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FOREWORD 

The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs has established interdisci
plinary research on policy problems as the core of its educational program. A 
major part of this program is the nine-month policy research project, in the 
course of which two or three faculty members from different disciplines 
direct the research of ten to twenty graduate students of diverse backgrounds 
on a policy issue of concern to an agency of government. This "client orien
tation" brings the students face to face with administrators, legislators, and 
other officials active in the policy process, and demonstrates that research in a 
policy environment demands special talents. It also illuminates the occasional 
difficulties of relating research findings to the world of political realities. 

Occasionally a project of broad scope will generate enough information for 
more than one volume. Four volumes on topics related to welfare reform and 
the income maintenance system have resulted from the research conducted 
in 1977-78 for the Texas Department of Human Resources. These topics 
range from an analysis of the impact of the Carter welfare reform proposals 
on the existing system, to an examination of historical and legislative prece
dents, to analyses of contemporary relevant issues. In combination> the 
volumes provide a comprehensive view of a complex and vital policy area. 

It is the intention of the LBJ School both to develop men and women 
with the capacity to perform effectively in public service and to produce 
research which will enlighten and inform those already engaged in the policy 
process. The project which resulted in this report has helped to accomplish 
the former; it is our hope and expectation that the report itself will contribute 
to the latter. 

Elspeth Rostow 
Dean 
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PREFACE 

The four-volume Welfare Reform . Project Report results from policy 
research conducted by the LBJ School of Public Affairs during the 1977-78 
academic year. It was supported in part by the Texas Department of Human 
Resources (DHR) and had the twin goals of assisting the Department in 
meeting its future staff needs for policy analysts and providing LBJ School 
students the opportunity to work hand-in-hand with public and private sector 
officials in developing, assessing, and implementing policies and programs in 
the human services area. The specific task was to aid DHR in developing and 
testing an independence-fostering approach to the delivery of public 
assistance and employment services. The Family Independence Plan (FIP), as 
conceived by DHR officials, was the approach developed and refined during 
the course of the research activities reported on herein. FIP is a comprehen
sive service delivery mechanism for overcoming barriers that reduce services 
under existing entitlement programs. A key objective of the welfare reform 
project was to develop a fundable proposal for field testing, administering, 
and evaluating a demonstration FIP program. 

The scope of income maintenance policies and programs required project 
participants to familiarize themselves with a number of topics in order to 
place "welfare reform" in perspective and to develop alternative approaches 
such as the FIP. The four-volume report reflects the broad scope of our work. 
Volumes I and II provide background information and analyses that are 
essential if one is to offer substantive welfare reform alternatives. Volume III 
contains analyses of three issues that have particular relevance for Texas. 
Volume IV describes in detail the FIP concept. It also contains the FIP 
proposal as well as the evaluation design for the demonstration project. 
Additionally , a number of support documents and materials were prepared by 
project members in refining program concepts and guidelines for the FIP, 
including demographic and labor profiles of the proposed test sites. The four 
volumes are : 

I. "Linking the Carter Welfare Reform Package to the Income 
Maintenance System" 

II . "Income Maintenance Policy : An Analysis of Historical and 
Legislative Precedents" 
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III. "Analyses of Contemporary Welare Reform Issues: .Sexual In
equities; Regionalism and Fiscal Relief; and Undocumented 
Aliens' Impact on theWelfare System" 

IV. "The Family Independence Plan: An Alternative Welfare Re
form Approach" 

Many individuals and agencies assisted in this effort. The Research team 
expresses its appreciation for their time, especially the DHR staff. 
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Lodis Rhodes, Ph.D. 
Project Director 
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PART ONE 

INCOME MAINTENANCE POLICY SINCE 1930: 
IBE CONTEXT FOR WELFARE REFORM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Tiris report analyzes the development of income maintenance policy since 
1930. The Congressional legislative process provides the context for analyzing 
policy development in this area and for assessing the likelihood that Congress 
will pass President Carter's welfare reform proposals. The analysis focuses on 
the development of cash payment, manpower, food stamps, and early 
economic development policies and programs. It is guided by three major 
premises. First, the present and future course of income maintenance policy 
depends to a great extent on programs and proposals of the past-the 
incremental policymaking premise. Second, Congress as an institution has 
grown in size and complexity, the associated effect being a decrease in the 
likelihood that comprehensive legislative reform can be achieved in any area. 
Finally, Congressional consideration of welfare reform has focu8ed on three 
basic issues: (I) the concepts of guaranteed jobs/guaranteed income; (2) bene
fit levels- that aie -both equitable and -adequate; and (3) the criteria used to 
determine eligibility for benefits and/or services. 

Following from the first premise: historically, Congress has taken an 
incremental approach to policy-legislation before Congress at any given time 
rarely contains anything new. In this report, this pattern is traced from the 
early 1930s to the present, discussing the legislative evolution of: the Social 
Security Act of 1935 and its subsequent amendments; the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965; the Manpower Development and 
Training Act of 1962; the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964; the welfare 
reform proposals of the Nixon Administration; the Manpower Act of 1970; 
the Emergency Employment Act of 1971; the "Jobs Now" proposals of 
1972; the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973;and Food 
Stamp reforms since 1969. These legislative initiatives and the resultant 
progams highlight key issues in the development of income maintenance 
policy and how it has changed over time. The first major issue was resolving 
whether or not the federal government should provide any kind of income 
maintenance (welfare assistance). Passage of the Social Security Act in 1935 
resolved that issue. While the Act affirmed federal responsibility for direct 
income maintenance assistance, it transformed the issue into defining the 
type and magnitude of aid the federal government should provide for its 
citizens. All welfare reform efforts since passage of the Social Security Act 
have been attempts to answer this question. 
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Income Maintenance Policy: Historical and Legislative Precedents 

The analysis indicates that the future of welfare reform appears not very 
bright, but only if one limits reform to comprehensive change. However, 
incremental changes such as federalization of cash payment programs and 
expansion of the earned income tax credit are feasible "reform" measures. In 
this context, it is unlikely that President Carter's welfare reform proposals 
will make it through Congress without being subjected to changes-changes 
that will alter the look but not the substance of reform. Inasmuch as the 
President's proposals are logical extensions of longstanding income mainten~ 
ance concepts and welfare issues, they do not represent abrupt departures 
from previous decisions and policies. 

INTRODUCTION 

This report analyzes the development of income maintenance policy since 
1930. It uses the Congressional legislative process as the context for analyzing 
policy development in this area and for assessing whether or not the Carter 
Administration's proposals for comprehensive welfare reform can survive the 
process. The analysis focuses on the development of cash payment, 
manpower, food stamps, and early economic development policies and 
programs. These comprise a relatively small portion of the income mainten
ance system as described and illustrated in Volume I of the Welfare Reform 
Policy Research Project Report. The analysis is based on three distinct but 
related premises: an incremental approach has been taken to policymaking; 
the legislative process has a complex nature; and Congressional considerations 
of welfare reform proposals have focused on three areas (to be described 
later). The intent in analyzing each legislative initiative is to identify the key 
events which, more than any others, determined the ultimate form of income 
maintenance policies. In some cases, these events resulted from the role 
played by Congress; in others, the presidency in particular and/or the 
bureaucracy in general; and at least one case is examined where interest 
groups outside the formal legislative process played a key role. 

As Congress now considers President Carter's welfare reform proposal, the 
Program for Better Jobs and Income (PBJI), what stands out is that it 
contains virtually nothing new. Like most proposals, it embodies and builds 
on concepts and programs that have been considered by Congress in the past. 
Congress rarely approves any measure it has not seen in some form before. 
Income maintenance provides a classic example of incremental policymaking, 
borrowing from and depending on the past to build for the present and 
future . This observation shapes the first premise, that of incremental 
policymaking. 

A number of factors are related to the second premise: the complexity of 
the legislative process, especially in social policy areas. First, legislative 
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Income Maintenance Policy Since 1930 

consideration of income maintenance policy strikes at the core of the most 
fundamental values held in this country, such as work, equality, personal 
liberty, and self-determination. In contrast, policy areas such as defense are 
rather more "technical" in nature and are more "easily" resolved. Second, 
committee jurisdiction over welfare legislation is a constant source of friction 
and has produced some perplexing legislative arrangements. For instance, the 
Revenue Committees both in the House and Senate retain original jurisdiction 
over Social Security programs. Can this primary concern with revenue avoid 
affecting Social Security programs adversely? In recent years, Congress has 
dealt with complex issues such as welfare reform via special subcommittees. 
But this adds more obstacles to the passage of legislation, and its value is 
somewhat dubious. The presence of the Rules Committee in the House 
further complicates the legislative process. Prior to a change in how the Rules 
Committee is formed, it was the burial ground for many social policy 
initiatives. 

Authorized programs cannot be effective unless they are adequately 
funded. This means the appropriations process is crucial to any development 
of policy. Welfare programs by their very nature require the government to 
disburse public funds for which there is no readily apparent good, except the 
relative welfare of individuals. In contrast, defense spending, now in the range 
of $120 billion, produces a good which is very evident: protection of the 
United States and its allies. Welfare programs (excluding retirement benefits) 
require but a fraction of the amount spent on defense; yet $100 million in 
welfare expenditures is more likely to prompt prolonged debate than would a 
comparable defense expenditure. 

The particularistic and parochial interests of many members of Congress 
contribute to the complexity of the legislative process in the area of social 
policy. Debate centers not only on what a given program can provide a 
particular legislator and his/her constituency, but a more intense ideological 
battle over the "proper" limits of federal intervention in state and local 
affairs. This is especially true in the area of program administration, where 
the question is: "Who can best determine the needs of a particular area of 
locale-the area or the federal government?" 

A final factor related to complexity of the legislative process in recent 
times is the changing relationship between the Executive and Legislative 
branches. Part of this change concerns welfare policy initiatives. Beginning 
with FDR, the public increasingly accepted the notion that the "President 
proposes, Congress disposes." As a result, programs and policies have come to 
be associated with a President rather than with Congress. In some cases, this is 
a reflection of reality; in others, it is a distortion of fact. Until recently, 
Congress could perhaps be described best as a frustrated body, fighting to 
keep what few programs it had developed. This battle exploded during the 
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Income Maintenance' Potlcy; 'lli~orical and Legislative Precedents 

Nixon years as Congress endured impoundrnent of funds, executive imple· 
mentation of revenue-sharing in_' manpower programs, and a moratorium on 
housing programs. In a forceful display of institutional unity, it has sought to 
reassert itself vis-a-vis the president-a trend that continues even today. 

Another part of this changing relationship concerns the rise of Congres· 
sional oversight of Executive agencies, departments, and programs. Relegated 
to a lesser voice in policymaking, Congress has attempted to gain ground in 
the battle with the President and Executive branch through a more thorough 
scrutiny of their functions. In some cases, this has resulted in program 
adjustments as a consequence of Congressional investigations and hearings. In 
any case, it has brought Congress more in touch with the administrative 
realities faced in the daily operation of income maintenance programs. 

The third premise of this analysis is that Congressional consideration of 
welfare reform proposals has focused on three basic issues: the concepts of 
guaranteed jobs/guaranteed income; the equity and adequacy of benefit levels 
in any proposal; and the categorization of eligible recipients for any program. 
These issues (along with, more recently, that of fiscal relief) have shaped the 
greatest portion of Congressional action in welfare reform proposals. The first 
of these is discussed in different ways, but basically involves federal 
responsibility to provide, or guarantee, a minimum income or a job. The 
question of benefit levels equitability and adequacy arises as a battle over 
how much the federal government should provide in the way of assistance to 
maintain a minimum standard of living. The third consideration, categori· 
zation, involves a simple but provoking question: Who should be eligible for 
welfare benefits, and on what basis? Underlying this concept is the traditional 
dichotomy of "deserving" vs. the "nondeserving" poor. Any or all of these 
considerations have stymied more than one Congressional attempt to reform 
the welfare system. 

A brief chronology of the programs to be discussed and their substantive 
impacts on income maintenance policy follows : 
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.1932 

Emergency Relief and Construction Act-First federal relief measure 
enacted to deal with the Great Depression. Little intrinsic or 
precedent value. 

1933 

Federal Emergency Relief Act (FERA)-Most significant of the "New 
Deal" programs. First program to transfer responsibility for a large 
number of citizens from state and local to the federal government. 
Most important, eligibility determined by need and need alone. 



Income Maintenance Policy Since 1930 

1935 

Social Security Act (SSA)-Marked a retreat from FERA by condition
ing benefits on criteria other than need. Provided Old Age Insurance, 
Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, and established legal 
framework for Unemployment Insurance. ·Also provided Aid to 
Dependent Children (ADC) which became the backbone of public 
welfare policy. 

1946 

Employment Act of 1946-A policy statement with little substance. 
Established Council of Economic Advisors. 

1961 

Area Redevelopment Act-Addressed the problems of "depressed 
areas." Provided public work programs, retraining of jobless workers, 
and long-term credit to new industries in depressed areas. Set a 
precedent for economic development programs. Later incorporated 
in Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965. 

AFDC-U-Aid to Families with Dependent Children (formerly ADC) 
expanded to include children of the able-bodied unemployed. 
Contained a precedent-setting work requirement for unemployed 
fathers. 

1962 

Public Welfare Amendments of 1962-Expanded provisions of the 195 6 
SSA Amendments. Emphasized a "services" approach to rehabili
tating welfare clients. Provided Community Work and Training 
program (CWT) and authorized federally funded day care for 
children of AFDC mothers enrolled in the program. Few significant 
results. 

Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA)-Provided retraining 
for technologically displaced workers. Shaped largely by the 
activities of the American Vocational Association. Had only limited 
success because offered little help to the hard-core unemployed. 
Later incorporated into CET A. 

1964 

Economic Opportunity Act (EOA)-Consolidated a number of previous 
ideas and programs under the framework of Community Action 
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Programs. Also followed the " services" approach tak~n by the 
Welfare Amendments of 1962 and MDTA. Established the Work 
Experience and Training program (WET) to replace CWT. EOA's 
effectiveness was checked by local political problems. EOA was also 
incorporated into CETA. 

1965 

Public Works and Economic Development Act (PWEDA)-Consolidated 
the approaches taken by three previous programs toward economic 
development. PWEDA incorporated ARA and two related measures, 
creating a program which survives to date. 

1967 

Public Welfare Amendments of 1967-Their most significant provision 
created the Work Incentive program (WIN), which was based on the 
experiences of CWT and WET. Was a Congressional response to the 
rising public assistance rolls. Attempted to force AFDC mothers to 
take employment and training, thus reclassifying them from "deser
ving" to " nondeserving" poor. 

1969-1970 

Family Assistance Plan (FAP)- Passed by the House, killed by the 
Senate in 1970. Guaranteed a minimum income for eligible families 
with children. Implanted the notion of a guaranteed income. 

Manpower Act of 1970-Passed by Congress, vetoed by Nixon. Would 
have earmarked manpower funds for the creation of public jobs. 
Constituted formal recognition of guaranteed jobs concept. 

Food Stamps Revision-Established uniform national eligibility stan
dards. Provided free stamps to the poorest households, thus 
guaranteeing an in-kind income to certain individuals. 

1971-1972 

H.R. I - Established the Supplemental Security Income program (SSI), 
and an F AP-like program on a demonstration project basis. Thus 
established a guaranteed income for the aged , blind, and disabled. 

Emergency Employment Act- A counter-cyclical measure creating 
public jobs whenever unemployment reached 4.5%. Maintained 
public service employment in locales with greater than 6 % 
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unemployment. Codified concept of guaranteed jobs. Later incor
porated into CETA. 

Public Works Acceleration Act of 1971-Passed by Congress, vetoed by 
Nixon. Would have created public jobs in high unemployment areas 
in conjunction with a massive public works program. Nixon instead 
chose to sign the Emergency Employment Act. 

"Jobs Now"-A Democratic initiative in Congress to create a huge 
number of public jobs; never came to consideration. 

1973-1977 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA)
Consolidated the existing manpower programs under a decentralized 
administrative structure. Revised in 1977 to provide a comprehen
sive youth program. 

Food Stamps-1913: Ordered to be implemented nationwide by 1974 
with a semiannual cost-of-living adjustment. 

1977: Massive revision of the program, eliminating the purchase 
requirement. Resulted in a more welfare-oriented program in which 
the bonus value of coupons was available free of cost to those 
households which qualify. 

PUBLIC WELFARE POLICY 

Precursors 

Prior to the Great Depression of the 1930s, Americans traditionally 
believed insuring against old age, unemployment, and other economic 
hardships were the responsibility primarily of the individual himself, of his 
family, and of state, local, and private charitable institutions. Retirement 
pension systems di~ exist for isolated groups in the community-federal 
employees under Civil Service, some state and local government employees, 
small numbers of workers covered by pension plans through their jobs-but 
for the bulk of society, there was no systematic program to generate income 
after retirement and no organized program other than charity, to counter 
other economic hazards. This fact was made painfully evident to the nation 
by the Depression, when millions had to depend upon federal emergency 
relief to avoid starvation. In overwhelming the resources of state and local 
relief agencies, the Depression demonstrated " ... the inadequacy of locally· 
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detennined relief policy in a society increasingly influenced by national 
economic forces" (Salamon, p. 98). 

Inadequate local relief efforts prompted many, including welfare profes
sionals, to question the American ideai of self-help; urging federal unemploy
ment relief, not as, a matter of charity, but as a matter of right. The American 
Association of Social Workers, one of the first groups to get involved, took an 
active part in organizing a series of Senate hearings before the La 
Follette-Costigan CoITlffiittee on unemployment relief. Despite the grave 
economic situation, the pleas of social workerS and others, -and the 
Committee's findings that federal aid was needed, President Herbert Hoover 
finnly opposed " ... any direct or indirect government dole .... " Thus he 
rejected all proposals for federal aid, and restricted federal involvement to 
inspirational appeals for the mobilization of local resources through private 
charities and local governments (Salamon, p. 100). Hoover based his 
opposition on the contentions that federal aid would: (I) impair the credit 
and solvency of the federal government, (2) delay the natural forces at work 
to restore prosperity, and (3) be unconstitutional, violating local responsi
bility and states' rights. 

In 1931, Hoover, trapped by his loyalty to the ideal of self-help, vetoed a 
bill sponsored by House Speaker John Garner and Senator Robert Wagner 
which would have provided $2.6 billion for a federal public works program. 
The attitude of the Hoover administration regarding its responsibility for 
public relief was exemplified by a Cabinet member's suggestion that the 
White House_ urge restaurant owners to save table scraps for the "worthy 
unemployed" (Trattner, p. 233). 

The only federal relief measure enacted during the Hoover years was the 
Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 1932, passed by Congress with 
Hoover's acquiescence. The Act provided a program of loans to the states at 3 
percent interest for use in relief activities. As many of the hardest hit states 
were close to exhausting their constitutional borrowing authority, however, 
this Act had but limited impact on the situation. 

As a result of federal inaction, the Spring of 1933 found the American 
republic facing a serious threat. "Disorder spread and talk of revolution was 
heard; many desitute and starving citizens had nothing but contempt for the 
government and the system that was responsible for their plight but did little 
to alleviate thier distress. Then came the inauguration of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt as thirty-second President of the United States" (Trattner, p. 234). 

Roosevelt brought to the Presidency a new perspective, having devised 
numerous relief programs for the citizens of New York as Governor of that 
state. Unlike Hoover, FDR believed man had a responsibility for the 
well-being of this fellow man, and that in a civilized society the government 
could provide financial assistance to its destitute members as a matter of right 
and justice. Under his direction, a national welfare policy began to emerge. 

IO 
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Under the auspices of a "New Deal," the Roosevelt Administration 
designed relief measures to pull the national economy from its nose dive, and 
keep food in the stomachs of the citizenry. Such measures included the 
Civilian Conservation Corps, the Public Works Administration, the Civil 
Works Administration, the National Youth Administration, and the Works 
Progress Administration. One of the earliest and most significant New Deal 
programs was the Federal Emergency Relief Act (FERA). For the first time, 
assistance was extended on a broad scale to the able-bodied poor in the form 
of grants-in-aid to the states. These grants were to be used for emergency 
unemployment relief, with need and need alone the prime determinant of 
eligibility. FERA made $500 million in federal funds available to the states 
for emergency work programs, and some cash assistance to the unemployed. 
The transfer of responsibility for relief of a large number of citizens from 
local and state governments to the federal government was the first milestone 
FDR was to set in the course of public welfare policy in the United States . 

. The Social Security Act-The Administration's Proposal 

Without a doubt, one of FDR's most significant achievements was the 
successful passage of the Social Security Act of 1935 (SSA). Described with 
such glowing terms as, "a landmark in American History" (Trattner, p. 241), 
"a new phase of national history" (Salamon, p. 87), or the "most important 
welfare bill ever passed" (Congress and the Nation, vol. I, p. 1225), SSA in 
reality was not the complete break with tradition many believe it was. While 
the significance of this measure should not be underestimated, its final form 
was largely determined by political compromise and past public welfare 
traditions. The categorical approach embodied in the Act actually represented 
a retreat from the liberal, comprehensive language of FERA. 

Salamon (pp. 89-98) identifies three basic elements that have been present 
in traditional American public relief since at least the colonial era. Briefly, 
they are (I) the concept of categorization (the dichotomy between the 
"deserving" and the "nondeserving" poor), (2) the idea that relief must be 
designed not to ioterfere with the private labor market, and (3) the 
conviction that the responsibility for charity belongs at the local level. To a 
certain extent, as we shall see, these elements were embodied in and helped 
determine the shape of the Social Security Act as passed in 1935. 

Moreover, with the exception of unemployment insurance (which by 
1934, had been enacted only in the state of Wisconsin), the specific 
provisions of SSA were not novel. "They were influenced by or were based 
upon previous or existing federal and state statutes .... " Examples of federal 
relief statutes predating SSA were the ~heppard-Towner Act of 1921 
(providing federal matching funds to states for the establishment and 
improvement of maternal and child health facilities and services) and the 
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Federal Emergency Relief Act, which was mentioned earlier. 111 addition, by 
1934, twenty-seven states had old age pension systems as well as laws 
providing cash assistance to the blind; and forty-five states had widow's 
pension laws {Trattner, p. 239). 

SSA, then, was not totally new. In addition to these historical facts, a 
number of events in the political and administrative arenas determined the 
shape the Act was to take, and unwittingly, many of the problems that have 
plagued the Social SecuritY programs ever since. The first of these started 
with the drafting of the bill. 

The original proposal was drafted in 1934 by FDR's appointed cabinet
level Committee on Economic Security {hereinafter CES) headed by Labor 
Secretary Francis Perkins. Their proposal contained essentially two programs 
which reflected the tradition of categorization-one was for employable 
individuals {traditionally the "nondeserving" poor), the other for nonem
ployables {traditionally the "deserving" poor). The proposal, however, had a 
twist to it- its program for the "nondeserving" was considerably more 
elaborate than that for the ."deserving" poor. Prior to the enactment of 
FERA, economic relief had been targeted almost exclusively to the 
nonemployable. The preeminence of the "employable program" in SSA 
reflected the economic situation of the day, and FDR's concern with getting 
people back to work. Elements of the "employable program" included: 

I) a jobs program to provide public employment whenever private 
employment fell off; 

2) a system of unemployment insurance for industrial workers; 

3) old age insurance ; 

4) a temporary program of old age assistance to cover the aged until 
enough contributory taxes (by which both old age insurance and 
unemployment insurance were to be financed) had accumulated in 
the trust fund to make old age insurance self-financing. 

"While these four elements were presented as separate programs, it was 
clear that the Committee- and the President-perceived them as a single 
integrated package that would work as a unit" {Salamon, p. 104). 
Unemployment Insurance (UI), for example, was intended to be the first line 
of defense in times of joblessness. In the event that the worker had exhausted 
his UI benefits and was still unable to find a job through no fault of his own, 
he was to receive work relief through the jobs program- not continued cash 
assistance. The public employment program, then, was not to function as a 
"principal line of defense" during depression times only, but was to serve as a 
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back-up system at all other times as well . SSA, as originally conceived, was to 
provide a comprehensive approach to job security; an idea that would 
reemerge more than one-third century later under the label of "guaranteed 
jobs." Unfortunately, the legislative gristmill made this ideal fairly short-lived 
in 1935. 

The programs for the unemployable and the hard-to-employ were less 
generous. They consisted of matching grants-in-aid to states to provide aid to 
the blind (AB) and aid to dependent children (AOC). As originally conceived, 
SSA was to provide economic security for those employed and able to 
contribute. The major concern of CES throughout was providing insurance 
against the hazards of unemployment and old age. The Committee never 
considered "unemployables" as a whole, to present a problem of economic 
security requiring federal attention (Salamon, p. 106). 

In fact, the inclusion of AB and AOC (which have come to dominate our 
needs-tested public assistance policy) was in a sense accidental. Originally, no 
provisions had been made for them in SSA, and it was only through the 
"special pleadings" of representatives of two or three federal agencies (most 
notably the Children's Bureau of the Department of Labor) in the summer of 
1934, that they were ultimately included by CES in the legislation (Salamon, 
p. 106). 

It is interesting to note also that when FERA staffers drafted the AOC 
title of SSA, they provided a definition of "dependent children" sufficiently 
broad that it could have authorized aid to virtually every needy family having 
a child under age 16. "Under this definition, not just the incapacity or 
absence of the father, but also his inability to find employment or the failure 
of his jobs to 'provide the family with a reasonable subsistence' could qualify 
a family for federally-support cash assistance" (Salamon, p. 112). 

The Committee, however, opted for a narrower definition ~f "dependent 
child." The defµiition adopted included only children whose fathers were 
deceased, incapacitated, or permanently absent from the home, presumably 
because the wider definition would too drastically alter the Act's focus on 
economic security for contributing members of the work force . 

In bypassing the .working poor and the unemployed, they also upheld one 
of the traditional elements of American public relief identified earlier-the 
notion that relief must be designed not to interfere with the private labor 
market. The implications of their decision merit consideration. Had they 
chosen the broader definition, much of the criticism and dissatisfaction that 
arose in later years from AOC's inequity and perverse family·splitting 
incentives would never have come to pass. The children of the unemployed 
would not have had to wait until 1961 (when the definition was expanded to 
include them) to receive federal benefits. The point is a moot one, however, 
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for in 1935, the expanded definition of "dependent child" might not have 
received Congressional approval. 

Politics was also central to the United States becoming one of the few 
major industrial nations having contributory old age insurance. President 
Roosevelt insisted both UI and old age insurance be self-financing through a 
payroll tax. He acknowledged that the decision was not based on economic 
considerations, but rather on political ones . 

.. . those taxes were never a problem in economics. They are politics all 
the way through. We put those payroll contributions in there so as to 
give the contributors a legal, moral, and political right to collect their 
pensions and their unemployment benefits. With those taxes in there no 
damn politicians can ever scrap my Social Security program (Salamon, 
p. 108). 

While the Social Security system lives on, so does a negative consequence 
of the contributory provision which was saddled on the poor with its incep
tion. As the amount of tax levied on a worker (and subsequently the level 
of benefits collectable upon retirement) depend upon the worker's wages 
while employed, the contributory tax provision has had the unfortunate 
effect of keeping the working-poor poor in retirement also. 

Before moving on to consider the role Congressional politics played in 
determining the ultimate shape of SSA, why legislators acted as they did, and 
the consequences of the Congressional action, a brief examination of a final 
aspect of the Administration's bill is warranted. 

In drafting the bill , the framers included a very unusual appropriations 
clause. It provided for a permanent , open-ended authorization, which meant 
Congress would not have to authorize appropriations annually, as is the case 
with nearly all other government programs. Parenthetically , it also means 
substantial increases in federal deficit spending. The result is that " ... the 
appropriations committees have only a proforma control over the amount of 
money to be made available" (Steiner, p. 61). The acceptance of a matching 
formula by the House Ways and Means Committee, the Senate Finance 
Committee, and the Congress (through periodic amendment to SSA) acts as 
an authorization to appropriate. Once this commitment has been made, 
Congress has really obliged itself to make available whatever funds are 
necessary to meet the formula. Funds are then disbursed to states by the 
Treasury in whatever amount is necessary to cover the respective state 
caseloads under the sharing formula for a given program. This provision has 
had far-reaching consequences, which will be dealt with later. For now, 
suffice it to say that the uninhibited growth displayed by the welfare system 
in the 1950s and 1960s was largely a result of Congress' lack of practical 
control over appropriations for ADC. Steiner (p. 62) credits the " ... absence of 
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an annual or even occasional dispute over appropriations ... " to the 
" ... planned or fortuitous wisdom of the .draftsmen of the SSA in providing 
for an open~nd, permanent authorization .... " 

Congress and the SSA 

This section reviews three aspects of Congressional involvement with SSA. 
Reviewed first are the general Congressional attitudes toward the Act; 
followed by consideration of some ways Congressional acquiescence helped 
determine the final form of the legislation; and finally, an examination of the 
ways and reasons the original content and purpose of the Act were altered 
through Congressional action. 

The Social Security Act was passed in August 1935 by overwhelming 
majorities in the House (371 to 33) and Senate (77 to 6). Three major factors 
may be identified as being central to the bill's legislative success: 

1) the widespread economic hardships caused by the Depression; 

2) the personal prestige of FDR and the huge Democratic majorities in 
both the House (319) and Senate (69); 

3) the relative moderation of the final proposed legislation. Specifi· 
~: . 
a) Its major provisions provided only for the aged, the unemployed, 

and the needy child. A controversial system of national health 
care (which had been proposed by CES) was deleted from the bill 
and no provision for the disabled was requested. 

b) It provided only a moderate level of benefits. While this enraged 
some liberals, it pacified many conservatives. 

c) Direct administration and many program decisions were left in 
the hands of the states in every program except old-age insurance. 

d) Old-age insurance and UI were to be self-financing through a 
payroll tax which fell most heavily on low income workers. This 
was intended to curb conservative opposition (Congress and the 
Nation, vol: I, pp. 1225-1228). 

Initial passage of the act was essentially a Democratic achievement. Some 
Republicans opposed the entire concept, objecting in a general way to what 
they believed would be the heavy cost to the federal government and 
business, and the shift of power and responsibility for relief from state and 
local to the federal government. In fact, a clear majority of Republicans in 
both Houses voted to kill the old-age insurance system completely. 

Generally speaking, Republicans objected· to old-age and unemployment 
insurance because they believed: 
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1) the system was of questionable constitutionality; 

2) the provisions of the Act would endanger the growth of commercial. 
insurance; 

3) the Act would impose heavy payroll tax burdens, thus discouraging 
business enterprise and draining off into a trust fund money which 
would be better left to help stimulate buying power and counter the 
Depression; ., . , ) 

4) the trust fund was unlikely to be kept sound by a spendthrift 
Democratic administration; 

S) the SSA would ultimately require every individual to wear a "dog 
tag" containing his Social Security number, which would eventually 
lead to every individual being given a number at birth by which he 
would be known instead of having a name; and 

6) that it would be administratively unfeasible to keep wage records for 
a working population as large as that proposed to be covered by the . 
federal old-age insurance system (Congress and the Nation, vol. I, pp. 
1227, 1231). 

While the majority of Democrats favored the insurance approach to 
income security, most Republicans preferred the "public assistance" or 
charity approach used in the AB and ADC components of the program. Their 
affinity for this approach resulted from the fact that it left administration of 
benefits directly in the hands of the state and provided aid only to the indigent. 

Generally speaking, by 193-S two divergent interests had surfaced among 
the groups directly involved in the development of the SSA. The first was 
composed of Congress and the political leaders in the states pushing Congress, 
whose main objective was the establishment of a program of federal aid for 
old-age assistance. For the other group- the nonpolitical specialists in social 
security- a system of unemployment insurance was the most important goal 
to be pursued at the time (Steiner, p. 18). President Roosevelt, being a man 
of great political sensitivity, proposed a legislative package that took 
cognizance of this fact. At FDR's insistence, the Social Security package was 
framed as an omnibus bill, and throughout the legislative process the 
President was to insist that this package not be broken up. The consequences 
of his action were significant in several respects. 

First, it is generally conceded that the Old Age Assistance (OAA) title 
carried the remainder of SSA. While the other titles had failed to generate 
much congressional support, the passage of old-age assistance was the 
preeminent concern of most congressmen in regard to the income security, 
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question. By making enactment of the OAA title contingent upon the 
successful passage of the entire program, FDR saw to it that titles lacking 
political support also became law. Edwin Witte, Executive Director of the 
Committee on Economic Security from 1934-1935, acknowledged this when 
he wrote, " .. .I doubt whether any part of the Social Security program other 
than the Old Age Assistance title would have been enacted into law but for 
the fact that the President throughout insisted that the entire program must 
be kept together" (Witte, pp. 78-79). 

Thus FDR's insistence on the matter (and Congress' acquiescence) was 
probably responsible for federal provision of aid to the blind, unemployment 
insurance, and aid to dependent children. Enactment of the ADC program 
(which became the most expensive, cumbersome, and problem-ridden of 
those provided by SSA) was, therefore, more a function of fate than 
intentional action by Congress or the Administration. As we have seen, the 
program that became the backbone of public welfare policy in the U.S. was 
included in the Administration's original proposal "by accident" and 
reluctantly passed by Congress only that OAA might be enacted. Witte 
related that in 1935, "there was little interest in Congress in the Aid to 
Dependent Children" and had it not been for the fateful incidents just 
described, " .. .nothing would have been done on this subject..." (Witte, p. 
164). This lack of Congressional interest is further evidenced by the fact that 
the legislators only provided one-third matching funds for ADC, while state 
funds were matched on a 50-50 basis for OAA and AB. 

Congressional acquiescence played a major role in determining the future 
of welfare policy in America in another way. The open-end authorization, to 
which we alluded previously, raised severe criticism in Congress during the 
original hearings on SSA in 1935 (Witte, p. 77). However, despite this, the 
provision was ultimately left in the final draft of the legislation. 

The net result of this Congressional passivity was the unforetold geometric 
growth of the ADC program between the 1950s and late 1960s. When SSA 
was originally enacted, the public assistance titles (OAA, ADC, and AB) were 
expected to wither away as the OASI component became self-financing 
through the accumulation of a trust fund. Legislators expected the number of 
people requiring public assistance to decline to the point where the residual 
population requiring such assistance would be small enough to be handled by 
the states without federal aid. We will return to the "withering away" thesis 
later. 

Much to Congress' dismay, however, rather than withering away, the 
public assistance caseload mushroomed. In addition, the reason for depen· 
dency increasingly became the father's "absence from home" rather than 
death. In 1940, for example, 42 percent of the fathers of ADC children were 
dead. As of 1961, death and incapacitation together only accounted for 25 
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percent of all ADC fathers. By 1967, only 17.5 percent of ADC could be 
attributed to death or incapacitation of the father. While there is no 
consensus among scholars on the cause of this "dependency explosion," it is 
usually attributed to a combination of factors, including: a b~ic change in 
the family patterns of the poor produced by urbanization, pressures of the 
job market in connection with the family-splitting incentives of the welfare 
system, a rise in illegitimacy, and increased participation prompted by better 
welfare benefits (Salamon, p. 122). 

As the ADC rolls continued to swell, Congress was relatively helpless to 
control the size of annual expenditures on the program through means other 
than reducing the matching formula-a direct result of the open-end 
authorization provision. In favorably reporting a supplementary appropria
tion of $159.6 million for public assistance in May 1964, the House 
Appropriations Committee acknowledged itS helplessness. ''While it is 
distressing to see this program costing more every year," the report said, 
"there is practically no control that can be exercised via· apprropriations" 
(Steiner, p. 62). 

While it cannot be stated with any certainty that the ballooning of the 
dependent population would not have occurred in the presence of Congres
sional control, the authors believe the mechanism of an open-end authoriza
tion-written into law with Congressional acquiescence-served to foster a 
passive attitude among Congressmen in regard to the welfare question. With 
control of appropriations beyond their grasp, Congress may have become 
complacent during the 1940s and 1950s, resulting in a willingness during 
those years of relative inaction with regard to the welfare problem, to simply 
sit by, and wait for the public assistance need to wither-as they had been 
told it would. So long as the open-end authorization automatically increased 
the annual appropriations to accommodate the influx of ADC clients, the 
need for legislative action failed to make itself apparent. The program 
therefore escaped Congressional scrutiny. 

The final aspect of Congressional involvement with SSA to be considered 
here concerns the ways the legislation was affected by Congressional action 
and politics. While the bill Congress passed in 1935 was largely the same in 
content as the bill proposed by the Roosevelt Administration, legislative 
action upon several elements of the proposal had the effect of substantially 
altering the original intent of the package. 

The first step enabling legislative alteration of the proposed package was, 
ironically, taken by FDR himself. At the advice of budget officials, he split 
the public jobs component from the rest of the package and introduced them 
as separate measures. As stated earlier, in the original scheme public jobs were 
to be an integral part of the economic security plan, serving as a "primary line 
of defense" against the problems of unemployment. 
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Although both measures were passed in 1935, splitting the two left the 
public jobs component vulnerable. The public jobs program functioned as per 
the original intentions of the President through the early 1940s. With World 
War II, however, the economy returned to full employment and by 1943 
Congress had terminated both the direct relief and public works programs of 
the New Deal, including the jobs program originally designed as part and 
parcel of SSA. Congress thus deleted " ... permanently, but apparently 
unconsciously, one of the central elements of the original economic security 
design, ... limiting the government's capacity to cope with the problems that 
were to face it in the postwar era" (Salamon, p. 113). 

It is significant to note that a similar public jobs program was not 
re-enacted until 1971 in the form of the Emergency Employment Act (EEA). 
If Roosevelt's public jobs provision had been left intact, it is entirely likely 
that the perverse labor market conditions spawning EEA in 1971 would have 
been less severe-if occurring at all. 

Regional politics in Congress served to extract yet another tooth from the 
original proposal which might otherwise have provided the type of compre
hensive, national coverage envisioned by FDR and the Committee on 
Economic Security. In the Administration's proposal, FERA would have been 
given authority to ensure benefit levels in all programs nationwide as were 
sufficient to provide "a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and 
health" (Salamon, p. 114). Furthermore, they were to have responsibility for 
ensuring no criteria other than age and need were used in determining 
eligibility for OAA. However, conservatives in Congress took exception to 
both provisions; commencing the battle over benefit adequacy and eligibility 
that has carried on to the present day. 

Edwin Witte relates that the bill was "bitterly attacked" by southern 
members of the House Ways and Means and Senate Finance Committees, 
" ... on the score that it vested in a federal department the power to dictate to 
the States to whom pensions should be paid and how much .. jt being very 
evident that at least some southern senators feared that this measure might 
serve as an entering wedge for federal interference in the handling of the 
Negro question in the South. The southern members did not want to give 
authority to anyone in Washington to deny aid to any state because it 
discriminated against Negroes in the administration of old-age assistance" 
(Witte, p. 144). 

Accordingly, all clauses dealing with supervisory control by the federal 
government were toned down, allowing states to set virtually any eligibility 
criteria beyond the federal requirements of age and need, and to set benefit 
levels as low as they wished, without losing federal matching funds. "Similar 
provisions were incorporated in the ADC program, thus fastening onto the 
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welfare system the state-by-state disparities that have been the target of 
reformers ever since" (Salamon, p. 114). 

Thus, rather than the comprehensive, integrated approach to income 
security sought by FDR, Congressional action and acquiescence determined 
the Social Security Act would be something less. What emerged from Capitol 
Hill was a disjointed relief "system" providing old age and temporary 
unemployment insurance only to those actively attached to the industrial 
labor force, and a series of unconnected and largely uncontrollable cash 
assistance provisions offering limited benefits to selected categories of the 
dependent poor, on terms defined by the states. 
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In its final form, the Social Security Act of 1935 provided the following: 

1) Old Age Insurance-A contributory insurance program for the aged; 
it was the only program administered directly by the federal 
government. This program became Old Age and Survivors Insurance 
(OASI) after the Amendments of 1939, and Old Age, Survivors, and 
Disability Insurance (OASDI) after the 1956 Amendments. 

2) Old Age Assistance-A charity program to help the indigent aged 
who did not qualify for Old Age Insurance, or whose benefits were 
too low to sustain them. 

3) Aid to the Blind-A charity program to help the blind, it was 
identical to OAA in its provisions. Both provided fifty percent 
matching funds to the States. 

4) Aid to Dependent Children-This was the third charity program. 
Organizationally, it was identical of OAA and AB, but it provided 
only one-third matching funds to the States. 

5) Unemployment Insurance-The SSA did not establish a UI program 
directly, but rather effectively forced the states to set up programs 
by means of a tax offset device under which an employer was forced 
to pay a three percent payroll tax . Nearly all his contributions were 
refundable in the form of a federal tax credit, however, if his state 
had a UI program in which he participated. Every state had enacted 
such a program by 1937. 

6) Minor Programs-SSA included a series of minor programs providing 
federal aid to the states for expansion of public health, vocational 
rehabilitation, and maternal and child welfare services. 
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Expectations and Developments-1935-1960 

Following passage of SSA in 1935, America found itself in a "welfare 
doldrum" that was to last for better than a quarter century. Few substantive 
changes in welfare policy took place during this period; the present section is 
devoted to an examination of reasons for this inactivity. 

The newly enacted social security legislation was greeted with mixed 
emotion by America. Many conservative members of society viewed SSA with 
great skepticism. They felt it was too radical, too leftist, and violated the 
American ideals of self-help and individual responsibility. The vast majority, 
however, accepted the Act, and so implicitly accepted the basic tenets of the 
Act: that destitution, rather than a question of individual weakness, was a 
fundamental economic and social problem; that a large number of people had 
a right (which could be legally enforced) to public benefits; and that failure 
to provide such benefits was economically and socially shortsighted. In the 
postwar era, even the Republican Party came to accept the SSA as a whole, 
the old-age insurance system (to which they had been adamantly opposed) 
notwithstanding. 

During this period, significant changes in welfare policy were limited 
almost exclusively to changes in the benefit formulae of SSA programs, and 
extension of coverage under those programs to a wider universe of people. A 
possible exception to this was enactment of the Employment Act of 1946. 
This Act, aside from establishing the Council of Economic Advisors, however, 
was a policy statement that produced few tangible accomplishments. 

Explanations for this acceptance of the status quo are varied. To begin 
with, the postwar era saw a widespread belief in mass prosperity sweep the 
nation. "Just as in the 1920s most Americans thought that prosperity existed 
and that there was little or no poverty. The general image of the nation, once 
again, was that of an affluent society with the highest standard of living in the 
world which gave everyone its fair share. Why engage in reform?" (Trattner, 
p. 251). 

Another reason for the inaction was the "withering away" thesis alluded 
to earlier. To recapi,tulate, there was a near universal belief among politicians 
in 1935 that as old-age insurance became self-financing, the program would 
cover an increasing number of people on public assistance, and after a number 
of years, as the economy improved, state and local governments would be 
able to assume the burden for the residual number of persons requiring such 
aid. However, such was not the case. 

While the OAA recipient rate did decline by a third between 1945 and 
1966, the ADC recipient rate doubled (Steiner, p. 25). Explanation of "where 
we went wrong" can be found in a variety of factors <;:ongress did not foresee 
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in 1935. First, inflation made benefits inadequate for those .depending on 
social insurance. In addition, death of the father was replaced by illegitimacy 
and desertion as the real hard-core problems of AOC-there was no social 
insurance for these risks. Furthermore, the UI component of SSA was 
designed to protect against temporary unemployment-it could not protect a · 
worker rendered permanently obsolete by a machine. Finally, need for public 
assistance was increased by migration of southern Blacks to northern 
industrial states, who then found the combination of technology and 
discrimination to be overpowering (Steiner, p. 24). 

Another reason for the failure of public assistance to wither away is the 
propensity of any government institution to perpetuate itself. In short, once 
government machinery is put into place, it usually remains there. That 
legislators eventually began to take cognizance of this tendency is evidenced 
by a comment made by Senator Eugene Millikin during the Senate Finance 
Committee's Hearings on the Social Security Amendments of 1950 (which, 
incidentally, changed AOC to Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
[AFDC] by adding an allowance for caretakers of dependent children). "It 
has always been our theory," said Milliken, "that as we increased the benefits 
under the contributory system we could decrease the amount of public 
assistance. Personally, I think that is sheer theory. I do not think it will 
happen much becaw~e the States are building up large public assistance 
pensions and there will be all sorts of pressures to continue the system alid 
personally, I believe it will be continued" (Steiner, p. 23). 

A final partial explanation for the Congressional neglect of the growing 
problems of public welfare prior to the 1960s was advanced by Steiner. It is 
as simple as it is poignant : " ... public assistance introduces problems of race, 
of sex, of religion, and of family relationships. It is hard to think of four areas 
most American politicians would rather avoid" (Steiner, p. 4). 

The Public Welfare Amendments of 1962 

Rather than being the "most far-reaching revision of our Public Welfare 
Program since it was enacted in 1935," as President Kennedy proclaimed 
them, the Public Welfare Amendments to SSA in 1962 really embodied 
nothing new. In reality, they were a political response to the continued 
swelling of the public assistance program which "was in more serious trouble 
than ever before in its history" (Steiner, p. 4 7). The previous programs and 
political considerations which shaped these amendments will be the subject of 
this section. 

Momentum for revision of the public assistance titles of SSA was sparked 
by a crackdown on "welfare chiseling" in New Burgh, New York that 
attracted national attention. The investigators "discovered," among other 
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things, the phenomenal swelling of the public assistance rolls, increasing 
incidence of benefits being paid to ineligibles, and the rising patterns of 
illegitimacy and desertion among welfare clients. 

In 1960, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare's Advisory 
Council on Public Assistance took cognizance of the tendency of family 
desertion among unemployed fathers, "because they see no other way to get 
their hungry children fed" (Sundquist, p. 126). The Council's subsequent 
recommendation that AFDC benefits be extended to children of the 
unemployed was proposed in legislation by the newly elected President and 
passed by Congress in 1961 as a temporary measure. This provision, together 
with the New Burgh incident, provided the basis. for a "face lift" of the public 
welfare program. 

Following temporary extension of AFDC benefits to children of the 
unemployed (AFDC-U), Secretary of HEW Abraham Ribicoff assembled an 
ad hoc "reappraisal" committee composed of twenty-three leaders in the 
social welfare field, to make recommendations for a revamping of the welfare 
system. The Committee's final recommendations emphasized provision of 
preventive and rehabilitative services to welfare clients by social workers as a 
"cure-all" for the problems of welfare. "As practitioners in the field of social 
work, its members were convinced that the road to reducing the incidence of 
family breakdown and dependency lay through the expansion, upgrading and 
more intensive use of their profession" (Sundquist, p. 128). The recommen
dations of the Committee, which were incorporated into law, thus sef the 
tone for the ''services" approach to welfare reform that dominated most of 
the 1960s. 

Recommendations of Ribicoffs Reappraisal Committee included: the 
retention of the AFDC-U program as a permanent measure, the elimination or 
drastic reduction of residency requirements, a stepped-up program of grants 
for the training of social workers, and above all, a positive approach in terms 
of preventive, rehabilitative, and supportive services to the needy. The 
primary concern of the Committee was clearly the noneconomic needs of the 
dependent; the theory being that breaking the cycle of dependency could 
best be achieved tluough changing the attitudes and characteristics of the 
client him/herself. 

The Reappraisal Committee's recommendations were incorporated into a 
bill, endorsed by Kennedy, and billed by Ribicoff as a new comprehensive 
approach to welfare. As he told the House Ways and Means Committee: 

We have arrived at the moment when only comprehensive changes will 
suffice. The bill now before you embodies such changes .. .! don't think 
what we are asking Congress to do is to appropriate funds for a stale old 
policy that everybody was unhappy with. Now we are saying-we have 
turned around and finally brought in a new philosophy in welfare 
(Steiner, p. 39). 
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However, the ideas being pushed as comprehensive changes ~rid landmarks 
were not new. To begin with, the SSA Amendments of 1956 had altered the 
declaration of purpose of the public assistance titles to make the attainment 
of self-care for public assistance recipients a goal to be pursued by the States 
through the provision of state services to the needy. To this end, the federal 
government would provide matching funds on a 50-50 basis to states choosing 
to provide such services. It is significant to note that provision of social 
services as a state goal was included in the 1956 Amendments also as a result 
of efforts by the social work profession (Sundquist, p. 126). Indeed, one of. 
the main indictments of the "services" approach made in the late 1960s was 
that it appeared to be more beneficial to the middle class social workers than 
to the dependent poor. 

In reality then, the Amendments of 1962 only added "the furnishings of 
'rehabilitation' as a major purpose" to the goals of self-help, self-care, and 
maintenance of family life spelled out in the 1956 Amendments. This 
addition was more "gimmicky than substantive" (Steiner, pp. 41, 46). The 
1962 Amendments also raised the federal share of the matching formula to 
75 percent. This was the only real change made in the area of prevention and 
rehabilitation. 

Another "change" made by the Amendments of 1962 was the provision of 
federal support for the training of public assistance personnel. The Reap
praisal Committee hailed this as a great step forward (Steiner, pp. 41-42). In 
fact, a five-year program establishing an 80-20 federal matching formula for 
this exact purpose was included in the Amendments of 1956. However, the 
Appropriations Committees declined to appropriate funds for this program in 
1958, 1959, 1960, and 1961. When amending the 1961 AFOC-Ulegislation, 
the Senate Finance Committee increased the federal share of training cost to 
100 percent-but again, funds were never appropriated (Steiner, p. 41). Thus, 
rather than being an innovation, the Amendments of 1962 only continued a 
program that was never allowed to get off the ground in the first place. 

Of the provisions of the Public Welfare Amendemnts of 1962, the most 
innovative was perhaps the authorization of federal funds for Community 
Work and Training programs (CWT). Even this was not completely new, 
however. In embodying the principle of work relief, CWT was patterned 
loosely after the Works Progress Administration of the New Deal (Steiner, p. 
43). The real significance of CWT lies in the fact that as an employment and 
training program for welfare recipients, it provided a model for the Work 
Incentive program (WIN) and the Work Experience and Training program 
(WET) in the later 1960s. This evolution will be discussed in detail in the next 
section. 

A final "innovation" of the Amendments of 1962 was the enactment of a 
day-care program for the children of AFOC mothers engaged in employment 
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and training. This program could have been a giant stride forward in breaking 
the dependency cycle; however, Congressional politics resulted in its 
becoming an albatross around the neck of future day-care programs. 

The new legislation authorized $5 million for day care in 1963 and 10 
million annually thereafter. However, the 1963 appropriations were lost when 
the 87th Congress adjourned without enacting the first supplemental 
appropriations bill for 1963. This bill was blocked by Chairman Clarence 
Cannon in the House Appropriations Committee because of a long dispute 
between himself and the Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
over the respective rights of the Houses. By the following year when the bill 
was considered, "the whole day care idea seemed to lose its steam in 
Congress" (Steiner, p. 44). With its political support diminished, the bill was 
helpless when the Senate moved to cut its appropriations in half in 1964. The 
House cut appropriations again in 1965, and the Senate added a requirement 
for state matching funds that same year. 

By 1966, the program originally scheduled to get $25 million in its first 
three years ended up with only $10 million. Day care has been woefully 
underfunded ever since. Even the original $25 million figure would probably 
have been inadequate-but it was at least a step in the right direction. In 
setting the trend for scant funding of day care in the years 1962-1966, 
Congress placed a major constraint on the ability of later programs, such as 
WIN, to free AFDC recipients from the duties of child care for the purposes 
of employment and training. · 

Developments-1962-1967 

Following passage of the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962, the 
"service" approach embodied therein was extended to other areas of the 
federal government's effort to eradicate poverty, most notably in the field of 
manpower policy. These developments will be considered in a subsequent 
section. "Social welfare policy" as we have defined it, however, fell into 
another period of relative inaction from 1962 to 1967. 

As Congress waited for the Amendments of 1962 to make a significant 
dent in the number of AFDC recipients, as the social work profession had 
predicted, the situation of the urban poor continued to deteriorate. In the 
early 1960s, the AFDC roles began to expand even more rapidly than before; 
but with the unemployment rate hovering around 5.5 to 6.0 percent, "this 
expansion did not cause much concern-it could be attributed to unemploy
ment" (Clague and Kramer, p. 21). 

In 1965, the economy's upswing continued, dropping the unemployment 
rate to 4.5 percent. In 1966 and 1967, the µnemployment rate declined to 
3.8 percent. With the reduction of unemployment to this level (acknowledged 
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by most economists to be "full employment"), Congressional concern arose 
over the fact that in good times and bad, the AFOC rolls continued to swell. 
Specifically, while the rest of the economy was going back to work, the 
number of families on AFOC had risen from 1,014,000 (with 3,160,000 
children) in 1964, to 1,208,000 families (with 3,742,000 children) in 1967 
(Clague and Kramer, p. 21). The increase in AFOC rolls for 1966 had been 
4.5 percent. By the end of fiscal 1967, the AFDC caseload had risen an 
additional 11.7 percent. This trend continued to accelerate, with increases of 
13.2 and 17.7 percent in fiscal 1968 and 1969 respectively (Moynihan, p. 
35). 

Moreover, the increase in the AFDC caseload was accompanied by a 
comparable increase in the number of poor families headed by a mother. 
While this was apparent in all poor families, the trend was most pronounced 
among minorities . At the end of the 1950s, two-thirds of black families in 
poverty were headed by males. By the end of the 1960s, more than half were 
headed by females (Moynihan, p. 37). 

Rather than addressing directly the problems of increased welfare 
dependency and number of female-headed dependent families, Congressional 
concern focused on a related phenomenon. There had been a long-standing 
tendency among poor families for the mother to supplement the family 
income by domestic service, often through part-time or occasional work. 
However, AFDC regulations Stipulated that in such a situation, a family's 
welfare grant was to be reduced by an amount equal to the mother's earnings, 
" ... so that in effect she was working for nothing. The result was a large-scale 
withdrawal from the labor force by AFDC mothers. It was this development 
that led to Congressional hearings and the passage of the 1967 Amendments 
to the Social Security Act to correct this situation" (Clague and Kramer, pp. 
21-22). 

WIN 

The Social Security Amendments of 1967 had as their most significant 
result the establishment of the Work Incentive program (WIN). WIN was not 
an original idea, however ; as with most welfare programs, it represented 
incremental revisions and elaborations on previously established programs and 
policies. Specifically, WIN evolved from and in response to five years of 
rather fruitless experience with work, training, and placement programs for 
AFDC recipients. 

The first of these was the Community Work and Training program (CWT) 
established by the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962. This program was 
designed to increase the employability of AFDC recipients " ... by offering 
them work experience which would help to develop the positive work habits 
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and attitudes that were required to obtain permanent employment. The 
purpose of the CWT program was to reduce public criticism of the AFDC 
program by providing training for the unemployed AFDC recipients over 18 
years of age" (Clague and Kramer, p. 22). This experimental effort was 
funded for two years, during which time program enrollment ranged from 
10,000 to 15,000. 

In 1964, Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act established a larger 
employment and training program for public assistance recipients. The Work 
Experience program-subsequently changed to Work Experience and Training 
program (WET)-was very similar to CWT in its emphasis and methods. Like 
cwr, the major objective was reduction of the welfare rolls by providing 
work experience for AFOC recipients, thus preparing them for unsubsidized 
employment. 

The program, however, had limited success. In fiscal 1965, first-time 
enrollments in the program totaled 88,700. The following year, this figure 
dropped to 84,700. The year 1967 saw WET enrollment decline to 77,100, 
and in 1968, enrollment dropped sharply to 27 ,600-or less than a third of 
the 1965 peak (Clague and Kramer, p. 22). 

Basically, two problems were largely responsible for WET's lack of success. 
First was the voluntary nature of the program. Furthermore, emphasis was 
placed on work experience rather than training, limiting the ability of the 
program to prepare AFOC clients for meaningful employment in private 
industry (Clague and Kramer, p. 22). The combination of these faCtors 
resulted in the program's extremely high drop-out rate and subsequent 
demise. As a result of the WET experience, Congress, " .. intent upon holding 
down the continued growth of the AFDC caseload and ... disillusioned with 
the 1962 panacea of services, began to react more forcibly to the problem" 
(Rein, p. 85). Their reaction was codified in the 1967 amendements to SSA, 
producing WIN. 

As originally drafted by the Johnson Administration, the proposed 1967 
amendments to SSA called for a work incentive program that was 
comparatively mild-among other things, it exempted mothers of small 
children from mandatory participation in the program. However, when the 
bill reached the House Ways and Means Committee, it was given a major 
overhaul by Chairman Wilbur Mills. The Committee reported out a bill that 
did not include many important Administration proposals, and placed major 
new restrictions on welfare payments. 

The Committee bill established a mandatory work training program for all 
AFOC recipients aged sixteen and over. It also provided (inadequate) federal 
subsidies for day care of AFOC children whose mothers were enrolled in the 
program. The Amendments of 1967 also raiS:ed the benefit level for OASDI 
and expanded and liberalized Medicare and Medicaid. In addition, it limited 
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the future proportion of children in each state who could receive AFDC 
benefits due to absence of the father, to the percentage of such children on 
the roll in January of 1968. 

The requirement that mothers of preschool children place them in day 
care centers and attend job training, and the provision freezing the amount of 
aid for deserted AFDC children, " ... drew howls of protest from the 
Administration and Congressional liberals" (Congress and the Nation, vol. I, 
p. 772). Committee Chairman Wilbur Mills, in defending these provisions, 
said, "Is it in the public interest for welfare to become a way of life? ... We 
want the States to see to it that those who are drawing welfare checks ... take 
training and then work .. .. Is that not the thing we should do?" In defending 
the Committee action, Mills said Congress faced a taxpayers' revolt if 
mounting welfare costs were not reduced. Accordingly, he said, ''We on our 
Committee felt the time had come when the taxpayers want us to be rough, 
and do not have any doubts in your mind about it, we intend to be rough in a 
constructive manner .... We intend that anyone capable of working be made to 
work where possible" (Congress and the Nation, vol. I, pp. 772-773). The bill 
was passed by substantial majorities in both Houses. 

Congressional approval of the WIN program with its work requirement had 
the substantive effect of officially reclassifying mothers of dependent 
children from the deserving to the nondeserving category of the poor. This 
move was not unprecedented, for in establishing the AFDC-U program, 
Congress, while agreeing to provide aid to the families of unemployed fathers, 
similarly required them to register with the state employment office (or one 
of the work training programs after their establishment). Refusal to 
participate in work or training jeopardized the entire family's eligibility for 
AFDC. By this provision, Congress effectively prevented able-bodied men 
from ever being considered part of the deserving poor. 

Thus, enactment of the WIN program can be viewed, for the most part, as 
arising from four things: (1) the work requirement precedent established by 
the AFDC-U legislation; (2) the phenomenal increase in AFOC rolls; (3) 
constituent pressures on Congress to contain the rising cost of welfare; (4) 
Congressional disillisionment with the "services" approach of the early 1960s. 

WIN's "bark", however, proved to be a good deal more vicious than its 
"bite." When measured against its obstensible goal, which was (according to 
its principal architect, Mills) " ... to see to it that those who are drawing 
welfare checks ... take training and then work ... ," the WIN program has been a 
dismal failure. As of April 1972, only fifteen percent of enrollees had 
successfully obtained jobs. A study done by Auerbach Associates indicates 
that " ... only one-half of those who obtained jobs actually did this through 
WIN; the other half got their own jobs" (Rein, p. 92). Furthermore, only six 
to seven percent of AFDC mothers have enrolled in the program since its 
inception (Rein, p. 97). 
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The reasons for WIN's lack of success can be traced primarily to: (1) 
Congress' failure to appropriate adequate funds; (2) an unwillingness by the 
States and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) to 
enforce WIN to the letter of the law; (3) Congressional permissiveness with 
regard to enforcement. These will be explained briefly below. 

From the outset, financial limitations placed constraints on Congressional 
intent with regard to WIN. "Congress was not prepared to spend the huge 
amount of money that would be required to put every feasible individual 
through an elaborate system of training and into the labor market. This was 
especially pertinent in the case of mothers who required high-cost day care 
services before they could be compelled to participate in WIN" (Rein, p. 85). 
When adequate funding was not forthcoming, the people responsible for 
administration of WIN were forced to devise a way to fit an abundance of 
welfare clients into the relatively small number of WIN "slots" which had 
been funded. 

The legislation left selection of WIN participants up to the states (within 
certain rather loose federal guidelines). States were forced to exercise this 
selectivity early on, in order to limit the number of AFDC recipients to be 
referred to WIN. This situation arose because, while there were more than 
1,320,000 adult recipients of AFDC in 1967, Congress by 1970 had only 
authorized 120,000 WIN slots. 

In an effort to help states pare down the number of people to be enrolled 
in WIN, HEW established "priority of referral" guidelines. Under these 
guidelines, the only groups required to be referred to WIN were unemployed 
fathers receiving AFDC-U benefits, and children over the age of sixteen who 
were neither in school nor at work. Mothers with children were to be referred 
on a volunteer basis. By " ... eliminating all mothers from required participa
tion in WIN, HEW severely restricted the intent of the WIN amendment and 
put all female adult participants in the class of volunteers" (Rein, p. 87). 

The Congressional objective of rendering AFDC recipients employable was 
further frustrated by the fact that sanctions applied to people failing to 
comply with work and training requirements were mild-when they were 
enforced. Whereas t;.he AFDC-U program called for denying assistance to the 
entire family should the adult refuse participation, the WIN legislation 
provided that only the individuals referred and not accepting the referral, or 
in the program and then refusing to continue (both without good cause) were 
to be deleted from the AFDC family budget. While Wilbur Mills professed to 
be "getting rough," this provision reveals the extent to which humanitarian 
considerations ultimately tempered the final form of the legislation. 

The lax enforcement of even these sanctions was reported by the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) in 1970. In a study of sanctions in Los Angeles and 
Denver, GAO discovered that out of 107 fathers who refused to participate in 
Los Angeles, the father's share of the AFDC budget was discontinued on only 
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fifty-five cases. In Denver, no payments had been reduced thro~gh J~ly 1970, 
although ninety-four fathers had refused to participate in WIN (Rem, P· 94). 
Furthermore, sanctions had never been applied to mothers because of their .. 
"volunteer" status; and since most of WIN's clientele are volunteer mothen, 
the sanctions intended to enforce the work requirement were more surface 
than substance. As Daniel P. Moynihan put it, "If anyone was being forced 
into training, no one at the executive level of HEW knew about it. .. " 
(Moynihan, p. 142). 

In 1971, Congress, aware of the poor job success rates in WIN, amended 
the SSA to create the s<H:alled WIN II program. This step was actually taken 
as an alternative to Richard Nixon's Family Assistance Plan (FAP), which 
failed to garner sufficient political support. With the number of AFDC 
families still on the rise (up from 1.2 million in 1967 to over 2.0 million in 
early 1970, with the number of children increasing from nearly 3.75 million 
to more than 6.0 million), and unemployment still decreasing (from 3.8 
percent in 1967 to 3.5 percent in 1969-Clague and Kramer, p. 56), Congress 
faced the realization that four years and millions of dollars later, the problem 
WIN was supposed to combat had only become worse. 

As no political consensus could be reached regarding adoption of a bolder, 
more comprehensive reform such as FAP, Congress opted, as it is prone to do, 
for an incremental resurfacing of a tired, old approach. Accordingly, it. 
increased funds for WIN and placed heavier emphasis on immediate 
placement, with one-third of expenditures to be directed toward on-the-job 
training and public service employment beginning in 1973. In addition, some 
untaxed eainings above the welfare grant were allowed to WIN participants. 
These were the only substantive changes. 

But WIN II retained many of the structural faults of the original program, 
such as wide state discretion and unenforced sanctions. As a result, the track 
record of WIN II has been, as was its predecessor's, a good deal less than 
impressive. 

Thus, we have seen in the area of public welfare policy Congress' first 
attempts to address the three major issues set forth in the introduction to this 
report : the concept of guaranteed jobs/guaranteed income, the equity and 
adequacy of benefit levels, and the categorization of benefit recipients. 
Specifically, Congress, through abandoning in the 1940s the comprehensive 
approach to income maintenance originally proposed by FDR, temporarily 
abandoned the idea of guaranteed jobs, while the income guaranteed by 
OASDI was contingent upon an individual's having been a working member 
of the labor force. An income was also guaranteed to the blind and disabled, 
as well as to fatherless dependent children, a similar guarantee being extended 
to children of unemployed fathers through the Public Welfare Amendments 
of 1962. 
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The issue of benefit level equity and adequacy continues to be addressed 
every time Congress considers new benefit formulas. The issue of categoriza
tion was addressed primarily in the original tripartite division of the aged, 
blind, and dependent children within the category of the "deserving" poor. 
The boundaries of these categories were redrawn somwhat when the children 
of unemployed fathers were included in AFDC in 1962, and when mothers of 
dependent children were effectively reclassified as "nondeserving" by 
enactment of the WIN program in 1967. 

ECONOMIC DEVEWPMENT POLICY 

Origins of "Economic Development" 

The concept of economic development emerged from experiences in the 
late 1940s to late 1950s with a problem called "depressed areas." This section 
deals with legislative recognition of the problem, and several of Congress' 
early attempts to deal with it. This is not intended to be a comprehensive 
study of economic development policy, but rather a look at its legislative 
roots and the forces that came to play on them during its formative years. 

The federal government became involved in economic development at a 
time when the national economy was expanding, 96 percent of the labor 
force was employed, and personal income was high. Within this prosperous 
setting, however, pockets of economic distress became apparent. These 
''depressed areas" were characterized by various chronic problems indigenous 
to the areas. 

Beginning in March 1954, members of Congress began to take interest in 
the problems of depressed areas. The problem's foremost spokesman was 
Senator Paul Douglass (D.-lli.), who was motivated by problems he had 
encountered in the depressed areas of southern lliinois. Douglass believed the 
economic revival of depressed areas was a problem with national consequen
ces, which should therefore be combatted with capital investment by the 
federal government. 

President Eisenhower, however, believed the federal government's role 
with regard to this p~oblem should be a small one, limited to policies designed 
to bring about a "high and stable level of employment in the Nation at large." 
Eisenhower felt, " ... a large part of the adjustment of depressed areas to new 
economic conditions both can and should be carried out by the local citizens 
themselves" (Sundquist, p. 62). 

Area Redevelopment Act (ARA) 

In 1955, Douglass proposed legislation to 3id depressed areas, providing, in 
general terms, a public works program, long-term credit for new industry or 
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business, technical assistance, retraining of jobless workers, and allowances 
equivalent to unemployment insurance benefits for the workers undergoing 
retraining. This laid the foundation for what was to become the Area 
Redevelopment Act (ARA). 

The Eisenhower Administration, after a change of heart, proposed its own 
bill for aid to depressed areas in January 1956. The Democratic and 
Republican proposals differed in several important respects: the Republican 
bill proposed $50 million in loans for industrial facilities in depressed areas; 
the Democratic bill proposed $100 million for the same purpose. In addition 
to being more liberal in loan terms and in its definition of "depressed areas," 
the Democratic bill also proposed retraining of unemployed workers, and 
$125 million in loans and grants for public facilities necessary to attract new 
industry to depressed areas. "For the next five years the depressed areas 
waited vainly for salvation while politicians of the two parties sparred and 
jockeyed over these points of difference-despite their agreement on objective 
and on principles" (Sundquist, p. 64). 

Congressional action on ARA during the next five years yielded few 
substantive changes in the proposal. When it ultimately became law in 1961, 
ARA was, with a few minor concessions, essentially the same bill proposed by 
Douglass in 1955. The real significance of this Act to an understanding of the 
evolution of income maintenance policy was in its use as a political tool. 
Time and again, the need for area redevelopment legislation was subordinated 
to political considerations-a practice not uncommon in any area of income 
maintenance policy. This will be the focus of analysis in this section. 

One of the only substantive changes in the proposed legislation came in 
1956, at the insistence of Senator J. William Fulbright (D.-Ark.). As 
Chairman of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee, he challenged the 
jurisdiction of the labor and Public Welfare Committee on grounds that the 
bill's loan provisions would bring it under his committee's jurisdiction. 
Through this maneuver, Fulbright succeeded in winning several important 
concessions to the South. These concessions, which were to remain a part of 
the legislation in various forms throughout the entire struggle, were 
significant not only in shaping the final form of ARA, but in affecting its 
chances of passage in the interim as well. The most significant of these was an 
increase in the $59 million rural loan fund to $100 million to attain parity 
with the urban loan fund provided by the Douglass bill. The other 
concessions were: elimination of a provision that would have restored 
preference to depressed areas in government procurement, and deletion of an 
"anti-pirating clause" which would have prohibited loans where relocation of 
industry would result (Sundquist, pp. 64-65). 

The Douglass bill passed the Senate by a vote of 60-30, but the companion 
bill in the House (which was actually a modified version of the Adminis-
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tration's proposal) was stuck in the House Rules Committee when Congress 
adjourned. An attempt to pass the bill under suspension of the rules (which 
requires a two-thirds majority) proved fruitless due to the lack of bipartisan 
support. Republican opposition to circumvention of the rules can be 
understood as a function of the Administration's lack of support, arising from 
Eisenhower's fear that if the House passed the Republican bill, the measure 
emerging from a House-Senate conference would be either the Douglass bill, 
or one very close to it. President Eisenhower opposed the Douglass bill, 
largely because it included rural areas (as a result of Fulbright's actions) 
where he believed " ... the problem was low incomes rather than unemploy
ment" (Sundquist, pp. 65-66). 

The following session, 1957-1958, found the Douglass bill, with some 
minor concessions to the Administration, before the Congress again. While 
southern conservative opposition to the bill was stronger than in 1956, it 
managed to pass both Houses in 1958. However, the President vetoed the bill, 
once again basing his opposition in part on the extension of the bill's 
provisions to rural areas. 

The political ramifications of the President's actions were considerable. 
Due to the 1958 recession, in which eighty-nine of the nation's 149 major 
industrial areas suffered unemployment of over 6 percent (Congress and the 
Nation; vol. I, p. 369), unemployment became the paramount campaign issue 
of the 1958 congressional elections. The Democrats were swept in on a 
landslide; winning thirteen Senate seats and forty-seven House seats from the 
Republicans (Congress and the Nation, vol. I, p. 370). The Democrats got a 
great deal of mileage out of the unemployment problem and Eisenhower's 
veto of the depressed areas legislation, charging the veto " ... showed 
Republicans to be heartlessly unconcerned with economic hardship and 
unemployment" (Sundquist, p. 69). 

In 1959-1960 the battle for area redevelopment legislation was again acted 
out by Congress. The Democrats had become fairly entrenched in their 
position, Douglass making only minimum concessions to the Administration 
when he reintroduced the bill in 1959. The reason for the Democrats' 
unwillingness to yi.eld was fairly transparent; the issue had proven a very 
important weapon in the elections of 1958: "If an adequate bill-which 
meant a measure close to the Douglass bill-could not be passed, or if it were 
vetoed, then the Democrats would take the issue to the people in 1960" 
(Sundquist, p. 70). 

The Senate passed the bill by a vote of 4946, but again it met an impasse 
in the House Rules Committee. This time it remained in Rules for an entire 
year. People who supported the program for the program's sake attempted to 
bring pressure on Speaker Sam Rayburn (D.--:Tex.) in order to enlist his aid in 
freeing the bill from the clutches of the Rules Committee. However Rayburn, 
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along with many other congressmen, preferred to save the bi.11 for a 1960 

campaign issue. In fact, Rayburn "was adamant that the bill be put over until 

1960, which left the proponents no choice" (Sundquist, p. 71). To many 

members of Congress, then, the value of ARA as a political tool was 

paramount to its value as a tool of economic development. 

When in 1960 the bill finally passed the House, it was vetoed again by the 

President. Vice-President Richard Nixon reportedly favored approval of the 

bill to remove a campaign issue, but Eisenhower termed the bill, "even more 

objectional in some respects than the 1958 bipartisan measure." Democrats in 

the Senate, satisfied with saving the issue for the upcoming presidential 

election, " ... went through the motions of trying to override the veto, but 

failed" (Sundquist, p. 72). 
During the course of his campaign, John Kennedy played up the issues of 

ARA and the vetoes that had kept it from becoming law. As the election 

came at a time of high and rising unemployment, the issue was made more 

poignant, to the delight of congressional Democrats. Nixon, forced on the 

defensive, " ... could only contend that the Republican bill was superior and 

that the Democrats deliberately provoked the vetoes in order to 'play politics' 

with the issue" (Sundquist, p. 72). John Kennedy won the election of 1960 

by one of the smallest margins in history. The area redevelopment issue had, 

once again, proven a potent political weapon. 
While its effectiveness as a political tool could no longer be in doubt, the 

ARA had yet to prove itself worthy of even that dubious distinction. More 

specifically, it had yet to demonstrate that it could achieve its designed 

purpose-stimulation of economic growth in areas experiencing high unem

ployment. With the "politicking" over, ARA passed the Senate 63-27 and the 

House 251-167. On May 1, it was signed in to law, and heralded as the first 

major legislative achievement of the Kennedy Administration. Kennedy, eager 

to claim ARA as an accomplishment of his Administration, announced prior 

to his inauguration that he would send his area redevelopment bill to 

Congress promptly after taking office. When news of this reached Douglass, 

the Senator is reported to have grumbled, "What does he mean his area 

redevelopment bill? It was my bill before he ever heard of it" (Sundquist, p. 

84). 
Thus, passage of ARA is exemplary of two patterns that have been 

pervasive in the formation of income maintenance measures policy in the 

United States. First, income maintenance measures have historically been 

passed (or have failed to pass) for reasons other than the "right" ones. In the 

case of ARA, passage was delayed due to political considerations; ADC 

became law because it was attached to Old Age Assistance; WIN II was 

enacted for lack of a better alternative; and the Economic Opportunity Act 

of 1964 was passed, as we shall see, for the electoral benefits it could provide. 
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The second pattern has been the tendency for presidents to dig up old 
ideas and programs, dust them off, and bill them as their innovations in 
income maintenance. Thus ARA, after kicking around Capitol Hill for six 
years, became Kennedy's "first achievement"; the Public Welfare Amend· 
ments of 1962, whose substantive provisions had actually been low for six 
years, became "the most far-reaching revisions in welfare ... " since SSA; and, 
as we shall see, a collection of programs from the Kennedy years and beyond 
were declared a ''War on Poverty," giving Lyndon Johnson his "own" welfare 
program in an election year. 

And what about ARA? Did it justify the build-up given it by politicians in 
election years? The short answer is no. First, because the economy had not 
fully recovered from the 1958 recession and the subsequent 1961 downturn, 
" ... the incentives offered to private industry and local communities were not 
capable of stimulating economic growth in the underdeveloped areas of the 
country" (Clague and Kramer, p. 12). Private businesses were more interested 
in moving into areas where the economy was growing, than into depressed 
areas. 

The manpower aspect of the program also fell short of the mark. "In a 
community which has been sinking into a recession over a period of years, the 
most enterprising workers, generally including most of the younger ones, will 
already have left the area" (Clague and Kramer, p. 13). The workers 
remaining in a depressed area, then, are likely to be the unskilled, the 
disadvantaged, and older workers. Such a labor profile is hardly attractive to 
an incoming business. 

We can only theorize, but perhaps if ARA had not been detained for 
political reasons, it could have been enacted before the recession, conse
quently proving more attractive to incoming business, and thus enticing some 
of the more capable workers in depressed areas to remain there. This in tum 
would have attracted more business to the area. One thing is certain: " ... the 
ARA program lacked the necessary ingredients to allow it more than a very 
limited success" (Clague and Kramer, p. 13). 

Public Works and Eronomic Development Act of 1965 (PWEDA) 

The strange political odyssey of the Area Redevelopment Act did not end 
with its enactment into law in 1961. Rather, ARA was to be further 
transformed for political reasons, culminating in its metamorphosis as a 
primary component of the Public Works and Economic Development Act 
(PWEDA) in 1965. PWEDA also incorporated elements of the Accelerated 
Public Works Program (passed in 1962), and the "Appalachia" program from 
circa 1960. 

The story of ARA resumed in 1963, as funds for some of its programs 
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were running low. President Kennedy, in response to this problem, asked 
Congress for supplemental appropriations totaling $455.5 million, more than 
doubling the total resources of the program. 

The sizeable Congressional majorities that approved the legislation in 1961 
were dwindling in March of 1963. ARA had lost favor in some quarters for a 
number of reasons. First, some said the projects financed through ARA were 
competing with private industry in a number of areas. Others felt the program 
was too slow in initiating projects and thus providing jobs. When the Area 
Redevelopment Administration did start to approve projects, criticism came 
from others; accusing the agency of favoritism and making unsound 
expenditures. Finally, some believed ARA was unnecessary because the 
Accelerated Public Works Program had proven more attractive to members of 
the building trade, and the Manpower Development and Training Act offered 
a better means of training the unemployed. These programs will be discussed 
in the next section. 

Despite these difficulties, the House leadership expected the supplemen
tary appropriations bill to be approved by a slim majority; a head count on 
the eve of the vote had shown 199 Democrats and twenty-five Republicans 
favorable. However that evening, the President appeared on nationwide 
television in response to the University of Alabama desegregation crisis, to 
condemn Governor George Wallace's "unlawful obstruction," and to an
nounce a civil rights legislative package to meet the nation's "moral crisis" 
(Sundquist, pp. 106-107). 

The following day, the ARA supplemental appropriations bill was 
defeated, 209-204. An analysis of the vote showed thirty-nine congressmen 
who voted for ARA in 1961 voted against the appropriations bill. Twenty of 
these were Republicans, nineteen were Democrats; eighteen of them from the 
South, four from Alabama (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, vol. 19, p. 
565). 

This defeat spelled the end for ARA. After the House vote, Republican 
opposition solidified. More criticisms of the program were raised, and 
although supporters of the bill remained prepared for another effort in the 
House throughout the rest of the session, " ... counting on the fading of the 
civil rights issue and a reduction of $100 million in the authorization to bring 
them the necessary additional votes ... the Democratic leadership never felt 
sufficiently confident of its prospects to bring the issue to a showdown ... " 
(Sundquist, p. l 09). The bill remained in the Rules Committee until Congress 
adjourned, and did not finally receive a rule until the summer of 1964. When 
at last a rule was granted, it came just before the presidential nominating 
conventions. In view of this, " ... the White House decided, for tactical reasons, 
to hold the issue over for yet another year" (Sundquist, p. I 09). 

In 1965, the Administration successfully salvaged the ARA concept. Being 
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hesitant to place before the new Congress (despite its substantial Democratic 
majorities) the same program drawing so much criticism from the previous 
Congress, the President directed the Bureau of the Budget to devise a way to 
save the essential elements of ARA. 

In devising the new program, the Bureau took a number of things into 
consideration. First, it was mindful of the charges levied in the previous 
Congress that ARA funds were being spread too thinly over too broad an area 
to get significant results. It also took into consideration the desire of many 
congressmen for renewal of the Accelerated Public Works Program, which had 
outlived its four year authorization. (Briefly, the Public Works Acceleration 
Act of 1962 was a companion measure to ARA that provided $900 million to 
localities in areas experiencing continued substantial unemployment, for the 
development of public facilities.) Finally, the Bureau realized the importance 
of "making good" a commitment the President made to senators from 
depressed regions outside Appalachia in 1964. He had promised they too 
could receive federal funds for regional development programs of the type 
being funded for Appalachia. This bargaining arose in the President's attempt 
to gamer support for appropriations for the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion (Sundquist, pp. 103-105). · 

The Bureau's efforts resulted in the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act (PWEDA)-a masterpiece of incremental public policy. The 
bill filled the initial objectives set for it by the President through combining 
elements of three old programs. First, it gave ARA a new name and a· new 
image by creating the Economic Development Administration, which retained 
many features and programs of its predecessor. Next, it put the Accelerated 
Public Works Program on a permanent basis, with $250 million per year for 
community projects contributing to economic growth. Finally, it authorized 
the Secretary of Commerce to designate regions, at the request of governors 
from two or more states, for comprehensive planning on the Appalachia 
pattern. The emphasis was to be on locating projects, designed to build a 
healthy economic "infrastructure", at the natural "growth centers" of a 
depressed region. It was hoped this would contribute to revitalization of the 
entire region. 

"This careful consolidation of the three previous approaches sailed 
through the Johnson Congress of 1965" (Sundquist, p. 110). While PWEDA 
has been amended fifteen times since its enactment, most of these 
adjustments were minor (National Council for Urban Economic Develop
ment, p. 25). Consequently, PWEDA operates today substantially as it did in 
1965; and ARA, its incredible political tribulations notwithstanding, lives on 
in substance if not in name, some twenty-three years after its original 
conception. Few income maintenance programs can claim such longevity. 

37 



Income Maintenance Policy: Historical and Legislative Precedents 

MANPOWER POLICY 

Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) 

As stated earlier, the American public in 1958 reacted to the Republican 

Administration's unemployment policy by sweeping into Congress substantial 

numbers of new Democratic senators and representatives. However, after the 

election, action on unemployment was slow in corning. Passage of the ARA 

was the first positive step taken by Congress toward alleviating the problem 

of unemployment, but it only aided geographic regions identified as 

depressed areas. 
As the country began to slide back into recession in 1960-1961, the need 

for action on a broader scale became apparent. Politicians and economists 

were unable to agree upon what type of fisc3I policy to use to counter the 

new recession, but they did agree upon one thing-retraining of technologi

cally displaced workers had to be an integral part of the effort. "Those who 

wanted expansionary fiscal policy looked upon retraining as a necessary 

supplement. Those who opposed strong fiscal measures tended to seize upon 

retraining as a substitute" (Sundquist, pp. 85-86). Support for a large-scale 

retraining program was advanced in a study done by the House Republican 

Policy Committee, and in addition, a Gallup poll in 1961 showed that 67 

percent of the American public was "willing to sacrifice" to pay for retraining 

the unemployed (Sundquist, p. 86). In this setting, the Manpower Develop

ment and Training Act (MDTA) became law. 
In its final form, MDT A was designed to enhance workers' skills and 

mobility among occupations by providing a wealth of services including 

testing, counseling, and employment training. In this, it followed the 

"services" approach which was just coming into vogue. It also included a 

number of innovations in national manpower policy, ''The most important 

[of which] ... was the availability of federal assistance to any geographic area 

in the nation" (Clague and Kramer, p. 13). This was a significant departure 
from past programs such as ARA. 

Legislatively, MDTA is significant to a study of the evolution of income 

maintenance policy because it exemplifies the importance of interest groups 

in policy development. Heretofore, we have dealt mostly with the ways 

policy has been shaped through interaction of the legislative and executive 

branches of govemmen t. This portion of the paper will focus primarily on the 

role of a single interest- the American Vocational Association (AVA)- in 
determining the shape MDTA ultimately assumed. 

While there was a great deal of popular support for the idea of retraining, 

the concept had only been before Congress since June of 1960, resulting in 

little consensus on what form the program should take. In the Administra
tion, two schools of thought developed. 
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Members of HEW, the administrators of past "voc-ed" grants, felt the 
existing voc-ed structure should be used for retraining. They held that 
existing facilities could be adapted more easily than new ones could be 
created. The other school, comprised of Department of Labor (DOL) and 
Bureau of the Budget {BOB) members, felt the program should take on new 
directions. They believed the existing approach to voc-ed was "out of touch 
with the modem world" and utilized outdated equipment and curricula 
(Sundquist, p. 87). Thc;y favored granting control of the program to the 
Secretazy of Labor, who would have authority to institute a broad and 
diverse training program that would place heavy emphasis upon on-the-job 
training, and utilize existing voc-ed classroom facilities only where these were 
the best means of accomplishing a particular end. 

The AVA, led by M.D. Mobley, came down on HEW's side. While it was a 
small group, the AV A ••wielded extraordinary influence in its field." This was 
due to Mobley's talent at •• ... translating a legislator's support for vocational 
education bills into support for that legislator back home-and vice versa" 
(Sundquist, p. 88). 

To the dismay of HEW and the AV A, the proposal the President sent to 
Congress was based on the recommendations of BOB. Under this approach, 
control of the program would lie with the Secretary of Labor, it would be 
completely financed by the federal government, and it would provide for use 
of state voc-ed facilities through agreements made by HEW, rather than 
distribution of funds among the states by formula. The AV A was not happy. 

Mobley registered the group's disappointment with Senator Joseph Clark, 
the bill's sponsor. The AVA proposed thirty-four amendments to the 
Administration's bill and Clark, who respected Mobley's influence, agreed to 
negotiate. In the end, both sides agreed to acceptance of twenty amendments 
which, generally, would put the program back into HEW-state voc-ed 
channels, with the federal money to be distributed by formula among the 
states and matched by them after the second year. The amended bill enjoyed 
bipartisan support in committee, and was passed by the Senate on August 23, 
1961 by a vote of 60-31. 

Meanwhile, a House Education and Labor subcommittee held hearings on 
the Administration's original bill. The committee, chaired by Elmer Holland 
(D.-Pa.), adopted several major amendments to the bill after two months of 
hearings. These amendments were added to meet Republican criticism that 
the bill gave the Secretary of Labor too broad a grant of power. ••sut nobody 
was in communication with Mobley, and· his amendments were largely 
ignored" (Sundquist, p. 90). The committee was soon to realize their folly. 

When the bill was passed on to the House Rules Committee, the AV A 
stepped in. After learning that the bill contained none of their amendments, 
Mobley and his group made contact with every member of the Rules 
Committee. The bill remained stuck in Rules until Congress adjourned. When 
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Congress reconvened in 1962, negotiations were carried on until the House 
bill had been modified to model the Senate bill. This having been 

accomplished, a rule was granted, and the bill, embodying the AV A 
amendments, was passed by the House 354-62. 

The AV A, then, was instrumental in determining the final shape of MOTA. 
What were the consequences of their influence? None can be securely 

established; but we would mention one in a tentative vein. 
After MOTA had been in operation for some months, " .. Jt became clearly 

evident that nearly all training and placement opportunities were going to the 
best prospects-to those who were most highly qualified .... As a general rule, 

placing the better qualified among the unemployed in job openings is much 
easier" (Clague and Kramer, p. 14). The key goal of the state employment 

agencies-which, because of the AVA amendments, received funding directly 

from the state, rather than the federal government-was to provide the best 

person for each job opening. The result was a tendency to skip over the 
hard-core unemployed- older workers, those with the least education, those 

with low scores on aptitude tests, etc.-and consequently, MDT A did little for 
these groups. Rather, it returned to the labor force only the cyclical 

unemployed (Clague and Kramer, p. 17). 
It is possible that without the influence of AV A, BOB's original proposal 

would have been the mold for MDT A. This proposal , by keeping direct 
control of the program at the federal level, and by precluding distribution of 

funds to the states on a formula basis, might have also precluded the 
tendency for state employment agencies to skip over the hard-core 

unemployed. 

Economic Opportunity Act (EOA) 

Large numbers of people still remained unemployed in 1964 despite the 
legislative efforts of the preceding three years, embodied in ARA, the Public 

Works Acceleration Act, and MOTA. The unemployment rate declined 
slightly during 1962-63, but this decline was attributable primarily to 
economic expansion (Clague and Kramer, p. 17). The manpower programs of 
pre-1964 vintage and the economic expansion had returned to work many of 
the workers who had been "laid off" or who occasionally experienced un
employment; however, the unemployment rate among the disadvantaged 

and hard-to-employ members of the labor force remained at pre-MDT A high 
levels. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (EOA) arose in response to three 
sets of stimuli: (I) the economic factors outlined above, (2) serious unrest 

among the disadvantaged in metropolitan areas, and (3) political considera
tions of the Johnson Administration. During the Johnson years, a wealth of 

40 



Income Maintenance Policy Since 1930 

social legislation collectively known as the ''War on Poverty" was passed, 
essentially in the same form it was proposed by the Administration. Whereas 
the Kennedy Administration had to fight tooth and nail to get its programs 
passed or to keep them from being altered beyond recognition, the Johnson 
programs breezed through Congress by comparison. James Sundquist attri
butes this break in the public policy deadlock of the Kennedy years to two 
"accidents of history," namely (1) the assassination of President Kennedy, 
and (2) Johnson's landslide victory in 1964 that destroyed the normal 
balance of the two parties in Congress (Sundquist, p . 5-6). To these we would 
add a third factor: LBJ's expertise in the realm oflegisTative politics. 

The cornerstone of Johnson's "Great Society" programs was the Econo
mic Opportunity Act (EOA). But far from being a Johnson innovation, EOA 
was rather a composite of old programs and Kennedy ideas. Prior to his 
death, JFK had people in his administration assembling antipoverty proposals 
for use in a 1964 attack on problems of the poor. By October of 1963, they 
had located or devised an array of proposals, but had not decided which ones 
would be incorporated into legislation. On November 23 the new President 
approved the idea and ordered the staff to proceed as quickly as possible with 
a proposal. 

In late December, President Johnson's special task force was still searching 
for a new element that would consolidate the cornucopia of ideas they had 
assembled into the "comprehensive coordinated attack" Kennedy had been 
seeking. At LBJ's behest, they sought " ... a theme and a rationale · that 
would distinguish the new legislation, as dramatically as possible, from all the 
rest" (Sundquist, p. 137). 

Finally, a staff member came up with the idea of Community Action 
Programs (CAP). This approach would establish (originally on a demonstra
tion project basis) "development corporations" in selected areas. Federal 
funds would be provided to each of these for a wide range of programs: the 
corporations planning the programs, expending the funds, and providing the 
coordinating mechanism. Later, the idea was added for permitting "maximum 
feasible participation" of the areas disadvantaged in mobilizing the resources 
of their communities to combat poverty, and a decision was made to 
implement the program nationwide, instead of on a demonstration basis. The 
concept of "maximum feasible participation" was quite significant in that it 
provided a vehicle through which much control over income maintenance 
programs could be removed from the hands of local politicians, and given to 
CAPs-to which the poor had direct access. 

The CAP approach would solve two problems at once : (1) it would 
introduce a distinctive and highly visible new element-the development 
corporation; (2) it would solve the problem of choosing between the battery 
of new programs proposed-the development corporation would make the 

choice. 

41 



Income Maintenance Policy: Historical and Legislative Precedents 

The thesis of the program designers was that the major. employment 
problems of the disadvantaged stemmed primarily from their own limitations 
as workers. It was decided, therefore, that program emphasis should be on 
children and youth-where the poverty cycle could best be broken. To this 
end, the designers felt it necessary for the federal government to provide a 
full range of services that would help young people develop their capabilities; 
particularly remedial education, vocational training, work experience, coun
seling, health care, and related services. At this point, it should be noted that 
when Labor Secretary Wirtz saw an outline of the proposed program, he 
warned that while these goals were desirable, they would produce no 
immediate visible results. As poverty was by definition a lack of income and 
income came from jobs, he advised the immediate concern of the war on 
poverty be with employment. There were few jobs to be found in 
Community Action Programs (Sundquist, p. 141). 

While the EOA approach, considered en toto, was different from anything 
coming before it, as stated earlier, few of its elements were new. To start, 
even the CAP idea was borrowed from elsewhere. This type of administrative 
approach had been used on a pilot project basis by the President's 
Commission on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, and in the Ford 
Foundation's "gray areas" program. Furthermore, of the five additional titles 
tacked onto the CAP component by the Administration, none were 
particularly original. 

42 

Title /-the authorization of CAPS; 
Title //-the youth employment program, was based on the Job Corps 

and Neighborhood Youth Corps-elements of Hubert Humphrey's 
Youth Employment Act which had failed to make it past the House 
Rules Committee since 1959; 

Title ///-authorized 100 percent federal financing temporarily for the 
CWT program provided by the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962, 
which were moving slowly because of required state or local 
participation; 

Title IV-a rural title, incorporating a small loan program for farmers 
along with other provisions; was added at the advice of the 
Department of Agriculture to this predominantly urban bill, for 
tactical reasons; 

Title V-an employment and investment incentives title, incorporated a 
loan plan for employers who agreed to hire a majority of workers 
from among the long-term unemployed and low income families; 

Title VI-the VISTA title, incorporated under a new name Kennedy's 
proposed national service corps which passed the Senate in 1963, 
but was blocked in the House Education and Labor Committee. 
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EOA, then, ~ nothing new; it merely consolidated in one piece of 
legmation an expansion of the "services approach" embodied in MDTA and 
the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962, and a variety of ideas and programs 
that had been around for awhile. LBJ, however, eager to carry into the 
election of 1964 a program that was uniquely his, "~ .. made it clear from the 
very beginning that his administration expected sole credit for the framing of 
the anti-poverty legislation" (Selover, p. I 59). The fact that he neither asked 
Congress to declare the "War on Poverty," nor gave any credit to the 
Kennedy Administration (whose efforts were combined in, and set the stage 
for, his proposal) would return to haunt him when the program went sour. 

The Administration's proposal, when complete, was handed over to a 
waiting Congress, where its rubber stamp was expected. The President asked 
for "immediate action" on his proposal and the same Congress which had 
failed to be moved by the repeated efforts of the Kennedy Adminis· 
tration-chastened by JFK's assassination and LBJ's accession, " ... appeared 
amenable to the heavy Presidential demands" (Selover, p. 160). 

However, strong opposition to the bill came from Republicans in both 
Houses: 

They called the Johnson program an election year gimmick which 
would set up an unnecessary new federal bureaucracy and duplicate 
existing programs. They argued that the bill was a 'hodge-podge' of old 
and loosely drawn programs which would do little to solve the 
underlying causes of poverty (Congress and the Nation, vol. I, p. 1326). 

Republicans had to attack the bill cautiously, however, concentrating 
criticism on their contentions that the bill was hastily drafted, violated the 
principles of federalism, duplicated existing programs, etc. Their caution was 
understandable: the F.conomic Opportunity Act, beneath the banner of a 
"war on poverty," put its opponents under suspicion of being in favor of 
poverty (Sundquist, p. 145). This was something Republican congressmen 
could ill-afford in an election year. 

What of the Republican criticism; did they have any basis in fact? As to 
the charge of EOA being an "election year gimmick,'' Sundquist reports: 

Whatever history may judge to have been its legislative merits, the 
political merits of the war on poverty in 1964 cannot be denied. It gave 
the new President, whose legislative agenda consisted of otherwise 
leftover Kennedy proposals, a bold attention getting proposal on which 
he could put his personal stamp (Sundquist, p. 145). 

As for the charges that the Act was a ''.hodge-podge" of old programs 
which duplicated existing programs, we have already seen some basis for this 
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accusation. EOA was definitely composed mainly of old programs and, t. 
taking the "services approach," did in a sense duplicate programs such as 
MDT A and the Welfare Amendments of 1962. 

Finally, with regard to the charge that it was "hastily drafted," we would 
add it was also hastily considered by the Congress. The total elapsed time 
between drafting of the first outline for the EOA bill and its presentation by 
Sargent Shriver to the House Education and Labor subcommittee was 

fifty-five days. The House Committee on Education and Labor reported the 
bill favorably in less than ten weeks. The Senate held committee hearings on 
the bill for a total of four days. The Republican criticisms then, were 
grounded in fact. 

Representative Peter Frelinghuysen (R.-NJ.), the ranking Republican on 
the House Committee, was not given a chance to air his grievances during the 
House Committee hearings {the bill got held up when considered by the 
whole committee-nineteen Democrats, eleven Republicans-so the Demo
crats took to operating in caucus when considering the EOA legislation). In 
the Senate hearings, however, Frelinghuysen raised some of the issues that 
were later to give the program so much trouble. He was concerned with the 
role of the local community and especially of city governments in the CAP. 
He pointed out that a clear statement issued by the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors had said, " ... any federal legislation that is to involve local citizen 
action in a war on poverty mtist clearly place the responsibility for program 
development and execution with responsible local government." This is the 
issue that tripped up the Poverty Program just when it was making important 
headway (Selover, p. 164). 

On July 23, the Senate passed EOA by a vote of 61-34. In the House, 
however, the bill had gotten bogged down in the Rules Committee. With the 
House bill still in Rules as August drew near, the President grew nervous. He 
needed a campaign issue. As he had done throughout the bill's legislative 
journey, the President began to bring pressure to bear on the Committee 
members-this time by repeatedly making public statements urging the 
Committee not to obstruct his legislation. It was in situations such as these 
that LBJ's mastery of the art of legislative politics became a crucial variable. 
The bill was granted a rule on July 28; on August 8, it passed the House, 
226-185. ' 

The President had his bill, due in no small way, to his own efforts. 
Frelinghuysen attested to this when he said, "Our Committee was subjected 
to and yielded to intense political pressure. It favorably reported a bill which, 
in the absence of urgent commands from the highest level of the executive 
branch, would have been laughed out of Congress" (Selover, p. 165). But LBJ 
had little reason to be concerned in 1964 with what Republicans thought of 
his bill. He was " ... going into the autumn of an election year with an 
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impressive new program to boast about" {Selover, p. 166). The President was 
swept back into office in a landslide victory. 

The stoiy does not end here, however. The year 1965 saw materialization 
of some of the problems predicted by the Republicans in 1964. The most 
significant problem resulted from the failure of the legislation to clearly 
define the role of the community action programs. Some CAPs saw their role 
as being political advocates of the poor, mobilizing their support to bring 
pressure for local change, while others saw their function merely as one of 
coordination. 

A furor was raised by mayors across the nation, who felt the CAPs 
represented a thfeat to their dominance of local policy. They said the federal 
government was not only creating tensions by insisting on participation of the 
poor in CAPs, but that it was also creating a federally financed independent 
power base within the cities-a direct challenge to the established political 
structure which was unresponsive to the taxpayer and the voter. A 
noteworthy example occurred in Syracuse, New York. The local CAP, in a 
project designed to study ways to involve the poor in antipoverty projects, 
sponsored demonstration marches against the city government; and used 
poverty funds to provide ·bail for those arrested in the demonstration. The 
mayor was enraged, but when he complained to the Office of Economic 
Opportunity (OEO), officials there said the funds could legally be spent that 
way (Selover, p. 183). 

Since the President had gone to great lengths to take complete credit for 
the program originally, the complaints arising from it were now laid at his 
doorstep. When EOA came up for renewal in 1966, the President, anxious to 
remove himself from the midst of the foray, remained silent and failed to 
push actively for passage of the legislation. When the Administration became 
passive with regard to the program, Congress took control. It cut back on the 
Job Corps and CAP, codified the OEO guideline requiring one-third of CAP 
members to be representatives of the poor by passing an amendment to that 
effect, and cut OEO's requested budget by more than half-from $3.4 billion 
to $1.6 billion. The Administration had only asked for $1.75 billion for OEO, 
a demonstration of its waning interest. 

The following year, Congress, spurred on by an influx of forty-seven new 
Republicans in the House (most of whom had defeated members of the 
liberal Democratic Study Group, who campaigned partly on their record of 
support for the poverty program-Selover, p. 174), made the final move to 
placate the still irate mayors. They passed the "Green Amendment," which 
brought peace to EOA by effectively placing local CAPS under the control of 
the mayor and his city government. But peace had come " ... at the expense 
of concessions that threatened the most innqvative elements of the program. 
The CAPs were subjected to the control of precisely those political structures 
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that had failed in past generations to appreciably help those who remained 

trapped on the treadmill of poverty" (Selover, p. 179). 
This sealed the fate of EOA. With the original purpose of the CAPs 

effectively quashed by the Green Amendment, the program was nothing more 

than a collection of old ideas. Within a few years, Richard Nixon would begin 
to disassemble OEO, in preparation for yet another "new" approach to . the 

income maintenance problem. 
For the remainder of his term in office, Lyndon Johnson would continue 

to lose interest in EOA. It no longer served as the vote-getter it once had. In_ 
an effort to disassociate himself from the program, he began to channel his 

support to a new area. 
In his 1968 State of the Union message, he largely ignored EOA, and 

instead championed the idea of placing 500,000 hard-core unemployed in 

jobs by the year 1971. This was to be done largely by expansion ofMDTA, 

while OEO would only see a small part of the "action." "It was profoundly 

ironic," observed William C. Selover, "that by this time, the White House 

retreat from OEO was so complete that, in the anti-poverty area, the 

President was addressing his primary attention to warmed-over proposals of 

pre-Great Society vintage" (Selover, p. 180). 
In a very real sense, then, we came full circle. Local conttol of poverty 

programs was returned to the fiefdoms of local politicians, and Lyndon 

Johnson had returned to a program of his predecessor. Income maintenance 

policy evolves in mysterious ways. If we had not lost the War on Poverty, we 

lost, at least, the first battle. 
In the areas of economic development and manpower, then, we have seen 

efforts by Congress to deal with the issue of guaranteed jobs/guaranteed 

income in alternative ways. The concept underlying economic development as 

embodied in ARA, the Public Works Acceleration Act, and PWEDA, was 

guaranteeing jobs and hence, income, by revitalizing and developing economi

cally depressed areas. This approach met with relative success, and continues 
to be utilized at present. 

The concept underlying the manpower programs provided by MDTA and 

EOA was that jobs and hence, income, could be guaranteed by providing 

services designed to change the characteristics of the unemployed. This 

approach was much less successful, and has resulted in increasing Congression
al support for proposals based upon alternative assumptions. 

Oddly enough, support is returning for the type of approach to guaranteed 

jobs and income utilized in the New Deal. Specifically, public service 
employment of the Civilian Conservation Corps/Works Progress Administra. 

tion/Public Works Administration/National Youth Administration variety has 
received increasing acceptance, as have proposals for guaranteed incomes 

which are somewhat reminiscent of the FERA program of 1933. The 
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development of these proposaJs and their political support is the subject of 
the ensuing sections of this report. . 

GUARANTEED INCOME 

Congressional consideration of President Carter's welfare reform proposal, 
the Program for Better Jobs and Income (PBJI). is to a great extent a 
reexamination of a number of concepts found in. other proposals. The cash 
assistance component of PBil is an extension of the guaranteed income 
concept contained in President Nixon's Family Assistance Plan and H.R. 1. 
This section of the paper analyzes the contemporary development of the 
guaranteed income idea, beginning with the Family Assistance Plan and 
culminating in Supplementaty Security Income. It was pointed out earlier 
that the guaranteed income concept was embodied in FDR's New Deal 
legislation. 

Ftlmily Aaistance Plan (FAP): 1969-1970 

.When Richard N"ix.on proposed extensive welfare reform and sent a bill to 
8tmgress containing that proposal, the response from liberals and con· 
servatives alike was almost universally favorable. The reform proposal, the 
Family Assistance Plan (F AP), would have abolished the existing AFDC 
program and established a federally guaranteed minimum income for all poor 
families with children. Additionally, F AP contained provisions for fiscal relief 
for states, work incentives and requirements for recipients, and increased 
expenditures for job-training and day care facilities for female-headed 
families. Its essence, however, was the guaranteed income features. 

The most obvious question about the welfare reform proposal in 1969 is 
why Richard Nixon, a fairly conservative President, gave early support to 
'what was quite a radical change. The concept of a guaranteed income seemed 
to be completely opposite from that for which Republicans had traditionally 

·stood. The most plausible reasons for Nixon's introduction of such a proposal 
include the failure of the AFDC program, the immediate accessibility of a 
course of action, and a lucky combination of the right people at the right 
place at the right time (Bowler, 1974, pp. 58-68). At the time of the 
announcement, there was a general consensus that the primary public 
assistance program, AFDC, was inadequate, inequitable, and inefficiently 
administered. Beyond that, program costs had skyrocketed with an increasing 
caseload and there was pressure for change from all levels of government. 

The concept of a guaranteed income was not a totally novel idea. A model 
of the negative income tax had been available since the early 1960s and in 
fact, pushed by a number of middle-level officials at HEW. "Welfare experts" 
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had agreed among themselves that public assistance would eventually have to 
be replaced with some form of national, federally financed, and controlled 
income maintenance program. These same experts had developed, for the 
Nixon White House, the necessary data base for making projections 
concerning a guaranteed in.come proposal that were favorable, and their 
estimates carried an incredible amount of credence (Bowler, 1974, pp. 
61-63). 

Perhaps the most acceptable explanation for the F AP proposal generated 
by a generally conservative Administration was simply the combination of a 
number of fortuitous factors. These included a sense that "the time was 
right" for such a proposal and that a new Administration was more able to do 
things. Nixon himself was committed to change of some sort in the "welfare 
mess" and, as a Republican President, he was much more likely to get away 
with advocating a radical change such as the FAP to a Democratic Congress 
than would a President who was a Democrat. Symbolically, the public felt 
much less "threatened with socialism" when a proposal of this nature came 
from a generally conservative Republican. Finally, a number of persons 
supporting the guaranteed income concept were in strategic administrative 
and advisory positions to key policymakers. These included an undersecretary 
at HEW, John Veneman, who, in his review of task force proposals that wer!t 
basically incremental in nature, relied upon economists in HEW who were 
holdovers from the Johnson Administration and who had proposed changes 
similar to those embodied in the F AP in the past. And, of course, one cannot 
forget Senator Pat Moynihan, whose position close to Nixon was parlayed 
into a role of the concept's chief advocate and spokesman. 

Nixon's strategy for translating the F AP proposal into 1aw included gaining 
liberal support with the guaranteed annual income provisions, imposing party 
discipline on Congressional Republicans, placating conservative opposition by 
emphasizing the work requirements, placing the entire proposal in the reform 
rhetoric prevalent throughout the 1960s, and emphasizing the failures of the 
present welfare system (Marmor and Rein, 1973, p. 19). His strategy almost 
worked. · 

When the F AP was introduced in the House, it was referred to Wilbur 
Mills' Ways and Means Committee. Mills was initially skeptical of the idea but 
nevertheless held a month of public hearings. Through the winter and early 
spring, debate and discussion about the F AP intensified both in Congress and 
in the public. The plan received a considerable boost in support when John 
Byrnes, the ranking Republican member on Ways and Means, released a 
report on the New Jersey Income Maintenance Experiment that largely 
substantiated the theory behind the FAP's work incentive features. 

After careful consideration in committee, a majority of the members on 
Ways and Means decided to support the proposal with relatively few and then 
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only minor modifications. This support was critical to the proposal's chances 
for fmal passage. Under Mills' direction, the Ways and Means Committee had 
established a prestigious position for itself in the House by using a pragmatic, 
bipartisan approach to problem-5olving that emphasized committee consensus 
(Manley, 1970, pp. 59-97). Thus, when a clean bill was reported out of the 
full House to consider the F AP proposal, it was with the full support of the 
Committee on Ways and Means and more importantly, of its Chairman, 
Wtlbur Mills. Mills not only had become committed to the proposal, he had 
decided to sponsor the clean bill that came out of his committee. 

In a fairly easy fashion the House approved Nixon's welfare reform 
proposal by a vote of 243"155. There are three basic reasons why the FAP 
proposal passed in the House with such relative ease. First, coming from Ways 
and Means, the bill was debated under a "closed rule" granted by the Rules 
Committee. In essence, this meant that the House was forced to accept the 
bill as an all-or-nothing proposition. Under the closed rule, amendments to 
the bill offered during debate on the House floor were not allowed. Second, 
through appeals to party loyalty, Byrnes was able to muster sufficient 
Republican support despite some conservative opposition. Republicans had 
the additional motivation to back the F AP proposal because it allowed them 
to claim that in this particular area they, instead of the Democrats, were the 
innovative and progressive party. The third factor accounting for the success 
of the F AP in the House was Wilbur Mills. His power and influence in the 
House as a committee chairman was and still is legendary. When a· bill 
emerged from his committee, it was generally accepted by the rest of the 
House. Add to that his own personal support, and the probability for House 
passage was quite high (Marmor and Rein, 1973, p. 25). 

Senate consideration of the F AP did not proceed as smoothly as in the 
House. When the Senate Finance Committee, under the domain of Chairman 
Russell Long (D.-1..a.}, began to consider the FAP proposal passed by the 
House during the summer and fall of 1970, the proceedings became a forum 
for liberals and conservatives alike to attack the proposal. The liberal Senators 
on the committee, led by Fred Harris and Abraham Ribicoff, argued that the 
plan failed to provide adequate benefit levels and its "jobs-through-training" 
concept was outmoded and useless when there were simply not enough 
decent jobs. Conservatives on the committee, led by Republican John 
Wiiliams and Chairman Long, opposed the proposal because it would increase 
the welfare and thus costs without adequate provisions for encouraging 
welfare recipients to work (Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1970, pp. 
1035-1039}. Caught in this crossfire debate, the bill became stalled in 
committee and Administration attempts to appease one side only engendered 
more opposition from the other, and vice v~rsa. Some concessions that the 
Administration was willing to accept included a Ribicoff-Harris amendment 
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to divert $180 million from job training to creation to 30,000 jobs as a 
"supplement" to a manpower bill being considered at the same time in · 
Congress (to be discussed in another section) and a proposal that would have : 
tested the FAP before full implementation (Orfield, 1975, pp. 231-232). '. 

On December 11, 1970, the Finance Committee reported a bill that ·· 
included not only the FAP proposal, but Social Security, Medicare-Medicaid, 
and foreign trade provisions as well. The debate that ensued followed what ' 
had previously occurred in committee consideration. After two weeks of 
discussion, Long succeeded in getting passed a motion to recommit the 
conglomerate bill to his committee with orders to report back only the Social 
Security and Medicare-Medicaid sections. In effect, this recommital motion 
killed the FAP for 1970 (Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1970, pp. 
1031-1034). 

Blame for the failure of the proposal in 1970 has been placed on various 
parties. The Administration blamed the liberals who in tum blamed the 
President. In retrospect, it seems that many factors are important in the 
explanation of the FAP's failure. liberals like Fred Harris and the National 
Welfare Rights Organization are partially responsible; their argument was 
essentially that the proposal was insufficient. On the other hand, conserva
tives like Williams and Long and the U.S. ' Chamber of Commerce (which 
carried on an intense lobbying effort) opposed the program because it 
guaranteed an income and moved away from the work ethic (Burke, 1974, 
pp. 152-165). Nixon himself must be held partially responsible. After 
introducing "the most important piece of social legislation in our nation's 
history," he remained surprisingly quiet throughout the debate in Congress, 
especially that which went on in the Senate. A more aggressive approach on 
his part might indeed have produced welfare reform in 1970. 

H.R. 1: 1971-1972 

A common mistake in the discussion of welfare reform is to equate 
Nixon's F AP proposal with H.R. 1, introduced on the opening day of the first 
session in the 92nd Congress. In truth, F AP was only a portion of H.R. 1, and 
then conceptually and technically different from the 1969-1970 proposal . . 
H.R. 1 represented a further shift to the concepts of a negative income tax 
and other guaranteed income proposals. It would have established a national 
definition of eligibility for federal cash assistance and guaranteed a minimum 
level of yearly income for the aged, blind, disabled, and all families with 
children. Cash benefits would have been supplemented by existing in-kind 
and service benefits with the exception of food stamps, which would not have 
been available to persons eligible for cash assistance. The jobs-training 
provision of the original F AP proposal was deleted and replaced by a new 
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public service employment program that was authorized to provide 200,000 
jobs to welfare recipients in fiscal 1973. . 

Also different from Nixon's plan was the provision in H.R. 1 that families 
eligible for benefits would be divided, for administrative purposes, into two 
groups. For those families with at least one employable adult, there was the 
Opportunities for Families (OFF) program to be administered by the 
Department of Labor. The Family Assistance Program (FAP), to be 
administered by HEW, was for those families without an employable adult. 
Payment levels for FAP and OFF were to be the same. H.R. 1 did maintain 
the work requirement of the Nixon proposal. Finally, like the Nixon 
proposal, H.R. 1 did not include childless families and unmarried adults 
(except for the aged, blind, and disabled) in its coverage of eligible persons 
(Bowler, 1974, pp. 73-82). 

H.R. 1 was the result of an intensive two-year effort by the staff and 
members of the House Ways and Means Committee in response to a number 
of considerations and criticisms raised by previous welfare reform proposals. 
Its production is best characterized by Kenneth Bowler: 

The process that produced H.R. I was, essentially, a circumscribed 
search for a technically defensible response or a solution to the 'welfare 
crisis', synchronized with the engineering of a consensus within the 
committee and supporting majority on the floor and under the 
direction of Mills (Bowler, 1974, p. 93). 

Ways and Means' consideration of H.R. 1 was by no means without 
controversy and debate. Up until the day the House first voted on the bill, 
there were three issues which kept the committee meeting: state supplemen
tation of basic federal benefits, work requirements, and an increase in Social 
Security benefits (Bowler, 1974, pp. 98-101). True to form, Mills allowed all 
sides to these issues their full say and proceeded to fashion a compromise and 
a consensus in the committee that would let the bill be considered by the full 
House. The issue of state supplementation was actually over fiscal relief for 
then present high-benefit level states and the amount that the federal 
government would pay toward supplementation of benefits. Because H.R. 1 
did not mandate state supplementation, liberals fought to include such a 
provision in order to preserve the amount recipients in high-benefit states 
were receiving. What finally resulted were provisions that the federal 
government would pay only the supplementation costs in excess of a state's 
1971 welfare expenditures and that states would supplement unless their 
legislatures passed legislation to the contrary. Texas has been the only state to 
forbid mandatory supplementation because of a state constitutional provision 
that requires it to do so. 
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The debate over the work requirement involved liberals whpthought that 
the requirements were repressive and conservatives who thought them not 
stringent enough. What evolved was a section that said " ... every person who 
registered .. . would be required to participate in manpower services or training 
and to accept employment," with the word suitable before employment 
deleted by the conservatives. There was additionally a provision that more 
narrowly defined the conditions under which a recipient could refuse to 
accept employment. 

The final issue over which there was committee controversy was a proposal 
by Mills to increase Social Security benefits. This proposal by Mills Was a 
partisan move that the Democrats could claim credit for and make it easier for 
House members to go along with the bill, or at least more difficult to vote 
against it. Defeated on a vote for a 7 percent increase in committee, Mills 
later won on a 5 percentincrease. 

On June 21, the House approved a motion to bring H.R. 1 to the floor 
under a modified closed rule. Amendments were still prohibited under this 
rule, but it did allow a separate recorded vote on a motion from the floor to 
strike from the bill Title IV, that section replacing AFDC with the new 
guaranteed income programs, FAP and OFF. When the motion to strike Title 
IV was made, it was defeated 234-187 and the next day the House approved 
H.R.l. ' 

Once again the House had passed a welfare reform bill that encompassed 
the concepts of a guaranteed family income as well as other departures from 
then current welfare policy. These included a shift to guaranteed income, 
national standards for eligibility determination for cash assistance, and 
separate programs for those able and unable to work. H.R.' 1 was a radical 
shift in public policy-as such it was not a common approach to policymaking 
in Congress. Why then did the House approve it? Like the FAP, one can point 
to a number of factors that contributed to the success of H.R. 1. These 
include: (1) a general consensus on the failure of current programs; (2) H.R. 1 
incorporated ideas that President Nixon supported and, therefore, the 
perceived likelihood of a veto was greatly decreased; (3) again, the fact that 
by virtue of a Rules ·Committee decision, the House was forced to accept 
H.R. l ' as an all-or-nothing proposition except for Title IV, and there were 
items in the bill that each representative could justify supporting to his/her 
constituency; (4) an intensive lobbying effort by state and local officials from 
the larger states, especially on the issues of fiscal relief; and, (5) perhaps most 
importantly, effective Congressional leadership under the direction of John 
Byrnes and especially Wilbur Mills, who had done their best to make H.R. 1 
as palatable as possible while retaining its most basic provisions (BoWler, 
1974, pp.101-102). 

Senate consideration of H.R. 1 after House passage was a virtual replay of 

52 



Income Maintenance Policy Since 1930 

the upper body's consideration of the FAP proposal in 1970. After sixteen 
months in the Senate, there were four alternative proposals concerning the 
reform of public assistance programs under consideration. These included: (I) 
Title IV of H.R. I, the F AP and OFF programs; (2) a liberalized version of 
H.R. l's family programs which would increase minimum payments, mandate 
state supplementation, and liberalize work requirements-the Ribicoff pro
posal; (3) a "workfare" plan which would make all able-bodied family heads 
ineligible for welfare (approximately 1.2 million persons) and require them to 
take federally guaranteed jobs-the Long plan approved by the Senate 
Finance Committee; and (4) the Roth-Byrd amendment to test the three 
plans. What reached the floor for consideration in the Senate was an amalgam 
of proposals that included all of the above as well as the provision for a 
federal guaranteed income program for the aged, blind, and disabled, the 
Supplementary Security Income program (SSI). What finally passed after 
some spirited debates between Ribicoff and Long, filibuster threats, and 
fruitless compromise efforts was the Roth-Byrd pilot test plan and SSL 

When Senate and House conferees met to resolve the differences in the 
bills passed by each chamber, there were only ten days left until Congress was 
scheduled to adjourn. Unable to reach agreement in the short tirrie remaining, 
the FAP and OFF programs from the House-passed bill and the Roth-Bryd 
pilot plan in the Senate-approved legislation were dropped. On the day before 
the session ended, the Senate and House approved the resultant conference 
report containing the new SSI program, but leaving the AFOC program 
unchanged. 

A number of reasons account for why the Senate in 1972 failed to adopt 
all of the proposals in H.R. 1. First, by 1972, welfare was a diminishing crisis. 
The AFOC caseload had dropped in 1971 and in October 1972, while the 
Senate was debating the welfare reform proposals, a report was released that 
showed only a 6 percent increase in AFOC recipients and a 4 percent increase 
in Total Public Assistance recipients in 1972 as compared to 20-35 percent 
increases in AFDC and 14-20 percent increases in all programs for the 
previous three years. Second, 1970 reforms in the Food Stamp program 
(discussed later) had made the stamps more available as well as more 
valuable. It was felt that these reforms accomplished much in the way of 
increasing the benefits of welfare recipients and under H.R. I, working poor 
families would have been worse off. Third, passage of the President's 
revenue-sharing bill in the House in June 1972 had shifted the lobbying effort 
for fiscal relief by state and local officials from welfare reform to 
revenue-sharing which promised quicker relief. Fourth, 1972 was an election 
year and the Democrats' Presidential candidate, George McGovern, had taken 
quite a beating from Democrats as well as Republicans on his guaranteed 
income proposals. Senators running for reelection simply wished to avoid 
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such a touchy issue. Fifth, there was reduced involvement on the issue of 
welfare reform by President Nixon. In November 1971, he announced his 
new economic policy, which included a cutback in federal expenditures to be 
accomplished in part by delaying implementation of the welfare reform bill 
even if passed by Congress. The "top domestic priority" of the previous two 
years had thus been shunted aside. Finally, there was a lack of effective 
leadership in the Senate that Mills and Byrnes had provided in the House. 
There was no consensus among Senate leaders as to the proper course of 
action to pursue and even had there been, there was no one who had 
influence comparable to that of Mills. There was often a complete lack of 
communication within the Senate as well as between the Senate and the 
Nixon Administration, and no attempts were made to bridge the obvious 
ideological gaps. Without an effective leader such as Mills, there was no one 
who could keep attention and deliberations in the Senate focused on a 
welfare reform proposal which Nixon could and would support and which 
was likely to pass (Bowler, 1974, pp. 147-163). 

Congressional debate over guaranteed income welfare reform proposals 
between 1969 and 1972 was not fruitless or without consequence. The 
House-Senate conference report passed in 1972 did replace the existing 
programs for the assistance of the aged, blind, and disabled (OAA, AB, and 
APTD) with the Supplementary Security Income program. SSI, as passed in 
1972, had the following major provisions: a national uniform benefit level 
with a guaranteed minimum yearly income, nationally uniform eligibility 
requirements, state supplementation of basic federal cash benefits as well as 
Food Stamps and Medicaid eligibility for most SSI recipients, and federal 
administration. SSI passed because Congress felt that the needy blind, aged, 
and disabled were somehow more "deserving" than poor families; it did not 
cost that much more; and by virtue of Senate attention focused on the family 
programs in H.R. l, it "slipped by" (Bowler, 1974, pp. 160 and 147). 

Of more importance, however, is the impact of these welfare reform 
considerations on any future welfare reform attempts. A number of distinct 
characteristics about welfare reform in general emerged from Congressional 
consideration in these four years. First, there was no real attempt to move 
away from the concept of families with children as the basic unit of public 
assistance. Categories of need were thus retained. Second, the relationship 
between work and welfare became and continues to be a major point of 
discussion in welfare reform. Third, the guaranteed income of SSI has at least 
precedental value in any other attempt to "federalize" welfare assistance, 
even if it remains on the basis of need rather than a right. Fourth, the issue of 
fiscal relief for state and local governments was recognized during Congres
sional consideration and will not ' likely fade from the scene. Finally, 
successful welfare reform is dependent on a number of factors that include 
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not only those normal political, economic, and social considerations, but 
some over which there is not a great deal· of control, such as luck and timing. 

ANOTHER APPROACH: PUBLIC JOBS 

A discussion of Congress and welfare reform since 1969 without 
addressing public jobs would be an omission of a very important develop
ment: by 1970, welfare refonn and public jobs had become almost 
inextricably linked. Discussion in Congress on welfare reform in general had 
raised the issue of jobs, especially in view of the failures of the WIN program. 
Much of the liberal criticism of the F AP in 1969-1970 was focused not only 
on the inadequate benefit levels, but on the continued emphasis on work and 
tr~g for work when there were simply not enough decent jobs available. 
Gary Orfield is quite correct when he comments, 

The significance of the welfare reform bill's evolution did not lie in the 
creation of jobs, since the continuing Senate stalemate precluded 
enactment of any welfare reform during the Nixon Presidency. The 
bill's importance lay rather in affording Congress an opportunity to 
expose elemental weaknesses in the President's "workfare" program. 
These critiques filst produced a 1970 agreement to a small public jobs 
program (the Ribicoff-Harris amendment) and by 1971 a major transfer 
of resources from training to job creation within the welfare refon:n 
proposal (H.R. 1) which the Administration supported. This was a very 
considerable shift for a government intensely committed to non
governmental solutions (Orfield, 1975, p. 233). 

Origins 

Congressional and governmental action in the public jobs area can be 
traced back as far as the Public Works Administration. For purposes here, 
however, the important Congressional actions include Senator Gaylord 
Nelson's amendments to the poverty bills in 1965-1966 and the Kennedy
Javits amendments to the poverty bill in 1966. Nelson's amendments became 
known as Operation Mainstream and authorized employment of adult poor 
people on conservation and beautification projects. The Kennedy-Javits 
amendment authorized a special impact program to employ poor people in 
areas suffering from "unusually high" levels of poverty. Budgets for both 
programs were small however, and by 1968 together they had generated only 
33,000 public service employment jobs. In 1967, the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee supported a $2.8 billion emergency employment program 
creating public service employment jobs, but nothing resulted as Johnson was 
in opposition to the program (Orfield, 1975, pp. I 96-198). 
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Manpower Act of 1970 

When the Nixon Administration came into power in 1969, it faced an 
amazingly complex array of overlapping manpower programs-JOBS, Job 
Corps, Neighborhood Youth Corps, Vocational Rehabilitation, WIN, Concen
trated Employment Program, New Careers, Operation Mainstream, 
Community Work and Training, and a number of classroom and on-the-job 
training programs under MDTA-that were not working well. In addition to 
welfare reform, Nixon made reform of the manpower programs one of the 
central goals of his domestic policy. His proposal included a consolidation of 
the existing programs into a "cohesive manpower services system"; decen
tralized administration and increased policymaking by state governments; a 
"trigger" provision that stated when unemployment was greater than 4.5 
percent, an extra 10 percent of manpower money would be released; a 
computerized job bank for the nation; and, a continued and even increasing 
emphasis on subsidizing private training programs (Johnson's JOBS program). 
Aside from the trigger provision and the job bank, Nixon's proposal offered 
no innovations. 

Before Nixon could submit his proposal to Congress, Representative John 
O'Hara, with 100 cosponsors, introduced the Manpower Act in the House. Its 
major provisions included strong, centralized administrative standards; a 
program to assist workers in upgrading their jobs; and a major commitment to 
public service employment in order to "guarantee every American willing and 
able to work, an opportunity for a meaningful job and training" (Orfield, 1975, 
pp. 202-203). In the Senate, hearings on the President's proposal were held 
before the Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty headed 
by Gaylord Nelson, an early proponent of public jobs. The President's plan 
was repeatedly attacked during the hearings and there was a strong opposition 
from both Democrats and Labor. The hearings emphasized joblessness and a 
continued increase in unemployment and the racial unrest and increased 
welfare dependence that resulted. This contrasts with the hearings and 
debates over MDT A in the early 1960s. Those discussions were based on an 
assumption that there were jobs and that, through proper training, employ
ment was possible. There was no sense of crisis or urgency such as the 
Manpower Act of 1970 discussions evoked. Nelson then issued a public 
challenge to the Administration and introduced a proposal that was a 
confusing and often contradictory amalgam of approaches that included 
keeping the popular categorical programs, increased administrative flexibility, 
and a massive new public jobs program. 

After a series of compromises between Nelson and Javits in the full 
committee's consideration of the proposals, a bill was reported to the floor. It 
authorized that of the $2 billion that was to go to manpower programs, 
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one-third was to be spent exclusively on creating public service jobs and, 
under a separate heading, another $1 billion was to be used to create 150,000 
new public service jobs. The measure then relied upon the existing manpower 
framework which shifted funds to create public service jobs as well as 
additional money for the creation of new jobs. The creation of new jobs 
raises the questions of what kind, where, and for whom? This is an issue that 
has generated considerable controversy in the PBJI proposal. 

The Administration was opposed to the bill, and its manpower spokesman, 
Senator Pete Dominick, offered a number of amendments that sought to 
dilute the public service jobs bill offered by Nelson and Javits . The 
amendments were defeated and the Senate passed the Manpower Act of 1970 
by a margin of 68.:6 with no Democratic opposition among those who voted. 
The importance of this victory was that it overthrew many of the 
assumptions about training underlying the current manpower programs. It 
was also the first formal recognition in recent times that there were simply too 
few decent jobs to go around and gave the federal government the 
responsibility to provide jobs (Orfield, 1975, pp. 202-209). 

The Administration was even more opposed to the House bill, and 
compromise between the Administration proposal and the Senate bill was 
struck. It included language emphasizing the movement of persons in public 
service jobs to nonsubsidized employment, a decrease in the percentage of 
manpower funds going to the creation of jobs, and a move away from the 
retention of the narrow categorical programs in the Senate bill. The House 
took no action before the November elections, but upon returning passed the 
compromise bill with a substantial margin of victory. When the bills were sent 
to conference, the committee increased the percentage of funds going to job 
creation along the lines of the Senate bill but retained the decentralization 
provisions of the House measure. The Senate approved the conference report 
68-13 but the overwhelming support in the other chamber vanished as the 
House approved the report by only an eighteen vote margin. In a searing 
attack on the public jobs concept, and in what was a quite contemptuous 
manner, Nixon vetoed the bill and was sustained by a 48-35 vote in the 
Senate (Orfield, 1975, pp. 211-212). 

Despite Nixon's veto and what seemed like a defeat for public jobs 
proponents, the Manpower Act of 1970 served as a basis for further public 
jobs programs and welfare reform developments in this decade. Most 
importantly, it simultaneously addressed a number of critical problems: 
unemployment; the chronic need for funds for public services at state and 
local levels of government and their say over those funds ; and, the increasing 
"welfare mess." Second, it was developed by a fairly astute group of 
legislators like O'Hara, Javits, and Ribicoff, who emphasized state and local 
authority over manpower programs and therefore downplayed the always 
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sharp ideological debate over the proper role of the federal government and 
its interference in local affairs. This factor would be very important in the 
development of future manpower programs. Finally, the Democratic party 
was formally put back on record as the party in favor of public jobs. This was 
important not only because 1970 was an election year and the economy was 
the leading domestic issue, but it served to set the tone for future manpower 
program discussions (Orfield, 1975, pp. 208-209). 

Emergency Employment Act of 1971 (EEA) 

Gaylord Nelson wasted little time in 1971 as he and thirty-one Senate 
cosponsors introduced the Emergency Employment Act (EEA) of 1971 in 
January. Nelson and Javits had learned a lesson from their jobs proposal in 
1970 and had designed what they called "emergency stop-gap legislation" 
that was designed to expire in two years. The bill created a "temporary" 
program that would be triggered whenever unemployment reached 4.5 
percent-now a recurring idea-and provided for increases in expenditures as 
unemployment increased above that. The Administration was opposed and 
instead advocated special revenue-sharing which would tum manpower 
program funds over to state and local governments with minimal controls by 
the federal government. Despite what seemed to be the threat of an imminent 
veto, the Senate passed the EEA by what was a surprisingly large 62-10 
margin of victory. 

The key . development in the House's consideration of the EEA was the 
decision of the new Speaker, Carl Albert, to make jobs a central Democratic 
issue. Albert committed his prestige very strongly to move along a whole 
Democratic economic package including public jobs, public works to create 
more jobs, and increases in the minimum wage and Social Security retirement 
benefits. These traditional Democratic issues produced a broad base of 
support in the House, and when hearings on the EEA began before the 
Education and Labor Committee, they provided a forum to attack the 
failures of Nixon's economic policies. Democrats had been further angered 
when Nixon, in early 1971, announced that he was using his administrative 
authority to grant $3 billion in tax breaks for businesses in the hope that 
investments would be stimulated. Liberal Democrats questioned this "trickle
down" approach and doubted that it would alleviate the unemployment 
problem. They further detested the manner in which Nixon had in effect 
circumvented the legislative process in authorizing such a large amount of 
money, especially for such a dubious cause (Orfield, 1975, pp. 221-223). 

The bill was reported by the Education and Labor Committee quite easily 
but it ran into trouble as soon as it reached the House floor. The Conservative 
Coalition (Republicans and consei:Vative Southern Democrats) challenged a 
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rule granted to the bill that made it impossible to offer the Nixon manpower 
revenue-sharing proposal as a substitute . for EEA. They won by a vote of 
210-182, and thus a vote on the Administration's proposal seemed likely to 
be approved. Democratic leaders quickly pulled the bill from the House floor, 
and Speaker Albert and Majority leader Hale Boggs (D.-La.) personally 
began making the rounds of Southern Democrats to obtain their support for 
EEA. Albert had personally committed himself (and thus the prestige of the 
Speaker) to the public jobs approach and as he and Boggs visited the 
recalcitrant Democrats, they repeatedly emphasized that unemployment was 
increasing and the Administration's cure for unemployment, training, was a 
hopeless approach in the face of an economic situation where there were 
simply not enough jobs. As members who could see the conservatives' points, 
they issued a plea for party solidarity that did not fall on deaf ears. The bill 
was brought back to the floor for consideration and on a vote to substitute 
the Administration bill, the move was defeated by a twenty-two vote margin. 
The House then easily approved the Emergency Employment Act of 1971 
(Orfield, 1975, pp. 223-225). 

When the Conference committee met to iron out differences in the bills 
passed by the House and Senate, there was a high likelihood that the 
President would veto any reported legislation. He changed his mind when he 
was presented with another bill that contained what he viewed as a more 
objectionable approach to employment: a very large public works bill. What 
Nixon faced was a delicate problem of what to do with two politically 
popular pieces of legislation when confidence in his Administration's 
economic policies was declining. The Conference committee did agree to pare 
down the 5-year, $5 billion House bill in including a two·year, $2.25 billion 
public jobs program with language that described it as "transitional." House 
representatives to the committee succeeded in retaining the provision 
continuing the program in localities with greater than 6 percent unemploy· 
ment even when the national unemployment rate fell below 4.5 percent. 

The conference report was easily adopted in the Senate. In the House, 
however, conferees had to persuade the rest of the members that "transi
tional" in the conference report referred to the fact that the bill authorized 
the program for just two years, and not to any limitations on the job type. 
The original House bill had contained an emphasis on permanent jobs and 
once the members were persuaded that the language in the conference report 
was simply a ruse and therefore meaningless, it was approved by an 
overwhelming 343-14 vote. President Nixon signed the bill into law, doing an 
abrupt about.face and moving the nation further towards public jobs 
provided by the federal government and away from the traditional emphasis 
on training as the means for obtaining employment for the needy (Orfield, 
1975, pp. 225-228). 
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Public Works: 1971 

A discussion of the Public Works Acceleration Act of 1971 is included 
here for two reasons: one, it was a different Congressional approach to public 
jobs; and two, it was the major impetus for Nixon signing the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971. When the Public Works Acceleration Act passed 
the House by a fairly large margin, it included a provision authorizing $2 
billion intended to help localities where unemployment was greater than 6 
percent and to go toward completing greatly needed water and sewage 
projects. The Senate bill contained no such employment provision, but during 
conference meetings, it was added to the report. The Senate accepted the 
Conference report including the public works employment section of the 
House bill , but only on an almost straight party vote of 45-33. 

Nixon eventually vetoed the bill, but as he did, he announced that he 
would not veto the EEA. A much smaller public works bill ($.5 billion) 
eventually passed both chambers with wide support and Nixon signed it. But 
the importance of the public works legislation as originally enacted was not 
that it became law. Its importance lay rather in the fact that its passage 
forced the President to choose between two public jobs concepts, neither of 
which he liked (Orfield, 1975, pp. 234-235). Whether the House deliberately 
included the public jobs provision in the public works bill is not entirely 
ascertainable. It is suspected by these authors, however, that the move was 
intentional and deliberate and designed to accomplish exactly what it did. 
Ideological considerations aside, Congressional politics functioned nearly 
perfectly to establish public jobs in 1971. 

"Jobs Now" 

As the 1972 Presidential election approached and the economy occupied 
the minds of many Americans, sixty-three House Democrats in December and 
twenty-one Senate Democrats in January 1972 introduced the "Jobs Now" 
proposal that would have created a half-million public jobs. Another bill in 
the Senate, introduced by Alan Cranston and supported by other liberals, was 
much more imposing. This proposal would have created 1.16 million new 
public jobs and spent $3 billion in the first year and $7 billion the second 
year of the program. The Democratic Party, already on record for public jobs, 
adopted in its 1972 party platform guaranteed jobs for all as the party's 
primary economic objective. In the House, the Appropriations Committee 
had granted a full increase of $250 million to the EEA program, a move that 
was virtually unheard of. The Senate denied the Administration's request to 
expand the WIN program by $450 million because its value was at best 
doubtful even with the changes authorized the previous year. 

60 



Income Maintenance Policy Since 1930 

The 1972 jobs proposals never passed in Congress because Republicans and 
conservative Democrats succeeded in delaying their consideration until 
election time began to draw near. The ''Jobs Now" proposal, the most 
promising, was then removed from consideration in the House after a 
damaging amendment was passed freezing jobs grants when the budget deficit 
exceeded $20 billion. Democrats, already taking a beating because of their 
Presidential candidate and faced with a program that had been rendered 
meaningless in view of the size of the budget deficit, did not wish to make 
things any worse, and the "Jobs Now" program never came up for a vote 
(Orfield, 1975, pp. 236-237). 

CEJ'A 

When Nixon was overwhelmingly swept back into office in 1972, he faced 
a manpower programs situation in which MDT A and EEA were both 
scheduled to expire in mid-1973. Bolstered by what he perceived to be a 
conservative drift (despite only a small net gain for Republicans in Congress), 
Nixon rather routinely announced that new enrollments in manpower 
training programs would be curtailed until the Department of Labor 
implemented revenue-sharing by administrative order. In effect, he was saying 
that public jobs were no longer needed and that to partially accomplish that 
end, he was willing to circumvent the legislative process to implement 
manpower revenue-sharing. He wished to consolidate a number of manpower 
programs (NYC, Operation Mainstream, CEP, and Public Service Careers), 
extend MDTA (thus keeping the "jobs-through-training" philosophy), and 
finally, allow the Emergency Employment Act to expire (Orfield, 1975, p. 
243). 

In the House, legislation was introduced in early 1973 to extend the EEA 
for two years, spending $1.3 billion the first year and $1.5 billion the next. 
Included in the bill was a provision to target the extra money at areas where 
unemployment rates stayed at or above 6 percent for three consecutive 
months. Hearings before the Select Subcommittee on Labor of the Labor and 
Education Committee centered around two issues : the need for the extension 
of the EEA and Nixon's revenue-sharing proposal. Proponents of the EEA 
argued that even the then 5 percent unemployment rate for the nation 
obscured the fact that in many urban areas the rate was well over 10 percent. 
The argument was that the EEA program, which directly provided public 
service employment jobs, was the best and quickest means to bring down the 
unemployment rate. · 

At the same time, there was growing support and an intense lobbying 
effort by the U.S. Conference of Mayors m favor of the Nixon revenue
sharing plan. They wanted not only an extension of the EEA public jobs 
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program, but through revenue-sharing, increased control and dj.scretion over 
manpower program funds. After spirited debate in full committee pro
ceedings, the bill was reported by a 21-12 vote. Republicans opposed the bill 
because it authorized too much money, extended what was supposed to be a . 
"temporary" program designed to meet an emergency that no longer exist~4, .· 
and did not meet the Administration's criteria of decategorized, decentralized 
manpower programs. 

Hearings in the Senate were held before Gaylord Nelson's Subcommittee 
on Employment, Poverty, and Migratory Labor on two separate measures. 
The first was the Job Training and Community Services Act of 1973, a quite 
long and complicated manpower reform bill which, among other provisions, 
extended MDTA for four more years, supported manpower revenue-sharing; 
and transferred Community Action Agencies from OEO (which Nixon was 
attempting to, and eventually would, dismantle) to the Department of Labor, 
thus saving the CAPs. The other bill was a simple two-year extension of EEA. 
Both bills were cosponsored by long-time public jobs advocates, Nelson and . 
Javits. 

The Senate hearings were not unlike those held in the House on legislation 
for the extension of EEA. There seemed to be a consensus among those 
groups testifying before the Subcommittee (Mayors, Governors, and AFL
CIO basically) that any end to the EEA public service jobs program would 
have disastrous effects. The rriain point of disagreement was over revenue
sharing and who should have control over manpower program funds: the state 
or local governments. The full committee unanimously approved both bills 
and obtained Administration endorsement of the legislation containing the 
manpower revenue-sharing provisions (Senate Report No. 93-304, 1973). 

House consideration of the bill to extend the EEA evolved into a debate 
over the fairness of the rule granted by the Rules Committee to the bill. The 
House Rules Committee had granted a rule to the bill that allowed two hours 
of debate on the measure but did not permit any amendments to be offered. 
from the flom (the closed rule). The rule was challenged on the floor and, 
after a short debate on the pros and cons of extending the EEA, a stirring 
fight over the rule ensued. Charging the Rules Committee with abuse of 
power, Charles Teague (R.-Cal.) called for a vote on the rule which was then 
defeated 193-209. This allowed a substitute bill to be offered, which was also 
defeated. In a parliamentary maneuver designed to kill the EEA extension, a 
motion was made to lay the rule "on the table" and thereby put it to rest. 
After a quorum call, the motion was passed by a slender ten-vote margin, 
183-173. The House had defeated not only the EEA extension bill, but the 
only substitute available. It appeared that they simply did not want any 
manpower bill. 

After defeat of their bill and in the face of near expiration of both MDTA 
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and EE.A. the House Committee on Education and Labor approved a bill 
extending MDTA for one year, but cont4J.uing an explicit ban on manpower 
revenue-sharing. This ban was the Democrats' response to the Administra
tion's announced intent to implement manpower revenue-sharing without 
legislative approval. Meanwhile, the 1974 budget proposal had not been 
approved and a continuing appropriations resolution passed in the House 
allowed both the EEA and MDTA to continue operating past their scheduled 
expiration date. The Committee then approved a bill again extending EEA, 
but for one rather than two years. 

Nixon threatened to veto either bill that the Education and Labor 
Committee had reported m the House. In an attempt to develop a bipartisan, 
comprehensive manpower reform bill, Department of Labor and House 
officials met. As a result of these meetings, the Comprehensive Manpower Act 
of 1973 was introduced in the House in October. The bill consolidated the 
manpower programs under MOTA, EEA, and EOA in an attempt to reduce 
inefficiency and duplication. It also allowed for decentralizing and decate
gorizing manpower programs but under the strong supervisory powers of the 
Secretary of Labor over localities. Finally, in -a concession to liberals, the 
Administration agreed to appropriate $250 million in fiscal year 1974 and 
$500 million in 1975 to public service employment. The bill was approved by 
the Education and Labor Committee by a vote of 32-3 with several liberal 
Democrats on the committee, including Augustus Hawkins, filing dissenting 
views in the report, citing the "abdication of federal responsibility in the bill" 
(House Report No. 93-659, 1973). 

Debate on the bill began in November and after defeating a number of 
amendments offered by liberal Democrats to increase public service employ
ment funding, the House approved the bill by a vote of 369-31 . It was then 
substituted into the already passed Senate bill, and the House and Senate bills 
were sent to conference. Conference committee proceedings revolved around 
the level of funding for public service jobs, the level of unemployment 
required to grant funds to localities, and the size of prime sponsors. What 
evolved was a level of funding of $250 million for the first year and $350 
million the second for public service jobs, a compromise 6.5 percent 
unemployment rate for three consecutive months to allow areas to obtain 
grants for public service jobs, and broadly defined "units of local govern-
ment" with more than 100,000 persons as prime sponsors. -

House consideration of the conference report was sparked by continuing 
debate over both revenue-sharing and the level of funding for public service 
jobs. In an attempt to kill the bill, a motion was made to recommit the report 
to the conference committee. Because there was not enough time left in the 
first session (it was then December 22) for the committee to reconsider the 
report, it would have died. The motion was defeated 93-264 and the report 
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was then approved by a vote of 330-33. It was approved by a margin greater 
than the vote to recommit it, as House members opposed to the bill yet 
realizing that they could not defeat it, had to go on record on an issue that 
struck at the heart of most of their constituencies. They thus favored it. The 
Senate approved the report by a voice vote after little debate, and on 
December 28, 1973, Nixon signed CETA into law. 

The passage of CET A in 1973 marked the culmination of a series of 
attempts to address at least partially the problems of the jobs-through
training approach that characterized earlier manpower policy. It did not 
completely do away with that approach (few new programs or policies 
completely abandon the past), but there was the recognition that the 
approach was untenable when there were simply too few jobs. For future 
manpower policy, these discussions served to identify and ingrain a few key 
components in the consideration for further manpower developments. These 
components include the provision, by the government, of public service jobs 
for those who are unable to find employment; the creation of new jobs to 
meet rising unemployment rates; and a "trigger" provision for the release of 
manpower grants for public service jobs when unemployment reaches a 
certain level for a period of time. Most importantly, however, manpower 
policy has moved ever closer to guaranteed jobs as a counterpoint to 
guaranteed income in the income maintenance system. This guaranteed-jobs/ 
guaranteed-income concept has served as a basic concept in the current 
welfare reform proposal, PBJI. 

SUCCESSFUL "WELFARE REFORM": FOOD STAMPS, 1970-1977 

An integral component of the income maintenance system is a series of 
programs that are subsumed under the term "in-kind services." One of the 
most popular of these is the Food Stamp program. The basic function of this 
program is to serve as a support mechanism to make up any deficiencies in 
spendable income that a family or household may have in either cash 
assistance programs or public job programs. It therefore occupies a central 
position of importance for many in the income maintenance system. This 
section covers two items : (l) important changes or reforms in this 
increasingly popular program since 1970; and (2) more importantly, some 
insight into how and why these changes have occurred. 

Program Changes 

In a response to growing pressure for Congressional action on the 
well-publicized problems of poverty and hunger, the Senate formed a Select 
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs in 1969. Under George 
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McGovern's leadership, there were increased efforts to expand the Food 
Stamp program to meet the needs of an increasingly public issue: hunger in 
America. McGovern and others had advocated and succeeded in getting 
passed in the Senate in 1969 a bill calling for free food stamps for families 
with less than $60 monthly income. The House Agriculture Committee, 
however, voted down a similar food stamps provision, and action was 
postponed until the following year. 

In 1970, Congress passed a compromise measure between the more liberal 
1969 Senate bill and a more restrictive House measure. The final legislation 
extended the Food Stamps program through 1973 with open-ended authori
zations for funding. More importantly, for the first time the bill established 
uniform national eligibility standards, included a work registration require
ment, increased the value of the coupons, provided free stamps to those 
households with very low incomes, required that payments for food stamps 
could not exceed 30 percent of income, and included an annual cost-of-living 
adjustment in the value of the food stamps. Bowler concludes that the result 
was an income-in-kind type of negative income tax program for all needy 
Americans, including "working poor" families {1974, p. 162). 

Changes in the program made in 1973 and 197 5 were not as major as those 
described above, but were important nonetheless. The 1973 bill included 
provisions allowing semiannual cost-of-living adjustments and requiring that 
the program be mandatorily implemented nationwide by July 1, 1974. 
Deleted from this legislation was a House-sponsored ban on food stamps for 
striking workers. In 1975 both the Senate and the House, by more than 
two-thlrds margins, barred President Ford's proposed -regulations requiring 
households to pay a larger portion of their income toward food stamps. 

Faced by the inaction of a divided Congress in 1976 and an approaching 
expiration date for the authorization of the Food Stamps program in 1977, 
the 95th Congress enacted a comprehensive reform of the program. The Food 
Stamps program has now been extended through 1981 and includes 
strengthened work requirements as well as tightened eligibility criteria 
limiting provision of stamps to those with net incomes below the poverty 
line; it also terminates categorical eligibility for welfare recipients. Most 
importantly, however, the purchase requirement for eligible recipients has 
been eliminated, making the bonus value of the coupons available free to 
those qualifying. The program has thus taken on a more distinctive welfare 
orientation, although it is still administered by the Department of Agriculture 
(Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1977, pp. 457470). 

Reasons for Success 

Congressional attempts at reform are seldom easy and therefore are not 
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normally accomplished except in unusual circumstances or crisis situations. 
Food Stamp program reforms, on the other hand, stand as a partial 
exception, and there are two reasons for that success. First, the increased 
visibility of poverty in the United States portrayed by reports and 
documentaries beginning in the late 1960s resulted in continued Congres
sional response, primarily by the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and 
Human Needs under the direction of Senator George McGovern. Emphasizing 
the needs for nutrition, this committee held public hearings and conducted 
numerous studies on the problems of the poor, from its inception in 1969 to 
its abolishment in 1977. As a measure of the importance of nutrition and the 
respect it commands, the Senate in 1977 moved jurisdiction over nutrition, 
and thus food stamps, to a newly created, permanent Subcommittee on 
Nutrition, chaired by McGovern, under the Agriculture and Forestry 
Committee. The committee's importance flows from its reluctance to allow 
the continuing problems of poverty and, therefore, hunger and nutrition to 

·fall from the policy agenda, and in its pursuit of programs and policies 
addressing each of these problems individually. 

A second and perhaps more important reason for the success of food 
stamps reform is what is commonly referred to as "logrolling." Under the 
jurisdiction of Agriculture committees, votes are typically traded by 
proponents of farm measures (especially subsidies) and those favoring an 
expanded food stamps program. In a classic example of this, the 1977 food 
stamps reforms were incorporated in the omnibus farm bill as Title XII. That 
bill, the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, sailed easily through Congress 
with an unusual coalition of Northern urban Democrats and farmbelt 
Republicans and Democrats supporting it. Northern Democrats were in favor 
because it made food stamps more readily available, and they thus were 
willing to barter with legislators wishing to maintain the farm subsidy 
provisions in the measure. This combination is not unusual when debating the 
food stamps issue in Congress, having occurred on measures in 1964, 1968, 
and 1973 . Further, it has been a relatively easy vehicle to use in the passage 
of food stamps reform, and those seeking other types of reform might do well 
to take a lesson from this example. 

CONGRESSIONAL CHANGES: 1970-PRESENT 

Congress is by no means a static institution, but neither is it a body 
accustomed to a great deal of change such as that occurring in this decade. 
This section analyzes the more important of those changes, including 
membership, committees and subcommittees, the Democratic Caucus, pro· 
cedures, visibility, and finally, the new budgetary process. The discussion 
primarily focuses on the House, given that changes have most often occurred 
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within its jurisdiction. The next section addresses the implications and 
consequences, both actual and possible, of these changes. 

Membership 

When the 95th Congress convened in January 1977, there were eighteen 
new members in the Senate, representing more than half of those eligible for 
election in 1976. Of these eighteen new members, nine had defeated 
incumbents, the highest registered since 1956. In addition, the 1976 election 
did not produce the upheaval experienced in the House in the midterm 
elections of 1974. That election saw seventy-five freshmen Democrats win 
seats in the House, deposing a total of thirty-two Republican and four 
Democrat incumbents. In 1976, however, only two of these freshmen were 
defeated in reelection contests and by the opening of the 95th Congress, fully 
one-third of the members of the House of Representatives had served in that 
body for four years or less (Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1977). 

This .. trend" of increased membership turnover shows no signs of abating 
in the near future. For example, twenty House members, some of whom have 
served for four decades, have already announced their intentions to retire 
after this year and there are hints that others are likely to follow. In the 
Senate, deaths and moves to other public offices as well as retirement have 
guaranteed that new members would be elected to that body. This increased 
membership turnover may be attributed to various factors, some of which 
are: higher costs of running an election campaign, dissatisfaction and 
disillusionment with Congress itself, increasing visibility of members and their 
lives among the public, and a pension plan allowing for a more lucrative 
"early retirement." Ultimately, this has resulted in a wealth of new members 
and, more importantly, a Congress that is still going through growing pains in 
having to socialize new members to the norms of the institution. 

Committees and Subcommittees 

By far the most massive changes in Congress have revolved around 
committees, the centers of power in the House and Senate. By 1977, 
important changes had occurred in the Senate committee structure; the 
assignment of members to committees, the selection of committee chairmen, 
committee staffing, and the increased prevalence of subcommittees. When the 
Senate reformed its committee structure in January 1977, it was the first 
formal change in committee jurisdiction in Congress since the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946. These reforms included a streamlined number of 
standing committees, revised jurisdictions of committees along lines reflecting 
current issues, a limit on the number of subcommittees and committees a 
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Senator could belong to or chair, and adequate staffing for minority party 
members on committees and subcommittees (Congressional Quarterly Alma
nac 1977, pp. 781-790). 

In 1973, Democrats in the House adopted a party rule that guaranteed 
each Democrat a major committee assignment. Two years later the Democrats 
took from the Ways and Means Committee and gave to the Steering and 
Policy Committee, composed of party leaders in the House, their appointees, 
and regionally elected members, the power to assign Democrats to House 
committees. This method is generally thought to be a much more 
representative and fair way of assigning committee membership. The 
following year, another reform measure provided that no member could join 
a second subcommittee on any full committee until everyone in the full 
committee had chosen one subcommittee position. 

In an effort that began in 1971 and ultimately culminated in a revolt 
against seniority in 1975, Democrats in the House decided to make all 
chairmanship nominees of the Steering and Policy Committee subject to 
automatic, secret-ballot election by the entire caucus. This automatic election 
requirement was further extended to the chairmen of appropriations 
subcommittees. Further, a Democratic decision in 1971 forbade any member 
to chair more than one legislative subcommittee, breaking the hold of senior 
Democrats on key subcommittees, especially Appropriations. Finally, in 1975 
Senate Democrats decided in a party caucus to select committee chairmen by 
secret ballot whenever one-fifth of the caucus requested it. 

In 1975 rules were changed in both chambers to allow greater staff 
assistance on legislative matters. In the Senate, junior members could hfre up 
to three staff members to assist them on their committee work, breaking the 
control over committee staffs that senior Senators previously exercised. In 
addition, subcommittee chairmen and ranking minority members in the 
House were permitted to hire one staffer each to work directly with them. 

With the adoption of a subcommittee "bill of rights" by the Democratic 
caucus of the House in 1973, each committee was to have its own caucus, and 
the almost tyrannical control exercised by many committee chairmen began 
to come to an end. The committee caucus was authorized to select 
subcommittee chairmen (except in the case of Appropriations), establish 
subcommittee jurisdictions, provide adequate subcommittee budgets, and 
guarantee all members a major subcommittee position when possible. 
Subsequent changes allowed the committee to determine the number of 
subcommittees it would have, with the stipulation that all committees with 
more than twenty members must establish at least four subcommittees. 
Finally, committee chairmen could no longer kill legislation referred to their 
committees by simply pocketing it. Bills were required to be sent to 
subcommittees within two weeks. 
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The Democratic Caucus 

Central to many of the changes that occurred within the House was a 
revitalized Democratic Caucus. Led by the liberal Democratic Study Group, 
the Caucus was first a target 6f reform itself and later a vehicle for the 
implementation of reforms advocated by House liberals. After succeeding in 
getting the House leadership to agree to regular meetings, the Democratic 
Study Group used the Caucus as a forum to push for a series of reforms, most 
notably in the areas of committee assignments, the subcommittee "bill of 
rights," the selection of committee chairmen, and teller votes. Attempts to 
make the Caucus a policy vehicle were for the most part fruitless, as House 
members could seldom agree on many issues except for U.S. involvement in 
Southeast Asia. 

Procedural Changes 

In addition to a number of minor changes in procedures designed to 
expedite Congressional activity and make information more readily available 
to members, Congress initiated changes in the filibuster, the closed rule, and 
teller votes. The Senate in 1975 changed Rule 22, specifying the manner in 
which filibusters could be terminated, after years of unsuccessful attempts. 
The existing Rule 22 required two-thirds of Senators present and voting to 
invoke cloture and bring a proposal to a vote. The change in 1975 set the 
number of votes necessary at three-fifths of the full Senate. 

In 1973 House Democrats modified the closed rule, used almost 
exclusively by the House Ways and Means Committee to protect its bills from 
amendments made on the floor (as happened with both FAP and H.R. 1). 
The revision stated that if fifty or more Democrats brought an amendment to 
the Caucus and it was approved by a majority of Caucus members, Democrats 
on the Rules Committee would be issued what amounted to binding 
instructions to write a rule allowing the approved amendment to reach the 
House floor when its corresponding bill came up. 

In a change adopted in the 1970 Legislative Reorganization Act, the House 
required that teller votes on the floor be recorded. The procedure in which 
members simply walked down a "yea" or "nay" aisle and were counted as 
part of an aggregate vote only, had been previously used for deciding 
controversial issues with no recording of each member's position. The change 
required that even with a teller vote, members would make their positions 
public. 

69 



Income Maintenance Policy: Historical and Legislative Precedents 

Visibility 

Changes in Congressional visibility have resulted from institutional-pro
cedural reforms designed, either totally or in part, to subject the activities 
of Congress and its members to closer public and media scrutiny. These 
institutional-procedural reforms include the recorded teller vote in the 
House and Senate, and open meetin~ provisions adopted in 1973. Beginning 
that year, the House required all subcommittee and committee bill-drafting 
sessions and other business meetin~ to be open to the public and press unless 
a majority of the committee, in an open session, voted to close its doors. In 
late 1975, both chambers extended the open meetin~ provisions to 
Conference Committees. 

Another set of factors influential in increasing the visibility of Congress 
includes the widely-followed Watergate investigations in both the Senate and 
the House; sex-related scandals involving Congressmen that have produced at 
least one retirement and two election defeats; kickback and payoff scandals 
that have stripped one Representative of formal powers and currently 
implicate at least three others; and finally, far-ranging investigation of 
financial relationships and arrangements between a South Korean business
man and past, as well as present, members of Congress. 

The Budgetary Process 

The Congressional Budget and lmpoundment Control Act of 1974 set up 
House and Senate Budget Committees to formulate overall spending and tax 
goals, and created a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) to provide technical 
information, comparable with that provided by the OMB to the President, 
about the economy of the budget. The Jaw also established a complicated set 
of deadlines for Congressional actions on the budget. These included a date to 
complete action on budget targets and another, later date to replace the 
previously approved targets with ceilings on spending and a floor on revenue, 
as well as approving the budget deficit (or even surplus). In effect, the new 
budgetary process requires Congress to study the budget in systematic 
fashion, comparing total expenditures with total revenues. This requires 
members to choose and establish priorities (Inside Congress, 1975). 

CONGRESSIONAL CHANGES: CONSEQUENCES AND IMPLICATIONS 

The prior discussion of the changes in Congress without some attention to 
the consequences and implications of those changes would not be very useful. 
This section addresses the results of some of the Congressional reforms, and, 
given the uncertainty behind some of these, a certain amount of subjective 
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cqp~tw@ is irivolved. For P"!Jrposes of this paper, consequences and 
imp~ations of Congressional chiioge since 1970 have been grouped into three 
rather broad categories: responsiveness, resurgence, and policy. 

A Morf! Responsive Congress? 

Because of a changed membership and instituted reforms, the Congress of 
the 1970s should be a more "democratic" and thus theoretically a more 
responsive institution. With the infusion of "new blood" in the elections of 
1974 and 1976, plus that projected for 1978, a broader and more 
representative group now belongs to Congress. Reforms such as the recorded 
teller votes and open meetings have made it increasingly difficult for any 
member to hide his or her views and positions on any issue. Further, 
d~ntralization of power through the increased prevalence of subcommittees 
and decreased power of (and indeed, the deposition of three recalcitrant) 
committee chairmen and parties in the House especially, have allowed 
individual members to pursue their interests in a relatively secure fashion. 

On balance, it is a more publicly responsive Congress, but an evaluation of 
that responsiveness yields mixed results. As an institution, its increased 
responsiveness has resulted in an attempt to cope with an ever-expanding 
scope of public policy problems that are exceedingly complex. Thus, 
resolution of many public problems such as energy, health care, and welfare 
refonn has been left to Congress in the belief that it will be able to deal with 
them. As members and units within the institution of Congress, this increased 
responsiveness has meant that on this expanded scope of policy issues, there 
are more views heard and therefore considered when the institution has to 
make a decision. This characteristic of increased responsiveness in the 
institution and its members and working units often produces a clash, and the 
result is generally a stalemate. What we are left with is a series of nondecisions 
and programs and policies inherited from the past. The more responsive 
Congress is thus often unable to make innovative public policy because it 
finds it increasingly difficult to achieve a consensus on a course of action. 

A Resurgent Congress? 

A common theme among political scientists and journalists writing in the 
1960s and early 1970s was the demise of Congress and the rise of the 
"imperial Presidency." In a sense this development was viewed as beneficial. 
It was an era in which the belief that the "President proposes and Congress 
disposes" produced favorable results. A strong President leading a Congress in 
the pursuit of policy decisions was the popular view of American politics. 
Along the way, however, something happened and Congress no longer 
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succumbed to the President's every wish. The Nixon Presidency and a series 
of events culminating in Congress forcing a President from office served to 
focus attention on a return to Congressional government. 

The Nixon Presidency served only to exacerbate and explode an issue that 
had been building since FDR's Administration •. Congress had been increasing
ly forced to take a back seat to an institutionalized executive. The middle 
part of the twentieth century saw the rise of a strong President whom the 
American people seemed to want and need. By the 1960s, Congressional 
initiatives were nonexistent, effectively stifled by the President, or worse yet, 
co-opted and turned into Presidential initiatives. The conflict over the war in 
Southeast Asia and Congressional battles fought during the Nixon-Ford 
Administration to keep domestic programs intact served to illustrate the 
growing assertion of the legislative branch. 

Changes in the relationship between Congress and the President embodied 
in law in the Budget and lmpoundment Control Act of 1974 and the War 
Powers Act of 1973 are actually points in a series of attempts by Congress 
to reassert itself vis-a-vis the President. The days of Congressional acquiescence 
to the policies and programs of the President without attempts to inject its 
own inputs are probably gone. Even today, when the President and 
Congressional majority are of the same party, Mr. Carter is struggling to 
salvage a legislative package including energy, consumer protection, and 
welfare reform that has been seriously undermined by Congress. A resurgent 
Congress has meant that virtually whatever a President requests, even badly 
needed welfare reform, is quite likely to come under increasing scrutiny with 
serious attempts on the part of Congress itself to design programs and 
policies. 

"Better" Public Policy? 

In the final analysis, the important questions concerning Congressional 
changes are the effects and impact on that final product, legislation. Aside 
from some symbolic value , the most important criteria by which Congress is 
ultimately judged are the bills that it passes. One can easily speculate that the 
changes discussed above have somehow altered what Congress has done or 
could have done. For instance, had the change in Rule 22 enacted by the 
Senate in 1975 been in force the previous year, it is quite likely that the 
nation would now have a Consumer Protection Agency. A successful 
filibuster in 1974 could have been broken under the three-fifths rule 
established the following year. Likewise, had the modifications in the closed 
rule that the House passed in 1973 been existent in 1970 and 1971, F AP and 
H.R. 1 might never have been approved by the House in their then existing 
forms. House consideration of both measures was to a large extent governed 
by the closed rule. 
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The most immediate and important consequence of changes in Congress 
since 1970 is the decentralization of power produced by the rise of 
subcommittees and decline of parties in the House. This decentralization has 
had both positive and negative effects. On the plus side, the legislative efforts 
of the House in particular have increased, but both branches have taken 
stances independent of the President and pursued aggressive policies in the 
areas of manpower, energy, and health services, among others. 

On the other hand, decentralization in the House has intensified rivalries 
between subcommittees over jurisdiction, promoted jurisdictional jealousies, 
and encouraged a fragmented approach to policymaking in which increasingly 
smaller units of power set the parameters for decisions and exercise control. 
Committees are no longer the focus of power and the once powerful 
committee chairman can no longer automatically command support in 
committee, much less on the floor as men like Wilbur Mills once did. 
Decentralization has also made compromise, once the byword of the 
legislative process, more difficult and less conducive to making "good" public 
policy because by the time all the relevant interests are considered and 
included, the legislation is either meaningless or only slightly removed from 
past and present policy (Ornstein, 1977, p. 39). 

It is not then a question of "good" or even "better" public policy. It is a 
question of making public policy at all. With the changes that have led to 
decentralization, Congress has found it almost impossible to deal with 
complex and nagging policy areas such as energy or welfare reform· in a 
manner leading in any direction other than minimal shifts. Increased 
Congressional involvement in the budgetary process and its attendant 
deadlines further cut into an already crowded legislative schedule. The 
amount of time Congress can now spend on any one policy area is reduced, 
and this is not conducive to pursuing resolutions to complex public problems. 
In the end, it is amazing that Congress is able to do anything at all, much less 
develop "better" public policy. 

CONGRESS AND THE FUTURE OF WELFARE REFORM 

The picture of welfare reform and its consideration by Congress presented 
up to this point leads to an almost inevitable conclusion: comprehensive 
welfare reform, such as that in President Carter's PBJI proposal currently 
before Congress, is not likely to take place any time in the foreseeable future. 
The development and emphasis in this chapter has tended to focus on an 
incremental policymaking process that seems to be almost inherent in the 
legislative branch. On the other hand, there are a number of identifiable 
factors to consider in any assessment of Congress and the legislative process 
and the future of welfare reform. First, over the past decade, welfare reform 
has been generally interpreted to include a number of broadly defined 
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"welfare" programs, or better yet, income maintenance programs. But 
regardless of the term, this lumping of programs has made Congressional 
consideration more complicated and less likely to produce comprehensive 
change. 

Second, what has previously been done in a particular area has a great deal 
of impact on both present and future Congressional decisions. Congress tends 
not to make massive jumps in public policy and relies quite heavily on what it 
has done and/or considered in the past. Third, consideration by Congress of 
welfare refonn is affected by an enonnous number of factors and interests 
that taken in aggregate, produce conflicting policy alternatives, and offer no 
clear-cut direction on the proper course of action. Fourth, changes in 
Congress that initially have no apparent connection to a policy area such as 
welfare refonn shape future considerations by prescribing both the rules of 
the legislative game and the conditions under which the legislature can and 
will work. These changes can provide a great deal of insight into decisions as 
well as nondecisions. 

The future of welfare refonn, then, is not very bright, but only if one 
limits refonn to comprehensive change. While complete refonn is not likely, 
more incremental changes such as the federalization of cash assistance or an 
expanded earned income tax credit are not out of the question. If history 
repeats itself, the guaranteed minimum income provided to the aged, blind, 
and disabled under SSI may be gradually extended, as coverage under SSA 
was, to a broader portion of the needy, including perhaps the working poor. 
Carter's PBJI proposal cannot make it through Congress intact because the 
legislative process is cumbersome and ill-suited to deal with comprehensive 
changes and complex problems cutting across a number of related issue areas. 
On the aggregate, Congress can make changes in the current welfare system, 
but they are likely to be incremental in nature and involve no abrupt 
departures from previous decisions and policies. 
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PART TWO 

FORMULATION OF SOCIAL POLICY: 
BY CRISIS, BY REASON, AND BY APATHY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Poverty and welfare policies are key elements · of social policy in general 
and essential components of the income maintenance system in particular. 
They provide the legal basis for governmental responses to problems arising 
from income disparities among segments of the population and regions of the 
country. Government actions to assure the social welfare have usually taken 
place in three distinct policy settings: (1) climates conducive to federal 
interventionism; (2) climates conducive to evaluation and reform of existing 
policies and programs; and (3) climates allowing for the reduction and/or 
elimination of social welfare initiatives. To some extent, these settings reflect 
shifting emphases on a fairly consistent set of values and ideologies that have 
guided social policy formulation and that can be traced through three 
different sociopolitical eras. Each era sought to answer a different set of 
questions; each rationalized federal intervention under different political 
frameworks; and, each provided for program funding and administration in a 
different manner. Social policy development and federal responsibility for 
assuring the public welfare have changed from primarily ethical-moral 
considerations to matters of legal obligations and individual rights. They have 
led to calls for increased federal responsibility to guarantee individual and 
group economic security, and to public outcries against perceived irresponsi
bility in program funding, administration, and coordination. This analysis 
reviews the evolution of social policy and the strategies used to improve the 
public assistance component of the income maintenance system. 

Policy Issues and Questions 

The key question throughout the analysis is whether or not a basis exists 
for expecting social policy formulation to break from the crisis-apathy mode. 
The major issues explored are: 

the philosophies governing shifts in public attitudes toward federal 
intervention in the social arena; 
the types of governmental response for assuring social decency and 
adequate incomes; 
the cumulative effects of uncoordinated policies and programs; 
the sociopolitical factors that foster social policy reform; and 
the constraints on reform and innovation. 
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On one level the answers and conclusions drawn from this analysis are 
simple: social policy formulation and program reform are more political 
problems than technical ones. That is, there are few technical reasons for not 
meeting the economic needs of significant segments of the population. The 
more complex answer is that federal interventionism into the social policy 
arena has been effective if not particularly efficient, and that pattern of 
redefining issues and shifting national priorities acts as a stabilizing factor that 
adds reason to the crisis-apathy mode of policy formulation. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pluralist-order theories offer one model of the sociopolitical structure and 
posit the interactions. of multiple interest groups. In these models, those 
desiring a change in the current sociopolitical status quo are expected to 
group together and convince others to believe in or join their cause; to do so, 
these groups must compete with established, conflicting interests. These 
models further presuppose dispersion of power and the potential equilibrium 
among forces; conflict is resolved through compromise and co-optation 
(Hacker, 1975). When viewing social policy within this context, interest 
group competition arises from perceptions of large disparities in consumption 
patterns among distinguishable groups and/or geographic areas as well as the 
perceived social and economic · costs required to achieve a more equitable and 
adequate distribution of goods and services. As ideology and socioeconomic 
well-being move progressively forward, so does the gap between perceived 
needs and services. The definition of an adequate standard of living and the 
ranking of national goals and priorities change continuously, even more 
rapidly as the socioeconomic structures change. However, government actions 
responding to these changes and seeking to alleviate socioeconomic inequities 
must always be balanced by their "costs" to the public (George, 1976, and 
Lane, 1962). 

Given this supposition, as mores, social structures, economic affluence and 
ideology have evolved, so have American attitudes toward social inequalities; 
the United States has moved from voluntary to public responsibility for the 
social welfare; from charity toward legal rights in income, housing, health, 
and employment; from paternalistic-colonial attitudes toward the poor to 
institutional approaches toward poverty; and from individualistic aid toward 
institutional and structural reform (Romanyshyn, 1971). 

Government policy and action in the social arena is of three types: 
expansion; evaluation and reform; and reduction and/or elimination of 
welfare initiatives. Government expansionism requires a milieu of crisis. The 
public must be aroused and demand action on a particular issue or problem. 
As will be seen, the consensus on crisis must be accompanied by activist 
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executive leadership and a receptive legislative arena. Evaluation and reform 
of existing programs require vigorous lobbying by the executive and a 
carefully detailed plan for reducing opposition and tempering the burden of 
responsibility that accompanies reform efforts. Public indifference is the 
primary requisite for program reduction or elimination; strong support for 
cutbacks initiated in one branch of government are followed by acquiescence 
in another branch. Other necessary requisities and constraints are outlined in 
the disc~ion of each policy setting and the action strategies for income 
maintenance. 

POUCY BY CRISIS 

As affluence increases for the general population, the gap in consumption 
between the poor and nonpoor grows. These differing consumption patterns 
breed guilt among the haves and anger among the have-nots. The result is 
conflict and the development of strategies that vent both guilt and anger. 
Resolving the conflict requires government intervention that is usually 
defined as attempts to achieve equity and that is balanced by the costs the 
nonpoor are willing to pay. Interventionism surfaces as periodS of "legisla
tive" activism. There have been four major periods of legislative activism in 
American social policy in this century; all involved significant policy and 
program initiatives and share some commonalities. Yet, despite the activist 
periods, federal social policy initiatives are rarely innovations; most social 
programs are scrutinized years before enactment. Minimum wages had been 
implemented (and struck down) on the state level as early as 1912;national 
health insurance was first supported by a presidential administration in 1948. 

Oirnate for Change 

Social policy initiatives are usually inspired by a crisis environment, as 
predicted by pluralist-order theories. The degree and perception of the crisis 
portends the extent of the response. In successful initiatives, the Executive 
plays an important role in reducing alternatives and developing a public 
consensus. Given these prerequisites, the Congressional structure is most 
receptive to new social programs. To achieve the proper climate, the President 
may present Executive-formulated proposals or may actively support Con
~onally-generated bills. The President is free to appeal to the public when 
n~ry and he may utilize a limited number of domestic power resources 
(Miroff, 1976, and Orfield, 1975). 

An activist Executive is the normal initiator of successful social policy 
intervention, or if not, becomes the most visible "mover" of a legislative 
proposal. The Executive has relatively fewer power resources on domestic 
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legislation; therefore , activist-initiative periods are short in duration, although 
they may provide significant amounts of legislation. Some of the programs 
developed through executive proposals have even circumvented direct 
Congressional processes by use of the executive order (e.g., W .P.A. and Equal 
Employment Commission). 

In periods of legislative activism, both houses of the Congress and the 
Executive are usually controlled by one party. Furthermore, it is perceived 
that the President is responsible in some manner for the election of many of 
the party members in Congress, giving him a temporarily expanded power 
base. 

Social policy activism further requires public recognition that a problem 
exists and a broad-based demand for action to resolve it. Results of public 
opinion polls leading up to and during activist periods support this claim (see 
Table I). In a crisis environment, action must be swift, but as crises rarely 
endure, neither do activist periods of social policy formulation. 

Crisis Initiatives in Social Policy 

The Great Depression tested the dominant theories of laissez-faire and the 
ever-present work ethic and found them wanting. With fifteen million family 
heads out of work, few could point to the "lazy, idle poor" or blame them 
for lack of education, marginal skills, or refusing to accept low wages. The 
lengthy recession and collapse of the banking/industrial complex made 
castigating the poor a futile gesture-all were "poor" because of the ' 
tailspinning economy. Additionally, the needy, in large numbers, became 
visible-in Hoovervilles, in growing urban slums, on highways, and in lengthy 
lines for food, employment, and various forms of private charity. Such visible 
poverty leads to a reexamination of values and ideologies. The problem was 
easily recognized and a public consensus was even easier to achieve. 
Rationalizations and, hence, blame for the Depression were widespread and 
divergent. However, they were consistent in incorporating socialized attitudes 
of pluralism and egalitarianism; the popular expressions of blame were 
directed at groupings rather than institutional structures: thus big business; 
which took credit for the prosperous 1920s, was often decried, but industrial 
capitalism escaped scrutiny (Bird, 1975). 

As pluralist-order theories would predict, the crisis of the Great Depression 
precipitated the first real public demand that the federal government assume 
some responsibility for the economic well-being of the citizenry. 

The demands were great, and so, in proportion, were the initiatives seeking 
to vent guilt and anger. However, the demands to relieve poverty and stabilize 
the economy were balanced by the need to preserve the sociopolitical status 
quo. 
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TABLE I 
PUBLIC OPINION AND TIIE FEDERAL RESPONSE 

Gallup PoQ'g Mogt Vital I gsues 

1935 
11/4-9/35 

1937 
12/30/36-
1/5/37 

1943 
10/8-13/43 

1947 
1/2-7/47 

1948 
6/18-23/48 

1951 
9/21-26/51 

1958 
1/2-7/58 

1959 
4/2-7/59 

1964 
11/6-11/64 

1965 
4/2-7/65 

1970 
5/21-26/70 

1976 
1/2-5/76 

Employment 
Economy in government 
Neutrality 

Unemployment 
Neutrality 
Social Security 

Postwar employment 
High cost of living 
Rationing 

Strikes and labor problems 
International relations 
Inflation 

Foreign policy 
High cost of living 
Education and race problems 

Foreign policy 
Taxes, inflation 
Government corruption 

Keeping the peace 
Economic problems 
Sputnik, space problems 

Keeping the peace 
High cost of living 
Unemployment 

Vietnam 
Medical care to the aged 
Civil rights 

Education 
Crime 
Health 

Campus unrest 
Vietnam 
Other international problems 

High cost of living 
Unemployment 
Crime 

Federal Legidation 

Public works programs: 
WPA,CWA,CCC 

Social Security Act: 
Old-age pensions, 
Unemployment compensation 

Serviceman's Readjustment Act 
Full Employment Act 

Taft-Hartley Act 

Integration of the armed forces 
Fair Deal proposals on civil rights, 

education 

National Defense Education Act 

Manpower Development and 
Training Act 

Civil rights legislation 
Medicare 
Voting Rights Act 

Federal aid to education: 
Adult Education Act; 
Higher Education Act 

Medicare/Medicaid 

Humphrey/Hawkins bill 

Source: W.P. Hansen and F.L. Israel, eds., The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion 1935-1971, 
vols. 1-3 (New York: Random House, 1972); and Gallup Opinion Index, February 
1976, report no. 127, p. 3. 
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The resulting activist period was short; by 1935, nearly all New Deal 
programs that were to be enacted were realities; they provided for the 
regulation (but not control) of banking and of business, for direct finandal 
relief to those in need, and for revisions of the tax structure for equity and 
for the benefit of the elderly. Further federal interventionism awaited the 
election of the landslide 75th Congress of 1937-38 which, in the absence of a 
heightened crisis atmosphere, replaced previous initiatives gone awry (a 
second Agricultural Adjustment Act, the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Farm 
Security Administration). It enacted few innovative programs of its own. 

The developing Southern Democratic-Republican coalition forestalled 
further domestic intervention after 1938. In fact, Truman's initial proposals 
in the social policy arena were met with sound resistance. The Full 
Employment Act of 1946 was merely a policy statement, similar to the 
current Humphrey-Hawkins legislation; the Taft-Hartley Act, passed over 
Truman's veto the next year, placed stringent new regulations on trade 
unions. 

The necessary consensus for further social policy initiatives was not again 
obtained until Truman's offensive in the 1948 campaign, which forced a 
legislative crisis. By calling Congress into special session and presenting his 
Fair Deal package of housing, health, and labor and civil rights, Truman 
dramatized the social inaction of Congress to a public still Depression
conscious and now beginning to feel the guilt of the Affluent Society. 
Truman won an upset victory, returning both houses to Democratic control 
in the process. 

The necessary requisites of consensus, activist leadership, one-party 
control, and executive initiation coalesced once more. While the Southern ' 
Democratic-Republican coalition was still a formidable force to reckon with, 
the 81st Congress nonetheless passed major chunks of the Fair Deal program, 
including programs in low-income housing, urban renawal, a higher minimum 
wage and integration of the armed forces. 

The activist period was, again, short. Democratic setbacks in 1950, 
combined with increasing concern in foreign affairs and Truman's declining 
popularity, precluded further domestic initiatives. 

In Eisenhower's America, an era sometimes characterized as "bland, vapid, 
self-satisfied, and banal," suburbs, individualism, television, and the Con
sumer Society contributed to a looking away from domestic problems that 
was rationalized by directing energies toward internal Communism, foreign 
involvements, and strengthening the defense system. Few contributions to 
social policy emerged from the Eisenhower era. The major initiative was in 
education, primarily through the National Defense Education Act. Like other 
innovations in social policy, federal responsibility for the educational needs 
of the nation-perhaps first recognized by the Serviceman's Readjustment 
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Act-surfaced amid a perceived crisis. The Cold War, the Sputnik launch, the 
government study Education in the USSR, and books like Educational 
Wastelands had combined to form a public perception of decline in 
educational quality and concern for national prestige and security. Public 
consensus generated a swift legislative reaction, but Executive leadership did 
not take advantage of the situation (Leuchtenburg, 1973). 

Social issues did not reemerge as national priorities again until l 964 when 
America was confronted with the problems neglected in the complacent 
Fifties. Education systems continued to falter; over one-fifth of the nation 
continued to live below poverty-line incomes; medical costs had become 
acute; the media and intellectuals, haranguing on the quality of life, brought 
the "invisible poor" into the living rooms and conscience of America. Perhaps 
most importantly, the civil rights movement and, finally, Goldwater's 
nomination, forced the electorate to choose sides in expanding the role of 
federal responsibilities; overwhelmingly, in Congress and in the Presidency, 
the voters opted for social activism to correct an unbearable gap between 
poverty and affluence. 

Again, the period of activism was short; few of Johnson's forceful 
domestic initiatives were enacted after 1966, when Democrats suffered major 
setbacks on the national level. Still, the list of Great Society programs and 
expansions is numerous; after nearly two decades of debating the merits of 
further federal interventionism, the national government now claimed new 
roles in education, in civil and voting rights, in medical care, and in other 
in-kind relief services to the socioeconomically disadvantaged. The absence of 
proper conditions halted further social program implementation after the 
mid-Sixties, but new and expanded proposals on day care, national health 
insurance, transportation, public employment, and guaranteed income wait 
on the backburners. 

Some mention should be made of the role of the judiciary in social policy. 
The Supreme Court has also been responsible for increased federal responsi
bility in the social arena. Debates over FDR's court-packing proposals may 
have spurred the Court in its turnabout on federal social policy in 1937. 
Subsequent decisions broke down the previous laissez-faire orthodoxy of the 
Court and opened the door to federal interventionism for the social 
well-being of society. Later the Court, under Earl Warren, would go still 
further to demand interventionism for the cause of equity in desegregation, 
voting, and protection for the accused in legal proceedings. This followed the 
federal pattern of creating legal rights from ethical rights. The Court's 
interventionism, being directed from outside the legislative process, met with 
opposition, although opponents were never strong enough to overcome the 
Court directives. Eisenhower's use of federal troops to back up a desegrega
tion order in little Rock legitimized these court orders and produced a new, 
though minor, role for the judiciary in social policy. 

87 



Income Maintenance Policy: Historical and Legislative Precedents 

However, the financial cost of new social programs, coupled .with the costs 
of the Vietnam War, began to weigh on the public, and serious questioning of 
the methodology and administration of social services began to arise toward 

the end of the activist 1960s. 

POLICY BY REASON: EV AWATION AND REFORM 

As with initiatives, the success of social policy reforms hinges on a proper 
sociopolitical climate. Unlike initiatives, reform proposals, usually massive in 

scale, face many more constraints. 
Since the restructuring of social programs cuts across many Congressional

bureaucratic jurisdictions and involves multiple interest groups, proper 
conditions for comprehensive reform must include detailed examination of 
these jurisdictions and involvement of these groups, tools for relatively 
accurate forecasts of costs and consequences, and a climate allowing for an 
acceptable level of responsibility for any repercussions from reform efforts. 
Rarely are these conditions met. 

Proposals for broad-based reforms of existing social programs surface 
occasionally, engendered by public demand and fostered by beliefs in 
government efficiency and economy, and a desire to group or restructure 
programs to make them more comprehensible, manageable, and less duplica
tive. 

Few comprehensive reform efforts have been successful. Though often 
pushed vigorously by the Executive, reforms, which usually involve numerous 
constituencies, interest groups and legislative jurisdictions, produce an 
atmosphere of caution and numerous points of veto in the legislative process 
(Orfield, 1975). This legislative hesitation breeds alternatives, proton~ 

debate, and masks substance; the Executive, with limited domestic power 
resources, can hardly afford to use them all on issues such as social policy 
reform that has little intrinsic political capital; this is especially true if other 
concerns are dominant (foreign affairs, the economy), as is normally the case. 

In addition to subcommittee jurisdictional jealousies, legislative caution 
(inaction) is furthered by an unwillingness to accept responsibility for the 
unknown consequences of tampering with existing social programs. Oppo
nents of a given reform measure may easily generate conflicting statistical
economic data that sharply contrast with proponents' tendencies toward 
underestimating potential effects of the same measure. 

For the reasons cited above, successful social policy reforms usually 
concentrate on grouping programs rather than on reformulating policies and 
programs. This process of evaluation and reform is the essence of incremen

talism. The Reorganization Act of 1939 exemplifies a successful adrii.inis
trative restructuring of the executive branch, but this reform had little effect 
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on social programs. The creation of the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare in 1953 probably ranks as the major achievement of an incremental
type reform. This grouping of disparate programs, achieved under the only 
Republican Congress since 1932, created new jurisdictions and common, 
broader constituencies. Savings and administrative efficiency, however, were 
not realized; no new programs or policy restructurings were authorized. 
Reforms such as the Food Stamp program in 1964 and the creation of 
ACTION in 1971, which do not involve large, hostile constituencies, have also 
been occasionally successful, but they require significant executive support ; 
even with minor reforms, minor budget implications must be shown in order 
to steer reform proposals through Congress. 

Since 1969, major comprehensive reform proposals have focused on social 
welfare programs. Nixon's Family Assistance Plan (F AP) would have 
broadened eligibility for direct relief, coordinated management of welfare 
programs, and replaced uneven benefit levels with a type of guaranteed 
minimum income. Similar proposals also reflect comprehensive approaches to 
poverty. Carter's Program for Better Jobs and Income (PBil) works on these 
same objectives, incorporating education, vocational training, and public 
employment in an overall scheme to reduce public assistance rolls over a long 
term. Other proposals restructuring social welfare policy include Congres
sionally developed plans for negative income tax and national health 
insurance. 

Social policy reform is a long process filled with negotiation · and 
compromise. The need for swift action has never been apparent with reform 
proposals, since programs earmarked for restructuring have usually survived 
lengthy tenures; and although comprehensive reforms are gounded in 
rationality, their susceptibility to generating political backlash does not aid in 
reducing alternatives. Reforms are usually lost in a cyclical maze: the 
difficulty in overcoming obstacles prolongs debate, allowing for the develop
ment of alternatives and mobilization of the opposition, which creates new 
obstacles and further prolongs the process. 

RETREATS: POLICYTHROUGHAPATHY 

As policy has reciprocal effects on the national mindset, innovation in 
social policy has been countered by setbacks, though relatively minor ones. 
Social program cuts are attempts to correct imbalances between the 
perception of overindulgent social programs and their permissible costs to 
society. In the absence of opposition, retreats carry political capital as 
championing reductions in the government bureaucracy or achieving tax 
savin~. 
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Environment for Retreats 

Retreats occur when the public is looking the other way. Elimination or 
partial withdrawal from social programs have been initiated by every branch 
of the federal government; successful retreats, however, depend upon 
complacency by the other branches or upon a developed consensus. 

Program elimination is primarily constrained by factors similar to those of 
reform efforts: political jurisdictions and organized opposition. Executive 
leadership is less necessary. Most importantly, apathy toward rather than 
support for program cuts has been the major requisite uncommon to the 
other two policy types, although exceptions do exist. 

Backtracking 

Several Supreme Court decisions eliminated all or portions of some New 
Deal legislation, such as the Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) and the 
National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA). A revised AAA was reinstituted 
before the demise of New Deal activism, and NIRA policy goals were 
dispersed throughout other pieces oflegislation. 

Some New Deal agencies, like the WP A, were allowed to expire because 
their functions were seen as temporary and no longer necessary in an 
emerging wartime economy. 

The Taft-Hartley Act was a retreat from the previously-stated policy goals 
in labor rights under the Wagner Act. It was passed over a presidential veto 
and amidst a fragmented labor movement. 

Eisenhower's tax policies ate away many advances of the Wealth Tax Act 
of 1935, but did so in an environment of general prosperity and complacency 
toward federal domestic interventionism. ' 

Nixon limited the growth of many social programs, but was less successful 
in eliminating specific programs. He vetoed and impounded numerous 
appropriations for day care, for health, education and welfare programs, for 
public works, and for hospitals; but, when the dust had cleared, a hostile 
Democratic Congress had held the Great Society intact. 

IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTS OF FEDERAL SOCIAL PROGRAMS: 
EVOLUTION OF NATIONAL ATTITUDES 

Three legislative periods, each containing initiatives, reforms, and retreats, 
have produced their own brand of social programs and developed their own 
constituencies. While this may not seem disturbing, each generation 
approached social welfare in a slightly different manner. Furthermore, 
aversions to backtracking to pick up minor programs or functions and 
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incorporate or restructure them in conformance with new programs and 
initiatives have culminated in the pres~nt uncoordinated and fragmented 
array of social policies and programs. Resolving these cumulative, disparate, 
and sometimes conflicting policies depends upon an achieved consensus, 
political constraints, value judgments, and the sociopolitical environment. 

New Deal: Age of the Deserving Poor 

The New Deal fostered an initial claim by the federal government of 
responsibility for the social well-being of the populace, but only the 
well-being of the "deserving poor," a leftover term from the Protestant Work 
Ethic which had been incorporated into the new "responsible humanitarian
ism" of the age. 

Social programs under FDR's administration were directed at those 
considered blameless for their position: the aged, the children, the unem
ployed, farmers unable to secure loans, and industrial wage earners. Programs 
were categorized by clientele group; thus, the Social Security Act provided 
benefits for the elderly and the young; the National Labor Relations Act and 
the Fair Labor Standards Act applied to industrial workers. 

Administration was centralized and benefits standardized for the most 
part, the major exceptions being the early Aid to Dependent Children and 
unemployment compensation. New Deal categorical approaches were ratio
nalized as injecting equity for those citizens society had excluded from equal 
opportunities. Less concern was directed at those perceived to be temporarily 
disadvantaged, such as mothers with dependent children and the unemployed; 
although some programs addresses these large groups, benefit levels were not 
uniform from state to state and clients were subjected to additional eligibility 
criteria to prove "worthiness." 

Fair Deal and Cold War America: 
Age of the Technologically Disadvantaged 

New rationalizations were devised for the programs and agencies intro
duced during the postwar period. Technology was viewed as the major cause 
of unemployment; national security, rather than morality or political survival, 
was the cause for intervention. Costs to taxpayers were outweighed by 
potential costs to the existing social structure. 

The Full Employment Act of 1946, falsely anticipating large numbers of 
unemployed caused by the dismantling of the war economy, continued the 
categorical approach to service delivery, as did other programs that appealed 
to narrower constituencies: the Serviceman's Readjustment Act, the National 
Defense Education Act, and the Manpower Development and Training Act. 
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Administration remained centralized, but some local authority became 
both necessary and pragmatic, foreshadowing the coming decade. 

Great Society: Age of the Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 

Books like Harrington's The Other America, media exposure of the plight 
of Appalachia, and consciousness-raising by civil rights groups opened new 
doors of federal aid to those with recognized social disadvantages in the 
1960s. Still, paternalistic notions die hard; while the Great Society moved 
toward noncategorical aid, the programs developed channelled aid to specific 
services: food stamps, education, medical care. These are viewed as in-kind 
services. 

Some people also suffered from the lack of day care facilities, transporta/ 
tion, and basic marketable skills. All these deficiencies reduced employment 
opportunities. While there were no massive new programs in response to these 
needs, they were at least acknowledged through modest programs in day care, 
vocational education, mass transit, and in WIN, CETA, and Community · 
Action. Some of these have grown in scope through the years. 

The paternalistic character of the in-kind service approach seems to imply 
a "less" deserving group of poor. Designed to aid the poor in achieVing 
self-sufficiency, the Great Society created service programs to meet specific 
needs. However, they did not allow for a comprehensive, systematic approach 
to meet the individual's overall and timely requirements to break from 
poverty's grip. 

Great Society programs, delegating administrative authority to state and 
local governments in programs like Food Stamps and CETA, provided the 
major thrust in decentralizing social welfare. 

Federal funding formulas in the 1960s appeared to change for nearly every 
program. Benefit levels during this era, in contrast to earlier program eras 
resulting in Social Security and the minimum wage, were allowed to be 
determined by and fluctuate between the states. 

The 19 70s and New Federalism: Age of Chaos 

When the dust from the Great Society activism had cleared', the 
complexity in administration and budgeting of the Welfare Society was all 
too apparent. By the time Richard Nixon was elected, the U.S. had collected 
programs that were categorical and noncategorical, administered at the 
federal and/or at the state and local levels, funded entirely by federal monies 
or through formula grants (with many formulas), with uniform and with . 
state-prescribed benefit levels, for the benefit of the poor generally or for 
certain categories of the socioeconomically disadvantaged. 
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In the thirty years since the New Deal, interest groups for the social 
welfare programs had solidified. Congressional committee jurisdictions that 
had evolved with new programs practiced "turfism'', as did agencies and state 
and local governments. 

In the public arena, concern over welfare became increasingly acute. A 
great number of programs were added under the prosperous Great Society; as 
the 1970s began, recession and inflation combined to escalate dramatically 
welfare rolls and expenditures. 

Ensuring equity and the adequacy of benefits for the poor had placed 
great burdens on the public: costs for social programs were large, complexity 
overwhelming, and some argued that equity was not even achieved, that 
welfare chiselers and hangers-on overburdened the system and excluded those 
more deserving, the working poor. Welfare myths generated and sustained by 
opponents to interventionism heightened public demands for reform through 
retreat. 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children was to bear the brunt of the 
early controversy. Already the tripling of AFDC rolls in the 1960s had 
touched off grumblings; costs had quintupled in one decade. Moreover, upon 
examination it was clear that the makeup of AFDC recipients had changed: in 
the 1930s, 75 percent of the dependent children had fathers who were 
deceased or disabled; by 1971, 86 percent had "absent" fathers. AFDC 
mothers, in the liberated 1970s, had become less deserving. The trend in 
AFDC family structures had been noted in the 1950s and efforts had begun 
to provide "rehabilitative" services in job training and child care; expanded 
services for this group would come with the Great Society. 

While highly criticized, AFDC pointed out the chaotic administrative 
red-tape jungle through which caretakers had to forge to obtain relief. Waiting 
periods and forms were lengthy, caseloads overburdened. Many supportive 
programs for AFDC recipients required different forms , different lines, 
different regulations and assets tests, different units of analysis, and often 
different caseworkers. Additionally, benefits were state-determined and 
varied by more than 600 percent between the lowest and highest levels. 
· In a society increasingly materialistic and decreasingly familial, AFDC 
regulations had actually encouraged broken families while providing negative 
work sanctions (until WIN passed in 1967, earnings by AFDC caretakers were 
subject to a 100 percent implicit tax). Passage of AFDC-U and WIN were 
attempts to correct these backward motivations and move toward neutrality 
in federal guidelines on social status. Many states, however, did not subscribe 
to AFOC-U; WIN became notoriously unsuccessful and its income disregard 
increased the time period before "welfare mothers" removed themselves from 
the AFOC caseload (Lynch, 1973). 

Nixon played on the ''welfare mess" for political gain, but succeeded only 
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in adding to the confusion. Revenue sharing increased local !iUtonomy; an 
expansion of WIN continued the comprehensive approaches of the Great 
Society, despite its continued shortcomings. 

The Future: Toward Development of Human Resources 

The trend, despite ensuing chaos, was nonetheless clear: noncategorical, 
comprehensive approaches to breaking "poverty cycles" and urging self-help 
for public dependents had become institutionalized beliefs. From the chaos, 
several proposals for comprehensive reform emerged: Nixon's Family 
Assistance Plan, guaranteed minimum income, Carter's Program .for Better 
Jobs and Income, and similar Congressionally-introduced reform packages. 
All address the same values and use similar approaches to making public 
dependents more deserving, to alleviating the perceived public "burden," and 
to assuring minimal change in the sociopolitical order. 

While guaranteed income looks only toward economy, efficiency, and 
comprehensibility, the other proposals take this step much further. FAP 
included medical insurance and work requirements. PBJI goes still further, in 
the Great Society tradition, toward breaking poverty cycles with education 
and training programs and guaranteed employment, but leaves medical aid to 
be dealt with separately. The already enacted Earned Income Tax Credit, as 
used by the Carter plan, would be the first major effort at wealth 
redistribution. National health insurance schemes look toward providing for 
the medical needs of all citizens. 

Coordinated management, coupled with work incentives, and continuation 
of at least some in-kind services are common to all of these proposals. These 
aspects serve to ease the psychological demands for comprehensibility and 
efficiency as well as continue some of the implicit paternalism inherent in 
directed services. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Restructuring social policy requires adapting to sociopolitical constraints, 
and there are many. The evolution of social programs has produced a legacy 
of dispersed bureaucratic and Congressional jurisdictions, further fragmented 
by the increasing power of the Congressional subcommittee structure. 

Easing the public conscience by venting guilt and anger, no matter what 
form , opens up a Pandora's box: (I) simpler, more universal approaches to 
providing assistance would alleviate to some degree the welfare stigma; it 
would also increase participation and the more obvious costs; (2) any change 
in assets or income requirements or in standardization of the recipient unit, 
unless eligibility criteria are greatly broadened, will exclude some current 
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recipients; (3) attempts to wring a uniform benefit level are likely to generate 
opposition from those who would have to pay more or even relatively more 
(under either formulas or supplements). A current refining of the social 
welfare system must also co-opt sociopolitical demands, including work 
requirements, high benefits with low total costs, fiscal relief to the state and 
local governments, noncategorical approaches to relief and uniform benefit 
levels (Lynch, 1973). 

Given these constraints, comprehensive reform appears neither feasible nor 
pragmatic; similarly, severe program cutting must also be discounted. 

Incremental reforms do appear possible provided technical, political, and 
economic constraints are taken into account. Incrementalism allows for 
greater, direct consideration of Congressional-bureaucratic jurisdiction and is 
less traumatic for both individuals and structures among the "have" groups. 
Similarly, this strategy limits opposition to change that is based on the 
usually high cost projections that accompany truly comprehensive reform 
measures and that disenfranchise current or potential recipients. Initiatives 
under our current system, whether comprehensive or not, are possible given 
proper climates, executive leadership, a public consensus, and a minimization 
of alternatives. In this sense, comprehensive welfare reform will not occur in 
the immediate future; incremental changes in the array of welfare programs 
and different groupings for some programs is inevitable. 
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PART THREE 

IBE HUMPHREY /HAWKINS BILL, CETA, 
AND THE URBAN POLICY INITIATIVE 

AS IBEY RELATE TO WELFARE REFORM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Carter Administration has designed a proposal to overhaul the current 
welfare system in the United States. It advances the twin principles of a 
guaranteed job and a guaranteed income as the cornerstone of public sector 
involvement in sustaining a viable income maintenance system. This analysis 
focuses on the guaranteed job provision of the Carter proposal through 
examining three recent developments in manpower and community develop
ment policy. They are: the Full-Employment and Balanced Growth Act, 
more commonly known as the Humphrey/Hawkins Bill; renewal of the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (the CETA system); and the 
Urban Policy Statement. From an historical perspective it traces the evolution 
of federal manpower and community development policies and the effective
ness of the administrative structures designed to implement them. It does so 
by identifying and highlighting changing economic and political priorities that 
have furthered the two-pronged guaranteed-jobs/guaranteed-income approach 
to income maintenance that was first incorporated in the New Deal legislative 
package proposed by FDR. The question of particular concern throughout is 
what administrative structures followed from this approach and how have 
they set the role of the federal government vis-a-vis state and local jurisdictions 
in discharging public sector income maintenance responsibilities. 

Structural functionalism provides the conceptual framework for analyzing 
the effectiveness of special-revenue-sharing/community-block grants as an 
administrative mechanism for achieving the public sector goals of the income 
maintenance system. 

The overriding conclusion when examining manpower and community 
development activities is that the policy and programmatic concepts have not 
changed drastically since the New Deal initiatives of the 1930s. Moreover, 
special revenue sharing seems marginally successful in establishing a decen
tralized system for flexible administration at the local level. It has transferred 
administrative responsibility from the federal government to local officials. 
The federal role is shifting toward providing technical assistance and 
monitoring the program activities of local jurisdictions to ensure that they are 
conforming to national policy objectives. More importantly, from the 
perspective of federal economic policy formulation , the pending initiatives in 
manpower and community development hopefully signal recognition that a 
viable public-private sector income maintenance system requires a synthesis 
of micro- and macroeconomic policies- something that has been conspicuously 
absent from previous welfare reform debates. 
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INTRODUCilON 

A Proposal for Welfare Reform 

The Carter Administ;ation intends to reform the current welfare system in 
the United States. However, the proposals offered affect but a small portion 
of the entire income maintenance system, essentially those addressing chronic 
poverty and unemployment problems. These measures ultimately adopted are 
likely to include three basic components : 

(I) job opportunities for those who work; 
(2) a work-conditioned benefit as a cash payment and/or income tax 

credit for those working but with inadequate incomes to support 
their families; and 

(3) an income support program for those able to work only part-time 
or those unable to work due to old age, physical disability, or in 
need to care for children six years of age or less. 

The current welfare system has been considered inadequate for many years 
and reforming it has been an important public policy issue for more than a 
decade. Recurring complaints are that it contains work disincentives, it is too 
large and fragmented for effective administration, that federal funds are not 
being effectively targeted for those most in need, and that it is part of a social 
order regulating the poor. In this latter regard, Piven and Cloward (1971) 
suggest that federal programming deliberately perpetuates the welfare crisis as 
a stabilizer of prevailing economic and political order. 

The Carter proposal, the Program for Better Jobs and Income (PBTI), is 
intended to alleviate some of these problems. 

Scope of Analysis 

This analysis focuses on three recent developments in federal manpower 
and community development policy as they relate to comprehensive reform. 
They are: (I) the Full Employment and Balanced Growth Act, (2) renewal 
of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, and (3) the Urban 
Policy Statement of 1978. 

The Full Employment and Balanced Growth Act, more commonly known 
as the Humphrey/Hawkins Bill, was introduced in 1975 as a response to the 
highest rates of unemployment since the Great Depression. The bill 
ultimately adopted by Congress differed significantly from its original version 
introduced in 1975. Many substantive provisions for alleviating unemploy
ment were deleted prior to final approval of the bill; however, many 
significant policy positions were articulated in the surviving legislation. First, 
the bill establishes as a national goal : "the right of all Americans able, willing 
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and seeking work to full opportunities for useful paid employment at the fair 
rates of compensation." There is an expressed commitment to a target rate of 
4 percent unemployment (national full-employment) within a five-year 
period, and outlines a procedure for achieving that goal. Second, the bill 
recognizes inflation as a "major national problem requiring improved 
government policies." For the first time in history, the bill prescribes a role 
for the Federal Reserve Board in employment programs: it requires the 
Federal Reserve Board to provide Congress with a statement annually that 
sets forth the Board's fiscal and monetary policies and their relationship to 
the full employment articulated in the Bill (Singer, 1977). Though largely 
symbolic, the provision is significant because it is the first time that 
macroeconomic fiscal policies have been linked directly with microeconomic 
problems in welfare programming. 

Renewal of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) 
system is currently underway in Congressional subcommittees, and the 
revised legislation is expected to improve the administration of manpower 
activities. Several issues included in early drafts of the legislation are: 
targeting limited federal resources to those most in need, controlling the 
substitution of CETA jobs for regular government jobs, emphasizing the 
provision of training, providing a countercyclical mechanism that auto
matically increases the number of public service employment (PSE) slots with 
increases in the national unemployment rate, improving the operation of the 
CETA system, increasing private sector involvement, and simplifying · and 
reorganizing the administrative procedures to reduce the current paperwork 
of CETA (U.S. Congress, 1978). 

The Urban Policy Statement, formulated by the President's Urban and 
Regional Policy Group (URPG), was submitted to Congress by President 
Carter on March 28, 1978. This policy calls for a "new partnership" among 
all levels of government, the private sector, and neighborhood and voluntary 
associations in a major effort to make American cities healthier and to 
improve the quality of life for urban dwellers. This new partnership is 
reflected in the membership of the Urban and Regional Group, including 
representatives from the Office of the Vice President, Domestic Policy Staff; 
the Departments of Housing and Urban Development; Labor; Commerce; 
Transportation; Interior; the Treasury; and Health, Education and Welfare; 
the Environmental Protection Agency; and the Community Services Adminis
tration. URPG was chaired by Patricia Roberts Harris, Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, the lead agency in the development of the above 
statement. Further, the creation of URPG marks the first federal efforts to 
deal expressly with the problems of the urban areas in a comprehensive 
nature (Office of the White House Press Secretary, 1978). 

Developments such as URPG are the most recent in a series of continuing 
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efforts to eradicate the major causes of poverty and unemployment. 
Furthermore, URPG and the PBil proposal are critical components of the 
income maintenance system, the latter providing the framework for relating 
welfare reform to Humphrey/Hawkins, CETA, and the Urban Policy 
Statement. Key principles of income maintenance policy are that: (a) every 
citizen is entitled to an adequate income, (b) income increases with increased 
economic capabilities and production, (c) poverty can be prevented, and 
(d) a multi-program approach would ensure the differing goals of income 
attainment, income maintenance, and economic security. Table 2 depicts the 
three-tiered income maintenance system in the United States. 

Manpower and community development policies are essential elements in 
the federal strategy to accomplish the three major program goals of a 
comprehensive income maintenance policy. These include: (1) elimination of 
poverty; (2) reduction of inequalities and inequities in the distribution of 
income resources, and (3) the right of all citizens to economic security and 
equal opportunity for social and economic development (National Assembly 
for Social Policy and Development, 1972). 

Conceptual Framework 

Analysis of comprehensive welfare reform requires the development ofa 
conceptual framework providing a macroscopic perspective. The structural
functionalist approach used herein, although vastly oversimplified, rests on 
the principle that all forms of social order must perform certain functional 
prerequisites to maintain their existence. A classification of these prerequi
sites would at least include maintenance of health and reproduction, 
distribution of goods and services, socialization of new members, mainte
nance of internal and external order, and maintenance of meaning and 
motivation. Each society develops social organizations, or structures, designed 
to perform the required functions. The adequacy of social welfare within a 
given society can be determined by the effectiveness of specific social 
organizations in performing the required social functions. 

The social organizations of the modem industrial economy developed 
from an agrarian social order. Most, and in some cases all, of the 
aforementioned functions were performed by the extended family system. 
While the church involved itself in the maintenance of meaning and 
motivation, the responsibility of the state was in preserving internal and 
external order. Thus, perceptions of the proper role of the federal 
government are a result of the agrarian, old world view of limited government 
participation. According to Wilensky and Lebeaux, "industrializaton created 
changes in the social order determining the characteristic organization of 
social services ultimately acting upon their supply and definition" {1957). 
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Structural functionalism is most commonly used for comparative studies 
among social organizations. As society has become more specialized, social 
organizations and the functions they perform have also become more 
specialized. The concept of administrative organizations developed by Phillip 
Selznick in his book LeOdership in Administration is the benchmark use·d ·in 
the present analysis. He states: 

The most striking and obvious thing about an administrative organiza
tion is its formal set of rules and objectives. Here, tasks, powers, and 
procedures are set out according to some officially approved pattern. 
This pattern purports to say how the work of the organization is to be 
carried on, whether it be producing steel, winning votes, teaching 
children, or saving souls. The organization thus designed is a technical 
instrument of mobilizing human energies and directing them toward set 
aims . . . . It refers to an 'expendable tool,' a rational instrument 
engineered to do a job (Selznick, 1957). 

A major premise of this analysis is that society has "finetuned" its social 
organizations as it has developed a better understanding of the social 
functions they are to perform. The required functions have changed over 
time, and the social organizations have adapted to those changes. The above 
concept of Selznick's is intende.d to be an "ideal type" of a social organization, 
and not necessarily one that exists in the real world. 

Three major advantages result from using an approach based on the 
concepts of structural functionalism. First is the macroscopic perspective 
fostered by analyzing social organizations according to their social functions. 
For example, it is possible to identify the maintenance of internal and 
external order as the major social function of the federal government in the 
United States. A second advantage is the ability to generalize when using this 
approach, as the theory can be viewed with the macroscopic perspective 
identified above, or can be directed toward understanding the activities of a 
single social organization. In this sense, a major objective of this analysis is to 
focus on the administrative organizations established by special revenue 
sharing. 

The third advantage is its applicability for analyzing the administrative 
organizations established by manpower and community development special 
revenue sharing legislation. By examining the original purpose of this 
legislation, that is, the social tasks it was designed to promote, it is possible to 
identify how the structures perform their functions. 

104 



Humphrey/Hawkins, CETA, and Urban Policy 

BACKGROUND: HUMPHREY/HAWKINS, CETA, 
AND THE URBAN POLICY STATEMENT 

The History of Manpower Policy 

According to the National Academy of Sciences, manpower policy in the 
United States concerns people in relation to work. "It blends social and 
economic objectives; the social and personal fulfillment through employment 
and improved economics performance, by increased worker productivity, 
mobility and the efficient utilization of the nation's labor force" (National 
Academy of Sciences, 1974). 

Based on the traditional ''old world" view of reality rooted in agrarian 
culture, poverty and unemployment were considered a result of individual 
character flaws. The rapid industrialization and increased economic growth of 
the American economy strengthened the philosophies of economic indivi
dualism, Social Darwinism, and limited government. Urbanization, increased 
by the second wave of immigration in the 1900s, and the breakdown of the 
extended family, all contributed to increasing unemployment and poverty 
leading to increased social problems. 

Most economists of the day thought the Great Depression was an 
imposmble occurrence. Its mere existence defied existing doctrines of 
microeconomics, not to mention the deep-seated belief in the free market 
economy especially as endorsed and furthered by Hoover's attempted 
economic stabilization policies. The breach between disbelief and the 
economic reality of the 1930s was bridged by following the guidelines as set 
forth in The General Theory by John Maynard Keynes. Franklin D. Roosevelt 
had initiated the first economic stabilization programs to be administered at 
the federal level, and the crisis intervention programs of the 1930s w«(re 
conceived as temporary measures to · stimulate economic recovery. The 
Civilian Conservation Corps, (CCC), established in March 1933, created more 
than 1,500 camps and enrolled married men eighteen to twenty-five years of 
age to work on conservation and construction projects planned by the 
Department of Agriculture and Interior. This was the first federally sponsored 
and administered work-relief and work-training programs. In addition, experts 
from various government departments provided technical assistance while 
Army protocol provided the operational mode for the camps. CCC 
participants were eager to work and their achievements were a landmark in 
conservation development. The CCC was the most successful program during 
the New Deal Era-social security legislation, of course, the only surviving 
program from that era still in operation. 

The Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA) channeled federal 
financial aid to state and local governments and provided the mechanism for 
involvement in the welfare system. A report of the Presidential Committee on 
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Economic Security recommended permanent programs of 014-age benefits, 
unemployment insurance, and public assistance supported by federal aid to 
states and localities-social security legislation. Based on that recommenda
tion, the Administration made a fundamental policy decision: specifically, 
that the federal government would assume full responsibility for all genuinely 
unemployed persons and the states and localities would be responsible for all 
other welfare problems (Clague and Kramer, 1976). 

The Work Progress Administration (WPA) was established in 1935 to 
provide public service activities for able-bodied unemployed persons pending 
absorption into regular employment by the private or public sector. It did not 
take long for the WP A to realize there were far more unemployed than there 
were jobs available through works projects. An important result of WPA was 
the creation of a sample survey of the unemployed that later became known 
as the Current Population Survey. 

World War II redirected the activities of the federal government to foreign 
affairs, while greatly reducing the unemployment roles and stimulating the 
depressed economy. Priorities of the nation shifted from domestic policies 
and programs. There was widespread fear that when the war ended, America 
would return to Depression rates of unemployment. 

In 1946, the federal government identified its role, in relation to 
employment and unemployment. The Employment Act of 1946 marked the 
first federal manpower policy statement. It stated: 

. .. it is the continuing policy and responsibility of the federal 
government to use l!ll practicable means consistent with its needs and 
obligations and other considerations of national policy ... to foster and 
promote ... conditions under which there will be afforded useful 
employment opportunities ... for those able, willing, and seeking work, 
and to promote maximum employment, production, and purchasing 
power. 

The Act was an outgrowth of the Work Progress Administration policy of the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt Administration, in that it accepted responsibility for 
providing maximum employment. One can recognize the essence of compro
mise in the phrase " . . . all practicable means consistent with its needs and 
obligations and other considerations of national policy." It is clear from this 
statement that the commitment of the federal government to full employ
ment was not firm; manpower policy did not become a major priority of 
federal policy as a result of this Act. The Act was significant in that the 
federal government for the first time determined it was in the "national 
interest" to promote maximum employment. It established the Council of 
Economic Advisors, the Joint Economic Committee of Congress, and the 
Annual Economic Report of the President. It should be noted that the 
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Serviceman's Readjustment Act and the GI Bill were post-war unemployment 
measures. 

The period between 1946 and 1961 ~aw little in the area of manpower 
policy. At the outset of the Kennedy Administration, the Secretary of Labor 
established a new Office of Manpower, Automation and Training (OMAT), to 
investigate the manpower problems of the nation and initiate new legislation. 
There was a great concern over the displacement of workers by automation 
and increased technological advancement. The Area Redevelopment Act of 
1961 represents the first noncrisis program legislation in manpower policy, 
designed to stimulate economic growth in areas experiencing extremely high 
rates of unemployment. Four incentives were offered to communities and 
companies interested in redevelopment. They were: {1) loans to business 
interested in the relocating or expanding of industrial facilities; (2) financial 
aid to local jurisdictions needy of public improvements so as to attract 
manufacturing and/or commercial firms (this incentive was extended by the 
Public Works Acceleration Act of 1961 providing localities with the necessary 
funds to develop public facilities; the sum of $900 million was authorized for 
public works projects in areas experiencing continued, substantial unemploy
ment); {3) technical assistance to firms for developing new products, new 
markets and new resources; and (4) manpower training programs to assure 
availability of a skilled labor force for expanding businesses. Program 
administration in these areas was handled by the Department of Commerce 
and Labor. The latter was responsible for manpower training programs, while 
Commerce. provided communities with loans and technical assistance. 

ARA faced two basic problems. First, it was difficult to attract business to 
economically depressed communities. Compounding the problem was an 
ARA stipulation stating that private industry was to assume the risks of 
failure if they moved into a depressed area. Secondly, manpower training 
programs were ineffective and too limited in scope to have an impact on 
national unemployment problems (Clague and Kramer, 1976). 

The Manpower Development and Training Act (MDT A) was passed in 
1962, containing two major concepts: {l) the need to retrain skilled workers 
displaced by automation; and (2) the need for educating and training the 
unskilled unemployed, to enable them to find and secure jobs. MDT A was 
clearly a training vehicle. Garth Magnum and Sar Levitan outlined four basic 
objectives in MDTA: (1) to provide employment opportunities for the 
unemployed; (2) to meet labor shortage needs in specific industries; (3) to 
upgrade the labor force; and (4) to provide an escape from poverty (Levitan 

and Magnum, 1 969). 
The emphasis of MDTA was on the structural changes in employment 

opportunities, i.e., technological advancement. Its philosophy was that 
certain skills were being systematically rendered obsolete by automation. 
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Eligibility requirements in the early stage of MDTA were restrjcted to work 
experience. Therefore, the real effect of MDTA was in retraining previously 
employed and skilled adult males through educational and vocational training 
programs for new jobs. 

A companion poverty-preventive initiative was employment for many ·of 
the previously unemployed. The responsibilities of state employment agencies 
were expanded to provide assistance to the hard-core unemployed. Tradi
tionally, these agencies provided job-placement for the most qualified. This 
became evident after reviewing placement reports of the first few months of 
the program's existence. Thus, the lower success ratio of hard-core unem
ployed surfaced as MDT A's biggest administrative problem. 

MDTA used on-the-job training as an important component for placing 
those who could train while they worked. Grants were made available to 
private social action organizations providing a link between private industry 
and the hard-core unemployed. Additionally, subsidies were provided to firms 
to cover further training costs as an incentive for creating long-term jobs for 
the unemployed. 

MDTA also included an institutional component involving local communi
ty agencies and educational institutions providing training and retraining 
programs. However, these were not directed at the hard-core unemployed, 
i.e., youth, women, and welfare recipients. 

The increasing presence of assumed "employable" persons receiving 
cash-payments prompted Congress in 1962 to pass the Community Work and 
Training Program under Title N of the Social Security Act. Social Security 
amendmentS were based, for the first time, on rehabilitation rather than 
relief. The traditional method of dealing with welfare recipients has been 
through social services, sorting out an individual's or a family's problems, 
offering counseling, and acting as ombudsman, or referral services to other 
appropriate community services. The problem of increased caseloads was so 
great that caseworkers were neither providing services themselves nor referral 
to other community services (Levitan, 1977). Programs such as these were 
administered by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, leading to 
increasing fragmentation in the administration of manpower policy. 

Manpower programs up until 1964 were successful in job placement only 
with regard to persons cyclically unemployed, that is, the most qualified 
among the unemployed and most experienced. The Equal Opportunity Act 
came as a result of recognition that employment programs needed to be 
targeted to specific segments of the population who were disadvantaged or 
"hard to employ.'! Thus, the emphasis of the War on Poverty programs was 
on upgrading the labor force and providing an escape from poverty for 
underprivileged groups. In addition, MDT A activities were amended and 
refocused on the needs of the disadvantaged. Another significant piece of 
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legislation, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, helped identify the social 
inequalities contributing to unemployment. In effect, racial discrimination 
was prevalent in educational and employment opportunities. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (EOA), provided funds to 
develop special programs to help specific disadvantaged groups, such as youth 
and the uneducated. Two programs under the Act were the Neighborhood 
Youth Corps (NYC) and the Job Corps. NYC was designed as a work-training 
program for youths sixteen to twenty-one years of age. It contained an 
in«hool mechanism providing assistance through part-time work to youths 
likely to drop out of school. The out-of-school programs provided paid work 
experience, remedial education, and supportive services to dropout youths. 
The out-of-5Chool program was designed to improve the ability of young 
people to compete in the job market. In addition, a summer program offered 
full-time work experience for youths during the vacation period. Two main 
goals of the program were to increase the employability of youths and to 
reduce school dropout rates. 

Job Corps, on the other hand, is a residential program for disadvantaged 
youth offering basic and vocational education and, in some areas, work 
experience. Job Corps programs were ostensibly built on the philosophy that 
the home and community environments are key factors in shaping the work 
habits of youths. The theory was that by removing them from presumably 
detrimental home and community environments, it would be possible to 
increase their productivity. Unfortunately, there has been dissatisfaction with 
Job Corps due to high dropout rates. 

The Great Society provided employment opportunities for welfare 
recipients under Title V of the EOA by establishing the Work Experience and 
Training Program (WET). Eligibility was extended to all persons meeting the 
technical requirements, thus enabling them to receive public assistance. 
Section 501 of EOA stated the purpose of WET was to "expand the 
opportunities for constructive work experience and other needed training 
available to persons unable to support their families" (Clague and Kramer, 
1976). 

One of the primary goals of WET was also to provide welfare recipients 
with the ability to pursue unsubsidized employment. The program was 
directed at AFDC mothers who were offered a chance to "work off' their 
public assistance; however, it concentrated more on work experience rather 
than training. In 1965, WET enrollment was 88,700; by 1968, this figure had 
dropped to 27 ,600. 

By 1966, more than 900 grants had been made for the planning or 
establishment of Community Action Programs (CAP) in more than 1,000 
counties. These provided local areas more responsibility for delivery of Great 
Society programs. According to Patrick Moynihan, "a new institution of sorts 
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had been added to the American system of local government" (Moynihan, 
1969). 

In 1967, Congress, through amendments to the Social Security Act, 
enacted the Work Incentive program (WIN). This program required AFDC 
mothers with children above the age of six to register for employment and ·be 
available for work. WIN expressly sought to bring economic independence to 
all employable persons over the age of sixteen receiving public assistance. It 
aimed to reduce welfare roles through an approach known as "workfare." 

WIN was designed in 1969 as a joint effort by HEW and DOL, the latter 
assuming responsibility for employment training, while HEW conducted the 
screening and referral of enrollees and provided support services. Unfor
tunately, the poor administration of these services has diminished WIN's 
effectiveness. 

Another category of hard-to-employ people included the older worker. 
Under the Great Society programs' EOA, primarily Operations Mainstream, 
persons over fifty-five years of age were provided work experience. The most 
serious problem confronting administrators was the unwillingness of em
ployers to hire people over fifty-five years of age. Thus, Operations 
Mainstream developed into a public assistance program using Community 
Action Agencies or state employment agencies to place enrollees. 

By 1968, President Johnson authorized the shift of $106 million to launch 
a new MDT A on-the-job training program known as Jobs Opportunities in the 
Business Sector (JOBS). This program was the result of a demonstration 
project known as the Ten Cities Program, sponsored by DOL in 1967. The 
project asked businessmen in five cities to participate in the planning of 
on-the-job training for severely disadvantaged residents, while the federal 
government provided incentives to business by assuming 100 percent of the 
additional costs. Further, a reduction in red tape allowed businessmen to 
make arrangements with a single office in the Department of Commerce. 
Major objectives of this proposal were (a) the establishment of plants and 
businesses committed to employment of the disadvantaged, primarily in or 
near low income areas, and (b) inducing private industry to provide 
technical, managerial, and training assistance to small businesses offering 
employment for the disadvantaged worker. 

A positive lesson from JOBS was that on-the-job training of the hard-core 
unemployed proved to be more expensive for the regular MDT A trainee. A 
second important consequence was the establishment of the National Alliance 
of Businessmen (NAB), charged with encouraging employers to pledge jobs to 
the disadvantaged. NAB's national executive board is composed of top 
executives of some of the country's major companies. 

The preceding analysis was intended to identify the most important 
programs and policies of the federal government concerning manpower 
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programs. It should be obvious that the government used a "piecemeal" 
approach to solving unemployment problems. Each program assisted specific 
groups such as minorities , youth, and older workers. This approach was the 
result of, among other factors, different perceptions concerning the best way 
to address specific problems. 

The federal government's piecemeal approach had the practical effect of 
fragmenting programs among the various agencies and departments, each 
drawing authority from different legislative acts. By 1969, there had been at 
least a dozen federal agencies involved in distributing manpower services. 
Included were DOL, Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), Economic 
Development Administration (Departments of Commerce, HUD, and HEW). 
The latter agency was further divided into the Assistance Payments 
Administration, Rehabilitation Service Administration, and Bureau of Adult 
and Vocational Education. The Department of Agriculture and DOL still have 
jurisdiction over the implementation of farm labor programs. 

Evolution of a Community Development Policy 

From a federal perspective, community development allows for the 
improvement of surrounding and living conditions through physical revitaliza
tion of projects and social programs. Community development has tradi
tionally been concerned with four basic endeavors: (1) physical improvement 

_of the urban environment; (2) improvement of the social aspects of urban 
conditions; (3) improvements in the performance of local governments ; and 
(4) increased participation by local residents in the decisionmaking of their 
communities. 

Initial federal involvement in urban problems dates to 1892 when Congress 
appropriated $20,000 for a study on slum conditions. In 1908, Theodore 
Roosevelt established a commission to further investigate urban conditions, 
and though the results of the study did not generate federal action, they did 
identify the problems in urban areas. Among these were physical decay, 
overcrowding, racial conflict, and inefficient local government reponse. 
Unfortunately, policymakers focused on the inefficiency of local govern
ments, determining it was not the responsibility of the federal government to 
deal with urban problems. 

During the Great Depression the federal government attacked the cities' 
problems with emergency housing and slum clearance legislation. These 
efforts included the Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 1932, 
National Industrial Recovery Act of 1934, National Housing Act of 1934, 
Housing Act of 193 5, and finally, the Housing Act of 193 7. Emergency relief 
measures during the New Deal provided employment and stimulated the 
economy. Moreover, they marked the first direct involvement of the federal 
government in local community development. 
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Despite the early controversy over some of the programs ~nder the New 

Deal, they set a precedent for federal support of local community 

development. The nature of this support was vocalized in the Housing Act of 

1949, calling for provision of a decent home and a suitable living environment 

for all Americans. What might be considered the first urban or community 

development policy statement can be found in the preamble to the Act. It 

states: 

The general welfare and security of the nation and the health and living 
standards of its people require housing production and related 
community development sufficient to remedy the serious housing 
shortage, the elimination of substandard and otherwise inadequate 
housing through the clearance of slums and other blighted areas and the 
revitalization as soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home and 
suitable living environment for every American family, thus contri
buting to the development and redevelopment of communities. 

The Housing Act of 1949 authorized federal support of local housing and 

community development activities. Title I provided $350 million in grants for 

urban redevelopment between 1949 and 1953. The emphasis on physical 

development in urban areas, i.e., slum clearance and new construction, was 

carried over from the emergency programs of the New Deal. However, the 

urban redevelopment program was critized by experts and academicians as 

being too limited in scope and haphazardly implemented. The major criticism 

was that slum clearance programs were displacing low-income families, mostly 

black, with no consideration for relocation. President Eisenhower established 

the Advisory Committee on Government Housing Policies and Programs to 

investigate these criticisms. As a result of the committee's efforts, the 

Housing Act of 1954 modified, expanded, and renamed the redevelopment 

program "urban renewal." 
The revised urban program included a requirement for a ''Workable 

Program for Community Improvement" in planning activities at the local 

level. Each participating city had to develop a "workable program" as a 

precondition of receiving funds. The plan had to include: 

1) Rather than requiring physical planning on a project-by-project 
basis, model cities required comprehensive planning combining 
physical, social and economic planning for the entire model neigh
borhood. 

2) The planning process was more prominent in model cities. HUD 
outlined in detail a planning procedure for each participating 
locality. 
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3) Citizen participation provisions of the model cities programs re
quired "extensive participation"_ of the residents of the model 
neighborhood, rather than assurances that the entire community 
have an opportunity to participate (Nathan et aL, 1977). 

1he "workable program" requirement marked a significant stage in the 
evolution of a community development policy. Local governments were 
forced to ~ their nee<k and plan urban renewal activities accordingly. 
While the need for a comprehensive community development plan was 
identified, it was not defined by the provisions. A significant component of 
the "workable program" was the citiz.en participation requirement in 
detennining urban renewal activities. However, general provisions of the new 
procedure did not stipulate how to implement this requirement. Consequent
ly, there was little citiz.en participation, especially from low-income and 
minority groups. The concept of the "workable program" identified some 
basic nee<k for effective community development, despite the fact federal 
requirements were not always strictly enforced and did not always achieve 
outlined goals. 

Support for urban renewal programs continued to be motivated by the 
desire to "clean-up" inner cities, while this caused the displacement of 
_low-income families. Policymakers were concerned with visible, tangible 
results where federal expenditures were made, while local government viewed 
urban renewal as a means of increasing the value of property in the inner 
cities. As a result, programs between 1961and1965 were initiated to provide 
public facilities, infrastructure, and open space for urban areas. In 1965, the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development was established, bringing 
about a shift in community development policy. In addition, urban unrest 
prompted a reevaluation of community development programs. The Demon
stration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, supportive of the 
model cities program, came in response to the limitations of the physically
oriented community development programs. The model cities effort was 
conceived as an experimental program designed to show that rapid improve
ment in deteriorated urban areas was possible through coordination of 
existing federal grants. This initiative addressed social, economic, and physical 
needs of communities by concentrating on areas designated as "model 
neighborhoods," and gave local governments greater discretion in the 
administration of federal funds. 

The model cities program marks another stage in the evolution of 
community development policy. For the first time, policymakers considered 
the need to coordinate social and economic factors as part of community 
development planning. Some major differences between the model cities and 
urban renewal approaches are: 
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1) a comprehensive plan for community development; 
2) an analysis of the neighborhoods in the community to identify the 

- blighted areas; 
3) an administrative organization capable of coordinating and admin

istering a community program; 
4) assurance that the entire community be informed and allowed to 

participate in developing and administering a community program; 
5) financial resources to meet the community's share of costs; 
6) housing resources to accommodate persons displaced by urban re

newal; and 
7) an adequate housing code. 

The model cities program emphasized an active, wide-ranging role for the 
federal government in domestic affairs. President Johnson called for a 
"Creative Partnership" to improve the quality of urban life. Under the banner 
of "creative federalism," the federal government became extensively involved 
in the local affairs of program administration. The program became 
encumbered with detailed, time-consuming administrative requirements and 
involved a strong HUD presence at the local level. State and local authorities 
began to consider Washington officials as intruders (Nathan et al., 1977). 

Table 3 shows the seven major federal programs relating to community 
development established by 1968. The major cirticism of these programs was 
that they needed coordination· along geographical lines as well as on the basis 
of program functions. 

The Need for a Comprehensive Approach 

Many successes and failures accompanied the development of greater 
federal government participation in domestic policy. Up to that time, the 
activities of the federal government had almost exclusively been carried out 
by the Department of Defense. Adam Yarmolinsky, in his book The Military 
Establishment (1971), examines the effect of the military industrial complex 
on the policy process in the United States. Table 4 shows the size of the 
Department of Defense in terms of employed manpower, both military and 
civilian. This is included to identify the priorities of policymakers, and 
moreover, their perceptions of the proper role of the federal government. It is 
interesting to note in the original manpower and community development 
policies expressed in 1946 and 1949, that the term "national interest" was 
included. The scope of national interest has continued to expand to include 
public policy in domestic relations. 

An accomplishment of social programs of the 1960s was their contribution 
to social science literature. Techniques traditionally applied to military 
administration, systems analysis, operations research, and cost-benefit analy-
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TABLE 3 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT-RELATED FEDERAL PROGRAMS PRIOR TO 1974 

Number· Total grants Number of 
Year of projects (in millions localities 

Program begun undertaken of dollars) participating 

Urban renewal 1949 2,106 9,519.8 990 

Open space land 
grants 1961 4,585 604.9 

Public facility 
loan 1961 1,495 623.7 

Water and sewer 
facilities 1965 2,246 986.7 

Neighborhood 
facilities 1965 800 254.7 663 

Model cities 1966 2,270.8 147 

Neighborhood 
development 1968 414 2,189.8 413 

Source: Compiled from 1973 HUD Statistical Yearbook, Washington D.C.; in Rich~d P. 
Nathan et aL, Block Grants for Community Development (Washington, D.C.: Brook
ings Institution, 1977). 

sis were applied to manpower and community development programs in order 
to measure their impact. 

Budgeting reforms of the Defense Department, such as Planning
Programming-Budgeting systems, were applied to social programs in 1965. 
Research and development were also applied to manpower programs and 
income maintenance efforts, in order to increase the knowledge base of 
policymakers. As this group learned more about the impact of social 
programs, it also became more evident that the high expectations they held 

had not been fulfilled. 
The most obvious problem affecting the administration of social programs 

was the actual fragmentation of programs and approaches, and it was not 
until the late 1960s when efforts were made to deal with these problems. The 
Concentrated Employment Program was designed to provide assistance to the 
disadvantaged by coordinating federal programs at the local level. This 
program utilized Community Action Agencies as the prime coordinator at the 
local level and received a great deal of support. lri 1967, HUD directed each 
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--°' TABLE4 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE EMPLOYMENT, BY CATEGORY, 1961-68 

(as of June 30 each year) 

Military Manpower1 

Non-
Non- Sub- Career ,. Career 

Career Career Total, Enlisted •a. Enlisted 
Year Officers Officers2 Officers Men Men 3 

1961 246,000 69,000 315,000~ 1,030,000 1,129,000 
1962 271,000 72,000 343,000 1,047,000 1,406,000 
1963 257,000 77,000 334,000 1,014,ooo 1,341,000 
1964 255,000 83,00Q 338,000 993,000 1,345,000 
1965 251,000 88,000 339,000 998,000 1,307.000 
1966 257,000 92,000 349,000 996,000 1,736,000 
1967 264,000 120,000 384,000 996,0006 1,985,0006 

19686 278,000 118,000 396,000 996,000 2,020,000 

Sub-
Total, 

Enlisted 
Men 

2,159,000 
2,452,000 
2,355,000 
2,338,000 
2,305,000 
2,733,000 
2,981,000 
3,016,000 

Total 
Military 

Manpower 

2,473,000 
2,796,000 
2,689,000 
2,676,000 
2,644,000 
3,082,000 
3,365,000 
3,412,000 
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TABLE 4 (Continued} 

Ctvtlilln and Total Manpower 

subtotal, 
Total 

GS·l GS-8 Wage Total Department 
through through Cllmtfled Board Ctvtlllm ofDefenre 

Year GS-7 GS-184 Employeel Employees Manpower Manpower 

1961 316,000 178,000 506,000 536,000 1,042,000 3,515,000 
1962 326,000 191,000 525,000 544,000 1',070,000 3,866,000 
1963 313,000 203,000 528,000 522,000 1,050,000 3,739,000 
1964 308,000 217,000 536,000 494,000 1,030,000 3,706,000 
1965 305,000 226,000 547,000 487,000 1,034,000 3,678,000 
1966 341,000 237,000 594,000 544,000 1,138,000 4,220,000 
1967 374,000 249,000 654,000 648,000 1,303,000 4,668,000 
1968 NA NA 675,000 642,000 1,317,000 4,729,000 

1 Exludes officer candidates such as academy cadets and midm4>men, avbtion cadets, etc. 
2Less than four years of service. · · ' · 
9Four years or less of service, except Army (three years or less). . 
4 Includes P.L. 313 and other salaried employees. GS-1 through GS-7 are primarlty clerical and secretarial positions. GS-8 through GS-18 are 

primarily managerial and professional positions. P .L. 313 covers high~evel scientific and technical positions. 
5 Approximated from sample and inventory data. · 
6Estimated. 
NA .. Not available 
Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding 

Source: U.S. Department of Defense 
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city's program to establish nine requirements in the development of a 
"comprehensive program." These included: 

1) physical improvements of recreational facilities, parks, and land
scaping; street and sidewalk repairs; street lighting and refuse col
lection, as well as stores, theaters, and other commercial facilities; 

2) housing, particularly for low-income and moderate-income families; 
3) transportation; 
4) education, particularly for the poor and disadvantaged; 
5) manpower and economic development, including creation of jobs 

in demonstration areas, and recruitment and training of workers; 
6) recreation and culture; 
7) crime reduction; 
8) health, including mental health; and 
9) social services and public assistance, including both public and 

private agencies (Sundquist, 1970). 

Former Assistant Secretary of Labor for Manpower Stanley H. Rutten
burg has stated that upon leaving the federal government in 1968 "the single 
greatest hinderance to effective and efficient implementation of national 
manpower policy was the lack of comprehensive legislation" (Clague and 
Kramer, 1976). 

THE CHANGING PERSPECTIVES OF THE '70s 

Development of Special Revenue Sharing 

The Nixon Administration ran its campaign on a commitment of 
"Peace-with-Honor" in Vietnam and a pledge to reorganize the federal 
bureaucracy. The Vietnam War became the first priority of the federal 
government and the American people. The period between 1969 and 1972 
was a time when the proper role of the federal government in domestic affairs 
was reassessed. It was a time when sociat scientists were analyzing the major 
failures of the Great Society programs. It was a time of moratorium on 
community development activities. 

The Work Incentive Program was assessed at the same time it was being 
implemented, leading to the finding that although the unemployment rate 
had reached a fifteen year low of 3.5 percent, AFDC rolls were still increasing. 
Thus, efforts were made to increase employment opportunities for AFDC 
recipients. Patrick Moynihan's development of the Family Assistance Plan 
(F AP), based on the following four principles, is a case in point. 

1) strong incentives to encourage work and training; 
2) equity to provide assistance to poor working families; 
3) respect for individual choice and family responsibility; and 
4) administrative efficiency to earn the trust of the taxpayer. 
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--The final outcome of the above welfare reform proposal was the Talmadge 
Amendments, causing WIN to apply the work-welfare approach in serving 
poor families (Levitan, 1977). 

In 1971, the Public Employment Program (PEP) was established by the 
Emergency Employment Act of 1971. This marked the first large-scale 
federal program to create jobs since the Great Depression. Its four basic 
objectives were: (1) reduce unemployment; (2) provide needed public 
services; (3) hire specified target groups-unemployed Vietnam veterans, 
welfare recipients, youth entering labor force , older workers , workers with 
limited English speaking ability, migrant and seasonal farmworkers, and other 
disadvantaged persons; and (4) move participants into permanent jobs as set 
by program guidelines requiring a minimum of 50 percent of the enrollees to 

be placed on permanent payrolls (Clague and Kramer, 1976). PEP developed 
as a federal revenue sharing program, helping to lay the groundwork for 
CETA. 

Proposal for Special Revenue Sharing 

On January 22, 1971, President Richard M. Nixon in his State of the 
Union Message called for an overhaul of the complex system of federal aid to 
state and local governments. The Nixon Administration had a three-faceted 
approach: (a) provisions for general revenue sharing, federal money made 
available to meet the increasing fiscal strains on the states and administered 
automatically, according to a specific allocation formula ; (b) a plan for 
reorganization of the administrative agencies into four cabinet-level depart
ments; and (c) a proposal calling for special revenue sharing. General revenue 
sharing was an idea advanced by Walter Heller in the Kennedy-Johnson 
Administration to gain presidential support. Special revenue sharing, on the 
other hand, was designed to place more than 130 existing categorical grants 
into six functional classifications. These were areas of domestic concern the 
Nixon Administration viewed as prime recipients of federal support. Included 
were education, urban community development, urban transportation, law 
enforcement, rural community development, and manpower training. Thus, 
the special revenue sharing proposal and definition of its major objectives in 
1971 was primarily the product of the Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations. 

Three basic factors led to the special revenue sharing proposal. First, the 
fragmented federal programs described above were the result of social 
legislation passed in the 1960s. The Great Society programs were each 
designed to cure a specific national ill. Further, state and local governments 
had minimal freedom in determining the use of federal funds, oftentimes 
causing distortion of local priorities. By 1971, there were more than 530 
programs auth-orized by categorical grants. Application and maintenance of 
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effort requirements created red tape for anyone applying for .federal funds, 
making grantsmanship a key element in obtaining federal funding. 

A second factor was the ID.crease in demand for services placed on state 
and local constituencies. In 1962, federal aid to states and localities totalled 
eight billion dollars. By 1972, this figure had grown to thirty-eight billion 
dollars. The State and Local Assistance Act of 1972 came as a federal 
response to the increasing fiscal need of state and local governments. 

Finally, special revenue sharing was included in the Act to speed up its 
passage in Congress. President Nixon had proposed only general revenue 
sharing along with his reorganization plan for the executive branch. There was 
great skepticism in Congress surrounding these proposals, especially from 
Representative Wilbur Mills, Chairman of the House Ways and Means Com
mittee (Nathan et al., 1975). President Nixon was soon forced to revise his 
proposals, and special revenue sharing was one requiring reevaluation. This 
division represents two views: advocacy of federally controlled programs, and 
"free" money for state and localities to administer accordingly. Ultimately, 
however, a compromise between categorical and block grants was reached. 
The special revenue proposal was billed by the Nixon Administration as a 
drastic revision in the federal aid system. 

Objectives of the Proposal 

The proposal's major objective was decentralization of administrative 
authority for federal grants-in-aid. Consolidating the myriad categorical grants 
into functional classifications was also to enhance coordination and reduce 
duplication of governmental activities. The role of the federal government 
was to provide technical assistance, perform oversight functions, with a 
minimal amount of administrative strings. On the other hand, planning and 
decisionmaking were left to state and local entities. The underlying 
philosophy behind special revenue sharing is that the federal government is 
better equipped to collect revenues, but that state and local governments can 
best determine the needs of their jurisdictions and, therefore, how revenue 
should be employed. The original proposal called for an automatic distribu
tion of funds on the basis of tax effort, population, and per capita income. 
This was intended to alleviate the problems associated with receiving federal 
funding. 

The significance of the proposal was that it established administrative 
organizations geared to local decisionmaking. Its intent was to strengthen the 
roles of the locally elected officials in carrying out specific functions, and 
thereby create a flexible, decentralized system of administrative units 
designed to implement broadly defined federal programs (Advisory Commis
sion on Intergovernmental Relations, 1971 ). 
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The historical analysis of manpower and community development policy 
was intended to identify the major programs and the administrative structures 
designed to implement federal policies. The following section analyzes the 
development of the structural guidelines implemented in local administrative 
organizations. 

Overview of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act ( CET A) 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) 
provided special revenue sharing funds in the functional area of manpower 
training. The Act consolidated programs funded by grants under MDTA, 
DOA, and the Emergency Employment Act of 1971. Rather than directly 
overseeing more than 10,000 grants, the Department of Labor (OOL) was 
authorized to administer through general local government units called prime 
sponsors. The stated purpose of CETA is to provide a flexible system of 
training, employment opportunities, and other services to the unemployed, 
the underemployed, and the disadvantaged. Title I establishes a decentralized 
system of locally administered services designed to develop unsubsidized 
employment for participants. Additionally, the administrative organization 
established by Title I serves as the basis for delivering services under all other 
CETA Titles. 

Title I is known as Comprehensive Manpower Services (CMS) and 
. identifies roles and responsibilities of key actors in the administration of 
manpower services. DOL is responsible for providing technical assistance, 
reviewing plans, and monitoring the activities of approximately 466 prime 
sponsors throughout the country. A prime sponsor represents an area, city, or 
county with a population of 100,000 or more, which is responsible for 
designing and executing manpower programs within its jurisdiction. Areas 
outside prime sponsorship are collectively referred to as the Balance of State 
(BOS). 

Funds under Title I are allocated on the basis of funding allocated to a 
prime sponsor the previous year, the number of unemployed, and the number 
of adults in low-income families. CETA regulations require these funds be 
used only for: 

1) recruitment, orientation, counseling, testing, placement, and follow
up services; 

2) classroom instruction in occupational skills and other job related 
activities, such as basic education; 

3) subsidized on-the-job training by public and private employers; 
4) payment to persons in training; 
S) support services such as necessary medical care, child care, and help 

in obtaining bonding needed for employment; or 
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6) funding jobs in public agencies eventually leading to .permanent 
positions. 

Federal funds are sent to DOL Regional Offices, from where Title I monies 
are disbursed in four basic ways: 

I) 80 percent is sent to prime sponsors; 
2) IO percent is sent to the Governor's Office; 
3) 5 percent is used as incentive monies in local governments forming 

consortiums to establish prime sponsorship; and 
4) 5 percent is retained by the Secretary of Labor for discretionary 

purposes. 

Section 107 establishes State Manpower Services Councils (SMSCs) with 
three main functions: review plans of prime sponsors and state agencies for 
the provision of manpower services; monitor state manpower activities; and 
conduct studies and issue reports and documents on their findings. 
Theoretically, the SMSC recommends to the Governor, state agencies, prime 
sponsors, and the general public, ways of improving the overall manpower 
operations. SMSC is the primary source of coordination and support for 
manpower activities at the state level. It is designed to provide a forum for 
exchanging information, developing new methods and linkages for services 
delivery, and assuming an official position on programs and legislation (Texas 
State Manpower Services Council, 1977). 

Prime sponsors are required to establish a Manpower Area Planning 
Council. Council members are appointed by prime sponsors and should 
represent business, labor, the client community, community-based organi
zations, and agencies responsible for delivering manpower-related services. 
Advised by the manpower planning council, prime sponsors set forth the 
order of priorities for services to eligible clients, as determined by a 
comprehensive manpower plan. Each prime sponsor must submit a plan to 
the Assistant Regional Director for Employment and Training annually, 
summarizing CETA program objectives. The plan must include: (a) planned 
enrollments in the various program activities , (b) population to be served, 
and ( c) terminations of programs by type. Prime sponsors are further 
required to provide DOL with information on program activities and 
demographic and economic characteristics of clients served. This data serves 
as a tool for comparing planned activities with program accomplishments, and 
includes additional information on the population being served. Besides client 
enrollment and termination data, it provides information classified by sex, 
age, education, ethnic origin, and veteran and labor force status. If Regional 
CETA Offices determine prime sponsors have maintained a pattern of 
discrimination, or otherwise failed to serve their clientele equitably, all or 
part of the funding may be withheld pending DOL's decision after a period of 
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hearings and review. There have been no incidents of this nature in the first 
four years of the program, however. 

Prime sponsors have a great deal of freedom in determining the 
combination of manpower services to be provided under Title I, and in the 
delivery agents of those services. The major task of prime sponsors is 
placement of individuals in employment, and eligibility criteria stipulate that 
participants must reside in the area covered by the plan. Prime sponsors are 
further encouraged to document, when feasible, that manpower services are 
reaching those in most need. CET A regulations also encourage special 
attention to veterans, and all the disadvantaged served by PEP. After 
accounting for these special cases, prime sponsors are free to set relative 
priorities among various racial, ethnic, or age groups to be served. Under Title 
I the types of manpower activities offered (on-the-job training, classroom 
training, work experience, public service employment, etc.) and the variety of 
support services provided (outreach, child care, orientation, placement, legal 
aid, transportation, etc.) are based on the area's skill shortages, labor force 
characteristics, and manpower needs. 

Overview of the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) 

In 1974, Congress, under the banner of "New Federalism," enacted the 
Housing and Community Development Act, authorizing special revenue 
sharing funds for housing and community development activities for local 
jurisdictions according to formula entitlement. With decentralization as the 
major objective, the Act established the Community Development Block 
Grant Program (CDBG), designed to transfer administrative responsibility for 
seven folded-in HUD programs from the specialized agencies to the chief 
official of each recipient jurisdiction. The objective of the transfer of 
responsibility was to increase the role of locally elected officials in 
community development activities. The basic intent of the CDBG program is 
to establish a system for administering broadly defined, decentralized federal 
programs, with a minimal amount of federal involvement. The role of the 
federal government is to provide technical assistance and monitor the 
activities of recipient jurisdictions conforming to federal guidelines. 

Transfer of responsibility has generally been channeled by creating a new 
or expanded staff office within the mayor's office, or by locating the 
coordinating function within one of the city's line departments. While there is 
variation among recipient jurisdictions concerning the type of transfer 
implemented, the activities of municipalities must be designed to foster and 
promote several national goals. These are (emphases added): 
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1) The elimination of slums and blight and the prevention of blighting 
influences and the deterioration of property and neighborhood and 
community facilities of importance to the welfare of the community, 
principally persons of low and moderate income. 

2) The elimination of conditions detrimental to health, safety, and 
public welfare, through code enforcement, demolition, interim re
habilitation assistance, and related activities. 

3) The conservation and expansion of the nation's housing stock in 
order to provide a decent home and a suitable living environment 
for all persons, but principally those of low and moderate income. 

4) The expansion and improvement of the quantity and quality of 
community services, principally for persons of low and moderate 
income, which are essential for sound community development and 
for the development of viable urban communities. 

5) A more rational utilization of land and other natural resources and 
the better arrangement of residential, commercial, industrial, re
creational, and other needed activity centers. 

6) The reduction of the isolation of income groups within communi
ties and geographical areas and the promotion of an increase in the 
diversity and vitality of neighborhoods through the spatial decon
centration of housing opportunities for persons of lower income 
and the revitalization of deteriorating or deteriorated neighbor
hoods to attract persons of higher income . 

7) The restoration and preservation .of properties of special value for 
historic, architectural, or esthetic ifasons. 

To assure these goals are attained and maintained, each municipality must 
submit a single, broad application including a three year summary of 
community development activities; a one-year action plan; a housing 
assistance plan (HAP); and a budget. 

In addition, the application must be accompanied by certification or 
assurance that in preparing community development activities, the local 
government has met the following requirements : 

1) maximum feasible priority has been given to activities benefiting 
low and moderate income families, and assistance in slum and 
blighted areas prevention (emphasis added); 

2) information about the program was provided to citizens; at least 
two public hearings were held and provisions were made for ade
quate citizen participation; 

3) the Davis-Bacon prevailing wage law was complied with; 
4) the nondiscrimination provisions of the Act and all other appli

cable laws and regulations were complied with; 
5) the application was submitted to state and area wide clearinghouses 

for review and comment; 
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6) responsibility will be assumed for meeting environmental review 
requirements under the Act, and the jurisdiction of the federal 
courts will be accepted with respect to enforcement of these res
ponsibilities. 

The allocation criteria for the CDBG program was designed to mitigate the 
problems of previous project grants and is comprised of two types of 
entitlement. The first, known as formula entitlement, is a sum earmarked for 
a particular community, based on its population, housing conditions, and 
poverty (giving twofold value to poverty). Entitlements are designated to all 
central cities within a metropolitan area, eligible urban counties, towns, and 
townships with populations of 50,000 or more . The Office of Management 
and Budget has the responsibility of designating the "metropolitan areas," as 
well as their central cities. 

A hold-harmless entitlement, on the other hand, guarantees communities 
as much funding during the first three years of the CDBG programs as the 
annual average of that received under the folded-in grant programs between 
1968-1973. If a city's hold-harmless amount is greater than its basic 
entitlement, it will be phased down to its entitlement level by thirds in a 
three-year period. However, it it is less than basic entitlement, it will receive 
its hold-harmless amount the first year and be phased up to full entitlement 
by 1978. In addition, cities receiving model cities grants will receive full 
hold-harmless amounts long enough to provide them with the equivalent of 
five action years. Once this goal is achieved, however, there is a three-year 
phase-out period for these funds. 

The Housing and Community Development Act also authorizes discre
tionary grants to smaller communities within metropolitan areas. These are 
comparable to project grants in that both attract applications from smaller 
communities in metropolitan areas . Additionally, two percent of annual 
CDBG appropriations are designated to the Secretary of HUD's discretionary 
fund. These funds are used for a variety of special projects, as well as to 
correct inequities resulting from formula allocation. Table 5 identifies the 
sequence of fund allocation for the hold harmless period between 197 4-1980 . 

. In addition, Table 6 shows the future allocation pattern after the formula 
entitlement basis becomes implemented. Its intent is to provide automatic 
distribution of funds according to the needs of communities. 

An important component of the application process mentioned above is 
the Housing Assistance Plan (HAP). This plan was conceived as a major 
innovation in federal policy, designed to force jurisdictions to coordinate 
housing and community development activities. It must include the following 
requirements: 
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Stage l * 

Stage 2** 

Stage 3*** . 

TABLES 
SEQUENCE OF FUND ALLOCATION PROCESS 

FOR HOLD-HARMLESS PERIOD 197 4-1980 

Annual Appropriation for Metropolitan 
and Non-metropolitan Areas 

80% Designated for Metropolitan Areas 

I 
Hold-

harmless 
Formula Allocation I Allocation 

I 
!-----

Balance 

2% for 
Secretary's 

Discretionary 
Fund 

20% Desig
nated for 

Non-Metro
politan Areas 

Hold-
harmless 

Allocation 
-----

Balance 

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Diagram. 

* At stage 1, 2% of the total annual appropriation is set aside for the special Secre
tary's discretionary fund. 

•• At stage 2, the remaining 98% of the total annual appropriation is split in a 4:1 
ratio for allocation, respectively, to metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. 

*** At stage 3, the amount allocated for distribution to metropolitan areas is divided, 
part to be distributed on a formula basis, part on a hold-harmless basis; the remain
der (balance) to be distributed on a discretionary basis. The funds designated for 
allocation to nonmetropolitan areas and divided for distribution either on a hold
harmless or on a discretionary basis. 
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TABLE6 
SEQUENCE OF FUNDS ALLOCATION PROCESS FULL FORMULA 

(Year Six) 

Stage 1 * 

Stage 2** 

Stage 3*** 

Total Annual Appropriation 

80% Designated for Metropolitan Areas 

Amount for 
Formula 

Allocations 

Discretionary 
Allocations 

2%for 
Secretary's 

Discretionary 
Fund 

20% Desig
nated for 

Non-Metro
politan Areas 

Discretionary 
Allocations 
to 50 States 

& Territories) 

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development diagram. 

• At stage 1, 2% of the total annual appropriation is set aside for the special Secre
tary's discretionary fund. 

•• At stage 2, the remaining 98% of the total annual appropriation is split in a 4: 1 
ratio for allocation, respectively, to metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. 

••• At stage 3, the funds allocated for distribution to metropolitan areas is divided, 
part to be distnouted on the formula basis, part on a discretionary basis. The funds 
designated for distribution to nonmetropolitan areas are distributed entirely on a 
discretionary basis. 
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1) a survey of the housing conditions; 
2) an assessment of the present housing needs and future projections; 

and 
3) a realistic annual goal of the funding and type of housing assistance 

to be provided. 

Besides these procedures, the bill outlines four major responsibilities for 
local officials: 

1) authorize their jurisdictio's participation in the program; 
2) determine how the application process of their jurisdiction is to be 

organized; 
3) establish "local priorities for housing and community development 

and how are funds to be used to meet those needs; 
4) approve grant applications prior to submitting them to HUD. 

Given the automatic allocation formula, HUD's role in HAP is unclear. 
However, the Act explicitly calls for an annual performance monitoring of 
CDBG activities by the Secretary of HUD. Section 104( d) states: 

The Secretary shall, at least on an annual basis, make such reviews and 
audits as may be necessary or appropriate to determine whether the 
grantee has carried out a . program substantially as described in its 
application, whether that program conformed to the requirements of 
this Title and other applicable laws, and whether the applicant has a 
continuing capacity to carry out in a timely manner the approved CDP. 

Section 113 of the Housing and Community Development Act calls for the 
Secretary of HUD to report to Congress within six months after the close of 
the fiscal year when assistance was provided. The Secretary "shall submit to 
Congress a report containing: (a) a description of the progress made in 
accomplishing the objectives of this Title, and (b) a summary of the use of 
such funds as approved by the Secretary during the preceding fiscal year." 
The Secretary is further authorized to request reports from recipient 
jurisdictions. HUD's Community Planning and Development Office of 
Evaluation is ultimately the mechanism responsible for this task. 

HUD's monitoring function allows the federal government to assess the 
capabilities of local governments after they have received initial funding. 
Evaluation of how funding is administered by local jurisdictions allows the 
federal government to reduce, increase, or withhold monies if necessary 
(Nathan et al., 1977). 

Evolution of Administrative Organizations 

The overwhelming effect of special revenue sharing legislation was the 
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establishment of decentralized administrative structures for implementation 
of broadly defined federal programs in a flexible manner. The degree of 
flexibility among the various administrative structures varies with the 
distinctive reporting and application requirements. A basic tenet of this 
analysis is that the effectiveness of manpower and community development 
services and programs depends more on the performance of these administra
tive organizations than on the particular type of programs employed. 

The preceding descriptive overviews identify the roles and responsibilities 
of key actors within the "expendable tools" of CETA and the CDBG 
program. Key actors in CETA include DOL, prime sponsors, and members of 
planning councils. In the CDBG program, the administrative organization 
consists of local elected officials, line or staff personnel in a city manager's 
office, and HUD. 

There are significant differences among cities regarding local interest 
groups and voluntary associations, and how these define the problems 
addressed by legislation. Selznick states: 

The mission of an organization cannot be adequately defined without 
also determining: (a) its basic methods, the main tools or ways of acting 
with which it should be identified, and (b) its place among organiza
tions that carry on related activities (1957). 

His statement highlights the importance of determining how administrative 
organizations define their functions. In his book Monitoring Revenue Sharing 
(1975), Richard Nathan, along with others affiliated with the Brookings 
Institution, developed a new research methodology known as "monitoring 
research." This involves a number of field researchers performing in-depth 
monitoring of program activities according to uniform guidelines. 

Shortly after enactment of the CDBG program, HUD's Office of Policy 
Development contracted with the Brookings Institution to conduct a program 
effectiveness study. HUD sought to establish an independent research effort 
providing data from the earliest stages of program implementation to address 
major public policy issues as they developed. 

The results of this study are contained in a report entitled Block Grants 
for Community Development (Nathan et al., 1977), providing insight into the 
first year's operation of CDBG. The report shows that local legislators can 
become more or less active in community development activities of their 
jurisdictions. Some important contributions of active local legislatures were: 
(1) providing a forum for general public debate and citizen participation; (2) 
making minor changes in response to community demands; (3) setting broad 
policies to guide the chief executive and his subordinates in preparing the 
application; and (4) resolving conflicts within the general government and 
between generalists and program specialists competing for CDBG funds. 
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The study also pointed to three major changes in the administration of 
community development activities : (1) local officials have become more 
influential in community development policymaking; in fact , local chief 
executives were the most involved; (2) the CDBG program has prompted 
administrative reorganization, contributing to more comprehensive planning 
and policy development at the local level; and (3) by placing localities in 
charge of decision-making, the CDBG program has stimulated many jurisdic
tions to refine their policymaking process (Nathan et al., 1977). 

A recent GAO report (1976) analyzed CETA employment and training 
programs under the first two years of their implementation, with special 
emphasis on plan forumlation and evaluation methods. The study focused on 
the activities of CET A's administrative organization and recommended 
improvements in the following areas: 

in the workings of planning councils; 

in DOL's evaluation process; 

in state and local government data-gathering techniques used for 
target group selection; 

in selection of delivery agents; and 

in identifying shortages of labor skills. 

These al).d other studies conducted on decentralized federal programs 
attest to the success of special revenue-sharing legislation in establishing 
structures geared for flexible, local decisionmaking. More importantly, 
evidence suggests these structures are only beginning to understand their 
"mission." However, roles and responsibilities of local officials are still 
unclear as to how comprehensive manpower services are intended to be 
vis-a-yis those performed by traditional Employment Services Agencies. 
Another question addresses the choice of target population, particularly 
CETA's responsibility for the hard-core unemployed. Issues such as these 
have riddled the effectiveness of CET A and while fragmentation has been 
reduced, there is still insufficient coordination of local manpower and 
community development activities. In discussion roles and responsibilities, 
Phillip Selznick states: 

a role is a way of behaving associated with a defined position in a social 
system; .. . role taking connotes an adaptive process, a mode of uncon
scious self-structuring. A decision by the individual how he ought to 
work .. . an institutional role cannot be won merely by wishing for it 
or by verbalizing it clearly. It must be founded in the realistic ability of 
the organization to do a job. The distinctive competence of the organi
zation is the vital factor (l 9 S 7). 
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The CET A system and CDBG program have not yet gained a clear 
understanding of their "defined position in a social system." They have not 
gained the "distinctive competence" to facilitate institutional role taking by 
local officials. Efforts to review the performance of the administrative 
organizations of CETA and CDBG have produced overwhelming evidence that 
they are not serving those most in need. One major cause of this failure is the 
differing definitions of "most in need." The effectiveness of these administra
tive organizations can only be judged against the key principles and goals of a 
comprehensive income maintenance policy as previously described. In 1977, 
the CDBG formula was changed to provide more assistance to older and 
declining cities, and to focus activities on the poor and disadvantaged. The 
failures mentioned above have contributed to the need of the Humphrey/ 
Hawkins Bill, renewal and revisions of CETA, and an Urban Policy Statement. 
These developments will only be effective if they help clarify the proper 
objectives local officials should use to choose program activities. 

Development of an Urban Policy 

In 1974, the United States underwent the deepest recession since World 
War II. The northeastern and north central cities were hit the hardest due to 
their dependence on manufacturing. Almost all manufacturing jobs lost in 
1974 (1.5 million) were lost in these two areas (Office of the White House 
Press Secretary, 1978). This factor contributed to a "thinning-out" migration 
pattern, making people more mobile and willing to leave inner cities. URPG 
outlined the following conditions contributing to the inability of cities to 
deal effectively with their problems: (1) the slow and uncertain growth of the 
economy; (2) the fragmented nature of governmental authority and responsi
bility; (3) an imbalance in rising costs and fiscal resources; ( 4) racism and 
discrimination; (5) increasing unemployment due to a mismatch between 
education and training of the unemployed and the requirements of available 
jobs; (6) housing and neighborhood constraints; and (7) obsolete develop
ment patterns. 

These factors have caused deep economic distress for some of America's 
cities. Jobs move with people, and as people move away from cities, 
industries follow them. Such problems have led President Carter to initiate 
the first expressed urban policy in history, assigning the federal government a 
key role in domestic affairs. The Urban Policy Statement is an amalgamation 
of previous attempts by the federal government to deal effectively with 
manpower and community development activities. It is based on the 
following seven key principles reflecting: (1) the diversity of American cities 
and problems; (2) a comprehensive set offede_ral commitments and a carefully 
articulated set of priorities; (3) a commitment of the federal government 
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to play a major or central role; (4) involvement of state anq local govern
ments during every phase of its fonnulation and implementation; (5) the 
need to strengthen the substate, regional, and metropolitan institutions; 
(6) a strong and affinnative partnership between the public and private 
sector ; (7) the potentially significant role of the neighborhood and voluntary 
associations in city building and rebuilding efforts. 

The Urban Policy Statement includes ten major federal policies, providin 
strategies for their implementation. Policy statement one says, "The Federal 
government will administer existing new programs in a coordinated, efficient, 
and fair manner. All key Federal activities will be evaluated to ensure they are 
as consistent as possible with the Administration's urban policies." This is 
indicative of how the federal role has evolved since the first policy statements 
in the Employment Act of 1946 and the Housing Act of 1949. Even more 
significant is the section including strategies for implementation. The 
following strategies are outlined for the first policy statement: 

arrange frequent meetings of senior officials and staff members 
from agencies involved in policy to evaluate policy effectiveness; 

when necessary, give involved agencies the direction to assure a 
coordinated response to the urban policy; 

continuously monitor the effects of various agencies to carry out 
urban policy; 

review, and if necessary, change programs to make sure they remain 
consistent with statutory objectives of urban policies (Office of 
White House Press Secretary , 1978). 

The urban policy statement outlines the major initiatives to be taken and 
addresses five major urban needs: (1) improving the operations of federal , 
state and local governments ; (2) employment and economic development ; (3) 
fiscal assistance; (4) community and human development; and (5) estab
lishing neighborhoods and voluntary associations. It should be obvious 
that manpower and community development activities are essential com
ponents of this new policy. Such policy can provide the direction local 
officials need to make more effective administrative organizations. 

THE ISSUES FOR COMPREHENSNE WELFARE REFORM 

Development of a Comprehensive Manpower Policy 

The most important component of a comprehensive manpower policy is a 
national commitment to full employment by all major institutions in society , 
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especially private industry. The problems of unemployment are those of 
supply and demand. There is an increasing supply of workers who need 
meaningful employment opportunities. There are not enough jobs provided 
by the regular activities of the labor market as it is currently operating. The 
labor market does not provide adequate opportunities for skilled workers, 
much less unskilled, hard-to-employ workers. This creates a disincentive to 
become skilled, especially if other barriers to employment, such as racism and 
discrimination, exist. A commitment to full employment may require a shift 
from capital-intensive economy to a labor-intensive economy. Thus, emphasis 
must be placed on developing human resources in addition to natural 
resources . 

The Humphrey/Hawkins Bill is significant in seeking the required 
commitment while at the same time addressing the problem of inflation. A 
shift to a labor-intensive economy has associated costs , keeping private 
industry from adopting it as a common practice. Incentives must be 
developed that will attract labor-intensive investments by private industry . 
One such incentive is provided by the revisions of CET A through a targeted 
employment tax-credit, encouraging business to hire disadvantaged youth 
between eighteen and twenty-four. Private employers of yourig, disadvan
taged, or handicapped workers would be entitled to claim a $2,000 tax credit 
for each eligible worker during the first year of employment and a $1,500 
credit the second year. Targeting this tax credit provides a mechanism to gain 
private sector cooperation with full employment goals. CETA revisions· will 
also establish the Private Industry Councils (PICs) as planning groups to be 
included in the CETA system. This is intended to provide more linkages 
between CETA and private sector opportunities at the local level. The PIC 
will most likely become a subcommittee of the larger manpower area 
planning councils . 

CETA revisions emphasize public service employment as another major 
stragegy for dealing with unemployment. The private sector simply does not 
supply enough employment to meet the demand for jobs- thus the reason for 
a formula that automatically increases the number of PSE slots with the 
cyclical increases of unemployment. A comprehensive manpower policy 
should guarantee every person able to work access to the training and skills 
necessary to obtain meaningful employment. 

The PSE stragegy has been criticized because is has typically led to 
dead-end jobs, with no effort to achieve lasting employment. This can be 
alleviated with cooperation of the private sector and community revitaliza
tion efforts as part of ongoing manpower activities in local jurisdictions. 

The Role of the Federal Government 

The role of the federal government in manpower and community 
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development activities has evolved dynamically throughout hi~tory. It took 
the Great Depression to prove to policymakers the federal government could 
affect the operations of the economy. In the 1960s there were efforts to deal 
with social problems using a program approach, with direct federal 
involvement in designing and administering programs. In the 1970s the 
federal government has discovered it can have major impact on all sectors of 
the economy through fiscal and monetary policies. This requires the federal 
government to maintain an indirect role in administering manpower and 
community development activities. 

With the advent of special revenue sharing, the federal role hl!s been to 
provide technical assistance and monitor the activities of local jurisdictions. 
Moreover, refinement of monitoring techniques continually improves the 
information systems of local decisionmakers. It is also important that these 
activities focus on performance of programs, rather than on fiscal or 
budgetary considerations alone. The federal government must develop and 
maintain an ongoing system of monitoring able to measure the impact, and 
explain intentions and problems of program activities, for immediate response 
by local administrative organizations. 

Providing technical assistance includes improving information gathering 
systems and data bases to better understand the diverse needs of a 
community. This should include clarification of federal objectives and 
priorities, providing intra- and· interagency conferences or forums for local 
officials and administrators to "talk shop" and thereby improve services and 
provide leadership to all administrative organizations. Most importantly, 
technical a8sistance should improve the ability of local jurisdictions to 
coordinate manpower, community development, and welfare activities. The 
federal government must be the catalyst for coordination and consolidation 
of planning activities ; its role must be one of "constructive cooperation" in 
efforts to be a positive force in administration. 

The doctrines of economic individualism and a deep-seated respect for the 
free-enterprise system are still dominant. A person is expected to "make-it" on 
his own. Popular opinion maintains there are enough opportunities for one to 
become independent, but evidence from policy research indicates the 
contrary (Levitan, 1977). Poverty and unemployment are still regarded as 
problems of individuals lacking the motivation or the skills sufficient to foster 
economic independence. 

Welfare recipients have been stigmatized by society. In an economy based 
on open and free competition, the labelling effect is detrimental to the 
self-respect of program participants. Not only is there a lack of respect for 
federal social welfare programs, but they have been chaotic and confusing to 
the American people. This is indicative of the need for an indirect federal 
approach in dealing with social programs. However, it is imperative that the 
federal government maintain its monitoring efforts and the authority over 
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domestic affairs to ensure cooperation of local jurisdictions. Using strategies 
such as formula entitlements, federal funds can be channeled effectively to 
people and places where they are most needed. Thus, it is the federal 
government's role to ensure the planning and program design of administra
tive organizations in mitigating the negativism surrounding welfare activities. 
Only then will these administrative organizations become what Phillip 
Selznick has called the "institution." 

Institutionalization is a process. It is something that happens to an 
organization over time, reflecting the organization's own distinctive 
history, the people who have been in it, the groups it embodies and the 
vested interests they have created, and the way it has adapted to its 
environment. To institutionalize is to infuse with value beyond the 
technical requirements of the tasks at hand (l 95 7). 

This is the stage of development that has yet to occur in the manpower, 
community development, and welfare administrative organizations in the 
United States. 
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