:
. First, it demonstrated the capacity of fhe Nlton qygtem to set
ldLOTOgy (or pOlltl”al considerations) aside and concentrate
'on the substance of issue. This is a strength of the
formalistic approach. Second, ... the president injected him-
self deeply inte the issugs, and his personal involvement made-

a difference. But thirdly, and most importantly, the incident
.rewresented an exception to the preoﬁdent's normal. way of. doing
business. He did not rely on his advisers to present him with

. the set of optiens they had defined. Instead, snatching a

. chapter from Franklin Roosevelt, we find the president working
-covertly with one adviser (John Connally, his new Secretary of

‘the Treasury) and pitting his views against others. During

- one shining managerial moment, at the inception of Phase I,

we saw ‘the synthes1s of the comnetltlve and formalistic approaches.
rud it worke The competitive approach with its power to develop
new oplions and the formalistic approach with its capacity for
thorough analysis, were fused. The decision profited from it.72
The president's decision to propose a FAP plan %o Congress was

reached in almosl the same mamer as the Phase I decision. The new

HEW Secretary, Hobert D). Finch, who was the closest of the president's

.l

olitical ass qtes, became the chairman of the UAC's subconmittee on

3

welfare, one of the nine subocommitlees, 2ach headed by the cabinet
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': ffﬁcer prin01pally concerned or who has person&l interest. 1n the pol:cy.
'farea, was glven the-r53pon51b111ty for prov1d1ny we]fare pollcy Opfﬂons' ,5 =
. féf théIpreSident;through‘UAC. ‘The Finch group was aided initially by
: ;?the work of the Task’ Force on PUbllC Wélfare (Whlch was hbaded by Rlchard
'ﬁ%ﬁ Nathan of the Brooklngs Institution), one of the several task forces
} ¥the pre51dent-elect had app01nted-soon after the election to préparo
 reports for him on issues to wh1ub he would want to glve prlorwty dec181ons.
AhtjfThe Hathan task force reoort (whwch was "1eaked" to the press on January 1?
.2106)) recommeqded ameng others, that 1) the federal aovernment es +ablish

' 7irm1n1mum benefit stanaards of AFDC and categor*cal proprams for thp aged

7 }b11nd aﬂd disabled (nhe 1atter QHould be, in add1+1on, federallved) for
'¥ HtHe purpose of closing +he gap be+ween the states W1th the hlghest pmy-
fiments and those with the'lowest; 2) whlle the minimum AFDC beneflt
”.ievgl’aione would cost the federal governmeﬁt $1.4 billion ﬁofe.per
:‘yéér; the complete fedprallfjﬁaﬁcino of all welfére propramS'éhbuld be
‘f;coﬁswdered -and 3) in the long.run, however, the best bolutlon would be B
f?to 1nst1tute some form of ne t ve income tay or children's allowances.:
‘or .some onher alternatlves because the. ec1st1nw public assisﬁance prdgfams
.?”ceuld not be changed incrementally to provide a workahle‘baéic‘income.

maintenance system.?3

"Such'ideas were nbthing new. In the course of the 1968 ﬁfésj—
dentla] vamnawvn and nrimaries, Senator Eugene J. McCarthy proposodr
'fhe-federal takegover of a minimum income policy for all Amerlcans,
while ﬁobert F. Hennedy and Hubert H. Humphrey wersz somewbét'hQSifant

to come outright as McCarthy (but nevertheless committed tb the idea

“in general) because of the fear that they might be accused for propoaing
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a masé welfare society. Even candidate Nixbn nas talked, in geﬁérai,'
aboﬂt the.idea of equali?ing"welfare payments, as well as the govern-
ﬁent's obligation to providé help to those whb cannot-help theﬁ~ “
"sélves.7h’ |
Iﬁ-March of 1968, the KErﬁer Commission adveocated a "ﬁational
sysﬁem of incone supplementatioﬁ" tc aid both the working poor’and
tﬁe depéndent poor, by ﬁointing out tbe‘féét that Senatcr Robeft A,
Téft, one of the most conservative Republicans, had proposéd'in 1949
b'théﬁ fhe federal government QUarantee all Aﬁericans a "minimum standard
of decent living" through a "miﬁimdm standard fhoor under subsistence
' Vpélicy," In fact, it was Milton Friedman -- who in the 196k ﬁreéi-
dehtial éieqtion sérvéd és'Ba%fj Goldwater's chief economic‘adviser --
while working in thé’Tréasury Department ins1943 originally came out
“‘wiﬁh‘the:idea of a negative income tax to help low-income wWorkers 503 
that théy would have added inéentives to indréase their incomes.75
o Thus, by the ﬁimé President Niﬁon proposed FAP the issue cf Qelfare
déﬁendency occupied a CQnter-stage of national politics and involved the
presidency in a direct way .
,Basicaliy, the FA?;proposal containéd the following six_elements; o
: Fif#t,‘iiiwaé a guarantéed_ihdome plén under which:direct fedqfalgéay;t
'ﬁents-wQuad bé given té all families -- whether they are "dependéht
familias" or "working noor! families_(ﬁhe latter is eﬁcluded in the
existing AFDC) with children with incomes below stipulated amounts.
Families of four with earniﬁgs up to $3,920 per year would be eligible

for payments (they would be allowed to "disregard" $60 per month, or

$720 per year, as work-related expenses, while benefits would be reduced
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by SC pef cent as earnings>inereased above 3720 per year). .For the
. famllles of four wvth no earnings the basic federal benef + would. be
if%l 600 per year (ﬁbOO per porson for the first two family membero
vand %300‘Por each addttlonal faley'menber) Second,. the new system
‘would requlre the contﬂnua+1on of state henefits for the AFDC.reclp1~
o _ents equal to the dlfference;betﬁeen the proposed federal minimum aﬁd
a state's preaent benefit level. Under no cﬁrcmnstances the‘present
.h"oenefﬁ levels would be reduced for the A_FD(‘ oersons. States, yrho"w\v'ev‘er, :
iwould not be required to supplemen nworlcing poor® faﬁilies.: ﬁﬁder |
the svstem, all the st ates would gain fiscal‘felief; particula rlv the
Rsouthern-states. Thlrd, it emphasized the work requirement in that all
,,'eﬁﬁlicenfe for benefits_ﬁho‘are‘not ﬁofking would be required to register -
 ﬁi%H(the:Ehployment_SerQiee; dndﬁif}they aredehplbyabie, they ﬁuef accebt.
iftfainihg-er‘employment,'er'lese\their,portionhof the'family beﬁefits_ h
(Fbr'thie purpose there will be sharp increa se in tra¢n1ng opportun1+1esl
‘and dey—‘mre eervﬁces) Fourth there will be a natlonal adminlstratlon‘ieﬁ
riof the basic federal benef:+e for famllles, to be handled by the HEW'
qqc-la_l Securlty Administration. States however, would contlnue to
: edmih4eter their own benefits systems. Fifth, the estimated addltnonal
,‘cost in +he first full year of operation of the new s;stex would be
$h-b11110n,,on top of the present fiscal year 1970 total of'feaeral
"spending for‘public assigtance of $4.2 pillion. Sixth, and fiﬁally,
e timated fiscal relief ho shtate and local goverwments under the proposal
(az wch ag the 51 billion revenue eharing preposal) would be 35 billion
in'the_firet.yeer off operation (Sinee the 197? Revenue Sharing‘Act provided

C for &5 bi}lion a year, the estimated relief weuld have amounted to 39 lellon) 76
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’ This final versipn‘of the FAP was qot different in'any essential
way from the Family Security System (the origiﬁal Finch proposgl) made -
to the UAC Committee on Wélfare.on March 24. Tt Originally cailéd fdr
a basic inéome guaran£eé for a family of four of $1,500 per year, with-
‘Qﬁt any ﬁork‘requiremeht¥7? Later, the work requirement, and day;care'
 serviqes‘wefe added to thé Figég plan at the insistance of Bufnsrénd
Aénew, who %o the end Liad misgivings about the FAP proposal. MOynihan
had triedvto lead the fight for the plan after Finch becamé i1l and
could not handle it againét’thé oppositi§n of Burns (Finch later became ~
:.thé bresident's Counselloriéfter hé'resigned his post at the HEW). But,
'in.ﬁhe_final stage, it ﬁas*ErhIichman who managed the decisibh.making‘
z‘processlleading £§>the preéideni‘s FAP prépésal.

~-In the end, there Was‘an'irOny in the [ixon decision to propose )

’tﬁe FAP. PresidentvNixoﬁ had‘beén put into office by the'éonstitu- »
encies of "silent méjorityﬁ or frustratédvmiddle Americéﬁs and working
class voﬂérs.78 In 1968,?publi¢.mood rapidly changed from a great

fgympathy for the underpri%ileéédzand blacks in the early 1960's, when

- the civil rights movement precipitated a confrontationist style of .

~politics, leading to sometimes destructive assault on the n;tiqﬁis
civil andxsocial ordef. ﬁhder these "deteriorated"® environmeﬁts
people”wnré looking back for a stable, settled society of the 1950's.

. Public oninion swurveys began to reveal that, people (the majority)
became more increasingly alarmed over the steady erosion of morality
ahd social resnonsibility than with thek"bread-and—butter" issues (of

- adequate housing, employment, or food) or the question of racial
e ‘ - :

' .. 9
equalluy;7*
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.. The new president had won a very closelj—contested el‘ectidh
with his appeal to law and order, by condemning the failings of the
Johnson administration which he charged was responsj.bl_e for war ébrogd
(at vV:L.etna.m)‘ and war at home (becﬁuse of the rrequant. occm'ran‘cQ of
assassination, fiot., and proteat); His largelj; "ﬂsgativé'_' éannpaign
~ was endorsed by a ‘new cqélitic;n' of "silent majority" voters - including
white southerners, conseivatives » Republican party regulars, suburb- '
" anites, upper and middle—world.xig class voters, old ef.hnié groﬁps'
voters, and blus-collar Wallace voters (who vot;ed for Governor 'deorge
Wallace who engineered the 'lgrgeat third-party movement during the
- last 50 years). And, 'yat',»'t.he sa_ﬁe preaid’ent was making his real
"rewards," not to the gféup' of voters who elected him who normally -
| expect a fair share of redistribution of government "spoils" as well
aa symﬂolic‘ _'reward,g-, but to the wnderprivileged "other Americans®
'7--. the _blaclcsk and ﬁhe poor who to the end never fully trusted him_..‘
Cm early 1969, the Gallup Poll revealed that 62 per cent of the
‘American people w_are. 6pp‘osed to a guaranteed income policy.a-o .
During his presidency, President Nixon, in addition to his FAP .
proppaal, had proposed substantial mmber of social programs such as
,'a health insurance for the poor, scholarship aid for youth froml]_.oir-
income familieé, and a naf.ional acceptance and equality of education
opportunity program -~ all designed to eliminate povért.y and inequality
On April 21, 1969, the president had also proposeﬁ to abolish income tax
on the poor by adopting a systam of low income allowance at a cbat of
- $625. mi]_‘l.ion,: which ‘Cvongress' promptly adopted to make it effeﬁtive in
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1970. Such a policy had the effect of removing some ‘two million low-
income families from the federal tax rolls, thus a beginning was made

. in the income strategy as a mee.ne of helping the poor. However, "fow

graeped that Nixon was putting forth a set of administrative and

| .‘ 1egiela.tive proposals designed flmdamenta]ly -=- and deliberately

“to fu'l.fill the promiees of the 1960's [Kennedy and Johnaon promises] "

Whether by deeign or accident, this reality was, however, "hidden from

: the public at la.rge, which grew eteadily mors genu:l.nely coneerned t.hat |

. a major gocial retreat was under way at a time when, in faet, unprece-

"'.fdented eocia.l adva.nces were being prc:rpoeed."81

o Initial public rea,ction to the preeident's FAP prOpoeal uae

| generally favorable, ii‘ not. skeptical (in the latter case until the

: ‘true or hidden in'bent. or ‘the president was <learly knoun) A am

eurvey of newepeper editoriale in the country revealed that over 95 |
;’ per cent were favorably diSpoeed to the new system, in the twenty-five
‘ "“llargeet metropoliten areas t.hey were universal]y "enthusiastic" aboub

'_ ‘, : the Nixon plan.32 ‘The black preee, on the other hand, were genera.‘u,y

'negative » and some were even hoetile 83 Public 0pinion, as revealed

~ by Gallup Poll indicated that. only three out of four knew somet.hing

about. Nix:on's new proposal- of theee 65 per cent were favorable ’ 20 per
cent mravorable » and 15 per cent had no opinion on the eub:)ect. The |

,’ October Harris survey indicated that 66 per cent of those who heard

_about the p_lan (one out of three were not familiar wit.h .lthe FAP) were
i‘averable to the new provision for the working poor whiie 13. per cent

opposed it; they also favored -the work incentive features by 63 't.e 18




51
" per cent.Bl
As pointed out earlier, almost three months after President ,N__ixbn
‘made his FAP proposa.l, former President Johnaon's Commission on Inoone
_Maintenance came out with a eimilar proposal for a negative :anmne tax
syat.em in November 1969. In ea.rly 1970, when the welfare rolls had
grown to one in seven pereons in New York City, Ha.yor John V., L:Lndeay
,"declared that the city can no longer pay for the increased walfare

| costs or accept. additional walfare casee, and began to demand that

.the federal government take over the entire welfare burdens. He had
‘already worlned direct:ly with the UAC in urging the president to federalize
the ent:.re public assistance syst.em. In March, 1971, Governor Nelson A.

'Reckfeller after announc:l.ng his proposals for tightening the eligibility
:reqm.remente (1noluding one year residency rule) convened a meeting of -

sevaral heads of the largeat corporatione of the nation at Arden Houee

and asked them to come out with some new ideas ss to how the walfare
problame can be c_lealt j_vit.h_. The Arden House Conference recommended the
establishment of _the'uel'fere sy_etem with a program of automatic 1ncon;e
maint.enance‘.‘ The Governor also became an articulate spokesman fox;» the

. new FAP prOposal 85

As to t.he orgamzed labor, in general, the AFL-CIO never. official]y
v oppoeed.the FAP, but at the same time it was not either enthusia.stic.
Tbe organized religion was gensrally receptive to the plan, bﬁt as the
‘September 12 resolution of the ‘General Board of f.he National Council of
Churches indicated it ’wanted to raise the FAP payment level of $1 ,600
because it was "less than adequate.” Business community (led by the

Nationa_._l Association of Manufacturers, although the National Chamber
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of Commerce was opposed to it) and citizen action groups such as the
Urban Goalition (1ed by John Gardner) were generally enthusiastic

_ about t.he plan, and the latter in pa.rticula.r mtensively lobbied in

: Congreaa for its passage. The strong_est opposition came, on the other
‘hand, from the militant welfare groups (led by the National Welfare
 Rights Organization, or'NWRO)\a.hd.the welf‘are' professiooals - niainly

social workers. MWRO advanced the slogan of "Fifty-five hundred or
fight.,_"-:_l.mpiying that a minimun adequate income of $5,500 a year was

. ‘needed for a family of fowr to live in the nation's wrban areas (as
. it was determined by the federal govermment). If such a benefit level
‘was adopted in 1971 it would cost the federal government "some $71 billion

and 'c'over‘svome 150 million persons." In 1971, a compromise figure of
$3,600 was adva_hoed by a number of organizations to pacify the militant
derands, but such a figure would require some $25 billion and involve

- some 69 million people. NWRO, in response, raised its minimm 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 because of its radical shift from a services to an incoms

strategy, uhich may very wa]l adverse.‘Lv affect then.r "profeasion.

| Their grounds for opposing it were, however, similar to the militant

welfare recipients -- NWRO -- in t.hat the nevw system was not on],v
oppressive and regreasive bul also benefit levels were too low. The

National Conference on Social Welfare in 1970 adopted a resolution calling

 for a $5,500 base 1976_1.86

In Congress, too, the FAP received a mixed reception. President Nixon
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| was 'in' the opposition territory, not only because Congress was one of
" tbe three co-equal brancbes of the goverment., but also due to. t.he
B fact that as an incoming president he faced a Congress in which the
opposition Damocratic party controlled both houses -- an, inciden’c. ‘not
"“‘repeat-ed since the presidency of Zachary Taylor. During the »less t.ban

_ six yoars of his presidency, his Republican party never con'brolled even

one house of Gongress.. Gongreas's primary responsibility has been that

"of represent.ing individu.al membera' const.ituencies s as perceived by each s
' member of Congress, rather than engaging in decision mald.ng ~= in response =

‘to the presidential legislative initiatives. As the modern presidemcy

became more powerful, resourceful and action-oriented in initiatiog and

.‘ implementing policy decisions » Congress in general became more defensive.
, Rarely, thus, ccngrese automatically responded to the presidential wiehes.‘
,Tbi_s was. particularly t.rue with- the Senate, in recent y_ears » '-lhich was .

becoming less responsive-.to‘ and .independent of the presidential .initié |

: ativesv. This was what happened to the FAP proposal as it went through

the prescribed legislative courss.
Tecbnically, a tax bill because it would amend the AFDC and Adult _

categories of the Social Security Act and because once enacted it vould

~make automatic claims on the federal Treasury, the bill vas rererred te

‘the House Ways and ‘Means committee. Once it passed t.here it would

require the final approval of the House, the Senate Finance Gommittee ’

and finally, the Senate. In the House moderates of both parties were
‘able to get the H. R. 16311 (as it was introduced by Chairman 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 ‘atrange coalition of the liberal Democrats,
the southern Democrats and the #onsQrvative Republicans prevented. its
passage in the 91st Congress. T_h_é 1iberal Democrats did not support the.
FAP because - they either i_:ompla.inad about f.he low level of benefit (with-
out offering their own bill) or-‘defended about the past perfommance of
the Democ’rats_ on ‘welfa.re; The conservative Republicans, in and oi_itsidé
of Congress, like William F. Bucklej, Jr., Ronald Reagan, and eie_n’ Milton
Friedman, rejected it on the grounds that to establish a negative income
tax system without completely disestablishing the public assistance and
othé_nr devices (such as food stamps, }bdica.re, Medicaid, and ualfa.re
bufeaucracies) would reéui*t; in calamity.87 The southern Democrats --
and the South in gemral (including blacks) -- never fully supported
the idea from the beginning although the South was to become the maJor
bemficiary under the system than any other region in the conntr_y. The |
basic reason was facial, but no one in powér came outright and qé.id 80.
The'reasop was that t.hé program would hair_e’-benefited- 'f.he blacks; a.nd the
pbor’most, but these weré the omb the South was glad to "lose" to thé
North. With the new system, not only the blacks and the poor would
;'amain there, but the others who went up to the North might be likely
to return, oncé the federal base level is established and subsequent
steps are taken to increase suci: base 1lines.88 Politicaliy, and socially,
the South was not ready to accept the FAP in the earlj 1970's.

In the 92nd Congress, the FAP reappeared as H R 1, but it did not
get enactéd because, in a gense » the country -- and Congress in particular

-- was not ready for such a drastic, comprehensive change in public

~ assistance policy. In the Senate, discussion centered i:pon H. R. 1 and
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| ot.her propoeale such as the Heineman Comnission Report (Johnson's
'1968 Gomiesion on Income Haintenance) s the Senate Finance. Gomnittee ‘

. bill, and ‘the demogra.nt approach (under which a cash benefit is paid

o f:_to eJ.l reeidents vithout regard to need) 89 . None of theee, huwever, -

' ’ever became a law (except the aection of H R. 1 deeling wit.h t.he -
;federelizat.ion of the Adult ‘_cat.egories ‘- the Suprplement_el Secu_r:lt.y
Income progfam). Caspar HWeinberger, who became the HEW Secreﬁai'y in
V'Februa.ry 1973 during. the ma:]or reshufﬂing of the cabinet at the

B begi_nning of the eecond term of t.he Nixon presidency, eubseqmntly

. " 'proposed another drastic welfa.re ‘reform proposal, which would elim.nate

| the three existing programs - m)c, food: stamps end Supplmental Security
Income - and substitute e:uuple caeh grants to those in need ae long aa
they need it. This caah- grants syetem would be tied with rigid uork‘ o
reqn:l.remente Congreee, age.in did not respond pos:.tively to the
o Weinberger bplan. ‘The nation was accustomed to. a system of incremental ‘
changes » and congrees became the chief 1nstrument t.hrough uhich auch |
",v'incrementalism prevailed as the main method of pronouncing pol:lcy N
'decieions , inatead of more radical policy cha.nges that would be made
-through more comprehenej.ve rat,ional policy making p:ocese euch as PPBS.;
‘(ﬂoiveve'r, in fecenf yeai_e s COngreee. seems t.o be much more seriem abouﬁ:h’"
its prima;-y law making function:'since the ﬁessage of the. 19‘7&‘ Cbng'eseiene.l“’
B_udg'et' and Impoundment Act.)”® | |

7. The Presidency of Gerald R. Ford

" - The Ford presidency has not taken any new policy 1nitiativje_. in social
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- policy in general or public assistance policy in particular. Since
‘Aug'uetv19?h, when f‘ord suddenly succeeded to the presidency, the

| President has been.preocéx;pied mm with the political probms '
* ‘of transition and re'-e‘l?ect'ien (uhich he indicated, at the time of |
'hie vice preeidentia.l confirmation, that he would- not cons:l.der wnder S
any circtmstancee) ‘The remainder of: hie time:has been spent on ‘the’
country'e economic and energ problems. As far as other doneetic
'fprograms are concerned ’ Preeident Ford bhas decided to reetrict govern-

\: ment spending on ueur programs in an effort to contain t,he federal . |
B goverment deficit. And, yet, during his little more ﬁﬁan two yeers'
presidency the country has experienoed the worst economic receeeion

- since the Great Depreesion, at. one’ time the lmemployment rate reached

| abmrb 10 per cent of the labor force, while the rate of infletion .
increased at more than 12 per cent per anmm. In the meantime, the
federal bndget and deficit have increased to the highest level during
his a.dminietration.

President Ford hae remained an authentic conservative in the Hhi'ae

', ‘ﬂouse s &g when he servedvin the Houee for over 25 year_s (repre_eenting )

a Republican district in Michigan) Cronin states that "Ford 15 111:913-"

to produce us a brand of activist-conservative leederehip that runs:
' contra.ry to many of owur textbook expectations of the Preeidency," becauee -
"most Americans have come to expect their presidente to be the. eource

of a national agenda for action.,_ In thie_ tradition, "Presidents are
... viewsd as priority setters and a.rchi"oects of national p_ublic' policy;'fm
Even his predeceseor, Nixon, did fit into this role, because during his

presidency he had established and actively campaigned for such national
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éoale as family assistance plan, general and special ’revenue’ sharing,
' new federalism, decantralization, government reorganization, etc.

If there is Ford's new domestic agenda, it seems that his prior-
ity is directed at "... a cut back on social progrsms s t:l.ghten_sd
‘restrict‘.ions on Federal assistance, a reorga.nization of human resource
agencies, and an attempt to weed out 'nonproductive' programs." So
fsr, he has not created any new piogram; instead, he has opposed |
bills authorizing an increase in social sec\n'ity payments, highsr
.education, emergency ;]obs R vetarans' rebabﬂitat.ion benefits, or
housing.52 As of August L, 1976, almost two years in office, President
Ford has issued at least 55 vetoes, of which ten have bsen overridden
vby Congress, which is a fscof_d for am' president -~ in modern times.
' The ninth veto was overridden on July 22, 1976 when Congross (House by
310 to 96 and Senate by 73 to 2l votes) made the $4 bi‘l.li.on public works
- b1l int.o law (which ’ according its sponsors s would create or preserva
st least 350,000 jobs).?3 |

‘In conducting his presidency, President Ford hss not used even
the Doniestis Affairs Council as the administration's major domestic
policy mald.xig body, although he has taken some steps to make it as
such. In February, 1975, Vioe'Pre.sident Helson ‘AA.::.'Rocl:felJ‘.er was
appointed by the president as 'Jm'isdictio-nal, head of the Council.
' Since then, the Roclcfsller pecple (James M. Cannon, Executive Director
and Richard L. Dwham, Deputy Director) have been in control of the
éoimcil; however, they have been careful not to step on any Ford people's
toes. The Council has been reorganized internally to accomodate three
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types of people -- the Nixon holdovers, the new Ford appointees, and
the Rockfeller people‘ -- in it. As far as subata.ntive policy plahxﬂ.ﬂg

is concerned, the COuncil ‘has been 80 far inactive (largely because of

‘the mcertainty aln'ronnding the preaident's re-election, a.nd because

Rockfeller pulled h:lmself out of the vice presidenti&l nominaticn in
the heat of Ford-Reagan struggles for the presidential nomination in
the spring of 1976). On June 10, 1965 the Council met for the first

" time in several years, to conduct a broad overview of 1ong.-ra.n¢e issues

‘and organize task forces to develop a Ford program; houévef, no such

p_rogfam :has been offered since. Under the auspices of the counéil, '

as decided at the same meeting, the Council has conducted a series of

' community forums t.hrbugh‘out the country in a two-way effort , first, to

inform the community leaders of 'bhe adminiatration'a domestic pblioy
activities and, aecond to get nev ideas from them for poasible solution '
to national and local problems o

- In the welfare reform area, the Ford administration is said to be

- walting for the result of a study being conducted by a Domestic Affairs

Council study group on welfare héaded by John G. Veneman, fomer HEW

_ Under Secretary (1971-73), who has been appointed as Cownsel to the

vice president in early 1975. The future of the Veneman study growp
itself is, however, uncertain at present because Roélﬁfeller would mot
be on the 1976 Republican presidential ticket shich 1is now consisted
61‘ Ford and Dole. In the meantime, the Ford prealidency hé.s been
emphasizing Child Support Enforcement Program (as authbrized by Public
Law 94-88, signed by the president on August 9, 1975, as amendment to
Public Law 93-647) to locate ébsent parents and obtain child support
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payments from them for their children.> Other program enphasis includes
AFDC Qua.lity Cont.rol A Medicaid Eligibility Quality Control, R Indochina
Remgee Welfare Program, and Family Plaxming Services.

The problams of public assistance are still with us (For a deta:lled
a.na.lysis s see the following tables I and II) The latest figm'e for A.FDC,

Table I
FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE COSTS (in millions)
Year AFDC_ _ Medicaid _ Socisl Services Other## _  Total. .

¥969 3,111 T L2561 LT3 505 T B,35h
#1970 3,926 5,156 n3 1,292 11,087
#1971 5,477 6,713 923 1,502 1L,615
#1972 ,SSh - 8,L3k 2,161 1,372 . 18,521
#1973 6,955 - 9,111 - 2,150 1,533 19,749
#197k 7,262 10,229 2,084 1,557 - 21,132
1975 8,12 12,637 2,622 1,796 . 25,475
1976(est) 9,h99 14,65k 2,951 : 2,091 29,203
1977(eet) 9,882 16,623 3,200 2,335 ©  $32, 0h9»

*Excludes adnlt categories which were transferred to the SSI program on
Januvary 1, 197k, with the exception of those for Guam, Puerto Rico, and

- the Virgin Islande ($8 million a year, 1975-77). ##nOther™ includes
emergency assistance, maintenance administration, repatriation, state and .
‘local training, research, training, and child walfare aervicea.

Table II o v -
BREAKOUT FOR FY 1977 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE COSTS (Estimated):(in millions)

Categories  ___Foderal State/!.ocal  Total

AFDC : -~ 5,h55 b, b27 - 9,882
Social Services ‘ 2,400 o - 3,200
Medicaid 9,292 Ty 331 16,623
Other o , 8 | 1,'465 | 2,336
o ' Total = 18,022 | 1k,027 - $32,049%

#People served by HEW-SRS: 197k, 2).3 million; 1975, 24.7 million;
1976, 25 million (est ); and 1977, 30 million (est.s _

Source U. S. Depa.rtmant of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social and
‘ Rehzbﬂitat.ion Service, Facts Sheet on Welfare Recigients (Juy 1,
1976)




'wh.ich‘ is the nation's biggest cash assistance welfare.program, is
11,485,701 persons (including 8,133,012 children) as of the end of

Harch 1976 This represente an increase of 31,3141 individuals and

18, 663 families over February, and uwp 109,220 individua.la from |

- March 1975; Sixty per cent of the increase was attributed to mor_e

" 'needy families headed by wemployed fathers joining the welfare rolls

in 20 ata-'eee 96 The a.verage menthly payment for a family of fouwr

was $286, but inequities in pa,ymenta varied ﬁ'om atate to state,

,lt' hae alvays been since the program began in 1936.

Each state still administera its AFDC program under a federally
.epproved plan, in accordance with.federal at_a.tutes. Each state def
tetitnes its standard of need and payments levels. Federal law
requires that a family's'income- and resources be considered in.
"determining need and, with certain exceptions, that all AFDC
applicante and recipients regieter for employment or job train:l.ng
: tmder.the Work Incentive (W]N) program administered jointly by the
Department of Labor and the HEJ. State emenditures for-paymentar
are matched by federal funde in accorda.nce with one of two formulas: '
1) The federal govermment pays rfive-e:.xthe of _t.he first $18 of the
' airerage' monthly payment per recipient and from 50 to 65 per cent of
_ the next $1l of this avefage monthly payment; or 2) the 'federa.l gevern- '
ment pays 50 to 83 per cent of the total payment (as in t.he case of the
'Medic_aid formula). Under both systems, states. with higher per capita
income get,louer matching and states with lower per capita income get

higher percentages. Most of the states use the second formula. Federal
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funds are also available for administrative costs on a 50-50 basis.
The purpose of the program still remains easentially the same . (a8 it"
-eas‘originaiii devised in 1935): to encourage the care of eligible
(v dependent children in their own homes by enabling states to rurnieh
' financial assistance and other services to such children and their

.'per'ente or relatives with whom ;'they are living. The eligible pop-

" ulation are childiren under 18 (with their adult caretakers) who are

| deprived because of the dea‘hh 'continued absence, or 'disability of
at least one parent (or in some st.ates, by the unemployment of ‘the
father -- in 20 states as of 1976) , and who meet state standarda oi‘
'financia.l need; and, at state option, such children under 21 atterid;l._ng
an approved school. | ‘ |
| 'i'he total number oi‘ people served by Spcial and Rehabilita’oion
Service; a velfa.re arm of the HEH, in additional uelfa.re prrograms -
: such as I-hdicaid socia.l services s emergency asaistance, repatriation,
‘state and local training, research ’ tra.ining and child welfare eervices
-- is estimated at 25 million pereons in 1976, (as cumpared to 2h 3
million in 197h, 24.7 million in 1975, and estimated 30 million in -
1977_). The total cost of estimated 1976 public assistance coete is
:$29,203 000,000. In 1977, it is estimated that the figure wi.'L'l. reach
$32 billion, of which federal government will pay out some $18 billion
yhile the cost to the state and local governments will be about $1L

billion. 97
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| IV. Perspectives on the Presidential Role in Publiec
Assistance Policy

. A few observations can be made on the role of the president in
~ the making of public assisté.nce policy. First, the presidential
involvement in public assistance policy began when the nation was
in the Great Depression, in which traditional pﬁblic agsistance
agencies -- the private sector (voluntary charitable organizations),
first, and, then, the state and local govermments -- were unable to
meet the minimum subsistance needs of the dependent poor.. Prior to
the Depression, there were opportunities for the federal govermneht
to enter the field of public assistance, but each time the president
turned it down. For example, in 185, Congress passed a bill which
would have provided federal land grants to states to help pay for
mental hospitals; but, President Franklin Pierce vetoed it, by saying
that: |

Can it be controverted that the great mass of the business

' of Govermment that involved ... the relief of the needy, or
~ otherwise unfortunate members of society, 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, by any

express language of the Constitution, transferred to the

United States? Can it be claimed that any of these functions

of local administration and legislation are vested in the
Federal Govermment by any implication? ...

In my judgment you cannot, by tributes to humanity, make any
adequate compensation for the wrong you would inflict by re-
moving the sources of power and politica.l action from those
who are to be thereby affected .

If the several States, many of which have already laid the
foundation of munificent establishments of local beneficence,
and nearly all of which are proceeding to establish tham,
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 fountains of charity will be dried

“up at home, and the several States, instead of bestowing

their own means on the social wants of their own people,

nay themselves, through the strong temptation, which

appeals to States as to individuals, become humble

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 s which concluded that
"home life is the highest and i‘inast product of civilization" and
that "children should not be deprived of it except for urgent a.nd
compelling reasons ," poverty alone not beihg one of them. However ’
the Conference also pointed out that voluntary charity is the
preferred means of caring for "worthy" mathers and their children, 99
and not the fedara.l govermment. Preslident Rooseveli concurred with

" that opinion.

These'emnples suggest that the presidency can positively con-
tribute to the malking of social policy in general and public assiatance
policy in particular when the country and Congress perceive the
exeting 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 enviromments as the Greét

Depresslon and in the early 1960's (the latter, with great concern

for civil rights and the poor, in the midst of riots and burnings in
:cltiea). The more sera.ousv 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 institutionaliaed with a process of making incremental policy changes
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in reaction to perceived crises rather than in anticipation of such
crises).

Second, the president's ability to influence positively the

~ outcome of his social policy initiatives depends largely upon how

'bhc;i nation -- and the people -- perceive his philosophy, ideology,

and interest in t.hé social prcfbiem areas requiring federal action.

'In the case of those presidents -- Franklin D. Roosevelt, John F.

Eennedy, and Lyndon B. Johnson -- who were positively able to contribute
to the making of their own social poiicies (including public assist-
anée_ policies), the public '“ and Congresé -- were well aware of their
deep commitment to the problems of {he poor and underprivileged. What
t.hej have pfo_poaed - whef.hef they FDR's New Deal, JFK's New Frontiér,

)or 1BJ's Great Sodiet.y progré.ms ~= were not ‘percéived a3 either empty.

‘geatures or gimmickry; but sincezje 'attempts to resolve the immediate .

crises at hand. 1In the case of President Nixon's FAP and other a_ocial

programs, however, the public did not necesaari.ly,con.side.r thm‘ in
such genuine, sincere 'tenﬁs (as the president himself viewed thgm).

The votera who voted President Nixon into office felt that it was an
‘ éffort to reduce ielfare payments. Th_e poor people -- who would

benafit most under the FAP system and who did not support him -- were

cént.emptuous and suspidious of him (vecause in their mind there were
no reasons as to why Nixon would help them at all). The public at
1arg¢ felt that the Nixon presidency was mldertaking a major social
reti'eat, while s 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 policles designed to
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:merdve the lot of the poor.lm-. The real reason behind the FAP
prOposaJ. was that Presi"dent Nixon was convinced t.haf. the services
strategy of the Kemiady-Johﬁaon era cannot e_ffectively deal with ,
| the problems of povérty, as a number of experts at the time had |
stat,éd. Steiner, for example, stated that "the Kennedy-'Johnson_

public assistance legacy to the new Republican President was a
services approach that had failed, a work a.nd‘trai_nin‘g approach

that could not get off the ground, an asserted interest in day care
‘but no viable day care program, a reorganization of the Halfare
apparatus in HEW, some procedural changes mandated in the. lamé duck
period, and a steadily increasing number of AFDC r_ecipients.":.'-o2 '

Third, when policy issues are made clear and well understpod‘hy

the public, the president's ability to 1nfluence ébcial policy decisions
would be correqundingly increased. Howefrar, when the reverse is true,
regardless of his commitment to the policy in question or the power
resources at his disposal, ,the president's ability to influence thé
policy decisions in Congress would be limited. This is again yhat
happéned to President Nixon's FAP proposal. Most of the public ~---
Congress, interest groups, the wealthy and the poor N ,consvervati\‘res

and liberals, South and North -- either misinterpreted or mismid_erstood
Nixon's motives or intents. The proposal was a difficulﬁ one to under-
s't.and, in the first place, because it was new and never tried elsewhere.
People are usually hesitant to accepﬁ abrupt change because they ax;e
not sure of its consequénces s unleas aﬁch change was forced upon them

because of emergencies or crises. No such crisis atmosphere existed




'in 1969, ‘at least in the minds of the general public, about public

-assistance. To be sure, same northern cities like New Tork Cit.y were.
| ‘_'sxperienclng fina.ncial difficulties but even there no city evsr uant
‘bankrupt as it happenad during the Depression. - Welfare became a
"crisis" in the m1d-1960's not because it was consuming large‘ amounts |
of»- money, or vinvolved large ‘nu‘ml‘)ers 'of'people," but.f"becau.se of th_e o
rate at which the rolls commenced to grow.n103 This was an expert'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
_ext_,e'nt of supporting 1;hs pi'ssident's proposal.. The preaident, on the
other hand, was proposing the FAP because of his belief that 1) the .
poor -- especially the black posr - wsre'bsing destroyed by the

existing welfare system, 2) the South whichy in a sense, created a

: "public assistance crisis in t.he northern states must. be brought back

B into- the mainstream sf America.n 1ife, and 3) the govermnent must prove
that it can do its Job because ér an incréasing “crisis of conf‘idexice
in the capacity of goverment to do its job.n10k

Fowrth, the president's ability to initiate social policy' proposals
and to make Congress accept them (as nearly as he intended in the first
place) depends upori- the closer working relationship he deirslops with it
~ and whether ths party in control of Csngress is of his own party' Agaixi,
those presidents who have had a great success of their program ba'ccsp.tance
by Congress had the same party contr'olling both or at least one house ’.o.f
Congréss -- Wilson, Roosevelt, Kennedy, and Johnson. Aside from the

party ties, there is also a need for ideological-symbolic attachment
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between the president and Congress. A1l of the above presidents had:

such ideological-symbolic ties with the majority of members in Congress. .

""In_‘ the case of P_res’ident Nixmi (or Ford) such ties ‘@id Qb‘b’v bm‘v-?batﬁaen

the pres’idency' and Goﬁgreaa. As Moynihan relates it, President Nixon .
was almost alone in the: fight for the FAP proposal from the start.

~

He states that:

Apart from those pernally and directly inwvolved, the
‘Nixon Cabinet never really fought for the president's -
most important 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 of them, had much the
same reaction. It wasn't their proposal; they didn't
quite understand it. Moraover, it didn't sound New
Dealish. 105

| Fift,h and finally, unleaa the above conditions are well synchronized

- that. is to say, unless the social policy 1ssues are perceived serioualy,

in a crisis atmosphere, with a closer world.ng relationship boing'develqpe_d
between the preasident and 'Congress (preferrably through the same party
controlling both the exscutive and the legislatm) and a strong symbolic
attaciment bonding vthe president and t..he» nation, the president's abiilvit_?y

._to bring about comprahensive (and/or rational) social policy cha:geé is

very much limited.
As in th_e past, in ordinary situations 'Ehe presidential leadership

~ in social policy making is confinad to making propdaala and policy imple-

mentations that can best be described as incremental changes (of the
Lindlom atyl_e).lo.(? In fact, even befors Nixon formally proposed the
FAP, Cavala and Wildavsky, after interviewing some 50 Congressmen, stated

f.hat the president (in the spring of 1969; or even sometime iater) was
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not likely to propose it nor would Congress approve it if he did.
" The reasons they advanced were: 1) a guaranteed income policy would
be ‘contra.ry to the American work ethic; 2) great sums of money wouid
bave to be raised by taxation to pay for such a prograxﬁ; and 3) lz;bor
uions, as well as militant blacks, would oppose it because it would
render them é\mefﬂuous; As ft happensd, all these things happened
| except that the president did indeed propose it, and 'at.lleast,A the
House passed 1t, although in the end, it did mot get through the Senate.

V. Prospects for Reforming Public Assistance Policy

The prospects for immediate reform in the area of public assistance
é.re not bright. However, a comprehensiie reform package simﬂ.a.r to tha»
FAP has a good chance of being enacted in the next administration;, ‘o8-
pecially if the Democrats happen to win the control of the White House
as well as retaihj_.ng the control of Congress. Today's situation il;‘
drastically changed from that of 1969 ‘éhen the Nixon's FAP proposal
was made. There is certainly a crisis a.tmoéphere -- cities like New York
_cuj are on the verge of banlchiptcy and at.atea like New Iofk State are
also faced with enormous fiscal burdens hot only from public assistance
but other programs as well. With economy not recovering fast enough and
unemployment rate remaining high in recent yﬁm, over $32 billion will
be’ reqﬁi.fed to provide money and services to the depandént poor in 1977.
Some 30 million people would receive some form of welfare ser'vices;
AF’DC alone is already providihgy walfare money to some 11 million people.

'i'haré are' also public pressuies being brought wpon the federal govern-
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me‘ntv thr‘ough the normal govermmental channel as well as through thé
présidentia.l electora_l' précess. Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
" mental Relatiéna, as early as 1969, demanded that the federal govern-
ment should entirely take over the cost of public assistance (including
Y-AFVDC, Medicaid and Adult categories - the latter was since federaliz'ed),
largely t.o relieve inequities of resource capacity among the levels of
government 107

In July 1976, the Cormittee on Economic Development (CED), in its

new study,, recammended a federal takeover of assistance payments, a

, natioha]_. establishment of a minihmm floor for welfare payments equal
t0 two-thirds of the govermment's official poverty level (For a non-
| vfam family of four, the poverty level is currently $5,800 per year).
The program would cost t_he‘feder_al Treasury $9.1 billion, according to
its estimats, but this can be reduced to $2.7 billion, by improw}éd
administration of vpublic assistance programs, tightening ot.her related
programs like food stamps s and by discont.‘mulng the current revenue
sharing programs (these figurea were based on 1975 base) 108 ppe 68th
National Governors' Conference, on July 5, 1976, adopted a two-year
’st\’:dy report by the Governors!? study grouwp, which recommended t.hét

thé i‘ederai govérrneht consolidate all public assistance programs,
establiah'a nationaq. minimun welfare payment, determine uniform
eligibility rules, and require mqat welfare récipients (between f.he
ages of 17 and 60) to register for work.10? oOther public interest
groups rep’resent.mg Mayors, cities and counties have adopted a similar

position dsam;a.nding ardx?astic 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 all the cities in

the nation), on July 13, 1976, adopted a platform (on welfare)v which

» pledged that the next Democratic administration, if elected, would

1) combine existing welfare programs into "a simplified system of

income maintenance," providing "an income floor both for the working

- poor and the poor not in the labor narket," substantially financed by

the federal govermment; 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 related

programs pledged by the Democratic Convention were: né.tiohal health

.insurance, federally guaranteed jobs, a Marshall plan for rebuilding

urban America, goveﬁment reorganization, eiéc.llo

’The details and estimated costs of these programs when they are
made ava:ilable would be subjected to close scrutiny as t_he FAP proposal
of "Nixonv. What 1s certain at this stage is that most of these programs
would require drasti.c, if not rationél or comprehensive, social and
econox.iic 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 tov those
unemployed. In 1975, unamployment benefits nationally totaled $17.8
billion, as compared to little more than $5.k billion in 197k and
$2.16 billion in 1965. To be sure, such an explosive growth in

wempl.oyment payments was caused by the worst post-war recession of
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the 197L-75 period, which still account for more than five millioﬁ

peofale receiving benefits today. In 1975, the average length oi‘ time
_for ‘which payments were received amounted to 23.8 weeks, from dboux

13.L weeks in 1973. Todqy, a8 Gongress allotted more federal dollars‘
| ' to help states deal with rising unemployment, it is possible for persons,
under certain circuhstsnces, to receive benefits for as long 55,65 weeks
at a stretch. In 1965, such benefits (vhich were then all»financsd at‘v'
the state level from payments levied on amplojars)}lastedfa maximum of
13 or 26 weeks (under special conditions). Finally, at the end of 1975
| it was repbrﬁed that because some 21 states had exausted their wm-
employment funds, they uare-fofged to borrow a total of $31 billion
”;frsm the federal Trsasury 111- This rapidl& rising unsmployment’bensfit )
systam is certainly closaly intertwinsd with the public assistance program.
Should the former fail to deal with the rising unemployment, the latter '
had to be made to accommodate the needs of the jobless. (In 20 states,
‘in fact, AFDC grants welfare benefits to the dependent children and
~their wnemployed fathers}) The contrary would have been true“in the
sense that if the latter-ﬁss dblé'to take care of ths unempldysd5 there
_shsuld have been less ﬁressurs-put on the Jobless benefits systsm. what
is important to realize is that many of the public assistance recipients T
are chronically unsmployed and the Horking poor -- and the undsrsmployadv
~- are not eligible for benefits under either system (the unemployment
compensation systsm or public assistance system). There is an obvious
need to coordinate and, if necessary, to reform both programs to serve |
the needy; with the maxﬁmus efficiency -- and economy -- with the least

cost to the society.
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"' Whether the Democratic presidential candidate Jimmy Carter and his
vice presidential candidéte Walter Mondale can win the électora,l approval
will, surely, determine their ability to influence the policy outgomés' |

'v _in these areas. Preaideizt'ial candidate Jimmy Carter Vh‘ims_elf said that
" when he (kennedy] got to the White House, meny of the things he promised
were 'biock'ed', because there was no feeling of mutual commitment from
Corigfess and the cﬁtmtry." 'Kennady hﬁd won a very close e_lect':!.on over
Nixon in 1960, Carter therefore asked that he be given a _éléar mandate
from the voters and Congress in'.drder to carry out the program he has
_'prc.mised, by saying that "i cannot -keép the promises I've madé 'Ehe v
_American people,. or that Iw:i.'l.l mé.he this fall -- and I intend to keep
every one of them -- unless I have a solid base of au:pport‘in Both houses
of Congress_, unless .I ’.get a good nia.ndate ..'.,"nz Should the,Démocré.ts. |
wir; the election -~ the odds seem to favor them at this juhcture - )
bésides a cle_;.r mandate from the voters, the next preside’nt. would ‘need
to ha_ve a mﬁtﬁa_l commitment from at least his own party members in |
Congress. ‘W.hat stratgéies he woﬁld then adopt in persuading his ad-
miﬁiétration's priority. social policieé through Gongress, by establiahing
a close working relationshi.p with it, will also detezjﬁine the results.

" On the other hand, should the Republicans win the presidential
election, the prospect for any comprehensive reform in p\iblic assistance
pblicy is not bright, unless such a victory is accmupani_ed by their
majority control of both houses of Congress (which is verj unlikely to
happen this year).  The Republicans, in their National Conventioh
meeting in Kansas City on . the early morning of August 18, 1976, agreed

- with the Democrats that there should be drastic reform in the public
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’wéifafe policy. However, unlike the Democrats, they adopted a platform
which pledges an eventual end to the federal role in public assistance
policy ahd return it to the states and cities, as veli as to the voluntary
private agencies. They also opposéd the federalization of the walfarev
gystem and any federal role in a nationally-guaranteed income policy.
. Other Democratic hum#n resources' proposals such as thé Humphrey-Hawkins
. full employment guaréntee policy or the establishment of a national
flénning body were outrigbtly opposed by the Republican'Convention.113-
The:evis no doubt that the Republican plaffonm had a definite imprint
of the Reaganite congerfatism father than that of moderate—conéervative
Ford. A few days after the Convention, it was reported that Caspar
Wbinbérger, a conservative Californian who sérved as the HEW Secretary
under both Presidents Nixon and Ford (from February 1973 to August 1975)
still wanﬁs g'simple cash grants system (which he proposed while in office)
'td'those in need as long as they néed it, by elimihating three exiéﬁing
programs -- AFDC, food stamps and SSI. (The Weinberger plén, uhicﬁ
failed to win Congressional approval would also contain rigid uork
requirements. )11h However, as far as the two major partles' platforms
are concerned, a clear ideological line has 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 challenger Ronald Reagan who has mounted the strongest challenge
against an incumbent president since Theodore Roosevelt did likewise

against his own protege Howard A. Taft in 1912. His selection of Robert



L 8

711»'

" J. Dole as his running mate was said to be based on his own selection

criteria of philosophical and personal compatibility rather than that

_of_getting any help from his vice presidential candidate in "winning"

. the election (which may not be entirely true for Senator Dole is well

known as a hard-hitting campaigner) Prospecta for his returning to
the White House in 1977, » however, look very dim. The Gallup Poll,

in its nation-wide su_rveyf conducted on August 9, 1976, -a week before

the opening of the Republican Convehtion, vrevea.led that Democratic
ca.nd:.date Carter was an overwhelming choice of the voters, 1eading
by 52% to Ford's 33% (while 7% were undeclded, 6% would vote for

Eugene McCarthy, and 2% were for other minority candidntes).' In a
ﬁwp-men race (between Carter and Ford, without McCarthy), Carter led
by a 23 points margin -- Carter"s 56% to Ford's 33%.115 .«ThHaHarris
sﬁrvey gave Carter 61% to Ford's 32%. Even in California, a Reagan
hénre base, a Marvin Field state poll indicated that Ford trailed |
Carter by 53% to 33%. Since the scientific poll taking began in

- the ‘1920'3 s Nno incumbent president was that war behind his challenéer.

Certainly it is doubtful that such a wide margin could be maintained
by Carter, as the November 2nd election day approached however, as
of now, Carter has a good chance of being elected to the presidency.

| Various power centers, political necessities and adva_ntages,,b
electoral mandates or considerations s ilnterest gﬁup pressures and
iobbies s bureaucratic and othér institutional rivalries, all play
their part in the making and ummaking ‘of public policy in the United

States.  As our analytic capabilities and our communicative skills
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improve, the future president (as well as Congress) may be able to
initiate far more significant, cqmprehensive social policy changes
in the above and other areas through the close acrutinj of social
problems ahd their solutions. However, in the end how the various -
publics in American polity perceive of the social problem issﬁes will
ultimately decide the social policy matters in the long run. Here, -

a presidenp can truly deﬁonstra.te his capacity to lead the country
through brioritizing {ssues , initiating sownd policy proposals,
communicating and informing the nature and reasons for policy‘decisions s
and finally, (as Harry S. Trumén used' to say about the job of a president
'in the American system of goverrment,) persuading and motivating the

people to do the things they themselves wanted to do in the first place.

3
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