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Mr... MONDALE. 
I. SOCIAL 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. I 
belleve 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 securi tv. 

·More than 23 million beneficiaries re­
ceive checks every month through social 
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, 1112 
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 fi~'lting 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 cost::; 
since the previous benefit increase. The 
8.3-percent increase in the consumer 
price index in 1966 was the greatest in 15 
years. And 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" 

work~r 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 wOlUld 
have to receive $104, which is a 37-per­
cent increa::;e over the actual benefits of 
today. 

The problems of infiation 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 

Senate 
.income 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 ob­
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 social secu­
rity. An example of this was given by the 
distingUished Senator from Montana 
[Mr. METCALF] the other day when he 
told the story of an 84-year-old man who 
ha~ been retired for a number of years. 
~IS 84-year-old man draws social secu­
nty benefits of $62 a month and welfare 
benefits in the amount of $48 per month 
a total of $110. ' 

He writes: 
In the past. each time social 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 
mont~ in welfare payments for the aged, 
the blmd, 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 because 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 10c['Jities 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 conf«;!rence report. AI!. the 
C?nference bill stands, the Social Secu­
nty Act is overfinanced. The cost of the 
ben.efits ill: the House version was $3.2 
b.illlOn, while the cost in the Senate ver- · 
slon 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 Se~ate committee level of ben-

efits would have produced a surplus of 
$1.230 billion, and the version passed 
on the Senate fioor 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 
a tax might very well be levied by local 
governments to meet the increase in wel­
fare expenses which they will f.ace, 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 soci.al 
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 I 
on earnings up to the limit· set in 
wage b.ase. People who earn more mo 
than the wage base figure, do not 
.social security taxes on the excess sa: 
above, in this case, $7,800. 

Consequently, those who earn ur 
$7,800 pay a larger share of their inCL, __ 
for social security benefits than those 
who earn more than $7,800. The social 
security taxes themselves have to ~ 
higher when there is a lower wage b2.~e, 
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 increased to around $15,000. 

Because of the failure to raise the tax­
a ble wage base to refiect increased 
·earnings of workers, there has been an 
uosion in the adeauacv of benefits in 
relation to earnings. Large nwnbers of 
worhts 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 ·:ue 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 whim they 
retire. 

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

The administration and the Senate 
proposed to finance social security by lI­
three-step increase in the taxable wage 
base .to $7,80Q in 1968, $9,000 in 1971, and 
$10,~OO in ~974. 



Silco a higher wage base would im­
prove the relation between a worker's 
actual earnings and his eventual social 
security 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 Ildministr!l.tion 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 I, 1969, 
and an additional 0.05 percent on Janu­
ary I, 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 I;lTOUPS. 

The Senate in"troduced a series of 
amendments or modified House pro­
visions to allow an increase in l>enefits 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 82% percent of 
the spouse's primary insurance amount. 
Again, the conference committee modi­
fied 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 
82 V2 ' percent of the spouse's primary in­
surance amount depending on the age at 
whichben,efits begin. 

The Senate's amendment to provide 
for payment of reduced old-age, wife's, 
husband'sj 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 Semite 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 whicl: 
the beneficiary earns $125 or less in war ./ 
and does not engage in self-employme~ ,/ 
The House raised the monthly figure to 
$140 an4 the Senate increased it to $200, 
In cOl)ference, 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 15percent. 

The minimum monthly benefi't 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 
favoring increased social security bene­
fits. 

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

I cosponsored an amendment whic' 
would have raised the minimum monthl 
benefit to $100. 

I am in favor of social security, 11 
favor of increased benefits, in favor ot-­
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 refiects the opinions of 
the elderly of this Nation: 

A funny thing happened to the new Social 
Security b11l from the Senate to the House. 
This blll was not even recognizable after 1;he 
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. Senate 
U . AFDC PAYMENTS 

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

This is true especially of the "free~" 
on the number of eligible children for 
Federal AFDC participation. 

The conference bill places a llmit 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 I , 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

tlve. 
Unproven assumptions: Those sup­

porting this measure assumed it would 
reduce the growth of the A,FDC program 
illegitimacy and broken homes. The~ 
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 ~te of MississIPPi 
conducted a studY on the effect of AFDC 
cutoff for the denial of el1g1bntty 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 famllles' exchision from AFDC." 
This quote would seem to counter the 
arguments raised in the committee re­
port. 

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

IDeg1timacy 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 to 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 
Qiseourage promiscuity and dissertion. 

Unresolved problems: The concept of 
a "freeze" does not take into considera­
tion that there are factors other than il­
legitimacy and famDy breakup that con­
tribute to the increase in the number of 
AFDC recipients. 

There are, in fact, three areas com­
pletely outside the control 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 or ELIGmILlTY 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 el~gible 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 famllles will be eligible 
because of a change in the scope of the. 
program, not because of an increase in 
1ll.egitimac¥ or in family breakup. 

Thus, by increased awareness of wel­
fare programs and cnanges in the defini­
tion of program eUgibil1ty, there·ls.a po­
tential for relief rolls to swell. 

lIolIGltATION AND NATUJlAL INCIlEASE 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 expe$nclng large 
amounts of in-migration ot poor fam1lies. 

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-m the number of re­
cipients for selected States from May of 
1966 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 per-cent; 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; ~orth Carolina, minus 1.2 per­
cent; Missouri, plus 1.5 percent · Ala-.... 
bama, minus 0.4 percent; Iowa, pius 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 
wh!ch make one area of the country more 
attractive than another. 

It has implications, however. Clearly 
faster growing and industrial states wili 
bear the brunt of the loss of support 
fun.ds in this legislation. Moreover, if the 
residency requirements are declared un­
constitutional, the impact will be even· 
greater. . 

CHANGES IN THE ECONO)(Y 

The "freeze" in this report assumed 
we will have the same level of economic 
prosperity that we are now experiencing. 
But if we suffer a recession or a depres­
sion, our welfare system will not be able 
to res}Wnd. 

The number of iamilies eligible for 
Federal aid has been set. Those added to 
the need list would have to be treated in. 
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 wilf no longer be 
available for this function 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
mcome 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 fioor 
to the committee's recommendation. 
However, the House overlooked these 
recommendations and insisted that the 
concept of a freeze 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 fiow of Fed­
eral funds to the cumulative pot of 
moneys available to finance welfare pro­
grams at the localleveI. 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 sta:tes, 
Federal funds help redistribute economic 
burde~ so. that more of those requiring 
financlal rod may receive it. 

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

.First. They can deny new appli~nts 
Wlth the explanation that there is not 
enough money to cover the cost of assist­
ance. 

. ~ond . . They can change the eligi­
bility reqwrements, by excluding persons 
according to new residency requirements 
or new waiting peliods 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 
eU.gible children in excess of the per­
mltted number, is this a violation of the 
equal protection clause of the 14th 
amendment? Critics of the freeze claim 
that it is. 



Lawrence Speiser, Director of the 
Wa~ngton Omce of the Ameriean CiYil 
Liberties Union, said in testimpny be­
fore the Senate Finance Committee: 

We believe that the freeze in federal parti­
cipation In aid to families with dependent 
children program Is unconstitutional and 
denies equal protection ot the law. 

If a State grants aid to some needy 
citizens and not to others, such deter­
mination must be made on a 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 princi­
ples and the Constitution. The 14th 
amendment requires that there be rea­
sonable and not arbitrary standards fqr 
determining which individual falls within 
each class. Brown v. The Board of Edu­
cation, 342 U.S. 483; Yick Wo v. Hop­
kins 118 U.S. 356, 369; Colorado and 
Santa Fe Ry. v. Ellis (Alice) ,165 U.S. 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 
freeze, 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-

sistllonce, 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 accomplicE'S in the creation 
of .conditions that invite urban 4estruc­
tion. 
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III. WORK-TRAINING PROVISIONS 

Two years ago, the President warned: 
Unless we work to strengthen the famlly 

... nd to create conditions under which most 
;>arellts will stay together, all the rest-­
schools and playground, public assistance, 
.l' nd private concern will never be able to 
cut completely the circle of dlspalr 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 
. ies require that unemployed fathers· 

families :> therwise entitled to AFDC 
ust leave their families if wives and 
ildren are to receive public assistance. 
d 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 permi1:sive legislative authoriza­
tion ; less than half of our states have 
program3 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 
ne::essity 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 

sert their families in order to assure 
at 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 
• r States to reach those fathers who 

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 qualified 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 security; "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 

r the whole family, in another provi­
on. UI}der the Senate amendments, the 

first $50 of the total monthly earnings 
plus one-half of the remainder for fam­
.illes receiving AFDC would have been ex­
empted. The House amendment reduces 
this to $30. If our intention throughout 
the elliire measure was to encourage fam­
ilies to take jobs that will help them get 
off the welfare roles, why did we slash 

s important. work incentive? 

Senate 
As if this were not enough, however, 

we also go on to punish mothers. 
As Edward V. Sparer points out, a 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 bodied are required 
to accept work . . . A different situation exists 
with regard to mothers of young chlldren on 
AFDC. The Intent underlying our present 
Social 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 society ... 
H .R. 12080 would reverse the ·purpose of 
AFDC. 

I 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-suftlc1ency. 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 quacks . . 
They are members of a committee estab­
lished by Congress in 1965 to study mi- . 
nority group childr.en 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 years 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 filibuster if necessary 
to de'feat the welfare amendments to the So­
cial Security bill. The mental growth of 
thousands of Infants and chlldren will be 
gravely affected by the absence of thetr 
mothers In compulsory work or training. Day 
care for children under age 13 is h ighly ex­
perimental and likely to be extremely dan-. 
gerous 1! applied broadly. We feel ·t he freeze 
on ADO payments Is also unspeakably cruel. 
Your courage on this Issue now will be justly 
rewarded by an easy conscience later. . 

Many factors affect a person's readi~ 
ness for work or training at any given 
point in time. One is the mental, physi: 
cal, and psychological ability to perform 
the expected work. Another is attitude. 
A third is family circumstances. 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 16, 12, 6, 
and 2. She is receiving public assistance. 
'T'hP. 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. S'parer cites what he calls 
the "incredible" lengths some State we!: 
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 weltare 
department must, under the Georgia "em­
ployable mother" regulation, discontinue aid 
whenever the mother obtains a full-time job, 
no matter how little she earns .... The Wash­
Ington, D.C. rule, as I understand It, goes 
even further . Under the D.C. rule, a mother 
who Is deemed able bodied and available tor 
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 mQ-de according to 
rigid fonnulas Inflexibly applied, If lack of 
Imagination and foresight characterize ac­
tion at the decision level, then the result 
can only be grief tor the Individuals and 
fam1l1es 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-lunches 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. 
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IV. TrrLE 19 

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. Dlness 
means they cannot 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, 
<l the sick get poorer. 

e title 19 program promised one 
d of needed intervention-money. 
der this legislation, those receiving 

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 I, 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 
2l. Yet, in this year, when so many are 
gaininq 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
ilies 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 w11l elfect 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 fiow to 
the 14 States. We all know what drastic 

ductions in Federal funds will mean. 
ent 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 House limitation w1l1 destroy the con­

cept of medical indigence In a number of 
states. 

He gives illustrations. 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: 

In Indiana, for example, a flUIllly of four is 
eligible to receive assistance If their Income 
Is less than $271.40 per month, yet tbe blgh-

Senate 
est amount that can be paid In assistance 
Is $103. The House bill would mean that 
tbls family could receive casb assistance If 
tbelr montbly Income Is up to $271.40, but 
medical assistance only if their Income is 
below $137, about balf of tbe eligibility level 
for cash payments. 

For another example: 
In Texas, a famlly of four with income 

below $163.95 could qualify to receive cash 
assistance . . . Yet, unless the family In­
come Is below $124, its members woUld 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~nemploy­
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 lost 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 'teal 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 welfa·re 
family, and ignores the need for effec­
tive work incentives. We cannot recom­
mit, we cannot amend, we bave 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 Sllssion. 

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 
get 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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OBJECTIONS TO CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
12080, SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS FOR 
1967 
1) A 13 % Increase In Social Security bene­

ts Is totally Inadequate. The average person 
n social security can barely eke out a lIv­
g; the average social security Income Is 

elow the poverty level. Social Security bene­
clarles have been fighting a losing battle 
th the cost of living since 1940, and neither 
e 1959 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 adequate; 
a 13 % Increase will only momentarily ease 
the economic pinch on the elderly, and It 
will be another three or four years before 
Congress will again 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 aid. will be reduced by 
whatever amount their Social Security check 
Is Increased. The Senate voted a mandatory 
$7.50 welfare Increase to o1fset 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 blll 
(which proposes benefits costing $3.6 billion) 
as they would for the Senate bill (which 
proposed benefits costing $5.8 billion). Thus 
the tax burden on American taxpayers Is 
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 tax!\l1 

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 aid funds. 

5) Lower-Income taxpayers will have to 
pay a larger share of their Income In Social 
Security taxes than those who earn over 
$7,800 a year. This occurs because the Con­
ference Report adopted a proposal that So­
cial Security taxes be paid 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 Social 
Security taxes on the amount of Income In 
excess of $7,800. 

6) The Conference Report rejects or re­
duces additional Social Security Increases 
for special groups. The Sen a te 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. 

Senate 
_ WftMON~E. Mr. President, I again 
WI !e ~~!bi lh'Y profound disappoint­
ment with the conference report on H .R. 
12080, the Social Security Amendments 
for 1967. 

7) There are InsUfficient IncrcloSes In the 
amount an Individual can earn and still be 
eUglble for full Sotlal Securltv benefits. At 
present, a Social Security beneficiary can 
earn only $1,500 a year without having part 
of his benefits Withheld. The Senate pro­
posed Increasing this limitation to $2,40.0, 
but the Conference refused to go beyond the 
~1,680 figure proposed by the House of Rep­
r,esentatlves . This represents an Increase of 
0nly $180 rather than $900 as suggested by 
.the Senate. 

8) The Conference Report arbitrarily limits 
the extent of federal participation In Aid to 
Dependent Children programs by placing 
a "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 Increase!! 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 aid 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 children In 
excess of the freeze ceiling. These options 
trap the states. Few states have the financial 
resources to support the public service they 
new maintain, much less the addition of fur­
ther welfare expenses. The property tax can 
be stretched Only so far; thus the only choice 
open to states and localities will be those 
which are punitive, restrictive and counter. 
to the philosophy of welfare and common 
sense. 

10) The "freeze" raises constitutional 
doubts because It authorizes states to deny 
aid to families which meet existing eligibility 
requirements. Providing statutory authority 
for arbitrary exclusions from welfare pro­
grams may Violate the 14th Amendment guar­
anteeing all citizens equal protection of the 
laws. If a state grants aid to some needy citi­
zens and not t o others, such discrimination 
must be made 0n 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 irrational, 
Indefensible, and InconSistent with Demo­
cratic prinCiples and the Constitution. 

11) Deletion of the Senate amendment ex­
tending aid to children of unemployed 
fathers nationwide Is clearly punitive. This 
provision would hold families together by 
permitting an unemployed father to stay at 
home rather than forcing him to leave so 
that his children w!ll be eUglble for aid on 
grounds of desertion. At present, aid to chil­
dren of unemployed fathers Is a voluntary 
program In e1fect In only 22 states. Unem­
pl~'yed fathers in the other 28 states and the 
District of Columbia must still desert their 
families In order to feed them. 

12) Rather than extending the aid to chil­
dren of unemployed fathers program nation­
wide, the Conference Report places addi­
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 receive 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 economic 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 officials to deny assistance to minor 
children If their mother refused to accept a 
particular job-regardlesA of wages, working 
condl tions 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 
to establish other exclusions. 

15) The Conference Report drastically re­
duc,s training Incentives for welfare 
recJJllents . The Senate had authorized pay­
ments of $20 a week for r ecipients participat­
Ing In training programs to cover personal 
expenses such as transportation, malnte­
nR-nee of uniform or work clothes, an ,l pnt­
Ing away from home. This was redu( " d tn 
about $7 per week by the Conference R.cport . 

16) The Conference Report also drasti ­
cally reduees work incentives for welfare 
recipients and their children. The Senate 
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 t o 
$30 and 30 % In the Conference Report . 

17) The State share of work-training pro­
grams Is doubled, going from 10 % to 20 "~ 
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 sta te and local weJfa.re officials to 
adopt more restrictive pOlicies and proce­
dures. 

16) The Conference Report limits the 
amount of federal participation In state 
medicaid programs under Title 19 throllgh 
use of a formula based on the amount of 
state funds spent to help needy children 
and their mothers under AFDC. This " ill 
have the effect of drastically limiting m;jdJ­
cald assistance In states with Title 19 pro­
grams. 



(1) Jews have always led us 1n aoc:.1al affairs. From labor 
unions, to Social Seaurity, to poverty program, the 
central concern with the economic and social well-being 
of others baa been a hallmark of your faith. 

(2) It 1. for thie reason that I think you knOw something 
more than is generally told about the cuxrent state of 
our social aftairs. 

(3) The fact of the matter is that if Nixon only consolidates 
the existing social programa, and precludes 8oe:ul 
legislat1on, be will be deluDing himself and aleo all 
of U8. FoX' the consol.ldation of the great society will 
be taking' place on a base too __ weak new, and destined 
to lead ua to total collapae. 'lbe "eason? Because, 
all of the social service programs passed by thi. passed 
Col\9'X' ••• were not enough. They do not deal wl th the 
core issue in this country--provid1ng a nation-wide \ 
floor of minimum 1ncome for all Americans. And until 
we have that. atron9 economic base, t:be acelal structure 
wLll continue to crack and buckle. 

(4) The facta are these: 

·-of the milllons of poor people left in this country, 
moat re workinq I 

--no income matntenace program exist. 1n 8ufflcient maqnitule 
to take cue of the workinq poor, 

--even for the POO" who are lucky enough to fit into 
the narrow welfare categories, they atill dontt qet 
enought-not even the national "povuty 11M." 

-And, lest you think that most. welfare eecipienta 
can work, look at the 8tatistics. MOst are too old, 
too }Iounq, or a~e taking care of 11 child%en. 

(5) Consolidating service programs does not deal with tbe 1ssue 
of income. The poor need 80cial service. J but beyond that 

they need the chance to cho •• for tbemaelvea What. kind of 
111e they want to lead. And choice takes 1nc0lllf. 

(6) We need a new goal in this land--one art.ueilated during 
the Poor People'. campaign, but juat. .s useful nOV: . /'1 
jobs or income now-jobs for those who can work. income / / 
for thos. who cannot. / 

(7) Achieving this goal is goJ.nq to take much, 



-2-

( ) Reform of tbe welfare system which now salVies nelther 
to provlde adequate income, nor to' 91ve all an equal 
chance for work, 

(Deatall What 1s wrong, and what bas to come) 

(b) Incl.-uding in the workiM popr wbo now are excluded 
through a c:obrninatlon of progl'ama--pnohape negative 
1I\come tax, r&1s1119 11l1num wag •• , a.pandill9' 1001&1 
Seeu%.tty, andootbers, 

(a) self-interest; requ1xea it. The Kern_ Commiss10n repoxts 
that much of tb. 9betto unrest L8 due to dlscontent with 
the waIf re BYStom. The world.nq poor won't: so_1n 
voLceless much longer, there is already th backlash, 
and Georg'e Wallace to remember. 

(b) Social Justice requires it. If we haleve all should 
__ ve a Cbance to live in decency and dl91'l1ty,then •• 
just see to it that a mininam standard of liv1n9' 1-
... \Ued. ~e%'yone must have the chance to .un this 
.standat:d, but if one cannot work, to receive it. as a 
right. 

(9) We must not be afraid of the rediatribution strategy. 
'1'.he Gallup Poll 1nd1cates that we ue. First ot all, 
many people cannot work/ Second, we redistribute income 
all the t1IDe. Are farm lNba1d1ea charity? Are tax 
8JC8IllPtion. charity? No, they It'epreaent conscious cboiees 
to foeter our concept8. of JWlt:1ce 11\ this country. 
So too must d1scu8s:1ons of income maintenace for the poox 
De considered. And it is not ju.t the poor. Allot us are 
working fewer and fewer bouJ:s and year. wi t:h the advance of 
teehnolOCJY. More and IDOre of U8 are now and Will in the future 
eaxn our 1ncome more .. a _tear of social decision, and 
lea. as a _ttar of trading work for money. 

(l.O) 'l'h1. naUon will not ga1n that 148&1 Uft1ty, nor will 
it reallyllmOve forwed togetber" until aometblnq 1. done 
about 1ncC!!! as well as jobs. With Jobs for most, but 
adequate inCO!D! for all, I beltevewe can be9ilt to rebu11. 
this land, alxl on a foundation -tron9 enough ~ support 

country of c:oIlIDOn pw.rPf)se and purwi t. 



Draft: January 26, Challeng s Spee ch 

A Gallup Poll on jobs and income came t o by attention last week. 
ttJtJv 

It~int.r sted and disbu:eb d me. "M4 I would like to share with you 

some of my thought) about it, for I think it measures some ttl significant 

things about American a ttitudes to chaii.zlasz the challen~ s facin~ this 

country in ocial affai '. 

The poll measur d attitudes aZDa on two current proposals 

for ndini the "welfare/poverty crisis" in our country. On pfbposal, 

for illarant-ed jobs, repr sented what a cademicians call the 

" opportunity strate gy"-- providing jobs to all in order th t th Y 
-#-1> 

be able to earn an income that UQ1.1lel- et th m out of the poverty class. 

The other ~roposals, f or guar nteed inc ome, represen~ the 
pro lHd ,,,q 

"redistribution stra gyll __ ; ; , 1. a minimall vel of income ••• 

~............. t hr ough redistribution of the t ax dollars from the more 

afflu nt to 

w~s inter.stin~. Th. overwhelming majority--

79%--favored guar a.nt ed jobs; the unde rwhelming minoritY--32%--favored 

a ~aranteed income plan. 

fha This sampl of American opinion I think demonstrates at 

1 ast f our char acteristics of popular bali f; three d sirabl , and one 

tha t should b qu stion d . 

birst, it d monstra tes a beli.f in sochl i..~e J lOn .... i ::'2.i-"' . - ~ .s?ite 

t he curr.nt outcry against"welfare , " we st ' ll seem t o bali v it i mport nt 

to provide a decent minimum standard Jf living f or 

Second, the poll ~hows a continuing beli f in equality of opportunity 
f..t ~() ~o.) c¥"--l+ I CJl • "II 

as a" .................. _, &spi t . ..... _ ... _~ackla sh, m~st of us still 

seem to believe that equal access to jobs is important . 

J.'hird, --and this comes through very stron~ly--we don ' t like the 

idea of "something for nothing . II The Puritan work ethic runs strong 

in the American char acter, stronger perhaps than any other single shared 

value . 

But ther is a fourth thing the poll indicates, and th something 

that disturbs me very much. And tha t is a se.ming belief that it is 

to distribute money, ~ .... ~it is a ~ood idea to distribute 

jobs, because to give money would necessarily make people stop work; and 
::, ub s-l-d-of, f'Q 

that furthermore, we could cut the welfare rolls signifio ntly by ~ I , 
li I () C tTo-n..t • 

jobs -Q_ a 

Thi. f ourth premise bothers me in two ways--philosophically, and 



TEXT OF INTERVIEW WITH 

SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE 

June 28, 1968 

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

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

MONDALE: \~ell, I believethis is one of the factors, and a very tragic one. But 
the need for reasonable gun control laws goes much deeper. , It I S incredible to 
think that \·'e are more pa rticular about who can drive a car than ~lho can own a 
gun. The results are right there in the death and crime statistice -- since 
1900, nearly 800,000 Americans 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, hOH 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 ~ oholi c s and the rest -- people who simply can't be 
trusted to use ,a gun safe ly and competently. I 'ID sponsoring t\o]O bills on gun 
control, one dra\~ u? by the Administration and one by Senator Tydings of 
Maryland , and their purpose is simply to take guns away from criminals nd 
in~ompetents . 

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

MONDALE: No , they do not. That's a myth \'Jhich is being spread by the gun lobby. 
They would ou t law interstate mail-order gun sales -- the source of about half 
of our gun murders , since the most hardened criminal can order a gun by mail, 
using an assumed name if they ''lant to. They would limi t gun sales to residents 
of the same state -- again so a criminal could no t go where he is not kno\,ffi 
to buy a gun. They would outla\'1 gun sales to children. Ammunition sales would 
be regulated in t he same Hay. Then, they also ,",ould require gun owne r s to be 
licensed , and all guns to be registered. Li censes would not be approved for 
people with criminal ~ecoras, 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 ~nd ammunition 
to protect your home , although poli : e recommend against it. A hunter would still 
have his pi ck of all the yifle and shotgun models, and a collector could still 
get all the guns he wanted. The only inconvenience -- and it's no more than 
that 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 drive r 's lice nse. 

ANNOUNCER: How do \ole kno\J all this regulation would really cut down deaths 
and \,'oundings? 

MONDALE : We ll , It's just common sense , in my opinion, that if you pass laws 
ba. ning gun ownel'ship by criminals and incompeten';: people, and enforc e the laws, 
there will be fewer shootings. And if there is any doubt about this, I believe 
there a re plenty of statistics to prove it is true. Compare firearm deaths in 
the United States \'lith those in nations \vhich regulate gun ownership. Our gun 
murder rate is five times that of Bri t ain , ten times that of Belgium. Our gun 
murder rate, per- ':apita , is 23 times that of VJest Germany. Within our own 
country , you can find the same contrasts in gun deaths, comparing states with 
strong gun laws, those states \>7ith no gun control, or relatively weak regulations. 
I n states with no laws, or weak ones, the gun murder rate is nearly six times 
gr eater than i n states with strong laws. 

ANNOUNCER: Wnat a r e the prospects for ge t ting tough con t rol laws passed by 
Congress this year? 

MONDALE : Well, I believe they're quite good. Committees 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 i t will help reduce the useless bloodshed. 
ANNOUNCER: Thank you, Senator. This has been an intervie\-J with Senator Pal t er 
Mondale of Minnesota . 
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. ~ hUd bt:rHl Job-s a...u.cl 

practically. = 7· 55 ) j In t $' ,; .• 2 J 

I f) ~ .-.:.. '1 r...( 
1 different groups. 

Let me share with you my reasonin". 
Philosophi cally, the . ' j bothers me because it seems to reflect 

~ i) i-h, a:1:t:ct:ttc.l.R CI ' In o~t-
a belief that income redistribution is charity; .aQ t hat if you cannot 

work, you should not eat. 

Practically, the attitude bothers ma because the f acts about poor 

people generally, and welfare recipeients in particular, do not support th~ 

We know that income redistribution is not all charity. We have 
we say, 

been pr acticing it f or years. Are f arm subsidies charity? N£L/they 

represent a decision on the part of the country that it is important not 

to have too l ar ge a £~a f arm surplus ; but that w e still have a responsibility 

to maintain the incomes of thos e from which we are t aking t he means 

of l ivlihood. Ar e t ax-loopholes charity? No, we say, t hey agains ~ 

repre sen~~ t he Ame r i can d~sire t o pr omote t he public well-being 

because by seetz encouraging social ly useful behavior. JS i ocial Security 

charity? No, we say, these payments repre sent a commi tment on the part of 

the nation to help maintain tho incomes of those who no longer can work . 

vfuy is it then that we consider welfare payments , and the current 

sugge stions for expanded income maintenace pr ogr ams ~ charity? 
~:r.:. t-h I (\~ ) is a popular belief 

The only re a s on~ble explainat i§jwr>urzlzseamztl?zbaztuzlDeibf that most 
<::t.nd 

welfare recipeints could work. but aren't; ~zthat t hey therefore do not 

deserve our tanrzl0ila~s t ax doll.ars, because they could get for t hemselves 

.a decent noor of income if o!}l y they .. were not so 1 7iY. 
+I\Q. £0. I f) ~~) a..ud u>-L4:OM (1?c.L fs 

The f acts aboutf ue. a M red~ do not support tllis conclusion. 

Of t ho estim:ted 26 million poor in thez 1967, more t han h~lf--5'1 of 

t he adultsirwere working, Thasazar.ii1itszc1i1astntll.t.ztbaz.~natez p art or 

all of the year. T he~illions of men and women c ,nstitute t he gre:tt 

underch.ss of working poor. who, t hough fulfilling t he requirements of 
+ 
~ Puritan e thic4. sti ll f ound t hemselves without t he decent stand~rd 

~ I IO/{l~ i 

\ 
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MQst of t he poor were not on welfare. ore r ecent figures show 

t hOl. t, in September, 1968 , 2)m2.Jz:lzs!ll.d.2.z~2'l1Jf.)z:z,azJ1~~siilhti7z2'ln:z: l ess 

t han half (slightly over 40%) of white and non-white poor were receiving 
C Ol. te gorical 
aBJzkimtzz£ public assistance. 

Furthermore, of those who we re receiving public assistD.nce, 

mos t w ere iQcapable of working enough'\. to support themselves, ev n 

if jobs h~d been available. Of the 8.6 million persons 

receiving assistance in September, 1968 , more th~n half were children; 

ne arly 1/4 were 65 or older ; 1/10 were t oo blind Z,2'lZZ1Z or too disabled to 

work. And of the 1.3 million mothers receivL:5 . ubliC assistance, 

estimates ar e t hat only about 300,OOO--less t han 1/4-have the skills or 

the ability t o become self-supporting, even if they left their children , ~ 

even if t herG was adequate and situO!.ble day car e availablel 

=if Jobs are not going t o solve t he pr oblem of these people . In f act, 

~ one est imate, almost ha.lf the poor in metorpolitan areas c~nnot be 

expe cted t o become eC Jnomi cally self-susta ining in t he ne ar futur!, because 

t hey ar e t oo old , too young , t oo disabled, to work, or are rearing children • 
........ _ ... ... _ . .... ..t:" 

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

What about them7 

The f act is that 

-The popular assumption that many able-bod~ed men are on the 
IIU + +h I S +LcJ-

relief rolls is completely wrong. ~l? t, fathers are living with 
~pQ.; 

less than 20% of ~ 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 re arin chil dren--

the question of w.i£az:ezpa"'J1z,szaSZJ1Dz,zaZ~J1.s income maintenance is not 

a question of charity. It is a question of soci~l justice. If we believe 

to to be our social responsibility to pr ovide a decent minimal l evel of 

living for all our poe p:ibe , tha.n socid @ustice requi res that we redistribute 

income at an adequate level to t hose millions of poor on nd off welf ar e 

who cannot work. Aluiaa."" And it is not going t o do very much good 

Cf.) t o continue theoritica.l discussions of various income mainten nce 

proposals until we see t his fundamental difference between char~ty and justice. 

~ \.()UL/ f- (x He.. Q t-- ( clU+( I boh ~ 
I be lieve IE _ mud tddmea the "nodi on s; income milk BJCJiCIJI, .and 

\ 
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tha t we must do i t n ow. ~ There ar e many t ype s of r eforms to 

be e valua. ted , st rting with Z'8W027 revisions in our current welfar e syste~. 

T h e.. Q t.+: i 57, -fhCl t- ~ w-U.ba.. Slf'S+CLu.J LU ~a.1 11 nq 
h~h~~ '~ ~~~g~?Gi ~~~~re? JL~=tdQ'l.f j ~O("" d~ "~QS~<f(GU ~(Jj~C{1t 

O~Of+Uf\\tlQ., -\lX u( ~ U 
First, several things that have l~ttle direct relationship 

+0 woe ''- I- 0. lot- +0 cl..U u) Itr\ ,~ \ 
be £ J S. *Jf\ As Jame s Tobin l ,lsts them in Agenda for the Nation: I 

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
J 

or by overstrict 

state and local administration ~ 

Welfare administrative practice assaults the dignity of recip­

i "ents," complex eligibility determinations, and const"ant surveillance 

assault the dignity of recipients, and add untold administrative 

expense; 

The Welfare system is inequitable: Variations in eligibility 

and benefits make some taxpaying 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 thrtft . 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. 

-4-
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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 f?arent program. Under this program, 

fathers ~ 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 
~ I ~ 

guess at the number of marriages broken and " put permanently on welfare 

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

re ulation. 

The National Commission on Civil Disorders reports sets forth 

what I would consider a minimum agenda: 

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 ll provisions imposed by 
the 1967 Social Security Amendments, cou~led wi~h. 
increased incentives for employment and Job tralnlng. 

Addition of supportive services for women with ch~l~ren 
to permit them to take full ad vantage of opportunltles 
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. 

\ 

\ 

\ 



Beyond this, I b liev. eVluation of the "redistribution" alt rnativ; s 

Bt ought t o include consideration of th other proposals for maintainin 
ne.ative income t x 

the income of those who cannot work . The upi~uta.roizaZJluizUlel)ru~ 

is one id a ; but there are others, including th9 widely discussed ff O pOSctjJ 
• of children"s anowances . 

I said at the outset that I believ we ne ded to use both 

"redistribution" and "opportunity" trat gi s . And I haVi sp nt mos t 

of my time on "redistribution" becaus e I think it is least understood. 

But now I t me say 
t.. c.u-t-Ctl "I 

as wall. 

omethin g bout, the "opportunity" strategy 
CbUJd d.U ~ (U.J tJ.XV , 

The 

guaranteed job proposal is on of ev r al now being discussed aii aimed 
&fi-ct I~l ~ ruJ..c( rnlX 

a t reaching the lard core unemployed poor . J O b.:s 

fostered 0' ] it through federal 

SUBsidy, d through business initivitv . on a scal 
J equal to the task at hand. 
But I think v ry soon , social justice requi res that we also consider 

the plight of that majority of poeplat who need differ nt kind of 

opportunity. The Opportunity Strate~ for the !!..orking poor has got 
~clu(U+IW ~ 

to include more chanc s for work c rtainly, but also chances for~advanC8m nt, 
get them 

and with it for income at a I vel that will out of pov rty. 

I began thiszp.pe~z by talkin about a Gallup Poll that had giVi n 

participatnas only two ohoicesy-D •• z~.pzez. th ranteed income 

approach for all; or guaranteed jobs. The poll did not measure public 

respons toward a combined strategy, including both "Opportunity , " 

and "Redistribtuion" of income. I hope another poll soon will. 

For it s ems t o m the eventual answer is a response emobided in the 

slogan of the Poor P ople's Campaign--"Jobs or Income Now." rihiie 6ne may 

argue about what the participants meant by that slogan, so let me mak 

my meaning cleOlr . What I mew is~ __ Ddl"'taz 

thos who can work; through an Opportuni ty strOltegy 
advancllment 

d jobs for 

d ........ '" as well as the job its If; and guar ante d inoQ.I]le for thos 
a Re~ibution strategy include i~ changed 

who cannot, through/ welfare system, perhaps ventually combined 

with additional direct l ' aU tJ r? incom redistribution m asures • 
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To sum up then, what do we aB need? 

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 andz*- ' ,~ income: 

We need to revise our .. {ed~stribution strategy," 
• 

eJo\f4 ,,8 '~~ f)r_V'CM t .i 
, ,. , th If t 't' ' iI---"' d t' , t II 7'Ir e we are sys em so ~ r n p c a equa e ~ncome ma~n enace, 

and increased work incentives: 

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

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

We ,must discuss the facts and figures. But we also must feel AA.L d 
• ~:I ~t)J ~ 

_ III .. ~11 dnel: 1J&msn 
to\) t.. ~ t- ~\ t- ()(J.}\" t.'.lJ-«...J +0 \.)nlh .. , Q.C ~ 

'-A.4+tou. J 
br~ 

&'ll:a 00 
wishes, go as high as his talents permit, unaffected by the economic 

Every ~ man deserves to have a society where he can, if he 

status of his family, the part of the country in which he may 

live, or the color of his skin . ... Only when this is achieved 

will our society live up to its own solemn pteeuncements. 

For the poor, we must ..-z ask not charity but justice: not 

the dole, but dignity: not enforced idleness, but an upward role 

upon which any man may travel without interference from social 

and economic forces not of his making. 

('(1I.UQ I" 
./WDJJV 
c1JDtchd 

In short, we must ask for the poor what we value for ~ oLJrl4/~ and 
for income 

~ society as a whole--a chance to work: a chance!. &1. at a decent 

minimum standard: a chance to live in dignity and peace with ... ~ 

fellow men. 

The Gallup Polls are taken rather often these days. It is my 

hppe that when the interviewers come again, the national response Of'\ Job!S 
o..r"d ,f'\' e-rc\<.,. 

will reflect an expanded vision. 
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FQ'C the l~&e llAjor1ty ot people 'if receiM d.1reot llDi .indirect 

Plbl10 Usistance-tho ~e OD .. "weJ..ta.,n" -wu.uat. to ... job 18 o1m:plJ 
. -

ao"i poBflibl.. 'rne old will be 1DCr __ ~ wiih _. &.Dd th8¥ .. Ul need help. 

The l0u.D6 &or. Ow;' hope t or aettirlg oui at po", .. " 1» thia COUAt1:7. they JlMtl 

far nm-e help, not laea. Paru.l.anen'U,y tQUJ.l,f d1l1ttble1 people will oentime 

to requir. our help. A~ roo the1'a r 1D6 oh1lclr_ au.t be Able to teal wad. 

cloibe "ihem aDIl aeDd. t~ io 801»01, ......... -7 -1 ;0 dQ '0 briag 1m. 

out ot <Il.~C8)8 lot the · sBolUG ~1.m.et 
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The poU I 'iuoted ea.r11ex- did not IIltPollW'B p.lbl1e res ... x)I18 t oward. 

a ~~a.tSGJ thAi oomb1.nee t he tlr"'is~iNt1oa" alii "O %lportunity" s;r&teg:1ea. 

a.t'e ~ the biUa-~ Ollt' ~el:f ... 

I~ Me been well p.11, I think: 1& tho .lo~ of the 10<:111' Peopl" e 
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