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1. BOCIAL SECURITY

At the outset, I want to make it clear
that I favor increased social security
benefits. But I do not favor this social
security bill. This bill is a tax increase
at the expense of the poor—a tax in-
crease without hearings. I do not believe
we should be satisfied with this bill. T
believe we can do better. We must do
better.

I want more social security, because ™
know what an increase can do for the
poor in our Nation. More than a third
of the poor people in this country are
over 65 years of age. The only possible
way of lifting this group above the pov-
erty line Is higher cash benefits from so-
cial security.

More than 23 million beneficlaries re-
ceive checks every month through soeial
security. Social security insurance bene-
fits now assist 18 million older people, 3%
million children—primarily orphans—
a half million widowed mothers of chil-
dren or disabled or retired workers, 1%
million disabled workers and their wives,
and since 1966, people who are 72 or older
who otherwise are not eligible for insur-
ance benefits.

More than 86 million workers cur-
rently are employed and paying contri-
butions under social security. These con-
tributions will buy them a retirement
program, protection against serious dis-
ability, and life insurance if the major
breadwinner in the family dies.

Mr. President, one in every nine Ameri-
cans receives social security benefits in
some form. These people know how far
benefits have lagged behind the increases
in living costs. They also know these
benefits have lagged even farther behind
the better living standards most Ameri-
cans enjoy.

Since 1940 social security beneficiaries
have been fighting a losing battle with
the cost of living. Social security benefits
have been increased five times during this
period. But living costs have increased
much faster. Neither the social security
benefit increase in 1959 nor the one In
1965 matched the increase in living costs
since the previous benefit increase. The
8.3-percent increase In the consumer
price index in 1966 was the greatest in 15
years. Anc 1967 has kept a similar pace.

An example will show what this means
for the average retired American. The
average monthly benefit today for a
worker who retired in 1954 is $76, but
for him to buy the same goods and serv-
ices that his benefits would have pur-
chased 13 years ago, he would now have
to be receiving $82. A 13-percent social
security increase as proposed in the con-
ference report would allow him to buy
the same goods and services that he could
get in 1954, But this increase does not
allow him to keep up with today’s stand-
ard of living. But to keep pace with
wages of employed workers, he would
have to receive $104, which is a 37-per-
cent increase over the actual benefits of
today.

The problems of inflation aside, the
fact is that the average person on social
security can barely eke out a subpoverty
level of living. The poverty standard is
$1,170 for a single aged individual and
$1,850 for an elderly couple. The average
social security beneficiary is below even
the poverty subsistence level. Annually, a
single aged person now averages only
$1,008 and a couple $1,716.

The main retirement income protec-
tion for most elderly Americans comes
from social security. Less than 15 percent
of those 65 and over receive private pen-
sion payments, and those private pen-
sions count for only 3 percent of total in-
come for those people. Even 15 years
from now, social security will still be the
only pension income for 70 percent of the
people. The median income, including all

.ncome sources, was $1,130 in 1966 for
single persons over 65, and $2,875 for
couples. Thirty percent. of the elderly
couples received less than $2,000 a year.

Furthermore, many people do not real-
ize that when social security benefits go
up, welfare payments are likely to go
down. Many elderly people think they
will get the full benefits of 13-percent in-
crease in social security or a minimum
of $55. But many of them will not get this
increase,

There is a provision in the bill that
the additional amount of money oh-
tained as social security payments can
be taken away if one is on welfare. The
increase in social security benefits will
be matched by a decrease in welfare
benefits.

Many States have a practice of reduc-
ing welfare payments by the same
amount as any increase in socinl secu-
rity. An example of this was given by the
distinguished Senator from Montana
[Mr. MercaLr] the other day when he
told the story of an 84-year-old man who
has been retired for a number of years.
This 84-year-old man draws social secu-
rity benefits of $62 a month and welfare
benefits in the amount of $48 per month,
a fotal of $110.

He writes:

In the past, each time soeclal security pay-
ments have been Increased, my welfare
check has been decreased In the same
amount, I do not have enough to properly
take care of myself at the present time.

This 84-year-old man, and others like
him throughout the country, may very
well find that their old age assistance
checks will be reduced by an amount
equal to the increase under the confer-
ence bill,

Last month's Senate bill was intended
to counter this situation. The bill con-
tained a mandatory increase of $7.50 a
month in welfare payments for the aged,
the blind, and the disabled. This provi-
sion was intended to guarantee that the
social security increase would not be
knocked out for thousands of old people
when local and State agencies reduced
old-age assistance checks by a corre-
sponding amount. But the conference
bill does not contain that safeguard.
State and local governments retain the
opportunity to continue as they always
have, to cancel out the effects of the
social security increase.

If present social security payments
allow a majority of single persons and
nearly 30 percent of all aged couples to
exist only under conditions of extreme
poverty, why am I opposed to this in-
crease in social security?

I am opposed to this bill beeause I be-
lieve we must have a better one.

One that will provide substantial bene-
fits in cash.

One that will eliminate the opportun-
ity for States and localities to cancel the
increase by reducing old-age assistance
payments.

One that is not coupled with welfare
restrictions that hamstring inadequate
programs.

We are fighting a war on poverty. The
elderly comprise one-third of the pov-
erty group in America. A bill that truly
helps them is a victory in the war. If we
settle for a lesser bill, if we compromise
our position, it will be a long while be-
fore the Senate again has a chance to
help the poor and the elderly.

There is another reason for my con-
cern about the conference report. As the
conference bill stands, the Social Secu-
rity Act is overfinanced. The cost of the
bengﬁts in the House version was $3.2
billion, while the cost in the Senate ver-
sion was $5.8 billion. The conference bill
costs $3.6 billion.

The conference bill will produce a sur-
plus of $1.850 billion in calendar year
1968. The Senate committee level of ben-

efits would have produced a surplus of
$1.230 billion, and the version passed
on the Senate floor would produce a far
smaller surplus.

The conference report cuts benefits
by $2.2 billion when there is no de-
crease in payroll taxes. This item is a
bill which is actually a back-door tax
measure.

The cost to the taxpayers is the same
in the conference bill as it was in the
early Senate bill, but the benefits are
far less. The Federal Government gets
to keep approximately $620 million
which it would not have had otherwise.
This definitely appears to be a method
to increase the tax burden of Americans
without commensurate benefits,

We may need a tax measure to dampen
Inflationary pressures in our economy.
However, without hearings, and without
adequate benefits, I do not believe that
American wage earners should pay such
hidden tax.

But this is not all. The American tax-
payer may also find himself faced with
an increase in local real estate or prop-
erty taxes as a result of this bill. Such
& tax might very well be levied by local
governments to meet the increase in wel-
fare expenses which they will face, as a
result of decreased Federal participation
in financing of welfare programs under
this bill,

There is a further reason for my nega-
tive feelings about the bill—the wage
base provisions.

“The poor pay more." Usually this
phrase refers to consumer practices.
Strangely, under the conference social
security bill, the poor pay more.

This happens because the confere
report allowed a wage base of $7,80(
replace a sliding scale the Senate
proposed. Social security taxes are
on earnings up to the limit set in
wage base. People who earn more mc
than the wage base figure, do not
social security taxes on the excess sa
above, in this case, $7,800.

Consequently, those who earn wm
£7,800 pay a larger share of their inc_....
for social security benefits than those
who earn more than $7,800. The sodial
security taxes themselves have to Yhe
higher when there is a lower wage brse,
because the cost of the program remains
the same but the wages available for
taxing are limited.

The original social security wage base
in 1935 was $3,000. When the program
began, about 95 percent of the persons
in the program had their full earnings
covered. For the same percentage of
Americans today to have their full earn-
ings covered, the wage base would have
to be inereased to around $15,000.

Because of the failure to raise the tax-
able wage base to refleet increased
earnings of workers, there has been an
erosion In the adeguacy of benefits in
relation to earnings. Large numbers of
workei's are not receiving benefit protec-
tion related to their full earnings.

It is imperative that the program
cover the total earnings of the larger
majority of workers so that their retire-
ment benefits, which are based on cov-
ered earnings only, will be related to
what they actually earned. If an unduly
low ceiling is placed on the benefits paid
to moderate- or high-wage workers, they
will be forced to suffer drastic reductions
in their living standards when they
retire.

The $7,800 base proposed by the con-
ference commitfee would increase to
about two-thirds the proportion of work-
ers whose full incomes are covered. But
this proportion is projected to fall to
about one-half again by 1974.

The administration and the Senate
proposed to finance social security by a
three-step increase in the taxable wage
base to $7,800 in 1968, $9,000 in 1971, and
$10,800 in 1974.



Siich a higher wage base would im-
prove the relation between a worker's
actual earnings and his eventual social
securily benefit while providing ad-
ditional income to improve the program
further. In past years, increased cover-
age partially made up for the decreasing
proportion of taxable payroll.

But social security is now virtually a
universal program, and the possibilities
of expanding coverage in the future are
few. The sliding Senate scale would have
kept about two-thirds of the payroll
covered by a wage base through 1974,

Additionally, a sliding wage scale
would allow a lesser increase In the
social security tax rate.

The administration proposed to fi-
nance the social security benefits in two
ways. There would be an increase in
the scheduled contribution rates on each
party of 0.1 percent on January 1, 1969,
and an additional 0.05 percent on Janu-
ary 1, 1973, for a total increase of 0.15
percent. In addition, there would be the
three-step increase in the taxable wage
base.

The House improvements require a
higher tax rate because of the lower wage
base; the eventual social security contri-
bution rate with a wage base of $7,800
will be about 0.25 percent unless the
number of benefits financed by the pro-
gram are cut or steps are taken to
eliminate the present and projected sur-
pluses in the fund.

If the wage base remains relatively
static while earnings rise, social security
contributions will be an ever-decreasing
proportion of the total national payroll.

Higher benefits will require a higher
tax on the decreasing portion of income.
Since the tax rate is uniform, low-wage
workers bear a greater cost burden when
the wage base is frozen.

If the Senate will reconsider the Social
Security Act, some revisions can be made
in these financing provisions.

Finally, I find the social security pro-
visions unacceptable because of the
treatment given to Senate increases for
special groups.

The Senate introduced a series of
amendments or modifled House pro-
visions to allow an increase in penefits for
individuals aged 72 and over, for disabled
widows and widowers, for those who
chose reduced insurance benefits at age
60, and an increase in the amount an
individual can earn and still be eligible
for benefits.

None of these amendments were re-
ported out of the conference.

The Senate increased the amount of
special payments to certain individuals
aged 72 and older who have no coverage
or whose coverage is insufficient to
qualify for regular benefits. The Senate
provided increases of $50 for single per-
sons and $25 for a spouse in this cate-
gory.

The conference bill gave $40 for a
single person and $20 for a spouse, an in-
crease of $5 and $2.50 respectively from
the House measures.

The €enate wanted to provide benefits
for disabled widows and widowers at any
age at a benefit rate of 821, percent of
the spouse'’s primary insurance amount.
Again, the conference committée modi-
fled the Senate amendment to bring it in
line with the House bill. The House, and
conference version, provided benefits for
disabled widows and widowers age 50 or
over with benefits ranging from 50 to
8214 percent of the spouse’s primary in-
surance amount depending on the age at
which benefiis begin.

The Senate’s amendment to provide
for payment of reduced old-age, wife's,
husband’s; widower's, and parents's in-
surance benefits beginning at age 60 was
deleted by the conference.

Under the existing provisions of sec-
tion 203 of the Social Security Act, if the
beneficiary earns $1,500 or less a year, no
benefits will be withheld; if he earns
more than $1,500 in a year, $1 in benefits
will be withheld for each $2 in earnings
between $1,500 to $2,700, and $1 in bene-
fits will be withheld for each $1 of earn-
ings above $2,700. The House bill in-
creased the annual $1,500 and $2,700 cut-
off points to $1,680 and $2,880, respec-
tively. The Senate amendments increased
the cutoff points to $2,400 and $3,600

under the old social security law, no bene-
fit is withheld for any month in whick
the beneficiary earns $125 or less in war
and does not engage in self-employme.
The House raised the monthly figure to
$140 and the Senate increased it to $200,
In conference, the Senate receded.

In dollars and cents the social security
benefits coming from the conference
compromise are an across-the-board in-
crease of 13 percent. The House had
approved a general increase of 12.5 per-
cent while the Senate raised the figure
to 15 percent.

The minimum monthly benefit coming
from the conference was $55. The cur-
rent minimum monthly benefit is $44.
The House had approved a raise to $50,
while the Senate version approved a raise
to $70.

The numbers involved in these com-
promises clearly indicate that the con-
ference committee leaned heavily toward
the more conservative House version on
the increase in social security benefits, In
fact, it is a little difficult to call the result
a compromise,

My record in the Senate is one of
gavoring increased social security bene-

ts.

I voted for the Senate bill which pro-
vided an across-the-board increase of 15
percent in social security benefits and
which would have raised the minimum
monthly benefit to $70.

I cosponsored an amendment whic
would have raised the minimum monthly—
benefit to $100.

I am in favor of social security, Ir
favor of increased benefits, in favor oi—
eliminating burdensome restrictions,
But, Mr. President, I am not in agree-
ment with the regressive provisions of
this bill,

Let me read you a letter I received yes-
terday from Mr. C. J. Obert, of Minne-
apolis, Minn, It reflects the opinions of
the elderly of this Nation:

A funny thing happened to the new Soclal
Security bill from the Senate to the House.
This bill was not even recognizable after the
mutilating the House gave it.

I'm sure I'm speaking for all the Senior
Citizens in your home state when I ask you
for help in this very important bill to us,
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Mr. MONDALE,
II. AFDC PAYMENTS

I have said the conference report takes
us back to the days of the “Poor Laws.”

This is true especially of the “freeze”
on the number of eligible children for
Federal AFDC participation.

The conference bill places a limit on
the extent of Federal financial participa-
tion in the AFDC program. It states that
the Federal Government will set a maxi-
mum contribution which will be equal to
the proportion of all children in the State
under 18 who are receiving aid to fami-
lies with dependent children as a result
of the continued absence of a parent as
of January 1, 1968.

I am opposed to this section of the bill

.. for five separate, but related reasons:

First, it is based on unproven assump-
tions.

Second, it leaves unresolved problems.

Third, it transfers to the States re-
sponsibilities which should be shared by
the Federal Government.

Fourth, it may be unconstitutional.

" Fifth, the amendment clearly is puni-
ve.

Unproven assumptions: Those sup-
porting this measure assumed it would
reduce the growth of the AFDC program,
illegitimacy and broken homes. There
is little likelihood the freeze will pro-
duce this result.

One cannot get something for noth-
ing. We do not solve the problem of in-
creased crime by limiting the number
of police a city can have. We do not
reduce fires by limiting the number of
fire engines. Similarly, we cannot dim-
inish illegitimacy and broken homes
simply by reducing the financial assist-
ance available to children of these
homes,

The assumption of this provision is
that AFDC children are receiving aid
because of their mothers’ illicit behavior
with other men.

Evidence shows that curtailing AFDC
payments does not end illegitimacy.
Many States have used the *“suitable
home” policy to deny assistance to fam-
ilies where illegitimacy had occurred.

Edward B. Sparer, in his testimony
before the Senate Finance Committee
on H.R. 12080, discussed this point. He
reported that the State of Mississippi
conducted a study on the effect of AFDC

. cutoff for the denlal of eligiblility on
the grounds that a “suitable home" was
lacking because of illegitimacy.

This study shows a vast increase In
incidence of illegitimate births “follow-
ing the families’ exclusion from AFDC.”
This quote would seem to counter the
arguments raised in the committee re~
port.

The committee report implies that 11~
legitimacy is a simple problem. We know
it is not.

Tllegitimacy is caused by poverty, lack
of educational opportunities, lack of
training and job opportunities, poor
housing, and all those other factors that
produce the psychology and sociology of
the poor. To -counter these conditions,
the family must have adequate financial
assistance.

If the committee had really been con-
cerned with the problem of illegitimacy
and family disintegration, it would have

__ provided for a large increase in welfare
| benefits in order to give security te the
family. :

It would have provided for a manda-
tory AFDC-UP program in_every State
in the Nation to allow the unemployed
father's family to be eligible for financial
assistance.

It would have provided a dramatic
program of family planning counseling
and intensified counseling services to

C discourage promiscuity and dissertion.
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Unresolved problems: The concept of
a “freeze” does not take into considera-
tion that there are factors other than il-
legitimacy and family breakup that con-
tribute to the increase in the number of
AFDC recipients.

There are, in fact, three areas com-
pletely outside the contral of the public
agency which may cause a dramatic in-
crease in the number of AFDC recipients.
They are: First, increased awareness of
eligibility and changes in scope of pro-
gram; second, migration and natural in-
crease in population; and, third, changes
in the economy.

INCREASED AWARENESS OF ELIGIBILITY AND

CHANGES IN SCOPE OF PROGRAM

In a recent article in the New Repub-
lic, the then New York City Welfare
Commissioner, Mitchell Ginsberg, is
quoted as stating that there are nearly
as many eligible families off the welfare
rolls as there are on them.

If New York is any indication of the
situation in the rest of the country, we
could double the number of welfare re-
cipients in each community if people
were made aware of their eligibility.

Many private groups are now attempt-
ing to inform the poor of their rights
under eligibility provisions for welfare.
These same groups are also testing in the
courts some of the restrictions which
have prevented many families from re-
ceiving benefits.

Residency requirements are being
challenged in California and other areas.
If residency requirements are declared
unconstitutional, hundreds of thousands
of additional families will be eligible for
assistance, These families will be eligible
because of a change in the scope of the
program, not because of an increase in
illegitimacy or in family breakup.

Thus, by increased awareness of wel-
fare programs and changes in the defini-
tion of program eligibility, there is a po-
tential for relief rolls to swell.

MIGRATION AND NATURAL INCREASE IN
POPULATION

Federal participation formulas are
based on the percentage of children on
welfare contrasted with the number of
children in the State. There is no al-
lowance for States experiencing large
amounts of in-migration of poor families.

Thus, the State’s hardest hit will be
those that attract the poor to their large
industrial cities and ghettos. States least
affected by the freeze will be those that
are losing their population of poor
families.

The impact may be seen by looking at
percentage increase in the number of re-
cipients for selected States from May of
1866 to May of 1967. While the national
increase was 10.4 percent, the fast-grow-
ing States of the West and industrial
Northeast showed much higher percent-
ages. In contrast, States In the Midwest
showed increases less then the national
average.

Those States which suffered heaviest
impact: Wisconsin, 27 percent; Wash-
ington, 14.3 percent; Virginia, 13.3 per-
cent; Vermont, 18 percent; Rhode Is-
land, 14,1 percent; Oregon, 17.6 percent;
New York, 22.4 percent; Nevada, 26.8 per-
cent; Massachusetts, 15.8 percent; Cali-
fornia, 18.9 percent; Colorado, 13.2 per-
cent; Delaware, 16.4 percent; Florida,
17.4 percent.

Those States where the impact was
the least include: West Virginia, minus
6.5 percent; South Carolina, minus 7.3
percent; North Carolina, minus 1.2 per-
cent; Missourd, plus 1.5 percent; Ala-.
bama, minus 0.4 percent; Iowsa, plus 0.4
percent; Louisiana, plus 5.9 percent.

Again this is a situation that is be-
yond the control of the locality. It is
caused by economic and social forces
which make one area of the country more
attractive than another.
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It has implications, however. Clearly,
faster growing and industrial States will
bear the brunt of the loss of support
funds in this legislation. Moreover, if the
residency requirements are declared un-
constitutional, the impact will be even
greater.

CHANGES IN THE ECONOMY

The ‘“freeze” in this report assumed
we will have the same level of economie
prosperity that we are now experiencing.
But if we suffer a recession or a depres-
sion, our welfare system will not be able
to respond.

The number of families eligible for
Federal aid has been set. Those added to
the need list would have to be treated ine
a different manner, since there is no
room for them under the proposed ceil-
ing.

In the past, the welfare program has
been used to offset declines in disposable
personal income. It will no longer be
available for this funetion under the pro-
visions of the conference report.

Instead, we will be forced to enact
emergency changes in the legislation to
lift the freeze and pump additional
money into the pocketbooks of our low-
income consumers.

Mr. President, I feel that the so-called
freeze on AFDC children neglects some
important economic considerations.

The Finance Committee in the Senate
gave consideration to these economic
considerations and we agreed on the floor
to the committee’'s recommendation.
However, the House overlooked these
recommendations and insisted that the

concept of a ireeze be included in the
conference bill.

Effect on the States: The system of
categorical aids established in the 1930’s
marked the beginning of the flow of Fed-
eral funds to the cumulative pot of
moneys available to finance welfare pro-
grams at the local level. Under this legis-
lation, the States run the program with
grants from the Federal Government.

For many States, Federal funds make
the difference between meeting stand-

ards of “need” as they define them, or
providing no help at all. For all States,
Federal funds help redistribute economic
burdens so that more of those requiring
financial aid may receive it.

By limiting the extent of Government
participation, the freeze leaves the States
with these unpleasant alternatives:

First. They can deny new applicants
with the explanation that there is not
enough money to cover the cost of assist-
ance.

Second. They can change the eligi-
bility requirements, by excluding persons
according to new residency requirements
or new waiting periods for absent par-
ents,

Third. They can assume the full
financial burden themselves for AFDC
children above the “freeze” ceiling.

It is clear that these options trap the
States. Few have the financial resources
to support the public services they now
maintain, much less the addition of
further welfare expenses, The property
tax can be stretched only so far. Thus,
States and localities will be left with
only three choices, each of which is
punitive, restrictive, and goes against
both the philosophy of welfare services,
and commonsense.

Possible unconstitutionality of the
law: The freeze provides Federal statu-
tory authority for arbitrary exclusions
from welfare programs.

If a State attempts to act upon the
new Federal statute by denying aid to
eligible children in excess of the per-
mitted number, is this a violation of the
equal profection clause of the 14th
amendment? Crities of the freeze claim
that it is.



Lawrence Speiser, Director of the
Washingion Office of the Ameriean Civil
Liberties Union, said in testimony be-
fore the Senate Finance Committee:

We belleve that the freeze in federal parti-
cipation In ald to familles with dependent
children program Is unconstitutional and
denies equal protection of the law.

If a State grants ald to some needy
citizens and not to others, such deter-
mination must be made on & more rea-
sonable basis than “first come, first
served.” Establishing an arbitrary limit
on the number of persons who may bene-
fit from a law is indensible, irrational,
and inconsistent with Democratic prinei-
ples and the Constitution. The 14th
amendment requires that there be rea-
sonable and not arbitrary standards for
determining which individual falls within
each class. Brown v. The Board of Edu-
cation, 342 U.8. 483; Yick Wo v. Hop-
kins, 118 U.S. 356, 369; Colorado and
Santa Fe Ry. v. Ellis (Alice), 165 U.8. 150,
155.

The distinction drawn between needy
children on the welfare rolls before the
freeze as contrasted with those who may
or may not be eligible after a certain
date seems irrational. How can a State
classify a child ineligible because of the
ireeze, especially, when that child meets
every substantive test met by another
child who is granted aid?

There are any number of reasons why
the percentage of children in a jurisdic-
tion receiving AFDC benefits may in-
crease, A State is then faced with a choice
of excluding some by means of tightened
eligibility standards or denying aid arbi-
trarily to those who have applied after
the cutoff figure has been reached.

Many States will feel pressure to trim
their existing welfare rolls and follow a
rigid policy of allotting vacancies on the
roll. When assistance is arbitrarily denied
and the persons affected are as fully
qualified as other persons receiving as-

sistance, the question of equal protection
of the laws can be raised.

The freeze provisions may also affect
the right to travel, which is a constitu-
tional and protected right. If an indigent
person cannot move to another section of
the country because he then will not be
eligible to receive certain welfare rights,
his right to travel has been inhibited.

A legislative provision that gives rise
to the constitutional question of equal
protection of the laws can in one sense
be said to be punitive. The entire tenor
of the conference report's welfare pro-
visions is one of punishment.

The limitation of Federal participation
to children of deserting fathers is a puni-
tive measure. It is a measure which
blames children for the sins of their
parents.

This legislation represents the kind of
attitude which can incite riots. Thirty to
40 percent of the people in Watts and
Harlem are touched by existing welfare
programs at any given time. The na-
tional average length of stay on the wel-
fare rolls is less than 2 years—20 months
to be precise—so people on welfare com-
promise a constantly changing group.
The potential number of those who may
be affected by changes in the welfare
system, therefore may far exceed 40 per-
cent. Any tinkering with welfare strikes
at the heart of urban areas.

About all the residents of big city
ghettoes need is another indication of
congressional lack of concern for their
problems. I believe that if we pass: the
social security bill with welfare provi-
sions that have “punishment” written all
over them—a bill that excludes so many,
and destroys the hope of thousands
more—we will be showing that very lack
of concern,

We will be accomplices in the creation
gir conditions that invite urban destruc-

on.
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Mr. MONDALE,

111, WORK-TRAINING PROVISIONS

Two years ago, the President warned:

Unless we work to strengthen the family
and to create conditions under which most
parents will stay together, all the rest—
schools and playground, public assistance,
snd private concern will never be able to
cut completely the circle of dispair and
deprivation.

The unemployed fathers and work and
training provisions show our inability to
comprehend the evidence, and act ac-
cordingly.

We know that welfare laws in many,

ities require that unemployed fathers
G’famllies otherwise entitled to AFDC

ust leave their families if wives and
hildren are to receive public assistance.
‘ ,cl we know what this has meant—in-
ases in the welfare caseloads, and the
breakdown of family structure,

Approximately 265,000 children were
on AFDC this past May, for example,
because of the unemployment of the
father. By far the largest part of the
AFDC growth over the past 15 years has
been because of the absence of the father
from the home.

Programs for unemployed fathers
could help alleviate these problems. Only
22 States have so far taken advantage
of the permicsive legislative authoriza-
tion; less than half of our States have
programs to permit the unemployed
father to stay at home with his family
while he is investigating opportunities
for work and training.

We listen to the evidence; we see the
necessity for united families. We then
refuse to act.

The conference report deletes the Har-
ris amendment, which would have made
mandatory an AFDC-UF program. Fa-
thers in 28 States will still be required to
“esert their families in order to assure

aat their children have food and shelter
until they are able to find employment.

In fact, the conference report worsens
the situation for unemployed fathers.
The reinstated House amendment ex-
cludes fathers who do not have six or
more quarters of work in any 13 calendar
quarter period within 1 year prior to ap-
plying for aid. This makes it impossible

for States to reach those fathers who
Q"eed help most—the hard-core, long-

erm unemployed.

Moreover, we force fathers who have-
jobs and lose them to penalize their
children. The House amendment, re-
tained in the conference bill would ex-
clude the children of fathers receiving—
or gualified to receive—unemployment
compensation, from eligibility for AFDC
payments,

We know the kinds of jobs ghetto fa-
thers can get, janitors or bus-boys, with
no job secujity; “last-hired first fired"
assembly line work, Unemployment com-
pensation payments are miniscule com-
pared to the financial needs of families.
If he loves his family, how can the un-
employed father risk taking a job when
he knows that if he loses it, his children
may go hungry?

In fact, the conference report contra-
_dicts the bill's general emphasis on work
“or the whole family, in another provi-

on. Under the Senate amendments, the
first $50 of the total monthly earnings
plus one-half of the remainder for fam-
-ilies receiving AFDC would have been ex-
empted. The House amendment reduces
this to $30. If our intention throughout
the enfire measure was to encourageé fam-
ilies to take jobs that will help them get
off the welfare roles, why did we slash
C.hls important work incentive?

Senate

As if this were not enough, however,
we also go on to punish mothers.

As Edward V. Sparer points out, & dis-
tinction has always been drawn in these
programs between able-bodied men and
mothers, with respect to work and train-
ing.

It is generally accepted as part of the
structure of present federal and state wel-
fare laws that the able bodled are required
to accept work . . . A different situation exists
with regard to mothers of young children on
AFDC. The intent underlylng our present
Soclal Security Act Is that the right to make
the decision as to whether such mothers
should work or not should not be taken away
from poor mothers just as it has not been
taken from other mothers in our soclety . . .
H.R. 12080 would reverse the purpose of
AFDC,

1 do not believe there are valid gener-
alizations in the field of welfare with re-
gard to the merits or demerits of employ-
ment of mothers. Our experience is too
limited; the results too contradictory.
For many, work and training may be the
answer. Experience with the OEO title V
programs has demonstrated that in some
cases work and training can lead to in-
creased self-sufficiency. For others, how-
ever, leaving the home only increases
family problems.

There is even some evidence that it
may harm the children directly. Two
psychiatrists, Drs. Frederick Solomon and
Chester M. Pierce, assert that welfare
children whose mothers are forced to
work may reach adulthood mentally re-
tarded or emotionally disturbed.

These psychiatrists are not gquacks.
They are members of a committee ests.h_-
lished by Congress in 1965 to study mi-.
nority group children as part of the
Joint Commission on Mental Health of
Children. These physicians hold that de-
priving children of full-time attention
by their mothers and substituting “insti-
tutional” day-care centers for children
under 3 vears of age could do life-
long damage to their mental and emo-
tional health.

Dr. Solomon sent me a telegram I
wish to quote:

We beseech you to fillbuster If necessary
to defeat the welfare amendments to tlie So-
cial Security bill. The mental growth of
thousands of Infants and children will be
gravely affected by the absence of their
mothers in compulsory work or training. Day
care for children under age 13 is highly ex-
perimental and likely to be extremely dan-
gerous If applied broadly. We feel the freeze
on ADC payments is also unspeakably cruel.
Your courage on this lssue now will be justly
rewarded by an easy consclence later,

Many factors affect a person’s readi-
ness for work or training at any givet}
point in time. One is the mental, physi-
cal, and psychological ability to perform
the expected work. Another is attitude.
A third is family eircumstances. A fourth
is ability to pay the incidental expenses
involved. Unless all four of these ele-
ments are in order, severe harm may
result.

An illustration may help: Mrs. X is the
mother of four children, aged 186, 12, 6,
and 2. She is receiving public assistance,
The one training course established in
her area this month is a home health
aide course. Mrs. X has not finished high
school has no health training and can
barely read and write.

She explains her anxieties to the so-
cial worker. She has not been in school
for a long time; she does not know any-
thing about health; she lacks the money
for transportation and is worried about
the children—the 2-year-old is often ill,
and the oldest son is having trouble in
school.

The social worker listens to a few sen-
tences, and then cuts her off. “What does
this woman mean,” she thinks. “Home
health aide training is a snap. She's just
trying to get out of work.”

Somehow Mrs. X manages to struggle
through the class. She cannot find a job
immediately, but after 3 months is em-
ployed. She finds to her dismay, how-
ever, that home health aides are em-
ployed only on a part-time basis.

Even working as many hours as the
scheduler will give her, she still is netting
only about $50 per week. And then there
are the weeks when the 2-year-old must
be taken to the clinic across town. That
takes a full day each time.

There are conferences at her son's
school with teachers, trying to keep him
from becoming a dropout. The home
health agency does not pay for cleaning
her uniform, or for lunches. At the end
of 3 months Mrs. X sees that she cannot
possibly make ends meet, But there is
nothing she can do to remedy the situa-
tion. Her social worker declares her
“able-bodied”; State regulations fail to
include the family or financial consider-
ations.

Mr. President, these stories and worse
are destined to be repeated across the
country, because of the bill's language on
the work-training program.

The Senate amendments would have
made work-training an effective concept
by combining training incentives with
voluntary participation. People who
should know, including Secretary Gard-
ner of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, agreed that this was
the way to create an effective program.

It is true that the conference report
represents a considerable improvement
over the original House program. The
report calls for new work-incentive pro-
grams to be administered by the Depart-
ment. of Labor for AFDC recipients re-
ferred by welfare agencies. Programs
would include employment, training or
subsidized special work projects.

But the language of the conference
report still permits welfare officials to
force mothers to work, It specifically
deletes the Senate exemptions for
mothers and other relatives who care
for preschool children or children under
16 attending school, and takes from the
State the ability to set up other exclu-
sions.

This could be interpreted as a mandate
to punish the poor.

We all have listened to the stories of
arbitrary behavior by social workers and
public welfare officials. Unfeeling, some-
times punitive behavior is held to be an
all-too-frequent occurrence. Many hold
that the public welfare system as a whole
fosters dependency and denies basic
human and constitutional rights.

Many criticisms could be leveled even
against the original Senate bill, It does
not deal with the problem of creating
meaningful jobs and adequate income.

It does not create new careers for the
poor. And it does not even guarantee
placement,

All of these points are well taken. But
the fact remains that while the Senate
bill may not have been perfect, the House
provisions were a disgrace, The confer-
ence report is little better.

The poor have always gotten the short
end of the stick. Now they are to be
beaten with it.

Edward V. Sparer cites what he calls
the “incredible” lengths some State wel-
fare regulations reach:

Georgla regulations on the one hand re-
quire mothers to obtain full-time work



whenever the welfare department deems it
appropriate; on the other hand, the welfare
department must, under the Georgia "em-
ployable mother" regulation, discontinue ald
whenever the mother obtains a full-time job,
no matter how little she earns. . . . The Wash-
ington, D.C. rule, as I understand I[t, goes
even further. Under the D.C. rule, a mother
who Is deemed able bodled and avallable for
work Is subject to AFDC termination even
though she has not obtained a job!

Secretary Gardner warned the Con-
gress about the dangers of the House
work-training provisions:

If determinations are mgde according to
rigid formulas inflexibly applied, if lack of
imagination and foresight characterize ac-
tion at the decision level, then the result
can only be grief for the individuals and
famiiies involved, and defeat of the purposes
of the program,

There is much controversy about the
nature and the extent of the abuses. One
thing is clear, however. Whatever ten-
dencies there are toward negative re-
sults, are escalated to near certainty by
the compromise bill.

But there are other reasons for my
objections to the bill's treatment of work
and training.

If we had wanted an effective work
and training program for welfare fam-
ilies, we would not have reduced the
training incentives.

The Senate amendments would have
made it attractive to gain additional
skills and financially possible for welfare
recipients to participate. A payment of
$20 per week would have given mothers,

fathers, and older children the funds to
pay for increased costs attendant to be-
ing away from home—Ilunches bought at
school rather than prepared at home,
dry-cleaning of uniforms required for
training, additional transportation costs,

The $30 per month of the compromise,
on the other hand, would be a training
disincentive in many instances. A pay-
ment of $7 per week cannot possibly
cover the combination of costs facing a
family member who must be away from
home during the day—transportation,
lunches bought at cafeterias, training
materials, and the like.

Equally onerous is the reduced Federal
participation in supporting work-train-
ing programs.

The compromise amendment would re-
duce the Federal share of program costs
from 90 percent to 80 percent.

The shift doubles the burden on the
States from 10 to 20 percent. What are
the States to do? The effect on adminis-
tration may be disastrous. As we all know,
the conference bill says that mothers who
cannot or do not wish to work have a
grace period of 60 days, in which they
can still get their AFDC checks, if they
receive counseling. But suppose there is
not enough money to hire additional
caseworkers and counselors needed to
handle the increase in work? Suppose the
mother cannot get an appointment to see
the counselor within 60 days. The
mother’'s welfare check will be cut off.
She will be punished for something she
could do nothing about.

0
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Mr. MONDALE.

IV. TITLE 18

Let me now turn to title 19, and what
the conference report and bill would do
to medical care for the needy.

Poverty and ill health reinforce one
another. The poor cannot afford the kind
of health care they need to escape de-
pendency, disease, and dispair. Ilness
means they cannct take advantage of
opportunities for education, training,
and work. As one of the OEO health pro-
gram administrators put it:

Without Intervention, the poor get sicker,

the sick get poorer.

ﬁha title 19 program promised one
d of needed intervention—money.
der this legislation, those receiving
1 assistance were to be eligible for
in meeting medical expenses. But
also, the medically indigent—those able
to pay for food, clothing, and shelter, but
unable to pay for medical care—were to
become eligible, if the State so desired.
So far, 29 States have established these
programs, By January 1, 1970, 54 juris-
dictions may have programs in opera-

tion,

I am proud to say that Minnesota has
an approved title 19 plan. The title 19
program in this year alone is expected to
benefit nationally, 8 million Americans,
two-fifths of them 65 and over, and one-
half children and youth under the age of
21. Yet, in this year, when s0 many are
gaining access to good health, House
surgeons cut the heart ou tof the title 19
program.

The House bill limits Federal partici-
pation in title 19 programs to those
whose income is less than 133 percent of
the highest amount ordinarily paid fam-
flies of similar size under the State aid-
to-dependent-children programs. Wil-

=~ Cohen talked about the results in

| hearings on the House bill. He said:

The limitation will effect the programs in
operation In 14 States, and will severely re-
strict the future development of the pro-
gram to meet the medical needs of persons
who lack sufficient resources to pay for them.

A table was introduced, showing the
cut in Federal funds that would flow to
the 14 States. We all know what drastic

ductions in Federal funds will mean,

éﬁent statements by Mayor Lindsay, of

York, and others indicate that there

just is not money to cover these costs in

local budgets. Reduction in Federal par-

ticipation for most localities will prob-

ably mean cutting down on the amount
of medical care for the poor.

Mr. Cohen discusses another effect:

The Housge limitation will destroy the con-
cept of medical indigence in & number of
states.

He gives illusfrations showing how
families eligible for cash assistance can
find themselves ineligible for medical as-
sistance, because many States do not pay
the full percentage of need. He said:

1n Indiana, for example, a family of four is
eligible to receive assistance if their income
is less than $271.40 per month, yet the high-

C

Senate

est amount that can be pald In assistance
I5 $103. The House blll would mean that
this family eould recelve ¢ash assistance if
their monthly income is up to $271.40, but
medlcal assistance only If thelr income ls
below $137, about half of the eligibility level
for cash payments,

For another example:

In Texas, a family of four with Income
below $163.95 could quallfy to recelve cash
assistance . . . Yet, unless the family in-
come 15 below $124, its members wouid not
be eligible for medical assistance

Mr. President, this is a false economy,
in terms of dollars and of people.

People who are not well and cannot
work cost taxpayers money—anemploy-
ment insurance, welfare assistance, and
the rest. And if they live in families, these
costs simply multiply.

Let me tell a story to illustrate my
meaning. I know of a family in one of
our large eastern cities. Father, mother,
four children, aged 22, 15, 11, and 1 year.
Family is off welfare right now pri-
marily because of the medicaid program.
Before this program this one family had
cost all of us a very great deal. The father
had had a nervous condition which could
be controlled by medicine. Much of the
time, he could not afford that medicine,
however. When he Jost jobs, he had to
go on unemployment insurance. When
that ran out, welfare was the only an-
SWer.

The family dreaded illness requiring
hospitalization, because it always caused
the same trauma to the family, The gen-
eral hospital could only keep patients for
a certain length of time. Patients sent
home required constant home care. Since
this family was not eligible for the health
department's home-care program free,
someone had to stay home to care for
recuperating family members.

Usually this was the mother. But if
mother was ill, or if she had to take one
of the children to the clinic to wait in
line all day, one of the school-age chil-
dren would have to stay home.

The oldest child had missed so much
school because of this that he never had
completed high school. As a dropout, he
was destined to the same treadmill of low
paying work that had trapped the
school-dropout father.

On and on the family saga went until
last year. Almost 12 months ago, their
State put a title 19 program into opera-
tion, which included this family among
the medically indigent eligible for care.

Father now can get the medicine and
stay on his job. Mother now can secure
a home health aid to provide real care
to family members coming home from
the hospital, And the children can stay
in school.

The savings both in dollars and in
human terms has been enormous. Yet,
checking their income levels against the
House-sponsored formula shows this
family will be cut off medical assistance.
That is the meaning of the 133-percent
formula.

Mr. President, as I said before, this is
one of the worst pieces of legislation I
have seen in a long time, but it is con-
sistent with other bills that have been
coming out of conference with the House.

We have given in too often to the
House on legislation. I am tired of being
told that we in the Senate must accept
reduced appropriations, restrictive
amendments, and unnecessary legisla-
tion in order to gain House support for
the continuation of programs the voters
want.,

We gave in on rent supplements. In
the end, we appropriated only one-fourth
the amount requested by the administra-
tion and voted by the Senate.

‘We gave in on the poverty bill. We ac-
cepted the Green amendment and re-
duced authorizations in order to con-
tinue this program for another 2 years.

We gave in on metropolitan develop-
ment. In the appropriation bill for the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, we accepted language that
eliminated the metropolitan expediter
program and may eliminate the “204"
program which requires areawide review
of cities’ applications for Federal aid
when these projects affect other cities.

We gave in on model cities. The appro-
priations nowhere matched the need
existing in the 63 cities approved for the
model city grants.

We gave in on reapportionment. There
we resisted, and forced the House to re-
evaluate its position.

Right now we must decide on social
security. We are being forced to accept
or reject a bill which provides a measly
increase in benefits, restricts the welfare
family, and ignores the need for effec-
tive work incentives, We cannot recom-
mit, we cannot amend, we have to accept
or reject.

Mr. President, I for one, am tired of
being told that I must vote for this bill
or be on record against the program.

I think the people of this country are
too sophisticated to interpret a “no" vote
on this conference report as a vote
against increased social security benefits,
Instead they will support efforts to de-
feat the bill and drive to pass a better
bill at the beginning of next session.

I do want to make it clear that I am
not accusing any other distinguished
Member of this body of conscious duplic-
ity. As one who has just completed a
conference on meat inspection legislation
and as a member of the conference com-
mittee on food stamps, I know that the
Senate position must be compromised to
gef a bill out of conference. But I feel this
bill is too important to the poor, the aged,
the sick, the disabled to give in as com-
pletely as we did.

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to join me in defeating this
conference report, because it is a bad bill
and because the provisions of the Senate-
passed version were nearly ignored in
Congress.

We can no longer be a Congress of
20/20 hindsight. The time for action is
not next session, but now.
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. MO E. Mr. President, I again
% profound disappoint-

W
ment with the conference report on H.R.
12080, the Social Security Amendments

No. 205

|From the office of Senator WaLTeR F.
MonpaLg, Dec. 14, 1967]

OBJECTIONS TO CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
12080, SoCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS FOR
1967
1) A 13% Increase in Soclal Security bene-

fits is totally Inadequate. The average person

soclal security can barely eke out a liv-

g; the average social security income Is

low the poverty level. Soclial Security bene-
ficiaries have been fighting a losing battle

ith the cost of living since 1940, and neither

e 19590 increase nor the 1965 Increase in
benefits matched the increase in living costs.
To keep pace with the wages of employed
workers, Social Security benefits would
have to be Increased 37%. The 15% increase
voted by the Senate was barely adegquate;
a 13% Increase will only momentarlly ease
the economic pinch on the elderly, and it
will be another three or four years before
Congress will agaln Increase benefits.

2) Thousands of older people who are
receiving welfare assistance in addition to
social security, will get no increase at all
because their welfare ald will be reduced by
whatever amount thelr Social Security check
is increased. The Senate voted a mandatory
£7.50 welfare Increase to offset this reduction;
however, it was rejected In conference.

3) The Conference proposal represents a
backdoor tax Increase. Taxpayers will have
to pay the same for the Conference bill
(which proposes benefits costing $3.6 billlon)
as they would for the Senate bill (which
proposed benefits costing $5.8 billion). Thus
the tax burden on American taxpayers ls
increased without hearings and without pro-
viding commensurate benefits. We may need
a tax increase, but I do not belleve American
citizens should have to pay such hidden taxes
c;.s this represents.

4) Local real estate and property taxes
may have to be increased in many states
in order to make up for decreased federal
participation in welfare programs and new
restrictions on uses of federal ald funds.

5) Lower-income taxpayers will have to
pay a larger share of their income In Social
Security taxes than those who earn over
#7800 a year. This occurs because the Con-
ference Report adopted a proposal that So-
\cial Security taxes be pald only on the first
7,800 of income and rejected the Senate’s
sliding scale proposal. Thus people who earn
over $7,800 a year do not have to pay Soclal
Security taxes on the amount of income in
excess of $7,800.

6) The Conference Report rejects or re-
duces additlonal Bocial Becurity Increases
for special groups. The Senate had proposed
additional benefits for disabled widows and
widowers, individuals 72 years of age and
older, and those who chose reduced benefits
at age 60.

for 1967.

7) There are insufficlent increuses in the
amount an individual can earn and still be
eligible for full Sotlal Securitv benefits. At
present, a Soclal Security beneficlary can
earn only £1,600 a year without having part
of his benefits withheld. The Senate pro-
posed increasing this lMmitation to $2,400,
but the Conference refused to go beyond the
#1,680 figure proposed by the House of Rep-
resentatives. This represents an Increase of
only $180 rather than $900 as suggested by
the Senate.

8) The Conference Report arbitrarily limits
the extent of federal participation in Ald to
Dependent Children programs by placing
& "“freze" on the number of American chil-
dren who can be fed, clothed and housed
with federal funds. This is like trying to re-
duce fires by limiting the number of fire
engines, It falls to provide for Increases in
AFDC needs resulting from increased aware-
ness of eligibility, migration from state to
state, and economic declines.

9) Restricting the amount of federal as-
sistance to needy children forces the states
to either 1) deny ald to new applicants; 2)
reduce the number of families being helped
by imposing harsh new eligibility require-
ments; or 3) assume the full burden them-
selves for any assistance provided chlldren in
excess of the freeze celling. These options
trap the states. Few states have the financial
resources to support the public service they
new malintain, much less the addition of fur-
ther welfare expenses. The property tax can
be stretched only so far; thus the only cholce
open to states and localities will be those
which are punitive, restrictive and counter
to the phllosophy of welfare and common
sense,

10) The ‘'freeze" raises constitutional
doubts because It authorizes states to deny
ald to families which meet existing el lgibility
requirements. Providing statutory authority
for arbitrary exclusions from welfare pro-
grams may violate the 14th Amendment guar-
anteeing all cltizens equal protection of the
laws. If a state grants aid to some needy citi-
zens and not to others, such diserimination
must be made on a more reasonable basis
than "“first come, first served.” Establishing
an arbitrary limit on the number of persons
who may benefit from a program is frrational,
indefensible, and inconsistent with Demo-
cratic principles and the Constitution,

11) Deletion of the Senate amendment ex-
tending ald to children of wunemployed
fathers natlonwide is clearly punitive. This
provision would hold families together by
permitting an unemployed father to stay at
home rather than foreing him to leave so
that his children will be eligible for ald on
grounds of desertion. At present, ald to chil-
dren of unemployed fathers is a voluntary
program In effect In only 22 states. Unem-
ployed fathers In the other 28 states and the
District of Columbia must still desert their
familles In order to feed them.

12) Rather than extending the ald to chil-
dren of unemployed fathers program nation-
wide, the Conference Report places addl-
tional restrictions on AFDC programs by ex-
cluding children of fathers who have not
worked In the previous year or for at least 18
of the prior 52 months, and fathers who are
eligible to recelve unemployment compensa-
tion. This would appear to make it impos-
sible to help the families of both the hard-
core, long-term unemployed and the regular
worker who becomes temporarily unemployed
due to economlic forces beyond his control.

13) The Conference Report would permit
state or local welfare officials to force mothers
to accept jobs or participate in training pro-
grams without consideration of the effect on
children in the family. While such authority
is discretionary it is fraught with possibili-
ties for abuse. At worst, it would permit local
welfare officlals to deny assistance to minor
children If their mother refused to accept a
particular job—regardlesd of wages, working
caonditions and other factors.

14) Senate safeguards against abuse of
work-training requirements for mothers
were rejected by the Conference Committee,
The Senate safeguards Included exemptions
for mothers and other relatives who care
for pre-school children or children under 16
attending school, and authority for states
{o establish other exclusions.

15) The Conference Report drastically re-
ducgs training incentives for welfare
recipients. The Senate had authorized pay-
ments of 820 a week for recipients participat-
ing In training programs to0 cover personal
expenses such as transportation, mainte-
nance of uniform or work clothes, and eat-
ing away from home, This was reduced tn
about 87 per week by the Conference Roeport

16) The Conference Report also drasti-
cally reduces work incentives for welfare
recipients and their children. The Senu‘e
version would have allowed a family on wel-
fare to keep the first $50 of earned Income
each month plus 50% of whatever was
earned above that amount, without a reduc-
tion in welfare payments. This was cut to
$30 and 307 Iin the Conference Report.

17) The State share of work-training pro-
grams is doubled, golng from 107 to 207
of the total, while the federal share is cut
from 90% to 80% . This will further burden
local tax resources and will increase pres-
sure on state and local welfare officials to
adopt more restrictive policies and proce-
dures.

16) The Conference Report Ilimits the
amount of federal participation in state
medlicald programs under Title 19 throisgh
use of a formula based on the amount of
state funds spent to help needy children
and their mothers under AFDC. This will
have the effect of drastically limiting mddl-
cald assistance in states with Title 19 pro-
grams.



(1) Jews have always led us in social affairs. From labor

(2)

(3)

unions, to Social Segurity, to poverty program, the
central concern with the economic and social well-being
of others has been a hallmark of your faith.

It is for this reason that I think you know something
more than is generally told about the current state of
our social affairs.

The fact of the matter is that if Nixon only consolidates
the existing social programs, and precludes social
legislation, he will be deluBling himself and also all
of us. For the consolidation of the great society will
be taking place on a base too week weak now, and destined
to lead us to total collapse. The reason? Because,

all of the social service programs passed by this passed
Congress were not enough., They do not deal with the
core issue in this country--providing a nation-wide
floor @¢f minimum income for all Americans. And until

we have that strong economic base, the social structure
will continue to crack and buckle.

(4) The facts are these:

=-=-of the millions of poor people left in this country,
most are working;

-=-no income maintenace program exists in sufficient magnitude

to take care of the working poors
--gven for the poor who are lucky enough to fit into
the narrow welfare categories, they still don't get
enought--not even the national "poverty line."
--And, lest you think that most welfare pecipients
can work, look at the statistics. Most are too old,
too poung, or are taking care of small children.

(5) Consolidating service programs does not deal with the issue

of income. The poor need social services; but beyond that

they need the chance to chose for themselves what kind of

1i¥e they want to lead . And choice takes income.

(6) We need a new goal in this land--one artucilated during

the Poor People's Campaign, but just as useful now:
jobs or income now--jobs for those who can work, income

for those who cannot.

(7) Achieving this goal is going to take much:




-z“

(a) Reform of the welfare system which now sefvies neither

to provide adequate income, nor to give all an equal
chance for work;
(Deatail what is wrong, and what has to come)

(b) Including in the working poor who now are excluded

through a cobmination of programs--perhaps negative
income tax, raising minum wages, espanding Social
Security, ando others;

(8) Wwhy must we do this? Because

(a)

Self-interest requires it. The Kerner Commission reports
that much of the ghetto unrest is due to discontent with
the welfare system. The working poor won't remain
voiceless much longer; there is already the backlash,

and George Wallace to remember.

(b)Social Justice requires it. If we beieve all should

(9)

Bave a chance to live in decency and dignity, then Qe
Just see to it that a minimum standard of living is

assured. Everyone must have the chance to earn this
standard, but if one cannot work, to receive it as a

xight.

We must not be afraid of the redistribution strategy.

The Gallup Poll indicates that we are. First of all,

many people cannot work/ Second, we redistribute income
all the time. Are farm subsidies charity? Are tax
exemptions charity? No, they represent conscious choices
to foster our concepts of justice in this country.

So too must discussions of income maintenace for the poor
be considered. And it is not just the poor. All of us are
working fewer and fewer hours and years with the advance of
technology. More and more of us are now and will in the future
earn our income more as a matéer of social decision, and
less as a matter of trading work for money.

(10) This nation will not gain that ideal unity, nor will

it really#move forward together" until something is done
about income as well as jobs. With jobs for most, but
adequate income for all, I believe we can begin to rebuild
this land, abd on a foundation strong enough to support

a country of common purpose and pursuit.
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Draft: January 26, Challenges Speech

A Gallup Poll on jobs and income came to by attention last week.
Igsrn%restad and disbutbed me. Ymd I would like to share with you
some of my thought)about it, for I think it measures some %4 significant
things about American attitudes to chailsmgesz the challenges facing this
country in social affairy .

The poll measured attitudes sbsa on two current proposals
for ending the "welfare/poverty crisis" in our country. One psbposal,
for guaranteed jobs, represented what academicians call the
"opportunity strategy"-- providing jobs to all in order that they
be able to earn an income th:‘g—-wou;é get them out of the poverty class.
The other Proposals, for guaranteed income, represente§ the

peo vtd ing
"redistribution stragegy"--sssssiseel a2 minimal lsvel of income et

C' el t-hrough redistribution of the tax dollars from the more

affluent to those in need,
f b X
The ml o the poll was interesting. The overwhelming majority--

79%--favored guaranteed jobs; the underwhelming minority--32%--favored

a guaranteed income plan,
fhe This sample of American opinion I think demonstrates at
least four characteristics of popular belief; three desirable, and cne
that should be questioned.
First, it demonstrates a belief in social reuprngibility, Despite

the current outery against"welfare," we still seem to believe it important
h ihf ﬁOf .
to orovide a decent minimum standard of living for .
Second, the poll shows a2 continuing belief in equality of opportunity
e quaraaud™ soetf yaitien - 3 .
a5 2, Semg , e 5pi te gli—— <D - ck 1ash, mast of us still
seem to believe that equal access to jobs is important.

J'h:'l.rcl, ~=and this comes through very strongly--we don't like the
idea of "something for nothing." The Puritan work ethic runs strong
in the American character, stronger perhaps than any other s ingle shared
value,

But there is a fourth thing the poll indicates, and the@ something
that disturbs me very much, And that is a seeming belief that it is
wrong  to distribute money, biwesgh it is a good idea to distribute
jobs, because to give money would necessarily make people stop work; and

subst
that furthermore, we could cut the welfare rolls significantly by =i i U‘Hﬁq

of 7 Oy '\Q ]
Jjobs L‘.nc

This fourth premise bothers me in two ®ays--philosophiecally, and



TEXT OF INTERVIEW WITH . ;
SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE

June 28, 1968

ANNOUNCER: This is another in a series of interviews with Minnesota Senator 9
Walter Mondale. Today Mondale is questioned about gun control

ANNOUNCER: Senator, is the current push for gun control laws just a hysterical
reaction to Senator Kennedy's ascassination?

MONDALE: Well, I believethis is one of the factors, and a very tragic one. But
the need for reasonable gun control laws goes much deeper. . It's incredible to
think that we are more particular about who can drive a car than who can own a
gun. The results are right there in the death and crime statistice -- since
1200, nearly 000,000 Ameri~ans have been killed by private firearms. That's
more deaths than we have suffered in all our wars put together, from the Revo-
lution on. And the rate is increasing.

ANNOUNCER: Short of outlawing guns altogether, how can you legislate gun
safety?

MONDALE: Basically, it's the same way we regulate auto safety =-- by licensing,
registration and similar steps to keep guns out of the hands of criminals,

~hildren, drug addicts, al:oholics and the rest =- people who simply can't be

trusted to use 2 gun safely and competently. . I'm sponsoring two bills on gun

control, one drawn up by the Administration and one by Senator Tydings of _
Maryland, and their purpose is simply to take guns away from criminals.and... Q;)
incompetents.

ANNOUNCER: But wouldn't these proposals also affect hunters and people who
keep a gun at home to protect their family?

MONDALE: No, they do not. That's a mych which is being spread by the gun lobby.
They would outlaw interstate mail-order gun sales -- the source of about half

of our zun murders. since the most hardened criminal can order a gun by mail,
using an assumed name if they want to . They would limit gun sales to residents
of the same state -=- again so a criminal could not go where he is not known

to buy a gun, They would outlaw gun sales to children. Ammunition sales would
be regulated in the same way. Then, they also would require gun owners to be
licensed, and all guns to be registered. Liczenses would not be approved for
people with criminal records, alcoholics, addicts, incompetents children,

and so forth. But the honest, law-abiding citizen would have no difficulty
keeping his gun or buying a new one. You could still buy a pistol and ammunition
to protect your home, although poli-e recommend against it. A hunter would still
have his pick of all the rifle and shotgun models, and a collector could still

get all che guns he wanted, The only inconvenience -~ and it's no more than
chat for an honest person =- would be to get a license and turn in the registra- -
tion, a step much simpler and cheaper than getting a driver's license. J

ANNOUNCER: How do we know all this regulation would really cut down deaths
and woundings? o P

MONDALE: Well, It's just common sense, in my opinion, chat if you pass laws
bauning gun ownership by criminals and incompetent people, and enforce the laws,
there will be fewer shootings. And if there is any doubt about this, I believe
there are plenty of statistics to prove it is true. Compare firearm deaths in
the United States with those in nations which regulate gun ownership. Our gun
murder rate is five times that of Britain, ten times that of Belgium. Our gun
murder rate, per-:apita, is 23 times that of West Germany. Within our own
country, you can find the same contrasts in gun deaths, comparing states with
strong gun laws, those states with no gun control, or relatively weak regulations.
In states with no laws, or weak ones, the gun murder rate is nearly six times
greater than in states with strong laws.

ANNOUNCER: What are the prospects for getting tough control laws passed by
Congress this year?

MOWDALE: Well, I believe they're quite good. Commitiees are moving fast in both
the Senate and House, and the Administration is providing strong support. At this
point I can't predi-t the precise form of a final gun bill, but I think we'll
pass a good one, and I think it will help reduce the useless bloodshed.
ANNOUNCER: Thank you, Senator. This has been an interview with Senator Walter
Mcndale of Minnesota.

=30-



D . '
PP T believt @< need f:.c&-i-\—_iébs awt 1ncewmi = b 4"“,
practically.) Dl o e s 17 forent groups.
Let me share with you my reasoning,

Philosophically, th'@ma?%ﬁ? me be.:'a.:.:fz;;.:o seems to reflect
a belief that income redistribution is charity; = that if you cannot
work, you should not eat,

Practically, the attitude bothers me because the facts about poor
people generally, and welfare recipeients in particular, do not support thi&
conclusiong that  jobs  caul SC hetituTe for  1nadsN et encnde

We know that income redistribution is not all charity. We have

been practicing it for years, Are farm subsidies charity? Nglfzze;ay'
represent a decision on the part of the country that it is important not
to have too large a fza farm surplus ; but that w e still have a responsibility
to maintain the incomes of thos e from which we are taking the means
of livlihood. Are tax-loopholes charity? No, we say, they agains =we”
representeatese=sL the American desire to promote the public well-being
beapznse by seeim encouraging socially useful behavior, I3 8ocial Security
charity? MNo, we say, these payments represent a commitment on the part of
the nation to help maintain the incomes of those who no longer can work,
Why is it then that we consider welfare payments , and the current
suggestions for expanded income maintensace programs ‘pesle charity?

ST +hink is a popular belief
The only reasocnable explainatiqﬂannidzsnamztnzblzthnzhiitnf that most

Cury
welfare recipeints could work, but aren't; amdzthat they therefore do not
deserve our tazzdeiZzars tax dollars, because they could get for themselves

a decent floor of income if only they e were not so lazy.

+n poor 1N _gunell, aud atYoww ['t"ClP,J.ﬁ.L(f‘_{ In ?‘.[ rtieclof
The facts aboMM do not support this coneclusion, J

e ik
B e e == o

Of the estimied 26 million poor in thez 1957, more than half--57%-of
the adultsqywere working, Thesezaduliszozazizituiezibazgzeztez p art or
all of the year, T héLmillians of men and women ¢ nstitute the great
underclass of working poor, who, though fulfilling the requirements of \

AR
oswr Puritan ethic‘, still found themselves without the decent standard

% fu)aﬁ(f i




Most of the poor were not on welfare. !More recent figures show
that, in September, 1968, 2miyzazsuaiizprrporiiznezsiizhiigzover less
than half (slightly over 40%) of white and non-white poor were receiving
categorical
apyzzindz2f public assistance,

Furthermore, of those who were receiving public assistance,

mos t w ere incapasble of working enougH\ to support themselves, even
if jobs had bsen available. Of the 8.6 million persons
receiving assistance g in September, 1963, more than half were children;
nearly 1/4 were 65 or older; 1/10 were too blind %zzzz or too disabled to
work., And of the 1.3 million mothers rocoiviﬁﬁpublic assistance,
estimates are that only asbout 300,000--less than 1/4-have the skills or
the ability to become self-supporting, even if they left their children, OAJ(Q
even if there was adequate and situable day care availablel

i%PJobs are not going to solve the problem of these people. In fact,

Qﬂ one estimate, almost half the poor in metorpolitan areas cannot be

expected to become ec nomically self-sustaining in the near future, because

they are too old, too young, too diszbled, to work, or are rearing children.

LR

But, you say, what about all of those men on the welfare rolls.,

What about them?

The fact is that

“fhe popular assumption that many able-bodied men are on the
The +foth 1s Hol o .
relief rolls is completely wrong. Le==met, fathers are living with

ApPL e
less than 20% of &EBE¢ families. Furthermore, of those remaining at

home, an HEW survey in 1961 found that 15% were incapacitated.

For these people--the old, the young, the mothers rearing children--
the question of weifarezpagmentszizzmoizazques income maintenance is not
a question of charity. It is a question of social justice. If we believe
to to be our social responsibility to provide a decent minimal level of
living for all our poeple, than social gustice requires that we redistribute
income at an adequate level to those millions of poor on and off welfare
who cannot work, Amdadda And it is not going to do very much good
go to continue theoritical discussions of various income maintenance
proposals until we see this fundamental difference between charity and justice.

oSt wu b dd beHer al e 1 boHdLA
I believe smwb-aist—addnons—thauasiionesf incone wesetemes, and
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that we must do it now. &I‘Thare are many types of reforms to

be evaluated, starting with zewer revisions in our current welfare system.

The fact 1s Hhal swv awswud u}u([‘cu\ _.,LI\)‘!'({-._\\ Lkia{k“"f”((

Hoth +0 rest({ el iNCEmwt L ln AN CI -
What's wrong with welfare? ~ § a0y ; ;
'j\ﬁclrt,h|flﬁiu W Wl

First, several things that have little direct relationship

Fo wWoflc bk a ot #0 db @ ith Juy+ e

W)l\ As James Tobin lists them in Agenda for the Nation:

Welfare fails to provide adequte coverage, excluding many

groups, including the working poor, from legal eligibility, and
others by failure to inform them of their rights)or by overstrict
state and local administration;

Welfare administrative practice assaults the dignity of recip-

ientsy complex eligibility determinations, and constant surveillance
assault the dignity of recipients, and add untold administrative
expense ;

The Welfare system is inequitable: Variations in eligibility

and benefits make some taxpaylng families worse off than some
families receiving public assistance;

Welfare fails to provide adequate benefits: No state in this

nation pays benefits to families equal to the poverty level. According
to research by the National Welfare Rights Organization, the average
income for an AFDC family of four is less than $2,000 per year.

Welfare encourages uneconomic migration: families move from

one state to another on the basis of the size of benefits, because
there is no national standard. State average payments per month
for AFDC, for example, range from $60.76 in New York, to $8.40 in
Mississippi. The national average payment is $39.50, but 35 states
do not even pay this average.

Now, let us turn to issues related to employment and the welfare
rolls. The fact is that

Welfare discourages work and thrift in at least three ways.

First, welfare benefits are reduced if recipients earn money,

or if they accumulate savings. This acts as a tax on work and thrift.

A

SO G fT" i"}IL(lLL{ a(,l(((‘uu'
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Second, administrative barriers often discourage those who
wish to take training or go to work. I think of the project HELP
participants here at the University who told me of case workers
discouraging their entry into this higher education program; workers
who were reluctant to provide the extra clothing and child care
allowances it would have taken for these women -- most of them AFDC
mothers -- and beautiful ones at that -- to move from the ranks
mostly of the employed poor. Child care was the biggest single
problem mentioned by these women. Yet Welfare Department regulations
were said to prevent one welfare mother from being paid to take care
of the children of other mothers who wanted to go to their University
classes.

Third, the welfare system in most states penalizes the stable
family unit by refusing aid to families where a parent is unemployed,
with the effect of forcing men to leave their families if their
families are to receive welfare assistance. Only 22 states in this
country have the AFDC-Unemployed pParent program. Under this program,
fathers can stay in the home while they are looking for work. In
this state and others without this program, fathers disqualify their
families from eligibility for help if they stay on. One can only \\

eple.
guess at the number of marriages broken andkput permanently on welfare

because the father does not return as a result of this nightmarish

regulation.

The National Commission on Civil Disorders reports sets forth
what I would consider a minimum agenda:*:(J L&*LQIXE thgw !

-- National standards of assistance payments supported
by a much larger federal contribution;

-- Removal of legal and administrative restrictions designed
to keep people off the rolls and deny them knowledge of
their rights; \

And, most relevant to the discussions here about the relationship

between employment and welfare:

-- Revision of the "forced-work" provisions imposed by
the 1967 Social Security Amendments, coupled with
increased incentives for employment and job training.

-- Addition of supportive services for women with ch@lqren
to permit them to take full advantage of opportunities
for training and work;

-- Creation of mandatory AFDC-UP programs SO that men who
love their families may stay at home while looking for
work.
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Beyond this, I believe evluation of the "redistribution" alternatives
put ought to include consideration of the other proposals for maintaining
C . r;:;tive income tax
the income of those who cannot work. The "guiranisedzananaizineomze?
is one idea; but there are others, including th: widely discussed pi¢ PG&ILP
dwese of children's aldbowances,

I said at the outset that I believe we needed to use both
"redistribution" and "opportunity" strategies. And I have spent mos t
of my time on "redistribution" becaus e I think it is least understood,

But now let me say something about the "opportunity" strategy

e cartainly oswdd do bebtty AU an g
as well, m The

guaranteed job proposal is one of several now being discussed a2i aimed

Cer+aint Rl ml ohs
at reaching the hard core unemployed poor. M JOB3

e POt ye  Tostered wimshs» through federal

C' subsidy, seebheeyseserstilag....d through business initivitve.on a scale <&
Jammme equal to the task at hand.
But I think very soon, social justice requires that we also consider
the plight of that majority of poeple) who need a different kind of
opportunity. The Opportunity Strategy for the working poor has got

@l cat (du ¥+

to include more chances for work certainly, but also chances forha.dnncomont,

get them
and with it for incomes at a level that will hedpebksmsgai out of poverty.

mechatined, (5 Iﬁﬁll‘il|$|h ”gﬁ- 'i
I began thiszpaperz by talking about a Gallup Poll that had given
participatnss only two Shoices,-omeszzeprese the guaranteed income
approach for all; or guaranteed jobs. The poll did not measure public
‘ response toward a2 combined s trategy, including both "Opportunity,"
and "Redistribtuion" of income. I hope another poll soon will,

For it seems to me the eventual answer is a response emobided in the
slogan of the Poor People's Campaign--"Jobs or Income Now," #hiie One may
argus asbout what the participants meant by that slogan, so let me make
my meaning clear. What I mean issyipbeaizyapmesz guaranteed jobs for

:ncll$cL )
those who can work;“\through an Opportunity strategy “—mﬂn education
advancement
and 4seeeesz as well as the job itself; and guaranteed ine for those
a Reditifibution strategy “iilmincludes‘a!changed
who cannot, through/sesssmmslvelfare system, perhaps eventuszlly combined

with additional direct ewsdedeehmielt income redistributiony measures .
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To sum up then, what do we dm need?
c We need more understanding of who the poor are, and exactly
what they need.
We need to expand our opportunity strategy, providing more
chances for work and training at entry levels, but also for

more advanced levels of skill andsaaslemg income;

We need ammemEaa® to revise our "{ed;l.stribution strateqgy, "
Changin pro vt el
the welfare system so it mwaigkee adequate income maintenace,
and increased work incentives:

But more than that we need a little more humanity and humility

as Wwe look at these problems, and at the people who are involved.

We must discuss the facts and figures. But we also must feel Md
w Ewﬁ L) .

We “udb comenit owosctey 10 Ohehness +0 Vnlty at a_.

*
Every =am. man deserves to have a society where he can, if he ‘t‘? “’?‘ /
wishes, go as high as his talents permit, unaffected by the economic ¥l
et /n
status of his family, the part of the country in which he may -@(fw

dusthd

live, or the color of his skin., @ms Only when this is achieved
will our society live up to its own solemn pfaBuncements,
For the poor, we must me@z ask not charity but justice; not
the dole, but dignity; not enforced idleness, but an upward role
C upon which any man may travel without interference from social
and economic forces not of his making.
In short, we must ask for the poor what we value for e OUrL|wul and/
for income
b(f society as a whole--a chance to work; a chance/Smmbsa. at a decent
minimum standard; a chance to live in dignity and peace with s et
fellow men.
The Gallup Polls are taken rather often these days. It is my

hope that when the interviewers come again, the national response ON JObS

| and NS
will reflect an expanded vision.
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L Most of ws in sthis room have & speeisal way of looking
&t the guestion of what it neams %0 be “on wellare™ in the United
Statess 2 ‘

We're the people who pay the taxes thet wrovided just over
$) dllion in federal fumis and Just under $2 billiou in stase and
local funds during fiscal 1968 to pay for what the President’s budges
neastge ocalls "public assistaunes”

Almost nome of us got & wickel of that 35 billionms It wemt
for old age assistance, aid %0 the blind, aid to the ermenently snd
totally disabled, and aid to faullies with dependent children.

. We alao helped pay for meaxly 3§37 billiom in lMediocald assistance,

L 3287 uillion far food staups, $217 willion for child mutrition jrograuss

‘_ $104 mdllion for syecisl wilk prograss, 3385 idllion for swrplus

conodities, 3290 :dllion for ublic housing assistance; and 32 milliom

' for remt mippleuents. Unless we have childrem in sehool lumeh rograusy
peobably few of us in this yoom got & mickel of that 84.9 Uilliom in
mon-gash benefits elthere Ap & slitter of fagt, we wighs even have pald
a little extra to subsidize the growing of some of the foud that ended
wup a3 surplus 0oniod i5ies.

And that doesn't count whas we cdght have contributed to any
of & muber of ware-or-less self-gupporting pesion and insurance wogress
orguaized by federal, atate, sud loesl govermments and financed by taxes

L or coutributions of some kind by salaried workers or their giployerse To
soue of us, these rograms also wilke up pirt of "welfare."




Aul kmowing whas I do abouts the cusstamiing private aasistance
eofforts in which nagy of you in this room are imvolved, your contributioms
in taxes to public assistante and public bemefit wograms only begin to
tell the welfare stoxy.

It's & big bill we're piying, It covers & lot of payments axd
swrvices to & 1ot of people. I$'0 going %o get bigwer as both direck
ad indireet rograms reach more people ami come closer to roviding
support at the poverty levels

We aren't getting the wongys But 2.5 million Aneriocdns did
reseive benefite from Ald to FPaullies wish Depemient Childrem in the
ohgh benefit category, ami 8.6 million got Speistance under Nedioald
in the indireet benefit cRtegory. Mamy of them were the saue peoples

Thankfully, we are the people who have the wongy to pay the
bills and ot the wople wio depand om the Aywents. B5ut becsuse the
bill is big and the momey is golng to & small portion of the populasion
aml we don't quite kuow who gets what or how wmuch but we do hear aboud
abuses, "Welfare" is a term that desawibes & jretty Sgue program and
o inoreasingly controversidl ones

There's & receut OAllup poll that desonstrates this pretty
clearly. The poll medmwred natlonal atiitudes on two roposals for
dealing with what it oallel the Dmskmcwinctutat"welfore/poverty crisis”
in our country. ; £ ]

One proposal sought to provide jobs for all so that they could
earn an imcome that would wove them out of the poverty m=k ¢lags--an
"opportunity” stretegy. The other would provide & yovernneni-guerantesd
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mindmum level of income regardless of whether & perecon wae euployed—-
& "redistribution” strategy.

f We certainly do wans to help all our people find & way to earn
& minimunm standard of living=-79 per cent of Augricans favordd potmuant
guaranteeing work for evaryone.

But we oertainly do not want to provide imoowe without worke
ouly 32 per cent mordag_wantodiﬁonplm

That's not so surprising; there's a great Auarican twradition of
disaproving "souething for mothing.” But "wellfore" being what it is
in the minde of most of us who don't receive it, there are soms Sccomphuying
suspicions,

I shink magy of ue believe that 4L we give people woney whether
they wark or mot, they wom't work. Of course, that doesn't apply to me--
I'd rether wrk agytime) and it doesn't apply to yowm—-at leset I thinmk you'd
rather work; but it does apply to "them™

I think many of us 61so believe that if we could just find emough
Jobs for everybody, we could cut down on "welfare” & great deals And we
equate poverty with not having & jobeeonly people who don't work or wom's
work are poors

The fagte about the poor in gengral and welfare recipients im
partionlar just dom't support those judgnents.

«Qf the estimeted 26 milliom poor Americens in 1967, more than
half of the adults~-57 per cant~-wars working pawt or all of the year,
These millions of men and wouen comstitute the working peer, who fimd
themselves unible to rise above poverty even though they work. lawy of
them would be better off finangially if they did mot work.
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~<liogt @f the poor are mot on welfare. Im Septesbar 1968

less tham half (elihtly over 40 per cemt) of white and non-white poor
were receiving oategorical publio agsistaunce. The President's Budget
Mepstge exwessee the hope that public assisténce will reach 50 pear cent
of the poor Ly 1970

-diogt people who are on welfare are simply wot capable of
working enough to suppert themselves, evem if Jjobs ware available.

More than half of the 8.6 million parsons receiving Sssistasce im 1968
were childreme Nearly a fourth were Age 65 o older. A teuth ware too
blind or too disabled to worke

And of the 1.3 million wothers receiving pstkimtxas pudblic assistance,
less tham ome~fourth are estimated to have the akills or ability to become
self-suporting, even if they left sthelr childrem with suitable ocare.

Jobs are mot going to solve the roblems of these people on
pblie agaistances Iy one estiuate, alwost hHALL the poor im metropolitam
&refs 08nnot be expected to become econonioally self-sustaining in the
near futwre because they &re too old, too young, too disabled to work,

o because they &re reuwring childrems

But what about all the wen on the welfars rolls?

ewfathers are living with less thas 20 per mt’or fasilies which
Teoelve ald for depexient childrems And & Health-Biucation-Welfare survey
several yeirs 8go (1961) found that 15 per cent of the fathers who are &% home
&re imeaphcitated in some waye.
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‘ Por the large uajority of people who receive direet amd indirect

pablis assistance--ilwse on med "welfare" -~trunsfer to & job is simply
wot poasiblee The old will be J.nnrmiu.;ly with us, and they will need helpe
The young &re our hope far getting out of poverty in this couatry; they need
far more helpy mot less. Pear.anently aad totally disablgl people will contimue
o require our helpe 4nd wothers rewring childrenm must be able to feed and
clothe them and send then to school, whatever we mAy try to do to bring them
out of depemdence &t the sue tines

If we accept the ree onsibdlity to provide & winisn) level of
support for all our citizens, some of that support will have to be what we \/
call "welfare." We can no wore elimiunate welfare thén we can eliminmate the aged,

Cth- y:mug, mhﬂu ill, and it is foolish %0 talk as if we bhad such an altermatives

‘ At the sene time, there are sohe very serious complaints that ean
legitimately be wde @bout "welfwre.” Interestingly emough, they tura ous
$o be complaints Jargely @bout the mystem and its aduinistratiom ami not abous
thos e who receive helps We who are paying the bills and rumning the system
have failed to distribute income emitably amd to provide adequate opportunities
for these who adght be &ble to move from the world of welfare to the world of
woTke

Pirst, the questiom of eyuitable distributicm:

Acoording to Jawmes Tobin in the fime Brookings Imstitution publicatiom
Aggnda for the Natiom:
| ~HELPARE FATLS TO :ROVIDE ADBQUATE COVIRAGE, excluding wlny groups,
including the working poar. Pecple may be excluded bWy legal restrietions or
by restrictive adwinistrative xaotices, or by failure to inform them tha$
they are eligibles In 1566 thare were six willion poar households headed
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by able~bodied adults of warking age, 54 per ceut of the total poor
bouseholds ami 59 per cemt of the tetal poor peoples They are poor bub
almo st nome are eligible for assistanse.
~NELPARE ADKINISTRATION ASSAULTS THE DIGNITY OF RECIPIENTS. \/
There are complex deterninations of eligibility which reflect genaral
msplcion of ap licants. Comstant swrvelllance attacks dignity aud
uestions honesty, to sy nothing of addimg tremendous expense. Caseworkers
are detectives, sooial warkers, attorngrs,; ani Jjudges.
«-iELPARE BURDENS ARE INBQUITABLE. Variations in elijibility

(ol benefits mie some tAXpAying fauilies warse off then some fauilies
reoelving assistances The "working” faanily whose imcome bérely meets the
poverty level hag gvexy reason to u;v: the state of those who are eligible
for pablic Amsks sssistance. The working poor family pays texes and receives
20 extra odgh help for food, clothing, or shelter. The working poor fumily
is often ineligible for the extensive hedlth ofre that is mmiishiy often
available to the welfare family. In more generous stales, the difference
is greatewe

~HELPARE FAIIS TO AROVIDE ADEATRE BENEFITS., No state in this

Hation Aye benefits to families equal %o the poverty level. According

cto research ly the Natiowal Welfare Rights Qrganisstion, the average
incowe for & family receiving &id for dependent children is less tham
$2,000 per yesr for & femily of foure And the President's budgyet nemsége
reporss that "Except for a few high-Ayment States, averdge levels are

considerably below the poverty line."

-




C == BLPAR & EHCOUTIAGES UNBCONOLIC I IURATIONs Pamilies move from
one state to &pothar om the vauis of the size of bemnefits, beocause thare
is wo matiopdl standanrd. State avertge payueuts per recipiemt per wonth
for ald to fauilies with dependent chilirem, for exmsple, range from
$71 in New York to 30450 in Lississip . The natiocnal average j#yment
is BSPR 342.1)5, but & i@ jority of atates do not meet this averages
Iike warking faniliesy fauilies depemndent on public assistance seek the
places where they are Lost adequately supporteds

Next, the question of opportunity and incentive to work:
~MELPARE DISCOURAGES WOIK AND THRIPT in at least tlree ways,
First, welfore benelits go down if reciplents earn woney o
 accumulite mavings, This dots e & tax on work and thrift and keeps the

C welfére recipient from getting the mtamE ecomomic start he way need teo

bring him out of the systeu.

Second, administrarive barrieess discoura&ge and even pedlise those
want to take twreining or (o o worke Hare &% the Umiversity of kimnesota inm
Mimneapolis T have heard Project HELP partici fnts tell me of odse workers
who dbwrmmempeat discouraged thew from entering this wograms I have
hesrd of omse workers who were reluctant to ap,rove the extre clothing
and child ofre allowences 1t takes for these women t0 move imbo this more
hopeful situation. Child cire waas the biggest mingle difficulty encountered
by women in this roject, tul regulations epyparently prevented one welfare

(L wother from being paid to take oare of ehildren of other mothers who wented

to attend colleges




Third, the welfirs aysten in wost states threateus fanily units
by refusing aid to families where & pArent is unesployed but capsble of
wrking, This sometimes forces mem o leive their fomilies while they look
for work in arder to ring welfare aid $o their femilies, Only 22 states
have the Unemployed Paremt program of aid to families with dependens childrem,
which provides that fathers oan stay in the home while they look for werke
v Mimnesota is mot ome of those states) in this state and wost others, fashers
diequalify thedr families from eligibility if they stay in the home. How
many megTiAges re lwroken and famllies put parminently on welfare becSuge
of this super-susplcious regulationt
; There sinply 15 no quuual. that the Masional Commissiom om Civil

Disorders is right in its roposals for reform of public assistancel. It calls for
le Bational standards of assistance péyuments suported by & greader
contritution of federal funds, %0 tring minisum payments up énd discourage
uigration;
2, Rgmoval of legal And aduinigrative restrictions that are specifieally
I. designed to keep people off the welfare rolls and keep them irom Mmowing of
thedr eligibilityy
1 3« Revison of the "foroed-work" mwovisions iuosel by the 1967

Social Seourity Aueninents and provisiom of positive imcentives for euploymest
E and job traimiug, Over the strong objections of uAgy of us, the last Congrese
! #esed regulations which msy foree mothers fromn their Lomeos into dend-end,
low= Aying jobs without mrovidimg training or child ocare, wnd without providing
& chance 0 choose to stay home even with pre-school youngsters.

4o
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4« Providin, oatiomilly for programs for umemployed parenta,
80 that men who i wiant to keep thelr families together o8n do so while
they train or seek work. Such & mandatory progran was takea out of the
proposell welfare avendieunts in the last Congress.
S¢ Additlon of su_,orting services for women with childrem so
that the otn take m advantage of oPWuu for Waining and work.
Here in Mimnesota, Gs elsevhere, day oare assistance is needed. 80 &re
trangporsation allowances and counseling services.
Beyowl these changes, we ought $0 btAke & look &% some othew
possibilities for naintaining the imcome of those who camnot worke
o A nagative income tax is one ides that A been roposed to rovide cash
to those whose income is very lowe Ancther is some port of chilirem's
allowance that would guaremtec eoue minimum support for every child &8 he
is growing ups I believe it is quite clewr that we &re going to need some
kind of assistance that 1s not tied $0 work for & substantisl portion of
our populations
But certainly work opportunities are importamt, too. However we
do 1%, tiwough federal subsidy or business initiative, or bothy we héwve
gt %o make work available on & soale that is equivalent to owr needse I
shudder Seciictaicostoiy vhen I think of the propossl] already put forward thag
we m8y hove to have higher unemployment rates if we ape to yeduce inflation.
LM““- etomomically effective strajmgy, btwt I ofmmot imagine how 1%
oan be eonsidered in the present social elimete im Angries, where the dectmd
is for more jobs aml the support is appipent for weing jobs a8 & ncus of
maintdinmdng incomes




The poll T quoted earlier did not measwre public res ons toward
a mtrategy that comdines the "redistributiom” amd "o portunity"” strategies.

I hope we will mm:ln:tm soon measure the response %o
gowe coubined progam, Lechuse that is vwhere the Angwer lies. And we must
begin the task of working out such a stretegy 8md selling it to those who

are paying the bills==to ouwrselfes.

It has been well put, I think im the slogan of the Poar People's
Caupal me="Jobs or Incoue Nows"

e nust gusrantée jobs foxr thase who oan work through am opporbunlby
strategy that incluies training and advancement as well 88 work itselfs And we
mat guarentee income ag well for those who canmot work, through a redistributiom
strategy that changes the welfare system amd combines it with eome form of
additiomal direct income.

And we must recognize these efforts for what they are-<4 gurantee
of the dignity and heal th mf tha$ is the right of each human being in Auerios,

Reinhold Nigbulw once saids

"Mam's capacity for Jjus tice makes demoaragy possible, but
man's inclimetion to injustice wbkes de:oTracy DeCEEsary."

In the debite over income WALNteAOS~-OVEr "welfare"=-it is easy

o see the truth of that judguente The goal of welfre in Anerics is & memms realis
ation

of the minimum rights that each persom hase DBut the adwinistration
of the aystem works to resstrict access to those rights. What is kuowm $o
. be & bare winimum is discussed a8 1if 1t ware overgengrous,

We must ask for the poor the things we desand for ourselves; ot & dole,
but dignityy not forced idleness, tut acoess to work and achigvemente For the
peor &s for the otharwise disabled, we wust ask the obamce to earm along with
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the right %0 receive if there is mo wowrk or if the work will not emable
& life of uman dignity.

We will have to combimae to poy the bill for some of ite But we
will do i, in order to Bk Wring to others the inderendence anmd capacity
to give that is such &8 wrivilege for us

We will have made & good investuent if we mamage to change &
gysten that heaps degradation by wocess wpon the heads of thae who
already feel degraded in subasténse. We will begin to get am economic
return on that investuent 1f we mlnmge %0 combine guaranteed support with
opportunity for traiming and employmens that will eliwiméte the need for
the supports

We will not wamage oy of this unless we face the tWwruth about owr
poor and our gystem of providing for themy until we stop transferring
the faults of the systen we have areated over to the character of those
who must wee it

The peor are mot cowrupt, though they are corruptible.

The aystem is far from perfect, though it is jecfectible.

The problems re mot elementary, & they Sre intelligibles

AR G P R AR R X s I AU Ny SO SO AR
DGR AICORE S

And though we ore mof guarenteed the right to succeed in aolving'
themy, we are obliged to Wy
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