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Abstract

THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF WELFARE REFORM

by
Michael Engel

Advisors Professor Robert Engler

The development and leglslative history of the Famlily Assistance
Plan proposed by President Nixon in 1969 is examined as a case study of
the political economy of welfare reform.

Pluralist policy analyslis has not offered an adequate explana-
tion of welfare policy development in America. The argument of this
study is that government has attempted to maintain a public welfare
system consistent with the low-wage labor needs of the economy. Wel-
fare has a significant impact on the sige, composition, and income of
the low~-wage labor force. Reform has become polltically possible only
as labor force needs changed with a changing economy.

The Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program is
a case in point, It has developed into a subsidy for famlly heads in
the low-wage labor force, which is disproportionately female. However,
the increasing expense and inefficiency of the program led to strong
pressures for change, culminating in the Nixon proposal. It falled In
Congress, and the welfare system remains substantlally unchanged.

The Family Assistance Plan failed because its designers and
supporters for the most part did not take its potentlal labor market
effects seriously as a political issue. They created a bill embodying
contradictory goals on the subject of low-wage work, Congress, repre-
senting in part interests with a stake in the low-wage labor force,
reacted negatively to the possible threat to those interests posed by
FAP. Opponents were able to win over the uncommitted by using the
bill's inconsistencies on the issue of work and wages,

If the welfare problem is indeed related to labor market struc~
ture, a solution must be based on an explicit position on manpower
policy. From the point of view of the author, full employment at
decent wages 1ls the ultimate welfare .reform.
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INTRODUCTION

Welfare in America is a masslive system of means-tested income
maintenance programs offered by federal, state, and local governments.
It disburses money to those who are supposedly unable to earn a living
wage through work: one-parent families, the long-term unemployed, the
aged, blind, and permanently disabled. In-kind benefits are distri-
buted to these people and others through medicaid and food stamps.
Welfare differs from social insurance, which is funded by payroll taxes
and is available wii".hout a means test. Welfare thus has become a con-
troversial 1issue because it ostensibly hands out money and benefits to
those who have not "earned" them through work or payroll deductlons.

The program known as Ald to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) is the main case in point. Eleven million Americans receive
over $8 billion in benefit checks every year under AFDC. Moxre than
threg million of the recipients are adults, mostly women, who are for
the most part physically and mentally able to work. Although they
represent only a part of the nation's welfare caseload, they--and thus
their children--constitute the center of the controversy around welfare,
Aid to Families with Dependent Children represents a decision to supply
nearly three million female family heads (and several hundred thousand
long-term unemployed heads of intact families) with a subsistence in-
come not earned as a result of work. This flies in the face of the
values of a soclety ostensibly devoted to the work ethic., Both the
program and 1ts reciplents have thus become a target for torrents of

1



2
abuse from politicians and the public for twenty-five years.

Several attempts have been made by the Federal Government in the
last fifteen years to "reform" the welfare system. Two were legislative
successes, but falled as policy in terms of their own stated goals of
getting recipients off the welfare rolls and into Jobss the 1962 “ser-
vice amendments" and the 1967 WIN program. The third was the Family
Assistance Plan, which died in the Senate on December 28, 1970. A
further attempt to pass a similar bill known as HR 1 failed the
following year.

The issue of welfare thus raises an important politlcal questlon:
th does a program continue to exist if it has no support, is acknow-
ledged by all as a failure, and contradicts established societal values?

The purpose of this study is to develop an answer.

Existing analyses of welfare policy, based on pluralist metho-
dological assumptions, have focussed largely on rather narrowly defined
correlates of policy development. They have omitted many social, poli-
tical, and economic factors which are either not amenable to quantifi-
cation or inconsistent with the assumptions of pluralist ideology.

This study is based on the possibility that an understanding
of welfare may lie in a recognition of its economic relationship to
labor force structure,.

The central hypothesis is that welfare policy 1s essentlally a
governmental action to supplement and support private sector decislons
on the size, composition, and income of the low-wage labor force. Thus
decisions to reform the welfare system necessarlily involve declisions to
change the structure of the low-wage labor force. A fallure by policy-
makers to understand thls relationship or to deal with its political
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ramifications will mean the fallure of their reform plans elther as

legislation or as policy.

The validity of this hypotheslis can be tested by an examlination
of the AFDC program, and an analysis of the failure of the proposed
Family Asslistance Plan.

There is a sizable proportion of the labor force which is
constrained to work for wages which cannot sustain a decent standard
of living. Both "welfare poor" and “working poor" are part of this
low-wage labor force--the division of the poor into these two categoriles
may in fact have no meaning. It is from the low-wage labor force--
predominantly female and largely of minorlty race--that the adult
AFDC population is drawn. The AFDC program is actually structured
in such a way as to keep reciplents in the low-wage labor force. It
has thus been something of a policy success in terms of its compati-
billty with the need of American capitalism for an adeguate pool of
low wage labor.

The problem 1s that AFDC 1s expensive, inconslstent, inefficient,
and politically unpopular. Yet all attempts at a thoroughgoing reform
have falled.

The reason for this may lle 1n the sltuation outlined in the
central hypothesis. Policy makers have either accepted assumptions
about welfare which disregard questions of labor force structure, or
have interests in the lssue of ia.bor force structure which preclude any
drastic changes in the welfare system. |

The former predominated in the Nixon Administration, The de-
signers of the Family Assistance Plan proceeded on a number of different

and often inconsistent assumptions about the source of the welfare problem



L
and the nature and impact of possible solutions. What they generally
had in common was a view of the welfare policy problem which in one

way or another discounted its relatlon to problems of manpower and
employment. Their assumptions about welfare reciplents and the economic
system were such that they viewed the low-wage labor force as an issue
of little importance in the struggle for welfare reform. They there-
fore produced a plan loaded with inconsistencles and contradictions,

The second point of view predominated in Congress, where
interests with a direct stake in the low wage labor force reacted to
what they felt was a threat to the maintenahce of an adequate pool of
cheap labor. The entrenchment of these interests in the Senate Finance
Committee doomed the bill., Its opponents used its inconsistencies on
the subject of labor force structure to win over crucial uncommitted
votes., .

This difference in perspectives may be accounted for by the-
different levels of economic interests represented in the Executlve
and Leglslative btranches. The planners in the Executive tended to re-
flect the views of larger corporate interests and thé gocial work ésta.-
blishment., Many Congressmen shared the viewpoints of local economic
and political elites and small business.

The Family Assistance Plan is therefore the case study for the
central hypothesis, If policy decisions on welfare are logically and
politically connected to decisions on labor force structure, this should
have been a crucial factor in the politics of FAP, and thus strongly
reflected in its development and legislative history, Its defeat should
be explainable as a fallure of contending parties to reach an explicit

consensus on the labor force issue due to a confllet of interests.
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The approach of this study will be, first of all, to summarize
the history of welfare policy, which should lend some credence to the
idea that the government has attempted to develop welfare policy within
the constraints of contemporary labor force requirements. The second
step will be to examine the present state of welfare policy analysis.
Thirdly, an empirical case will be ’ma.de for seeing welfare and labor
force structure as related issues. Finally, I will begin my examination
of the Family Assistance Flan as a case study of the central hypothesis,
tracing its development through the Administra.tion and Congress, and
analyzing the sources of its support and opposition.

If the goals of this study are achieved, it will show that
welfare reform cannot succeed both as legislation and as policy unless
it is explicitly related to a policy on the structure of the low-wage
labor force. This may be impossible politically at this time, but it
is the minimum condition necessary for a genuine overhaul of the welfare

system.



CHAPTER ONE
WELFARE POLICY DEVELOPMENTs A HISTORY

| The argument of this study 1s that t_he U. S. government, com-
mitted to the preservation of a capltalist economic system, has at-
-;empted to shape welfare policy in a manner consistent with the labor
market needs of that system. Specifically, the development of welfare
policy follows along lines that are compatible with the maintenance of
an adequate low-wage labor force. Reforms may succeed as leglslation,
although probably not as policy, if they avold the labor market issue,
or if they fit into the labor force needs of private industry, in
which case the poor benefit least.

The history of welfare policy development appears to support
this argument. From the time four centuries ago that-modern govern-
ments first assumed the responsibllity for public assistance, there
has been a constant struggle over the welfare system. At different
times in history, the poor have benefited or suffered based on the out-
come of this struggle. There have been sharp variations in the approach
of government to the welfare issue.

Richard Cloward and Frances Piven note this phenomenon in their
study, Regulating the Poor, and explain it in terms of the soclety's

need for soclal control in times of depression and regulation of labor

in times of prosperity. This analysis 1s only partially accurate. Wel-

fare is not primarily a means of soclal control and its significance is
6
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not the same for the whole labor force, The history of welfare policy
appears to show welfare as a tool used by government to assure the sta-
bility of the existing economic system. Its varlations are better
accounted for with reference to the particular low-wage labor market
conditions existing at the time.

The poor would have gained nothing had they or their allies
not perilodically fought for certain benefits. If the history of wel-
fare were nothing more than government manipulation of the labor force
to suit private industry, there might be no welfare system at all. The
political and economic system has had to cope with pressure from the
working class in order to maintain stability and continuity, and has
had to make periodic concessions depending partly on the level of
protest.

‘Nonetheless, the development of welfare policy has proceeded
within certain limits. Movements for reform have sprung up many times.
They appear to have succeeded, however, only when contemporary labor
force conditions made their proposals "thinkable" and acceptable to
decision-makers in government and industry., Without these movements,
there would have been no reforms. But unless they restricted themselves
within acceptable ideological and economic limits, they did not succeed
in their own time., The argument being made is that changing labor
market conditions, especially among the low-pald, were’of greatest
importance in determining the response of government to pressures from
reform movements. Where no such pressure existed, the government deve-
loped its own consensus consistent with the low-wage laboxr force require-
ments of private industry. At all times, the priority of government

was not responsiveness to pressure groups, but response to the needs
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of those who controlled the economic system.

This point of view seems to provide a coherent framework for an
examination of the development of welfare policy. To establish an his-
torical argument for the hypothesis of thls study, it is necessary to
begin with feudal England, for the American public welfare system has
its roots in England., The Englishmen who colonized the New:World
trought with them the Elizabethan Poor Law concepts which themselves
were the outgrowth of three centuries of welfare policy development,

At least theoretically, the structure of the feudal system
itself provided for the poor. Master and serf were bound by an oath
of mutual responsibility, which included protection of the serf in time
of need. Supplementary ald was provided by the Church; monasteries
served as relief agencies, Ald to the poor was the responsibllity of
the local bishop and was dispensed as "an act of Jjustlce--not of cha-
rity or mercy . . . the only test of eligibility for ald in the modexzn
sense of the term was evidence of need."1 Poverty was considered an
inevitable part of a generally harsh exlistence, and it was consldered
the sacred duty of the wealthy to perform acts of charity.

Feudalism was characterlized by a socially and physically immo-
bile rural agrarian work force. ‘One's role in the labor force was |
determined by birth; the economic order was set by God®s will. In such
a system there were none of the problems which arise from a moblle
labor force. One did what one was born to do. The suxrvival of the
feudal lord depended on the reasonable well-béing of his serfs and
vice-versa. Although poverty was wldespread, it was the necessary re-
sult of a subsistence economy based ‘on agriculture. Welfare was thus
a personal matter between lord and serf, with the Church filling in
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gaps. The state was not as yet involved. ’

The Black Death was the beginning of the end for feudalism,
wiping out almost one-third of England's populatlon, and creating a
drastic labor shortage. It destroyed the orderly processes of the
feudal manor. A tight labor market, combined with the growth of urban
centers to which former serfs could escape, created pressure for higher
wages. The political response in England was the Statute of Laborers
in 1349, which fixed maximum wages, placed severe restrictions on labor
mobility, compelled the Jjobless to work, and prohibited alms to the
able~bodied. The following year, Parliament forbade laborers from leav-
ing thelr residences as long as an employer was seeking to hire themn.
"Those seeking work at better wages and under freer conditlons but tem-
porarily hard-pressed were deemed criminal, along with the unruly bands
whose deeds and intentlons were dishonora.ble."2 This legislation is
an early illustration of the use of state power to expand a shrinking
labor force through use of repressive measures.
| The development of new technology, increased urbanization and
labor mobility, ahd the growing :lnterdépendence of local economies added
to the dislocating effects of the Black Death and resulted in the trans-
formation of the feudal economy into the mercantile economy. The nation-
state assumed new importance. The basic aim of the mercantlle state
was an increase in 'hational power and wealth through the direct regu-
lation of the national economy by the government, with speclal emphasis
on achieving a favorable balance of trade. Although clearly different
from feudalism, mercantilism was essentially a transitional phase be-
tween it and capitalism.

Poor relief under mercantilism was designed to be compatible
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with the larger commercial interests of the state. It was also a tran-

sitional system: the state was introduced as a new participant in the
exlsting system of welfare. The government, not the individual, was
the prime mover in the economy, and poverty was still largely regérded
as an inevitable outgrowth of the system as a whole rather than of
individual beha.vior.3 In a sense, the state had replaced God as an
organizer of the economic universe.

The state entered into poor relief because the old eccleslas-
tical éystem was no loriger adequate for an increasingly mobile, mecha-
nized and secular socliety. The growing industrial economy and the
Enclosure movement created increasing labor surpluses and cyclig:al de-
pressions in England, the victims of which could no longer be cared
for by feudal lords or monasteries. The peolitical response was secu-
larization of the welfare system in the sixteenth century. In the late
1530's, Parliament, under the reign of Henry VIII, passed a series of
laws placing responsibility for poor rellef in the hands of local
governments. Such actlons, according to Axinn and Levin.. "reflected
the power of the landed gentry". Furthermore, "In supporting this in-
terest, the government provided incentive for labor to remain on the
farms-~the risk of leaving was clear." Two centuries later, the Eng-
1ish government substantially revised its Poor Laws to lessen penalties
for mobilitys " CThis] amendment represented the maturing of industrial
need and a victory of industrial over weakening farming interests."u

Henry's seizure of all monastic institutions in 1536 effectively
ended the role of the Church in aiding the poox, The government at this
time began to class}fy the poor into a.ble-bo&ied. disabled, and "worthy"

(widows and orphans), for each of whom appropriate programs were
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developed, with emphasis on puttlng the able-bodied to work.

The Elizabethan Poor Law of 1601 was the embodiment of mercan-
tile welfare policy. It formalized the categories of poor developed
in the reign of Henry VIII. Responsibility for care of the poor was
glven to the local parish, in each of which two to four "overseers of
the poor" were to be selecteds They were to railse taxes to build alms-
houses for the deserving poor, provide home relief for the disabled,
and purchase materials to set the able-bodied to work. Parents were
held responsible for the support of their children, and dependent
children were bound out as apprentices. "The Poor Laws were in many
respects models of moderation," says Sidney Lens, "Such pﬁnitive prac-
tices as the whipping of paupers and fining of beggars were abolished
« o « the sense of llabllity to the helpless was taken with at least
as much seriousness as it 1is today.”S

Mercantile poor laws set several precedents for future welfare
policy in England and America. It gave local governmments exclusive
responsibllity for the administration of poor relief, while setting
broad national standards of eligibility. It categorized the poor in
terms of the circumstances of their poverty and their relation to the
labor market, and defined the general policy approaches to be taken
toward each group.

This system allowed for maximum leeway to deal with local eco-
nomic conditions, while estahlishiné general requirements compatible
with the national economic interest. It was this arrangement, suitable
for a mercantile economy in a not yet fully integrated national state,
which was transferred to the New World and became the basis of American

welfare policy for the four centuries to follow,
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The English settlers arriving in America during the seventeenth
century brought with them the poor relief policies of thelr homeland.
The new environment, however, demanded a somewhat different approach.
In contrast to England, there was no labor 8urplus in the Colonles.
“From the beginning," says labor historlan ﬁichard Morris, "labor was
a seller's market in the New World. All contemporary authorities agree
on the relatively high wages prevailing in the colonies.".6 Richard
Hofstadter notes that "never at any time in the colonlal period was
there a sufficient supply of voluntary labor . . . to meet the insatl-
able demands of the colonial econoxny."7

This shortage was remedied by indentured servitude for whites
and slavery for blacks, providing a more or less permanent and stationary
supply of unpaid labor. Even with this solution, however, welfare could
not be allowed to further tighten the labor market. Colonial govern-
ments thﬁs adopted a far-more repressive poor relief policy than dld
England, especially toward the able-bodied poor. Axinn and Levin state
that "the restraints of the Poor Laws served an economic purpc;se grov-
ing out of the fact that the collective economy was c'me of extreme. scar-
city requiring that there be a minimum number of people not working . . .
Although the laws were a support to the disabled, they‘ served as a deter-
rent to the able-bodied who might consider not working."8

Welfare administration was the responsibllity of the localities
in America as it was in England. The first law dealing generally with
poor relief was passed in Plymouth Colony in 1642, requiring each town
to ma.intain its poor “according as they shall find most convenlent and
suitable for themselves by an order and general agreement in a public

town meeting."9 Virginia passed a similar law four years later, and
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Connecticut did so in 1673.

Colonial poor relief policy took four basic forms. The disabled
and other "worthy" poor were elther contracted out for care on a low-
bid basls, or in certain cases granted home rellef. Almshouses began
to appear in some of the larger towns, notably Boston in 1662, to house
all categories of poor people., The able-bodied were often auctioned off
to the highest bidder in exchange for whatever labor they could provide,
a policy which continued in many areas until the early nineteenth cen-
tury. In addition to these methods, children were apprenticed, while
vagrants were Jjalled or whipped.

The categorization of the poor as Individual cases reflected the
individualistic ideology of the Puritan work ethic. Poverty was being
defined as an individual failing, not a collective responsibility.

Localities in the colonles took great pains to protect them-~
selves from poor new arrivals. Boston in 1636 required residents to
seek official permission for vislitors staying longer than two weeks.

By 1640, prospective settlers had to provide security against becoming
a public charge. In 1700, Massachusetts required shipmasters to vouch
for new immigrants, and placed the newcomers on probation for three
months to a year. "Warning out" those who seemed likely to become pub-
lic charges was a common policy by this time, and Boston excluded two
hundred people on this ground between 1665 and 1684, 10 This was similar
to occurrences in England, where settlement of the poor was a major
{ssue, Parliament passed Laws of Settlement in 1662 to deal with this
problem.

The colonlial governments, pressed by a need for.a. larger work

force, added a strongly repressive tone to the baslic structure of Eliza-
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bethan Poor Law. The unemployed were forced to work by threats of in-
carceration, corporal punishment, or indentured servitude. In the
middle colonles, rellef reciplents were required to wear an ldentifying
badge--in Pennsylvania, according to a 1718 law, it was to be a "P"
sewn on the right sleeve.u'
The combination of Puritan morality and mercantile labor doctrine
resulted in an extremely repressive colonial poor law policy . . «
the colonial situation in the seventeenth century made few de-
mands on those responsible for the poor, but where help was re-
quired, it tended to be negative in spirit and practice . . .
State action was therefore infrequent, but that which dld emerge
was 1ll-advised.12

Welfare policy in the newly independent United States remained
much the same as it was during the Colonlal Era. The new nation aimed
its welfare policy toward refinements of tﬁe settlement laws within the
existing system of home relief, almshouses, contract, and auction. Not
until forty years after the Revolution, with the economic transition
to industrial capitalism, did a new direction in welfare make its ap-
pearance.

The issue of publicly-funded home relief was the central con-
troversy in the development of welfare policy in the pre~Civil War era.
In the agrarian-slave South, a generally more lenlent attitude toward
welfare policy had prevalled since colonlal days. Economic interests
in the industrlal North, however, took a more repressive stance. Alw
though men such as Tom Pailne and Matthew Carey defended the ldea of
government responsibility for the plight of the poor and unemployed,
the larger economic interests prevalled, and in America, as in England,
inaugurated the era of the almshouse. They were able to succeed in
thelr battle against home rellief because the new economy demanded a

large low-cost labor supply.
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The first decades of the nineteenth century saw increasing
development of new technology, including the beginnings of the trans-
portation revolution, which started the era of ilndustriallization and
transformed economic relationships in the soclety.

The relative equality of an agrarian society in which unlimited
land was the ‘main source of wealth faded rapidly. Industrial capital
- became the source of economlic power; the merchant-capitalist became the
dominant economic figure. The labor needed was now industrial, not
agricultural, and employgrs began their search among those who were
available at the lowest price. A class of low-wage unskilled laborers
was being developed. Says historian Edward Pessen, “Laborers, canal,
and railroad workers, stevedores, and seamstresses, who constituted 40%
of the urban working class, received $1 or less per day at the turn
of the century."” Skilled workers recelived double. He quotes John R.
Commons in pointing out that as independent shop masters became labor
contractors, "because the profits of masters now came ‘solely out of
wages and work' they sought to *lessen dependence on skill and to in-
crease speed of output. They played the less skllled against the most
skilled . . . and reduced wages while enhancing exertion!."13 To ac-
complish this, the factory system was developed, drawing on women pre-
vionsly self-employed at home, as well as on children, for cheap labor.
By the 1840's, immigrants provided an even more préfitable source.

With the development of an industrial economy came the boom-
and-bust cycle and the development of cyclical unemployment. The first
of these "panlics" started in 1819. The prevalence of low-wage labor
and the impoverishment due to economic crisis began to make its impact

on the welfare rolls.
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. By the 1820's, state poor relief policles reflected a wide range
of approaches., Virginia, Rhode Island, and Illinols, for example, reliled
primarily on home relief; New Hampshire and Ohio on the contract system.
Almshouses Wwere expanding in New Jersey and Connecticut, as well as in
a number of other states' urban centers. Thls system, although still
bearing the repressive marks from colonial times, was apparently too
lenient for the purpose of bullding a larger industrial work force. In
any case, as poverty grew, so did welfare outlays. This did not suit
those who pald both wages and taxes, such as employers. In the 1820's,
therefore, welfare became a major concern of state governments, and a
number of commissions were set up to study the problem. It 1is interest-
ing to note that although the English Poor Law reform of 1834 is con-
sldered of major historical importance in its shift away from home
relief and the principles of Elizabethan Poor Law, similar policy
changes in America began more than a decade earlier, although for much
the same reasons.

In 1821, the Massachusetts leglslature published its "Report

of the Committee on the Pauper Laws of this Commonwealth", or what was
to be called the Quincy Report, after the committee chalrman, Josiah
Quincy. Citing a sixty percent increase in poor rellef expenditures
since 1801, the report began by declaring that the job of distingulshing
between “impotent" and “able" poor could not be entrusted to the upper-
class local overseers of the poor because "the humanity natural to this
class will never see the poor in anything like want . . . wlthout ex-
tending relief" far too generously. "The poor begin to conslder it as
a right; next they calculate upon it as an income. The stimulus to
industry and economy 1s annihilated, or weakened . . " The total
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abolition of relief might thus be well-advised, but aid to the poor was
unfortunately "too deeply rivetted in the affections, or the moral sen-
timents of our people to be loosened by theories." The solution was
therefore the establishment of almshouses, "the most economical mode"
of relief of p;uperism, the "most powerful and universal cause" of which
was "intemperence, in the use of spirituous 1iq_uors".14
Three years later, the Secretary of State of New York issued
his "Report on the Relief and Settlement of the Pooxr"--the Yates Report.
Again blaming "ardent spirits" for pauperism, and castigating homg re-
lief as costing too much and encouraging dependency on public funds,
the report suggested the establishment of "houses of employment" for
the poor, directly connected to penitentiaries for "the reception of
sturdy beggars and vagrants" who were to receive tratment “efficaclous
in restraining thelr viclous appetites and pursuits“.15
In 1827, a Philadelphia commission investigated poor relief in

a number of other major cities and concluded that the use of almshouses
was far superilor to the system of home relief, which deprived the poor
of feeling "“the just consequences of thelr own idleness". Although
"vice" in general was viewed as a prime cause of poverty, immigrants
and unwed mothers were singled out as particularly unworthy:

One of the greatest burdens that falls upon this corporation

is the maintenance of the host of worthless forelgners dis-

gorged upon our shores . . .

Let any one whose convictions on Cthe.evils of home .»'.-eiiéf': '

are not sufficliently clear, attend at this room on the day

vhen the committee on bastardy [!3] pay the weekly allowances

to the pensioners, and mark the unblushing effrontery that

some of them exhibit. The thanklessness with which they

demand a further supply, arrogantly exacting as a right what
ought never to have been granted even as a charity.
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The committee was especially impressed with the House of Refuge
for Children in New York City, where to "prevent all possibility of evll
communication, the children are lodged in separate cells, constructed
after the manner of those in the Aubwurn Prison, with suitable provision
for the necessary admission of air," The children were hired out at
124¢ per day, a small allowance, admittedly, but acceptable to the
investigating committee, since the youths were not especially “profit-
able" because of their size and their temporary availability,>?

These ideas, which led to legislative action in many states
permitting and encouraging counties to establish almshouses, were a
direct reflection of the development of industrial capitalism. The
ever-increasing demand for factory labor, in the era after indentured
servitude and before mass immigratlion, had to be filled by native un-
"skilled men, women, and.children. A generous welfare policy, especially
home relief, would only serve to discourage participation in the labor
force, and would tend to increase wages.

Consistent with this was the development of an individualistilc
ideology which would have been qulite out of p}ace under mercantilism,
The market economy made new demands on the:indlividual--one was supposed
to exercise self-relliance and initiative to make the best bargain for
oneself in the open market. The government was to restrain itself from
interfering with the natural harmony of the market, which was to lead
to the well-being of all., If in fact many ended up destitute, it was
an inevitable and unchangeable result of economic competition as well
as a reflection on the individual's inability to cope successfully with
his or her new-found freedom.

Relief weakened the desire of the poor to better themselves,
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by allowing them to become dependent on an open-handed government, It
could therefore no longer be the duty of the government to support the
poor except in the most unpleasant means posslibles the almshouse.

Obviously, such a repressive welfare policy could only have the
effect of forcing laborers to take any Jjob awailable; no matter how low
the wage. Thus employers could have a wider choice and greater leverage
in hiring workers needed for the expanding industrial economy. The
ideology of the free market and state non-interference was totallyvcon-
sistent with the interests of the rising caplitallist class. The expense
of home relief was of course also a burden only on those wbo had the
wealth to pay taxes. It seems reasonable to conclude that such ideas
as expressed in the various leglslative reports clited above developed
from this new set of economic interests and goals and from the new
system of economic organization.

There were, of course, other volces. Tom Paine, in The Rlghts
gg;ﬁég, called for a sysstem of pensions and guaranteed employﬁent to
replace the poor laws. Matthew Carey, a pamphleteer of the 1830's,
argued that "rather than look to the poor as the cause for the rise
in poor rates . . . one must look to the working of a market economy
in a society increasingly becoming dependent upon machines 'for the low

rate of wages is the root of mischief'."18

In addition, the late 1820's
saw the rise of the Workingmen's parties, which had considerable local
electoral success until the economic downturn of the 1830's., These
local organlzations ranged from reformist to radical, but all turned
their wrath on an unjust economic system,

It was, however, the employers who had the ear of the government.,

The rising demand for cheap industrial labor could not accomodate a more
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generous system of home relief., Within the next two decades, the alms-
house became the primary means of supplying poor relief.

Conditions within the almshouses varled. To some extent, the
auction and contract systems had created even worse abuses. Generally,
however, the almshouses uefe used as dumping grounds for all variletles
of poor people. Orphan children often lived together with the sick,
aged, and insane, all dismally cared for and subject to high mortality
rates. The able-bodled unemployed tended to become seasonal rather
than permanent residents;19 Such conditions created pressures for re~
form during the 1840's and 1850's. It was in this spirit that a New
York investigating committee.reported in 1856 that "the evidence taken
“ o exhibits such a record of filth, nakedness, licentiousnesé, gene~
ral bad morals, and gross neglect of the mostiordinary comforts and
decencies of life, as if published in detail would disgrace the state
and shock humanity, "2

The main political effect -of the trend toward incarceration of
the poor was the stigmatization and segregation of a large sector of
the low-wage labor force, rendering workers as a whole divided and im-
potent. The poorhouse was designed to make tﬁe alternative to work,
even at subsistence wages, as loathesome as possible, obviously suit-
able only for the most depraved and degraded. At this point in American
economic history, there were no distinctions of sex or age, nor distinc-
tions between "deserving"” and "undeserving':poor--all were dealt wlth
in the almshouse. If a large cheap labor pool was necessary as the
economy grew, and if the govermment was prepared to support private
industry, all workers would have to participate for whatever they could

earn, or face possible imprisonment if they would or could not. The
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poorhouse made poverty a crime.
It is a testimony to the strength of opposition forces that
home relief was not abolished entirely. Although Delaware did so in
the 1820's, along with Philadelphia from 1827 to 1839, and Chicago from

1848 to 1858, home relief continued in other 1oca.t:l.ons.21

Massachusetts
did have twice as many poor in almshouses as on home relief, and Mary-
land severely restricted home rellief by its counties. But New York’
City had to spend half its welfare money on home relief. Philadelphia
had to reinstate it, even after building a large almshouse in 1835.22

It was physically and politically impossible to institutionalize all

the poor. .

Alnshouses were largely populated by children, vagrants, the
sick, elderly, and insane., Families and individuals thrown into poverty
by recurring economic crises could not be thrown in and out of the poor-
house. Thus a significant number of poor peﬁple remained beyond the
reach of institutlons and had to be alded through home relief. The
almshouse, nonetheless, was the wave of the future, since it was far
more conslistent with the labor force needs of the expanding economy.

The post-Civil War period saw a continuation of the struggle
around home relief. The conflict took a new form, however, Private
soclal welfare agencies now took up the attack against public welfare,
and became the dominant, if not the only voice in the making of welfare
policy.

The pace of industrialization increased tremendously after the
Civil War. Between 1870 and 1910, the United States underwent the
final stages of a total transformatlon from an agrarian to an industrial

economy. The industrial labor force expanded by leaps and bounds, yet
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wages remained essentlally stable during most of the per:i.od..z3 The
ranks of low-wage labor were increasingly filled with immigrants--now
streaning in--as well as women uand children, who kept supply on a par
with demand. Cyclical depressions, such as those of 1873 and 1893,
still created stark misery for workers.

Thus the labor market conditions of the first half of the cen-
tury intensified in the second half; poorhouses could no longer serve |
as an adequate welfare measure. Some means was necessary to provide
subsistence for the low-wage labor force in times of depression without
tempting its workers to remain on relief during times of high demand
for cheap labor. The federal government was not yet prepared to assume
such responsibilities on a national level. States began to develop
Boards of Charities, an embryonic welfare bureaucracy. The most impor-
tant force in the development of welfare policy, however, was the
organized charity movement.

The New York Society for the Prevention of Pauperism was esta-
blished in 1817. In one of its early tracts, it condemned outdoor
relief for any purpose except temporary expedlency, and placed the
blame for pauperism squarely on the individual. The specific culprits
were ignotrance, idleness ("more or less inherent" in certain people),
intemperance, “want of economy", early marriage, lotteries, pawnbrokers,
houses of ill-fame, almsgiving, and war. These evils were to be dealt
with by efforts

« o » to encourage and assist the laboring classes to save thelr
earnings by the establishment of a savings bank; to prevent the
access of paupers who are not entitled to settlement in the
city; to ald in furnishing employment . . . to promote the in-

crease of churches and Sunday schools; and further the sup-
pression of llquor shops.
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This was one of the earliest statements of what was to become the
dominant philosophy of poor relief in nineteenth century America.

In 1843, the Soclety became the New York Association for
Improving the Condition of the Poor. The founder of the organlzatlon,
R. M. Hartley, told wage-earners that "every able bodied man in this
country may support himeelf and his family comfortably; if you do not, .
it is probably owing to idleness, improvidence, or 1ntemperance."25

Similar organizations sprang up in many cities. Their volun~
teers paid "friendly visits" to the poor, offering "sympathizing coun-
sel" or moral admonition as circumgtances warranted. The middle-class
Protestant mén who made up the bulk of these visltors were instructed
to avold the “character-destroying" practice of almsgiving.26

The increasing influence of these groups reached a peak with
the 1877 formation of the Chatity Organizatlon Soclety. Its first
chapter opened in Buffalo. The COS acted as a clearing house and
administrative coordinator for the various private welfare agencles
within its jurisdiction. By 1892, ninety-two cities had such societies.>’

Their philosophy was much the same as the old AICP. The basis
of the COS approach was to deal with the poor as Andividuals, since the
source of poverty was held to be within the individual. The almshouse
was to be the alternative offered by public welfare, As a COS publi-
cation stated: '

The best means of doing the poor good is found in friendly

intercourse and personal influence. The want of money 1s not
the worst evil with which the poor have to content; it 1s in
most cases itself a symptom of other and more important wants.
Gifts in alms, therefore, are not the things most needed-~but
sympathy, encouragement, hopefulness.

The COS made a powerful and generally successful effort to end
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home relief. Josephine Shaw Lowell, a founder of the New York COS,
argued in her influential 1884 book that "human nature is so constituted,
that no man can receive as a gift what he could earn by his own labor
without a moral deterioration . . . No human being . . . will work to
provide the means of living for himself 1f he can get a llving in any
other mamner agreeable to himself."? By 1900, the COS had been instru-
mental in ending public relief in twelve major clties, including New
York, Philadelphia, and Brooklyn. The societies were thus able to galn
for themselves the position of quasi~-public welfare agencles for the
distribution of outdoor relief.

Until the first decades of the twentieth century, the private
charities pretty much got what they wanted. This is not to say that
they managed to end all public relief efforts, or that they lessened
the function of political machines in urban centers in providing a form
of welfare to many, especially new immigran;bs. But their particular
approach to the problexﬁ of poverty was quite consistent with the domi-
nant ideology of the declision-makers of that time, as well as with
the needs of the labor market. The private agencies were prepared to
administer a relief program which would not encourage withdrawal from
the low-wage labor force. Women, unskilled men, and immigrants were to
have the choice of low-wage factory labor, home relief under private
agency supervision, or the poorhouse. In the absence of a well-developed
welfare bureaucracy, the charity agencles filled the gap. This type of
system was well-adapted to the labor force needs of the economy in the
late nineteenth century. '

The last decade of the century saw the rise of Populism and
Progressivism as responses to the abuses of the new industrial system. .
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Socialist pa:r.;ties were improving thelr showings at the polls., Between
1895 and 1915, a wave of reform swept the nation: chlild labor laws,
workmen®s compensation, maximum hours, electoral reform, mothers®' pen-
slons, and the expansion of _sta.te and local welfare agencies.

The social work profession itself began to split between the
adherents of the old COS approach, and the Settlement House Movement,
which was more inclined to see proverty as an outgrowth of systemic
rather than individual defects. This new spirit coincided with certain
other important changes in the soclety, especially in the economy,
which provided leeway for the enactment of new reforms.

By 1900, the pressing need for increasing numbers of unskilled
low-wage workers was beginning to abate. The essentlal work of bullding
the plant for industrial production, of constructing facilities for
transportation and communication, was nearihg completion; There were
less railroads and factories to build, less empty space to fill with
cities. The automotive industry was to become the stimulus for further
industrial expansion; the Industrial Revolution in America was by now
largely over., Thus there was no longer the need for hordes of immi-
grants, there was no longer th need to forcibly recrult women and
children for fourteen hours of daily factory labor. In addition, there
was not going to be as much room to absorb the people leaving the farms
for the cities.

This new set of economic conditions made it possible for pro-
gressive reformers to succeed in their push for, among other things,
the release of widows from the low-wage labor force, both in the inte-
rests of humanity and to serve the function of child care.

In January, 1909, President Theodore Roosevelt convened some
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200 soclal workers in a “Conference on the Care of Dependent Children"
which he had called at the suggestion of several social work notables.
Its basic theme was the evil of instltutionaliging children of poor
families unable to care for them. This was often the only alternative
availﬁb&e to such families. As the Conference report stated, "Home
liefe 1s the highest and finest product of civilization. It 1s the
great molding force of mind and of character. Children should not be
deprived éf it exceﬁt for urgent and compelling rea,sons."30

Its conclu#ion was that funds be used to finance the care of
dependent children in their homes, or in foster homes, under the super-
vision of the private charity organizations. The conference refrained
from calling for the allocation of public funds for that purpose, pro-
bably for fear of loss of control of the programs by private agencies. |

Nonetheless, the Conference was the inspiration for political
pressure demanding a government-funded system of pensions for mothers
of dependent children, enabling them to provide care at home. Blanche
Coll notes that" with the exception of settlement house workers, the
movement to grant pensions to needy mothers and the aged was led by
Individual sponsors and organizations outside the field of social work.
Most social workers were conspicuous by thelr absence in thls movement
and many were outspoken in their opposition to such measures."31

At the 1912 Cleveland meeting of the National Conference of
Soclal Work, there was intense opposition to public funding of care
for dependent children at home. O. T. Barnard, Vice President of the
New York COS, claimed that after state mothers pensions, the poor would
demand "free food, free clothing, and coal to the unemployed, and the

right to be given work," an attitude which "represses the desire for
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gelf-help and self-respect . . « it is not American, it is not virile."32
Perhaps more to the point was the fear of many social workers that pri-
vate funds would dry up once the government entered the welfare field
and that agencies like the COS would no longer have any power.33 But
statements 1ike Barnard’s and the concerns of private agenclies were no
longer important.

The first statewlde Mothers Pension law went into effect in
TNlinois in 1911. The "Funds to Parents Act" allowed the juvenile
courts to fix an amount necessary to allow for the support of dependent
children at home.

The use of the courts as the center of child welfare admini-
stration was a revealing example of the intent of the Mothers Pension
program., In essence it was a measure for control of delinquent children.
Mothers acted as agents of the state. The state often required a "suit-
able home" as a condition for a pension, which, as Winifred Bell points
out, “implied a partnershlp between the state and dependent mothers;
the state committed iteelf to provide financial support to enable mo-
thers to maintain suitable homes; the mother in turn agreed to be a
'fit and proper' custodian of her child.z'en."%

Mothers Pensions werpe the outgrowth of the state's need to deal
with the delinquency attendant to poverty and broken homes at a cost
lower than that of institutionalization.,

Although both state officlals and soclal workers agreed that
orphan asylums were inadequate and excesslvely expensive, they differed
on the proper role of government in dealing with dependent children.

The private charities ended up losing thelr hegemony over soclal welfare

services, One observer notes that “this assertion of a state
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‘responsibility involved a quantum leap dividing the roles of public
and private welfare agencles . . . Private charity was never to recoup
the premier position that it had held in the beginning of the twentleth
century.">> What had been given o the private agencies by default had
novw been reclaimed by the government. Ultlimately, however, the agencles
accepted the reality and worked to .take control of the new system. They
generally succeeded. In some cities, the COS was used as an investl-
gative and administrative arm of the Mothers Penslion 1:::05_:,:r:am.3 6
By 1915, twenty states had passed such laws, and forty by 1923.
By the time the Soclial Security Act was passed, only Georgla and South
Carolina had not done so; although the program had becone inoperative
in several othérs states for administrative reasons.
The legislative pattern was generally the same. States autho-
. riged counties to award subsistsnce to families lacking a father's sup-
port. Although the general standards of eligibility and occaslonally
maximum benefits were set up by the state, specific entitlements were
locally determined. Localities bore the brunt of the financial burden:
by 1935, over 80% of Mothers Penslons were paid for out of local ta.xes.37
Urban centers tended to adopt the program more readlly and pald higher
benefits.. The result was patchwork coverage with tremendous variation
in benefits. The statewlde average grant ranged from $4 a month in
Arkansas to over $40 in Massachusetts, Rhode Islanci. New York, and Con-
necticut. Within the states there was often even greater disparity:
Cleveland's average grant was $55 monthly; Jackson County, in southern
Chio, awarded an average of $2.63. Similar variations could be found
nation-wide.38 Only 60% of the nation's countles offered a Mothers

Pension program, since state leglslation was often permissive rather
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than mandatory.>’ |
By 1931, 93,000 famili:es with 250,000 children were being aided
at a cost of $35,000,000, representing 2.5% of the almost four miXlion
female-headed families in the nation. It seems evident that only a
miniscule portion of those eligible were a¢tually aided, even assuming
that most female-headed families were capable of self-support.m
Eligibility standards had a good deal to do with this limited
figure. Although all state laws covered wildows, and most covered
mothers with incapacitated or imprisoned husbands, only ten covered
all cases of desertion, divorce, or illegitimacy. Even these provisions
were really never used, since they were often the result of legislative

M Five~-sixths

imprecision or were thought of as being unconstitutional.
of all Mothers Pensions money went to widows. This narrow coverage was
further restricted through local administration, especially by the ap-
plication of the "sultable home" policy. As Bell points out, “contem-
porary observers often noted that the mere act of receiving a Mothers
Pension grant bestowed prestige, so high were the moral and child-

b2 Judgments were often the responsibility of

rearing expectations."
the same charity organization workers who had opposed the program in
the first place. It was thus an "elite" program, as evidenced by the
fact that only 3% of the recipients were Negro.z"3

The fragmentation of the program was exacerbated by lts admi-~
nistrative structure., In 1929, twenty sta.tes'administered the program
through the local (usually Jjuvenile) courts, fourteen relied on county
commissioners or boards, three on municipal authorities. Only eight
states had some kind of state-wlde administrative apparatus; in the

case of New Hampshire, it was the Board of Education.m
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This combination of localism, restricted eligibility, and inade-~
quate coverage created a program which hardly dealt in any serlous way
with the real poverty of the mothers involved, nor .was'it apparently
intended to do so. Mothers Pensions did ﬂot speak well for the creative
potential of the federal system. As Mark Leff states, "The program pro-
mised to be cheap and morally uplifting, while raising no specter of
dissolute misfits lining up for their monthly 1iquor money."'”

The program did set the tone for its successor, Ald to Dependent
Children., It set the precedent of singling out the "worthy poor*" for
special treatment. Before the New Deal there were almost no comprehen-
sive programs of any kind to deal with social problems. Workmens*® Com-
pensation and Mothers Pensions were the exception, ‘growing out of the
political struggles early in the century. Nelther, however, cost elther
government or employers a great deal.

Mothers Pensions was an economical way of caring for those who
would in any case have been likely to end up as wards of the state. As
Bell puts it, the 1909 Conference consisted of “pragmatic and hard-
headed realists who had been uneasily aware of the disparity in cost
between maintaining children in institutions and in their own family
homes".""6 No doubt state legislatures were equally realistlc.

As mentioned earlier, Mothers Pensions put mothers in partner-
ship with the state to a.chieve the goal of delinquency prevention in '
the least expensive way. This implied that at the time a femalg family
head was not as important in the low-wage labor force as she was in her
role in raising children. Grace Abbott states that the enactment of
Mothers Pensions "constituted public recognition by the states that the
contribution of the unskilled or semi-skilled mothers in thelr own
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homes exceeded thelr earnings outside of the home and that it was in
the public interest to conserve their child-rearing functions."?.? None-
theless, mothers could rarely live on their grants alone, and were often
obliged to take in washing or do other work at home in order to survive.

Stringent eligibility standards made certain that by no means
would pensiohs become a right rather than a privilege. If a mother
was to withdraw from the work force to tend her'.children with a public‘
subsidy, she would have to be "worthy"--and even the worthy might need
corrective treatments "Although advocates of Mothers Penslons empha-
slzed high standards of economlc assistance, they did not question the
claim of voluntary agencies that family 'rehabilitation® was the real
objective. They did not seek to discard this principle, but rather
the corrolary that public agencies could not perform the task. W8

Given the necessity for a large low-wage unskilled labor pool
in developing an industrial economy in the nineteenth century, public
policy would not respond to demands for pensioning off potential labor
force participants. Intimidatioh and the almshouse became the means
for keeping people at work and off the dole, and preventing starvation
vwhen they were not needed.

The early twentieth century trought the successes of reformist
movements and the decline of Soclal Darwinist ideology. The argument
here is that the political success of reform movements, especially in
the welfare field, depended to an extent on the stage of economic
development reached in America. Mothers Pension legislation would
have faced strong political opposition unless the economy had reached
a stage in which the total mobilization of unskilled labor was no

longer necessary. The industrial system could now do without the
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labor of female family heads, and a welfare device such as Mothers Pen-
sions could become "th:m;:a'ble". As a contemporary analyst wrote,

There was ﬁothiné inherent :Ln. the CMothers Penslonl] idea.

to stir up any group or crystallize and opposition in any
definite organization except for the charity workers. If it
had been a measure that would interfere in any way with eco-
nomic institutions, then we could have predicted an effective
organized opposition with a strong lobby.49

Thus the economy of the early twentieth century created the
conditions in which one small segment of the low-wage work force could
be split off and whose retirement could be justifled by other types of
labor such as chiid-rearing and delinquency prevention  under state aus-
pices. Although this does not exi:la.in the entire development of wel-
fare policy at the time, it illustrates the connection between that
process and the nature of tﬁe labor force.

The Depression spawned a massive expansion of the welfare sys-
tem after Franklin D. Roosevelt's election in 1932. Most of it came
through special héme and’ work relief programs. The federal government
now assumed a maJjor new responsibility for the maintenance of economic
stability., Part of this responsibility entalled the development of a
system of social Iinsurance. | |

Aid to Dependent Children was little more than a leglslative
by-product of the focial Security Act. The old-age pension and unemplo},'-
ment insurance provisions of the legislation attrac'ted far more political
interest; ADC was little moticed or discussed. It was Just one of the
*categorical assistance" programs meant to supplement tontributory
social insurance. In addition to ADC, there was Old Age Assistance (ou) ,
Ald to the Blind (AB), General Assistance (GA), and after 1951, Aid to

the Permanently and Totally Disabled (APTD). Since 1974, OAA, AB, and
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APTD havé been integrated into the Supplemehtal Security Income program
administered by Social Security.

On June 8, 1934, Roosevelt announced to Congress that "next
ﬁonth we may well undertake the great task of furthering the security
of the éitizen and his family through soclal insurance."so Three weeks
later, he issued an execuéive order forming the Committee on Economic
Security, which was glven the task of developing legislation for a com-
prehensive social insurance program.

Although this new direction was consistent with the government's
new role in the economy, Roosevelt was acting partly in response to
increasing political pressure. The Dill-Connery and Wagner-Lewls Bills,
providing federal grants-in-aid for state old~age and unemployment in-
surance plans, were introduced after 1933 and had stalled only for lack
of presidential support. The Townsend Plan for $200 monthly pensions
to the aged had conslderable national support. Even more threatening
politically was Senator Huey Long's "Share-the-Wealth" income redistri-
bution plan. Roosevelt felt constrained to devalop alternat1Ves.51

His instructions to the newly formed committee were not overly
specific. As Edwin Witte, chairman of the C.E.S., reported later,
Roosevelt "felt committed to both unemployment insurance and provisions
for old-age security and also wanted the committee to explore thoroughly
the possibility of a unifled social insurance system offering protection
against all major personal hagards which lead to poverty and dependency."52

Placing top priority on unemployment insurance, Roosevelt backed
a contributory rather than revenue-funded economic security program,
and supported decentralized administration of the program.

The Committee worked through the fall of 1934, Witte reports
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considerable frustration with the inefficlency and petty politics among
subordinate agencies and staff. Nonekheless, the C.E.S. submlitted a
report to the President on Januvary 15, 1935.

The committee had spent most of its efforts developing old-age
penéions and unemployment insurance. Arthur Altmeyer, Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor, stated that "the committee had in mind that social in-
surance should be the first line of defense against destitution and
public assistance a second line to be relled upon to the extent the
first line proved to be 1nadequate."53 The question of chlld security
was placed with a staff under the guldance of Grace Abbott, former
Childrens Bureau cl}ief. ' This group produced Aid to Dependent Children.

The section of the report dealing with child security empha-
sized the need for a federal Mothers Pensions program which would enable
impoverished states and localities to deal with the problem of dependent
children. The report made explicit that which was only implied in the
earlier programi

[ Mothers Pensions ] are not primarily aid to mothers buf

defense measures for children. They are desligned to release

from the wage-earning role the person whose natural function

it is to rear Lher Sﬁhildrenj into citizens capable of contri-

buting to soclety. .
The committee's legislative recommendations ca,'?.led for a closed-~end
appropriation 8f $25,000,000 for the first year of ADC, to be pro-rated
among the states 1f insufficlient to meet the full need. No fixed per-
centage limit was to be placed on the federal share of ADC benefits.
Walting lists might have to be compiled, but states were to provide for
*assistance at least great enough to provide, when added to the family
income, a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and health".55

Two days after Roosevelt recelved the C.E.S. report, the
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Economic Security Act (later renamed Social Security in committee) was
introduced by Robert Wagner in the Senate and David Lewls in the House,
the original sponsors of the Wagner-Lewls Bill, In spite of the Presi-
dent's desire for a special Jjoint committee to handle the legislation,
it was referred to Ways and Means in the House and Finance in the Senate.

The chairman of the House Labor Committee wanted the bill, and
indeed under House rules 1t may well have been more appropriate for re-
ferral to Labor. Paul Douglas speculates that Labor was shunted aside
on technical grounds but actually because of its reputed ::‘d:licalis:n.s6
Indeed, the committee later reported the rival Lundeen Bill, which pro-
vided for grants to all the unemp2oyed under the administration of
"bodies chosen by farmers and workers". It never reached the floor of
the House. |

ADC recelived almost no attention in committee hearings. Twe
thousand pages of testimony include only a few dozen containing dis-
cussion of the program. Edwin Witte, Grace Abbott, and Childrens Bu-
reau head Katherine Lenroot presented it as a modest byt important
child welfare program., Questions generally cen.tered around its admini-
stration and its effect on disabled children.”’

-Deliberations in committee on Soclal Security focussed on old-
age and unemployment provisions, but a number of changes were made in
ADC, Most important was the removal of the requirement that benefits
rrovide “reasonable subsistence". States were now to provide asslstance
"only as far as practicable under the conditions of such state". The
system of financing was changed to an open-ended appropriation providing
for one-third of an $18 benefit for the first child and $12 for each
additional. Wilbur Cohen points out that these provisions "grew out of
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the consideration of old-age assistance, which was by far the most
important program in terms of Congressional interest. The character
of the ADC program was therefore determined in large part by consldera-
tions relexant to OAA . . ."58

A number of administrative shifts were made. ADC was placed
under an independent Soclal Security Board by Ways and Means, under the
Childrens Bureau by Finance, and back again to the Board by the con-
ference committee. Public assistance administration was opened for
patronage use by Ways and Means deletion of the requirement in the
draft bill that states use a merit system in staffing welfare offlces.
The early years of the Soclal Security Board were thus to become occu-
pied in fighting the use of imhlic assistance funds untll the merit
system was finally mandated by Congress in 1939.

Although other public assistance programs were funded 50% by
the federal government, ADC had been set at one-third. Even though
Witte pointed this out at the committee hearings,

« « o there was so little interest on any part of any of the
members in the Ald to Dependent Children that no one there-
after made a motion to strike out the restriction . . .
There was little interest in Congress in ADC. It is my be-
lief nothing would have been done on this subject if it had
not been included in the report of the Committee on Economic
Security.59 :

The Social Security Act was passed by the House in April, 1935,
and by the Senate in August. President Roosevelt signed 1t into law
August 14, 1935. Title IV of the Act provided for assistance to needy
children “deprived of parental support or care by reason of the death,
continued absence from the home, or physical or mental incapacity of
the parent." The federal government would pay the states up to $6 per

month for ald to the first child of each family and $4# for each added
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child on a one-third matching basis. Thus a widow with three children
might in 1936 expect a maximum monthly pension of $42, $14 of which
would come from the federal treasury; she would recelve more only in
the event that the state alone paild the extra money, which, glven the
low federal maximum, some states felt constrained to do.

In order to qualify for federal ‘grants, states were required
to put ADC into affect in all political subdivisions of the state,
help localities fund the program, supervise it through a single state
agency, and allow rejected applicants a "falr hearing". ADC could be
administered on elther state or local 1eveis. and the Social Security
Board could make no rules of operation affecting tenure of offlce or
compensation of personnel. States could make no residence requlrement
over one year. Congress provided an initlal annual appropriatlon of
$25,000,000,

In a sense, Congress had merely federalized the Mothers Pénsion
program without much thought. Administrative and eliglbility standards
were in the hands of the states, with only the vague guldelines pro-
vided in the Social Security Act. States could pay benefits far below
any standard of decency, or conversely, could obligate Congress to pro-
vide as much money as needed--within the per capita limits--to support
a large scale program. The door was left open to partisan use of public
asslstance money and patronage. Ald to Dependent Children was an open-
ended program without controls or sufficlent accountability passed
because it was thought to be an insignificant child welfare measure.

And that 1s In fact what it was. Benefits were to be pald
according to the number of children; the parent was not included until
1950. The amount provided might or might not affect the mothers'’
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participation in the labor force. This was of no particular concern
at the time, especially with the Depression ravaging the country. ADC
represented a taclt decision that mothers of dependent children did not
necessarily have to be part of any sector of the labor force. This pre-
sented no problem as long as the number of recipients was small, most
were victims of circumstance such as wldows, and the cost was minimal.
All these conditions changed radically within twenty years. ADC evolved
into a vast subsidy program for unemployed or low-wage working mothers--
and some fathers.

During the period from 1935 to 1950, Aid to Dependent Children
was relatively uncontroversial. Leglslative changes in the program were
nminor by-products of periodic revisiohs of the Social Security Act.
During thés period the increase in the number of ADC reciplents was
slow but steady (see Figure 1-2)., By the eaxrly fifties, the trend was
noticeable and resulted in the first efforts to curb the growth of the
ADC rolls. The rising expense itself, horever, may not have been so
controversial were it not for the fact that ADC after World War II was
beginning to benefit a population different from that whith had been
foreseen.

By 1938, all states had some kind of public assistance plan
approved by the Soclal Security Board, although not necessarily admini-
stered the way the Board ‘might have liked:

The Bureau of Public Assistance almost from its inception

became interested in improving the standards of administration
in the states, primarily though not entirely in terms of the
accepted practices of soclal work. It must be remembered that
the bureau was staffed from top to bottom with professional
social workers, who tried to lead the states to accept the
standards of that profession. In practice, these standards
were almost entirely concerned with personnel questions. . .

getting tralned soéial ggrkers rather than political appoin-
tees in state agencles.
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This noble quest was made more difficult by Ways and Means' de-
letion of the merit system requirement from the public assistance pro-
visions of the Soclal Security Act. The Bureau's efforts to promote
professionalization resulted in nineteen states adopting a merit system
for their welfare bureaucracies. The partisan use of funds in the other
states formed the basis of conflict with the Soclal Security Board and
resulted in the suspension of federal funds to such states as Ohlo and
Tllinois in 1937, The Board itself cultivated a non-political image,
hiring "experts" rather than politiclans oi: clvil servants, and staying
avay from questions of benefit adequacy by “pursuing a defensive atti-
tude toward questions &f *high' social policy, keeping silent about the
larger economlic problems in which its functlons are enmeshed".61

The opening salvoes in the political conflict over ADC were thus
between soclal workers in the federal bureaucracy and patronage appoin-
tees in the states over use of funds and personnel. In 1939, Congress
enacted a merit system requirement for state welfare agencies, ending
the battle in favor of the social workers. The focus of conflict there-
after shifted to questions of eligibility, which were to become especially
contentious in the early 1950's.

Eligibility became an issue as a result of the wnforeseen con-
sequences of the 1939 amendments to the Soclal Security Act. The most
important of these was the addition of Survivors' Insurance, providing
benefits for the wives and children of deceased workers. The widows
and orphans who had up to now been forced to rely on tax-supported
*welfare" could begin to qualify for contributory “insurance",

Gilbert Steiner presents the thesis that from the beginning

ADC was considered a residual program which would "wither away®. He
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quotes the chairman of the Social Securlty Board at Congressional
hearings in 1939: “As this insurance system gets into operation . . .
it ought to remove a large proportion of these dependent children from
the mothers pension ::011_':..”62 This was accurate, but he did not ex~
pect their replacement by others. Whether this perception was shared
by all concerned at the time is an open question. Even in 1948, how-
ever, bhe Advisory Council on Soclal Securlity reported that the natlon
could still

« +» « look forward to the time when virtually all persons

in the United States will have survivors or retirement pro-

tection . . . Public assistance will then be necessary only

for those aged persons and survivors with unusual needs and

for the few who for one reason or another, have been unable

to earn insurance rights through work. Under such conditlons

the federal expenditures for public assistgnce can be reduced

to a small fraction of its present amount. 3
The Council added that the postwar rise in welfare costs could be attri-
buted to "slow adjustments" to the new programs.

Survivors' Insurance did remove widows from the ADC rolls (see

Figure 1-1). This trend was not to become apparent until the early
fifties, when Arthur Altmeyer wrote that "if it were not for the
[ Survivors ]insurance program, many of the 800,000 beneficiary chil-

dren who are orphans or partial orphans would undoubtedly have been

eligivle for ADC. wo

But ADC rolls did not decline. The gradual increase continued,
and children of deserted or unwed mothers were the most significant
part of the increase. This of course changed the politlcal complexion
of the program. In 1950, the Bureau of Public Asslstance noted that

The predominance of children with parents estranged has

brought to assistance agencies and to the leglslators and

board members who share in determining assistance policy pro-
blems that were not of their own making. . . . Public concern
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for the children is mingled with censure of the parents.6
Conflicting attitudes about providing assistance result.®3

This was something of an understatement. Widows perhaps de-
served the status of subsidized withdrawal from the labor force, but
not unwed mothers, and especially not in large numbers.

From 1935 to 1950, legiélative activity in the area of public
assistance was generally positive. The federal share of assistance
payments was raised and in 1950 the responsible adult in the family
vwas added as a beneficlary. This positive attitude was to change soon,
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TABLE 1-1
CHANGES IN FEDERAL SHARE OF ADC, 1935-1950

Fed-gubsgidized

Year - Benefit--1 child Each Addl. Adult Federal % Paid
1935 $ 18.00 $ 12,00 - One-third ($6 + $4)
1939 18.00 12,00 -- One-Half ($9 + $6)
1946 244,00 15,00 - A3 of fizst $9.00
e oo e - /ol o dia0o
1950 27,00 18.00 $ 27.00 Same as 1948

§OURCE: Blackwell and Gould, Future Citlzens A1l (Chicago; A.P.W.A.)
1952), p. 3.

If a state gave as much assistance as the federal government
would subsidize and no more, a family of four in 1935 would have re-
céived $42, of which $14 would be federal money. Fifteen years later
ﬁhe figures were $90 and $57. It is significant to note how federal
generosity faded after 1950; fifteen years later, in 1965, the maximum
federally subsidized state grant to a family of four was $128, a L45%
increase compared with more than 100% in the previous fifteen years.
The federal share, which had quadrupled from 1935 to 1950, increased
only’by about two-thirds by 1965 to around $90 for a family of four.

A second example of the increasing Congressional hostility to-
ward ADC was the NOLEO Amendment of 1950, requiring deserted ADC reci-
plents to provide information enabling welfare agencles to notify law
enforcement officials (these four words are the source of the acronym)
to pursue the errant husband. The action was something of a cbmpromise

against more extreme measures, and was more symbolic than substantive.
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. Law enforcement officials were to use thelr dlscretlon in followlng up
any such notification and results were skimpy. The real significance
of NOLEO, as Gilbert Steiner points out, is that is "was a sign that
legislative good will toward public asslstance had passed its pe;ak“.66

The states, too, began to crack down, notably through the use
of "suitable home" provisions. Federal law allowed states to require
a sultable home for children to be eligible for ADC., Beglnning in the
fifties, states used this criterion as a means of reducing welfare rolls,

. Georgla in 1951 passed a law cutting ADC off to any family

bearing more than one illegitimate child while on welfare. Velled
threats from the Social Security Administration effected its repeal
the following year. Eighteen other states considered similar restric-
tlons but federal disapproval kept them in lj.ma.é7

Illegitimacy was out of bounds as a discretionary criterion,
so “man-in-the-house" rules were devised in its place. Certain men
could be tagged as a "substitute parent" responsible for the children's
support and providing grounds for termination of benefits. Standards
for placing a man in this positlon varied--a Georgla law declared the
birth of an illegitimate child as proof of a substitute parents pre-
sence., Although amounting to the same kind of discrimination as that
which resulted from earlier laws, this approach won tacit federal appro-
val, so that by the end of the decade a number of states had adopted
the substitute parent measure, The midnight search for a man in the
house of welfare mothers was an enforcement measure.

In 1959, Florida provided for placement of welfare children in
foster homes if there was a "fallure Lby the parent] to provide a stable
moral environment for the child, by engaging in promiscuous conduct « «
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or by having an illegitimate child after recelving an assistance payment."
Thus mothers fearful of losing their children were scared away from ADC,
especially since "promisculty" was defined as any non-marital sexual
relationship. 68

The next year Louisiana went one better by defining any home
with an illegitimate child as unsuitable and cut 20,000 children off
the ADC rolls, 95%% of them black. This was too much for HEW, which on
January 17, 1961, issued a directive forbidding the use of "suitable home"
provisions to cut off ADC benefits unless alternate means were used to
meet the needs of dependent children. Congress legitimized this action
in 1962, requiring eight states to revise their welfare laws.

In two decades, then, ADC had developed from a relatively small
welfare program primarily for widows' dependents into a growing system
of ald for deserted or unmarried low-wage working or unemployed mothers
and their children. The proportion of blacks had increased substantially,
reaching 43% by 1961. The attitude of Gongress' and the state legisla-
tures had shifted from mild benevolence to increasing restrictiveness.

One reason was that 'the poor being subsidized by ADé were no
longer quite as few or quite as “worthy" in 1960 as they were in 1935.
ADC, like Mothers Pensions, was intended as a limited, low-cost program
to support the children of mothers whom soclety could afford to release
from their low~-wage labor force responsibilities., Thus the question of
employabllity was not at issue. O(nce the increasing number of female
heads of poor famillies began to find ADC as a way ofit of their frequent
financial crises, the rolls swelled. Middle-class widows mbved into
OASDI, and they were. replaced with a group which had always been present
but was becoming more apparent. ADC had become the unintended solution
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for an unforeseen policy problem: the support of low-wage female wor-
kers. Once this happened, the issue of employment reappeared, for the
original decision was no longer relevant. But it could not easily be
resolved; labor force needs were not as demanding as they had been in
the previous century. There were simply 1§ss Jobs available for these
vomen, even at low wages.

The unanticipated expansion of ADC led to the restrictive
legislation of the 1950's. The “"welfare explosion® which began in the
following decade created a national lssue, resulting iin: the welfare
revisions of 1962 and 1967, and the attempt at a total overhaul in 1969.
As millions were added to what was now called Aid to Famllles with
Dependent Children (unemployed fathers were made eligible after 1961),
"welfare" became a dirty word.

In 1950, there were 2,235,000 ADC recipients; by the end of
1960, there were 3,073,000. Then years after that the figure was close
to ten million. The rolls had decreased between 1950 and 1954, then
had risen at an average rate of 150,000 per year until the end of the
decade. A half million were added in 1961 and 200,000 each year until
1966. 1In 1967, 650,000 new reciplents were added, 800,000 more in 1968..
and 1.3 nillion in 1969 and again in 1970, The pace slowed thereafter,
but by 1972 there were over eleven million AFDC recipients, at which
point the rise levelled off.

Money payments had reached $1 billion by 1959, and $2.5 billion
by 1967. They doubled by 1970, and doubled again by 1974. By compari-
so‘n the other categorical programs remalned relatively stable.

There are no commonly accepted explanations for the massive

expansion of AFDC. Several studies in the early slixtles blamed!the
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increases on Congressional action and a rise in the number of female-
headed families, but a 1963 study concluded that most of the increases
since 1940 could not be attributed to such factors.®?

The definitive Congressional report on the welfare explosion
was published in 1969 by the Ways and Means Committee, focussing on
New York City and comparing its welfare situation with ten other citles.
Migration, high benefits, reduction of welfare “stigma", influence of
anti-poverty agencies, and administrative leniency or inefficiency
vwere all considered as possible causes. The results were inconclusive,
There did not seem to be any one set of factors that could account for
the sudden rise in welfare rolls, Rising benefit levels, which occa-
sionally exceeded the wages of low-paying jobs, seemed to be most rela-
ted to the increase, especially in New York, but for all eleven citiles
together there was no clear correlation between the financial attrac-
tiveness of welfare relative to wages from work and the percentage of
poor recelving AFDC.7O |

Further illustrating the confusion surrounding the question,
two private studles of welfare in New York City arrived at directly
opposlite conclusions.

Elizabeth Durbin states that "we can say the increase in bene~
fits has by definition increased the numbers potentially eligible in
the last few years and that more of the eligible are receiving welfare
« « o the increase in openings is almost entirely due to the increase in
acceptance ra.tes.“71

David Gordon, on the other hand, uses somewhat different lncome
projections to show that the pool of eligibles had grown tremendously

and the acceptance rate had remained the saune.?2 Durbin's position
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seens more defensible, but there is real difficulty in obtaining rell-
able statistics on who 1s poor enough to qualify for welfare.

Studies by Martin and Bildreed Rein conclude that increased |
benefits are the most likely cause of AFDC expansion. The latter notes,
however, that there is no data to indicate whether or not a groving
portion of a constant number have simply stopped working.73

There exist surprisingly few statlstlical studles of the welfare
crisis. These few reach inconclusive results. Finding "significant _
relationships between dependent and determining variables" for other
public assistance programs, Lora S. Collins notes their absence in
AFDC, which "suggest the possibility that the states®' control ovér eli-
glbility and standaxds, coupled wlth thelr diverse social structures
and attitudes, result in AFDC expenditures being determined in large
degree by non-quantifiable factors."‘?u |

Gilbert Steilner cites a study by Glenn Fisther which attempts
to use regression analysis to relate the socloeconomic conditions in
each state to the expenditure increase for varlous programs and finding
that "the least satisfactory results provided by this method occur in
the welfare field",’”

The most comprehensive explanation of the welfare explosion is
offered by Frances Piven and Richard Cloward in the influential book,
Regulating the Poor.

In summary, modernization, mligration, urban unemployment,
the breakup of families, rising grant levels, and other factors
contributed to a growing pool of ‘eligibtle' families in the
1950*s and 1960°'s. Nevertheless, the relief rolls did not rise
until the 1960°'s. And when they did, it was largely as a result
of governmental programs designed to moderate widespread poli-
tical unrest among the htack poor. One consequence of these
programs was that the poor were suddenly stimulated to apply
for relief in unprecedented numbers (except in the South);
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another consequence was that welfare officlials were suddenly
stimulated to approve applications in unprecedented numbers.
The result was the relief explosion of the late 1960's.?6

Thelr contentions are simply not supported by their own figures.

TABLE 1-2
NUMBER OF AFDC APPLICATIONS RECEIVED AND APPROVED, 1960-1968

Reglion 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968

National
Received (000) 588 751 746 788 853 858 902 998 1088
Approved (%) 55 60 60 56 61 62 64 68 - 70

Northeast
Received Eooo) 159 231 239 254 249 286 252 294 329
Approved (%) 63 67 66 67 67 67 70 75 79

N. Central
Received éooo) 107 142 137 135 155 146 145 144 162
Approved (%) 60 62 66 60 67 67 67 67 70

West
Recelved 2000) 114 133 134 156 206 223 261 306 349

Approved (%) 52 5 57 55 66 67 67 67 70

South
Received iooo) 210 245 237 244 243 242 244 254 248
Approved (%) 49 5 50 4 5 50 51 60 65

SOURCE: Piven and Cloward, Appendix.

The most significant increases in applicatlions nation-wide
occurred in 1960-61 and 1963-64, well before the urban riots. Appli-
cations increased 45% from 1960 to 1964 and only 27% from 1964 to 1968.
Approval rates did go up more in the late 1960's, but not nearly as
'drama.tically a.s‘ the authors imply. Only in the northeast and the south
did they increase sharply--and the south, with the greatest increase
in approval rates, was least affected by riots. Piven and Cloward
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attribute this to NWRO agitation and government legal services, again
without much substantlation.

There was also no particularly large increase ln the percentage
of blacks on welfare--Indiana, Michigan, California, and Illinols regli-
stered either no change or a decline in the percentage of thelr case-
loads which was black in the period 1961-1967.77 It should also be
noted that the most significant increases in the welfaze.rolls took
place under the Nixon Administration in 1969 and 1970. Although wel-
fare rights organizers and the Office of Economic Opportunity may have
stimulated more welfare applications, at best this conclusion is an
educated guess, as an HEW report cited by the authors duly notes:

“A statistically significant relation did exist between Community Action
Program expenditures and the AFDC poor rate . . . Although there is no

- direct evidence, CAP programs may have helped the poor understand

their rights . . . and may have lowered the amount of personal stigma
reciplents felt."7S

The argument of the authors that welfare is hilstorically a
means of social control will be dealt with in a later chapter. In any
case, their attempt to apply this to the welfare explosion of the 1960°'s
does not seem to be Jjustified.

Although Daniel Moynihan never offers a detalled explanation
of the welfare increase in his Politics of a Guaranteed Income, he im-
plies that increased "dependency" was the source. Thils argument, too,
must be dealt with later. For now, it can only be said that the con-
cept 1s too vaguely defined in his book to serve as a concrete expla-
nation.

This study cannot establish a definitive explanation for the
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welfare explosion. The more important question is the response of the
government to that 'explt;sion. The assumptlion here is that the expan-
sion of AFDC cannot be demonstrated to be a new and deliberate policy
response to poverty. It was, rather, the logical culmination of a situ-
ation which had been allowed to develop for two d;cades.

ADC had been transformed in the early fiftles into a program
of subsidy for mothers in the low-wage labor force. It had not been
planned that way, but as widows came under OASDE, ADC was open to use
by other female-headed familles in poverty. Thls group had always been
sizable and relatively stable in number: in 1959; 10.4 million people
lived in poor female-headed families; in 1974, the number was 11.8
milli.on.79 The most lkkely explanation for the massive growth in wel-
fare is that this group of people, in the more liberal climate of the
Kennégy-Johnson years, began to see welfare as a way out of the problems
arising from low wages and sporadic employment. The government did not
bave to deliberately encourage this response. The possibllity was al-
ways there; it simply took time for potentlal eliglbles to reallze 1it.
The argument being made here is that the government was caught by sur-
prise as the poor flocked to a:program that by accident had been left
open to them. Certainly the so-called "War on Poverty" made recourse
to welfare more soclally acceptable, but there is no basis for arguing
that the Johnson Administration~-much less the Nixon Administration--
wanted eleven million people on AFDC as a measure of social control.
The WIN program of 1967, the Family Assistance Plan of 1969, and the
administrative crackdowns on welfare after 1972 were responses to an
unexpected twrn of events, not reversals of pollicy related to fear of
riots or to changes in the labor supply.
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The structure of the labor market, however, is indeed cruclal
for an understanding of welfare policy. It is from this perspective
that both the expansion of AFDC in the sixtles and the subsequent
policy proposals can be wnderstood. Before this case can be made, how-
ever, there has to be a clear understanding of how the welfare program
woxrks.,
AFDC is a grant-in-aild program designed
+ + « for the purpose of encouraging the care of dependent
children in their own homes or in the homes of relatlves by
enabling each state to furnish financlal asslistance and re-
habilitation and other services, as far as practicable under
the conditions in such state, to needy dependent children and .
the parents or relatives with whom they are living.
A dependenf child is one "who has been deprived of parental support by
reason of the death, continued absence from the home, or physical or
mental incapacity of the parent," or one "deprived of parental support
by reason of the unemployment of his father", who 1s living with a
relative in that relative's hoxne.81
In exchange for compliance with a humber of standards, the
federal government funds state-developed programs five-sixths of the
first $18 and 50-6%% of the next $14 (depending on the state's per
capita income) for each reciplent each month., Thus, around $90 of a
state grant_‘of $128 to a family of four will come from federal funds.
This has meant a federal share of 50-60% of nationwide AFDC costs since
the 1950°'s, witlvxi'considera.ble variation from state to state; high bene-
fit states must pay the extra on their own.
State AFDC laws must provide for, among other things, appro-
priate administration of the program, failr hearings for those denled

benefits, safeguards against disclosure of information on recipients,
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and notification of law enforcement officlals in cases of desertlon,

The state may set standards for a sultable home, but must provide
alternate means of support for children deprived of benefits under
such a provision. Certain kinds of residency requirements are for- ‘
bidden, but the whole issue has been in confusion since the Shapiro vs.
Thompson decision by the Supreme Court in 1969, outlawing any such re-
quirements. The decision has as yet had only a limlted effect.

‘Since Congress in 1935 turned down Administration requests for
federal minimum benefit standaxds, the states have had a free hand in
calculating grants to families except that they must take into consl-
deration the financial resources of any individual living in the home
“"whose needs the State determines should be consldered in determining
the needs of the child.".82

As a result of the 1967 work incentive amendments, earnings of
$30 plus one-third of monthly income above .tha.t amount must be disre-
garded in computing benefits, after eligibility has been establlshed,
as well as all earnings of a reciplent who 1s a full or part-time stu-
dent. Work expenses are to be deducted as well. As a part of the in-
centive program, known as WIN, "each appropriate child aid relative"
over sixteen and all others “whose needs are taken into account"” must
be referred to the Department of Labor for job placement or training
unless he or she is 111, studying full-time, caring for a disabled
family member, or caring for a child under six. Provislons are also
made for the funding of certain soclal services.

AFDC is thus a program for which fifty states plus the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands are free to
develop, administer, and set standards pretty much as they please.
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Decentralization of this kind has produced a wide range of eligibility

standards and benefit levels,

Each state develops a standard of need, decldes what proportion
to subsidize, and to whom it will offer this subsidy, while ataying
within federal regulations. As pointed out earlier, most federal pres-
sure during the forty year history of the program has been ailmed at
curbing "political" use of welfare money and administrative posltions,
the protection of records confidentlallty, and remedying abuses of
NOLEO and sultable home provisions. Eliglbility and benefit distri-
bution are state matters.

Federal regulations limit eligibility to children under 18 and
full-time students under 21, Forty-two sta.t_es have opted to include
the latter. Under AFDC-UP, an unemployed father's family may be eli-
gible if he has ‘beén unemployed more than thirty days, works less than
100 hours per month, and collects no unemployment insurance. In 1971,
23 states had such programs.

There are half a dozen methods of calculating benefits that are
used by the states. All start by establishing a "full standard of need",
the monthly amount of income below which a family is deemed eligible
for AFDC. For a family of four in 1974, this standard ranged from $184
in North Carolina to $456 in Wisconsin., The medlan was Maryland's $316.

The actual benefit paild depends on the state's method of calcu-
lation, In 1974, thirty-six states had a payment standard equal to the
full standard; fourteen others established a payment standard below the
full standard. Countable income was subtracted from one of these flgures
to reach a benefit payment level. Seventeen states used this method but

established an arbitrary maximum. Most states divided payments between
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rent and other needs. A number of different methods were used in making
up the difference between Iincome and @lther the payment standard or the
full standard. The outcome of this confusion was that nineteen states
pald a maiimum equivalent to the full standard, ranging from North Caro-
1ina's $184 to Michigan®s $400. As of 1974, there was on}y one state--
Wisconsin--with a full standard above the poverty level; no state had
an actual payment at that level. Absolute maximum payments ranged from
$60 in Mississippl (out of a $277 standard) to $403 in Wisconsin (out
of a $456 standard).83

More to the point, a family of four with a $100 countable income
nonthly (that is, after deduction of "$30 + 1/3" and work expenses)
would in 1972 have recelved an AFDC payment of $213 in Pennsyivania,
$160 in Wyoming, $130 in Missouri, $112 in Delaware, $100 in Maryland,
and $60 in Mississippi.®*

In those states which have seen fit to decentralize administra-
tion and benefit determination, the inequities occur between localities
as well. In Laulsiana, an AFDC mother with three children would in
1972 have recelved a yearly benefit of $1752 in New Orleans, $1872 in
Plaquemine, and $2000 in Abbeville. In Bessemer, Michigan, she would
recelve $3588; in Ann Arbor, $4332. In New York City, the payment would
be $3996; she would receive $150 more in Albany and $500 less in Buffalo.
If she lived on Long Island, Mineola would give her $4656, $60 more than
Riverhead,55 |

A1l but Alaska and Arizona have medicald programs for which
AFDC recipients are eligible. Together with food stamps, public housing,
and other kinds of benefits avallable in different amounts in ddfferent
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parts of the country, the pattern of welfare benefits in the Unlted
States has become a hodgepodge of inadequacy, arbitrariness, and inco-
herence.

The absurd fragmentation of the program has produced an impro-
vised, disconnected program, the outcome of more than fifty sets of
policy decisions made within loosely set federal guidelines. The lack
of any systematic objectives or established priorities is perhaps more
apparent in AFDC than in almost any other federal program. Since the
states determine eligibility, the federal government is commltted to the
funding of an open-énded program over which it has only nominal control.
The structure of the program makes the states accountable only admini-~
stratively rat