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IS THIS
THE VOICE OF
- YOUR COLLEGE?

Chances are you’re hearing
plenty from liberals and the New
Left—but what about the con-

servative viewpoint? There is
one, you know, and if your col-
lege is to present a balanced pro-
gram, conservatives should also
be heard.

Right now, getting someone
who can ably present the con-
servative position is no problem.
You can take your pick from
this splendid group of spedkers—

" m F. Clifton White

® Frederick Wilhelmsen
B Charles W. Wiley
8 Ernest van den Haag
® L. Brent Bozell
B Russell Kirk
B Thomas Molnar
® Frank S. Meyer
® William F. Rickenbacker
® William A. Rusher
B Ralph de Toledano

But act befere schedules are
filled. Whatever your position—
student, alumnus or member of
the administration — make sure
that your school plays it fair.
Make sure that a good conserva-
tive speaker is engaged for this
semester. Write today to:

Catherine Bahcock, Inc..

544 Southside Road
Virginia Beach, Va.
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SOME MODEST PROPOSALS

On the whole, Mr. Nixon’s welfare proposals are

good, says the author. But he suggests a
few refinements calculated to startle the social workers

who might have to carry them out

‘What’s Missing in Nixon’s Welfare Program

T R. NixoN’s welfare program,

' & which Congress is about to
tackle, is a step in the right direction;
perhaps as big a step as is politically

feasible. In the short run, his proposals -

are likely to increase costs; in ~the
- longer run they bid fair to reduce it;.and
there are many advantages over the
present system in equity and economy.

Let me dwell just on three general vir- ‘

tues in these proposals.

1) The 100 per cent tax on earnings

of welfare recipients is abolished—they
will have some economic incentive to

work and earn, and to decrease their..

dependence on welfare payments, by

being allowed to .retain. the first' $60 =

ERNEST VAN DEN HAAG

of their monthly earnings without los- .- I/l

ing any welfare benefits; only 50 per .

cent of additional earnings is deducted
from welfare. payments up to a' maxi-
mum of about $5,000. ,

This means that some hardworking

families now become eligible, without

“having to stop working, whereas under
present law they are actually better off,
in some cases, particularly if there are

many children, if they stop working.

Further, employables are helped and
required to seek employment or, if
necessary, to be trained for it.

2) The Federal Government will fi- -

nance minimum payments of $1,600
yearly per needy family of four, re-
gardless of location. This will lighten
the burden of some states yet increase

their payments. By making payments a -

little more equal, it will reduce the tend-
“ency  of recipients.to migrate to the
. states where benefits are highest, such
-as New York.

3) Payments for needy .families will
. no longer depend on the absence of a
breadwinner. Hence, the incentive to
-abandonment is reduced.

The New York welfare bureaucracy

bitterly protested the countrywide fed-
eral minimum grants of $1,600 because
‘the states that paid little will get-much
.more federal money per recipient than
states, such as New York. Which is
true. The Federal Government pro-
poses not to supplement state payments
‘beyond $1,600, but to pay only up to
$1,600. New York would have liked
the Federal Government to pay 50 per
cent of whatever New York chooses
to pay. The protest demonstrates. not
only that the protesters are foolish—
which was well known—but also that
they are uncommonly stupid, . which
was not.. For nothing could help the.
New York welfare system more—noth-
ing could decrease the total New York
outlay .more—than increases in - the
-payments to welfare recipients in, say,
Mississippi. ’

The New York system is overloaded
because New York payments are high
a) relative to payments elsewhere, b)
relative to job earnings. The system
can -be. helped only by reducing pay-
ments in New York, or raising them
elsewhere. The first is unlikely to hap-

pen to the required degree. The Fed-
.eral Government proposes-the second

—and the New York welfare establish-
ment complains! Yet the New York
load will be lightened only if people in
Mississippi have less reason to migrate
to New York—which is the case when
the difference in welfare payments is
reduced, with federal help, in Missis-

“sippi’s favor.

NOTHING COULD BE WORSE for New
York than an increase in the federal
subsidy for New York: such an in-
crease might stabilize, or increase, the
differential between New York and the
states that pay less—i.e., the attraction
of New York for welfare recipients
elseswhere. It would alsc tend to in-
crease the size of payments relative. to
earnings from jobs. Yet that is what
the New York welfare establishment is .
clamoring for. It would be a good way
of getting more “clients,” to the detri-
ment not only of New York taxpayers,
but of the United States economy as a
whole, and of the New York economy
in particular. Every time welfare pay-

. ments are increased, more people be-

come welfare clients—the New York
experience demonstrates as much irref-
utably: a far greater proportion of the
poor receive welfare payments in N.Y.
than in Chicago or L.A.—simply be-

-cause N.Y. pays about one-third more
- per recipient. (It is unlikely that people

worse than now -appointed would be
elected as top.administrators of public

-JaNuvary. 27, 1970 85




The Nixon proposals, by increasing in-
- centives to work, reducing incentives
to migrate to urban areas, providing
_training, .and reducing the incentive to
abandon families, are noving in the
right direction.

Mi. Hazlitt also fears that job train-
ing will be ineffective, and that the
obligation to -accept jobs will not be
enforced. This is possible, " but mnot
necessary; some Tisk ‘of maladministra-
tion is -inberent in any activity and
should not lead us to oppose proposals,
unless - the desired effects can' not be
achieved because "
‘can be shown to be certain to defeat
them.

However, some attention should be
paid to the social workers likely to ad-
minister -Mr. Nixon’s proposals. Those
now coming from social work schools
seem to contribute as much to the crea-

tion of social problems as they do to-

their solution. To the last woman, they

are filled with utopian notions and:

psycho-moral clichés which distort their
perception of society far more than
simple ignorance could. In the past
utopianism was wholly moral and reli-
gious. Now it is economic and political.
Certainly no improvement. Exceptions
are rare and occur- despite .training.

There is at present no evidence to
" indicate that persons who have not
_attended schools. of social work would
do worse. .Unless these schools can be

' . fundamentally changed, social workers

might just as well be selected on the
basis of a simple. examination, regard-
less of prior schooling.

Whereas Mr. Hazlitt fears that the
work requirements in the Nixon' pro-
posals will be neglected, liberal and
labor critics fear that they may be
applied. They argue that mothers of

_ school-aged children should be allowed
~to stay home and not be required to
take jobs. Since many mothers of
school-aged children do not receive wel-
fare: payments, yet do hold jobs, it is
not apparent why welfare recipients
should  be privileged to place the
" burden of providing for their families
on society—including these working
- ‘mothers—if they.so choose. Of course,
the program requires reasonable and
humane -administration which takes
- special circumstances into considera-
tion. (Anyway it would certainly be
“hard to compel an unwilling mother to

work.  But establishing. the obligation

will help.)
‘As to the job training program, the
objectors say that it is not training but

jobs that are needed; they argue that

the governnient should be the

maladministration .

3

em-
ployer of last resort” by hiring anyone
who cannot find a job on the market.
I am glad Mr. Nixon did not- fall for
this. There has been .no lack of jobs.
On the contrary, jobs, both skilled and
unskilled, go begging. Welfare rolls
have risen while unemployment has
declined.

Some employable people on welfare
might be able simply to acquire the
skills to make them independent. In
many other cases, training would have
to change motivations, i.e., teach peo-
ple who have depended. on handouts

“that they can and should work. The
- .obligation to undergo training, or to

take a job, or both, is essential in this
case.

In still other cases, the person re-
mains unemployed and on welfare,
because he regards the available jobs
as being below his dignity; or, they pay
less than he wants. Mr. Nixon’s reforms

- will make it possible for such persons

to work and receive supplemental wel-
fare payments. The welfare system can-
not set a wage floor; and it nmeed not
keep people artificially idle by support-
ing them at the expense of the taxpayer
when they refuse available jobs.

The Major Problem

Useful as Mr. Nixon’s proposals are,
they require .one major addition to
which I will now turn. :

The most -costly, numerous and most
rapidly increasing category of welfare
recipients consists of ‘families- without
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a father. They receive aid to dependent
children. They are a category largely
called into being, and increased, by the
welfare system; and, no doubt, the cate-
gory in which -psychological injury to
recipients is most frequent. Mr. Nixon
proposes to abolish the financial reward
for- abandonment—rfor the creation of
stich families—which the welfare sys-
tem hitherto had established. This is
sound and overdue. But far more need
be done. If Mr. Nixon’s proposals be-
come -law, a man can still, with im-
punity, create and abandon a family
which the welfare system will have to
support. Abandonment would mno
longer increase the income of the

. abandoned family over what would be

available with the father present. But
abandonment would still increase the
disposable income - of the deserting
father, ‘who has his family supported
by welfare money and can keep all his

_job earnings to himself. The incentive

to desert, in the knowledge that the
family will be provided for by the tax--
payers, remains.

Thus, although helpful, Mr. Nixon’s
proposal will not be enough to stem the
tide of abandoned families. Two sup-
plementary measures are needed to
serve, one as a positive, the other as a
negative means toward the goal of
minimizing the creation -of fatherless
families - depending on welfare. The
social. cost of such families, of course,
goes far beyond the cost of welfare
payments. The latter in New York

alone involves billions. The trend is up.
(Continues on page 99)

“Deon’t worry, kid . . . the way I look at it, when you got a little confrol . . .
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FRANK S. MEYER

REAPING THE WHIRLWIND

PRINCIPLES As the established

AND order comes under
HERESIES radical attack on a
broad front, two
apparently opposite conservative reac-
tions are emerging. On the one hand,
there are those who quite correctly see
the origin of the new radicalism in the
systematic liberal corrosion of the West-
ern tradition and anticipate with- pleas-
ure the prospect of the sowers of the
wind reaping the whirlwind. Such con-
servatives presumably Dbelieve that
when liberalism has been thus swept
away by radicalism, conservatism
not radicalism will' be the eventual
victor.

. On the other hand, there are.those
conservatives who believe that the radi-
cal attack is so threatening to the very
survival of ordered existence that com-
mon cause must be made with all lib-
eral forces who are willing to resist the
radical onslaught. Those -who hold this
view, however, too often forget that
their common interest with established
liberalism is based on -totally’ differing
prepossessions. Conservatives are con-
cerned with the preservation of the
structure and fabric of civilization,

_even though that civilization is deeply
corroded by decades of liberal infiu-

ence. Those liberals who are available .
allies in resistance to radicalism and .

anarchy are defending first of all their
- power and .influence; to ‘the degree that
.they are defenders of civilization, it is
. only in the corroded form they have

created. Indeed, it is the corrosion, not .

. the civilization, to which their fealty is
".given. And the pathos of their condition
—the condition of those-liberals, for
example, who are honestly fighting to
~preserve the universities—is that, in
.large. part, it is the corrosive principle
: for which they stand that has brought
into being the radicalism which has
turned upon them.
It seems to me that there is no es-
" sential contradiction between the two

conservative reactions. Both are right—

at ‘their ‘own level. In the immediate

-struggle with radicalism, conservatives

and liberals can make common. cause
without conservatives giving up their

basic critique. of liberalism. It is one .

thing to work with liberal allies in a
concrete situation where outrageous
radical demands must be resisted, vio-
lent -demonsirations repressed, the

‘norms of social existence defended.

This is a matter of working with any-

one who recognizes and is willing to
combat manifest evil—and; since reality -

breaks through into ideology, even rela-
tivist liberals do recognize evil as evil
when it hits ciose enough to home. But

- it is another thing to be so blinded by

immediate common interests as to for-
get ‘that not- only the present outbreak
of - radicalism, but much older and

deeper ills of our society, are them- .

selves the product of liberalism.

A CERTAIN' FLEXIBILITY is required,

- the flexibility to.fight against the most

advanced and-immediately threatening
dangers ‘with whatever allies come to
hand, while never relaxing the basic

‘critique of views and attitudes (even if

held by present allies) against which
conservatism by its very mature is ar-
rayed. But, as it would be blind to con-
duct the battle against radicalism and
mute the critique of liberalism, so it
would be -adventurous beyond reason
to sit back, as some conservatives pro-
pose, and watch supinely as the radicals
overwhelm our social order (however
distorted by liberal influences) in a vain
hope ‘that out of chaos. would come

- some conservative order. Such apoca-

lyptic imaginings are the stuff of intel-
lectual and -spiritual sloth and despair.
Indeed, the contrast that is sometimes
made between the underlying assump-

tions of liberalism and today’s radical-
-ism.is true only of such matters as style,

propensity ‘to violence and .externality
of immediate program. At the level of
principle, radicalism simply represents
the logical conclusion of those two es-
sential components of modern liber-

alism: egalitarianism and relativism.

The egalitarian aspect is clearest
in the New Left and black mili-
tant prongs of the attack; the relativist,
in the challenge of the hippies and the
life-style for which they proselytize.
And all share with liberalism a massive
ignorance of economics, a. disdain for
the productive process, a hostility to the
producing majority. The constant re-
frain of both New Left and black mili-
tant, no matter what the particular de-
mand put forward for the moment, is
the expenditure of tens and hundreds of
billions of dollars, to be secured

-through taxation by sequestering the
. hard-earned . product of the working

majority, Or- when egalitarianism is not

-thus displayed, it takes the form of de-

mands for the ending of discrimination
between persons on the basis of their
ability, such as “open admission” to
universities, or, for that matter, “open
graduation,” without grades or stand-
ards to distinguish between the success-
ful and unsuccessful.. At every level the
‘concept -of .excellence .and - differentia-
tion on the basis of excellence, is at-
tacked - in the name of imposed
equality.

As for the hippie life-style, relativism
is its essence. On sex, on drugs, on re-
sponsibility, in its refusal to read and
study, the hippie movement is no more
than an extreme extension of liberal-
ism’s relativist attack® upon the stand-
ards' of civilization.

To THE DEGREE that liberals are hor-

-rified by these extensions of their

principles, they can be and are contem-
porary allies in the fight for the preser-
vation of the civil order. But liberalism

remains an enemy——the more so, having

given birth to a radical progeny—and
conservatives can only continue their
long-term effort to supersede the prin-
ciples of liberalism, while simultane-
ously engaging in the immediate and
urgent resistance to the thrust of radi-.
calism. O
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SOME NECESSARY ADDITIONS PO MR. NIXON'S

I

Mr, Nixon's Welfare program is a sbtep in the right
direction; perhaps as big a sbep as is pelitically
feasible. In the short run, the proposals are likely to
increase cosity in the longer run they bid fair to reduce
it; and there are many advantages over the present sys—
tem from the viewpoint of eguity and economy. Let me
dwell jJust on three general virbues in these proposals,
féli of which I have advocated in the pasék

1) The 100% tax on earnings of wel@are recipients
is abolished —-— they will have some eccnomic inecentive
o work znd earn, aﬁé:éeerease their dependence on wel-
fare payments, by being allowed to rebain the first $60
of their monthly sarnings without losing any welfare
benefits: only 50% of additional earnings is deduchked
from welfare payments up to a maximum of . | . -

. This means that some hardworking families now become
”///—\\Xeiigibleg without having to stop working, whereas under
/wyﬁﬁ{7, /present law they are zectually bebter off, in some ¢zses,
{%?ﬁ é @}f they stop working. Further; emplioyasbles are helped,
3 ﬂﬁ@#ﬁ\ / and required, to seek employment, or if ﬂecessary}%raiﬁeé

éf;*@&ﬂ for it.
<
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2) The Pederal government will finance minimum péww
nents of $1600 yearly per needy famlly of four, regard-
lesg of location. This will lighten the burden of sonme
sbates and inorease thelr payments. By meking payments a
little mor e egual, it will reduce the bendency od reci-
plents to migrate to the states where benefits ar@lhighaab*
such ags New York.

3) Payments for needy families will no longer depend
on the absence of a bresdwinner, Hence, the incentive bo

abandonment is reduced,

1T

The New York welfare bureaucracy bitterly protested
the countrywide Federal yearly minimum grants of $1600
because the stabes thalt paild 1little will get much nmove
Federal noney per reciplient than the states, such as
New York, who pald much more, Which ls true, The Fedefal
governnent proposes not to supplememt state payments
beyond $1600, but to pay only up bto $1600, New York
would have liked the
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Federal government vo pay 50% of whabever New York

chooses ©o Do Lhe protest demonstrates not only

that the protestewy are foolishe=-which is well

Inown--but also that they sre uncommonly stupid,

which was no¥.\

/ i / . . ) . '
*%@Y’/ﬁ%thing could help the New York welfare systen

morew=nothing could decrease the total New York
outlay more--than increases in the payments to

, ‘ ‘ ‘ P et
welfare reclplents in, say, Mississippi‘leh@ New
york sygten ls overloaded because New York payments

axre high a) relative to payments elsewhere, ©J
O Pl IR

crelative o' job earnings. The system can be helped

sy
[t

only by reducing vaynents in New York or raising

an

them elsewhere.  The first is unlikely to happen

to the required degree,. The Federal government is

aoing the second--and the New York welfare establishment

complaingl Yet the(loadJsw NewYork /jwill be 1li-htened

ole in Mississippi have less reason to

only i¥ peop! \

‘nigrate to Hew York-wwhich is the case when the

difference in welfarel payments is reduced, with

Federal help, in Misglesippl's favor,



"
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Nothing could be worse for New York than an |

© increase in the Federal subsidy for New York: such
& increase might stabllize, or inecrease, the

differential between New York and the states that

pay legs-=i.e., the attraction of New York for

“welfave recipients elsewhere. Tt would also tend

23

"to increase the size of paynments relative to earnings

from‘jObs; - That is what thé NewYork welfare
estébiiﬁhmmmt i%:ciamafing for. It would be a

good way éfjgetting mof@ ”alients?lto the detriment
#0t only»of New York téxpayers/but of the United
States ccbnoﬁy'as a whglefand of the New York

eébnbmy ih parti0u1ax;:‘Everytime‘welfare payments
are'indreased9 more peovple become we1fare clients
~=the New York'eiperiehﬁe denonstrates as%uch
irrefutablye-v(lt is u@iikely thgt‘peoplé worse than'
1owW appointediﬁﬁuld befgiecﬁedé és top administrators

of public welfare.. Therefore I favor electing

conmissioners rather than allowing the mayor to
. .hjbnw Vi ‘
appoinuaﬁeg@ : e

From an economic viewpoint--alas, polltically

._iﬁfmight be hard to do; but is Lk really lmpossible?

fmmit would be best to make Federal payments outside

metr0p01itan.cemtersuhigherwwin‘pﬁrdhasing powerwathan

v -
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ingide so that welfare recipients would be financially
better off in rural arees. The indirect costa incurred
in citles are far greaber then those incurred in

rural areas, anfl the difference is great enough to
warrant the cogt of making rural aveas irresigtably
attractive to welfare recipients.

Let me consider three other objections bo the Nixon
propsﬂa1$¢Dqu Meany, apeaking for the labour unions,
objects that by subsidizing those who do not earn enough
through thelr work the government would subsidize, and
thereby encourage, low wage rates. Mr. Meany implles that
without such encouragement wage rates would go up, or
aould be pushed u%y by uniong, or by minimum wage laws,
That would be nice, and save a lot of bax money. Unfortie
nately, although it is quite posgible to prevent employers
from paying less than & minimuw fixed by unions or laws,
1t is wnot possidble to compell them to hire workers at
the wage rate fixed by%%@wy Thus, if that wage rabe is
higher than what the worker is worth to employers w- whatb
they are paying anyway -- he becomes unemployed: vy
when minimum weges arve effestive %hay create unemployment,
Indeed e unemphoyment wmbe of unskilled adolencents,
particularly black adolescents ~- the group most affected
by minimun wages - goes up esch time the nininum wage

T

rate 18 raised. Indesd2Wie [finlmun wage laws and union
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activities have greatly contributed bto the welfare problem.
(?mmon leaders do not learn @awilg The advanbage of Mz .
Nixonls proposal L& preclisely Lo make it posaibl@jﬁ& help
a man unable to earn enough to support his famil% by his
work, without discoursging him from working &% i@k&mn@ at
1 4

present, or csusing him to become unemployed. Q

2) Professor James . Betes in NR (Sept. 23, i@&g)
avgues that Mr, Nixon "has presgented a welfare praéwam vne
which ... would legltlimize bthe concept «sa {Tf ij AL RN
teed annual income ... which concept Eates Lhinka.ﬂgﬁ 8
notential for disaster". However bthe "proposal® Fra&a%aam
EBates discusses is a $trawnan, bearing no resemblance
elther to Mr. Nixon's proposal or, for thalt matter, to
Professgor Milton Friedmen's "negative income bGax™.

Professor Estes assumes that a yearly income of $3500
would be guaranteed by the government (Mr. Nixon proposed
$1600) and calcubates that this would amnount to %1w75 per
houre He argues that people would have "bo clear al lesst
$l an hour more for working bthen they could get Lfor nob
working .«» (and) might refuse to work for less than
gpproximately $% an hour', This would lead to price ine
creases, a higher gusranteed annual income and.aonﬁinﬁﬁéﬂ
dnflation.

Professor Estes conveniently forgebts thab the Nixon

proposal, unlike Professor Fwi@dmam'ﬁ,r@quiraﬁ smployables



-

o nocept sulfbable employment (end Aif earnings are low
gupplements their pay). Under Professor Fria&m&n’s proposal
a man sablsfied with his "guarenteed annual income" might
refuse bo worki; under Mr., Nixon's he could mmw, on pain
of losing the "guaranbeed" ilncome, |

However, even Professor Friedman's pﬁep@m%l i%?moﬁ
vulnerable bto Estes' avgument., Fetes assumes that the
head of & famlly would be unwilling Lo work for less %h&n
about $3 since he"could recelve $1.75 an hour for nbt
working". Actually the wage rate for which the r@ejpi@n&
would be willing bto work will not depend on his "gu&r&nb@@d"
hourly income. Thus, if he were offered 10 hours oféwwwk
per week at #5 an hour, but loge his "guaranteed! iﬁaam@
if he accepts, he would not work. For he would geb {wo
and lose approximately $#70. But i1f he were aff&rad'i@ hourgih
of work at $1 an hour without loging his "guawamt@#&" income,
he might accept ~-- hls net weekly income would wiﬁ% o $80.
Both Professor Friedman's proposal mmavﬂr; Nix@m'ﬁgawe B8O
arrenged that the nel income of the reciplent of g?ﬁmrmm&mﬁ
payments incresses as he sarns money through wamk,gat whoatm
ever hourly rate, (The hourly rate accepted will d&p@ﬂd on
general market conditbons.) Since he cannot inmr@ﬂﬁ& BOVOL L
ment payments by adding houre of not working, hiw\mmly
way bto increase hls idncome lg by worklag. Moatb p@@gl&
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vecelving #70 a week to support a family will want to
ineresse their income. Thus the Nixon proposals are nob
likely to decrease wage rates (Meany) ox ﬁelinarémﬁa then
(Bstes). Professor Eabes' fallacy i8 new, unlike Mr, Meany's,
mﬁ otherwise no#} lmprovedil @m‘lﬁ"‘

3) Hemry Hazlitt (NR Sept, 9, 1969) objects to Mr.

Nizon's proposals in the firet place because they would

inerease the number of people on the welfeare volls. Thisg

is true in the short, althouph not in the long run. However,
the present welfave leglslabion would lncresse welfare rolls
more (even though Mmmﬁ slowly), and would ks do 8o y@rmamanﬁw
Lye M, Nimam'm‘pwmym%&l; although adding low salarlied people,
wild ulbim&t@liﬁgat the employables off the rolls, or dew

e gami- employables,
crease paymentsY by making &b advantageous for all reciplents

o work, This seems a worthwhile investment, albthough “BHE=

risk of feailure which Mr. Hazlitt mentions (and regards se

cerbainty) exisbts.

Mr. Hazlltt also poluts out that there will be pressure
to increase the Pederal payment of $1600 now proposed by
Mre Nixon. Certainly. However, Mpr., Hazlitt writes as though
thie pressure would notb mmmumq'ow w6ulﬂ be less kikely to
succeed, 1f Mr. Wixon's proposals were not enacted. ﬁnﬁar«
tunately Mr. Haglitt does not tell why he thinks so. I guess
that Me, Heglitt thinke @ubliﬁ welfare payments are uANeceg

gary, and that, once undertaken they become addictive:
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inereasing doses are craved unbil the addicted moclety
no longer can support the habll.

Yebt in all socleties the indigent have bto be supporbed.
Betber ways then ours may be found, But the qn&@%imm ig
not whether Mr, Nixon has found an ideal way, bubt rather
whebther his proposals improve on the present way.Thabt they
fall short of Mr. Heplitb's ideal is beside the polab .

Tue denger of addiction to public welfare paymants, both
of recipients end, possibly of politiclans, is very realj
it will be with ug as long am there is any sort of welfare
gystem. Hence Vhis danger 1s nob creabed by Me. Nixon's '
pmopégalﬁa pressure for higher snd more extended walf&ré
payments ig continuous since Roosevelbt. Perhaps we ghould
"kiek the habit", But Mr. Hazlitt has not proposed bo shop
all public assimbtance, nor btold we how hw would get the
vobtes for such a proposal.

If the habit is not kicked, and the welfare payments
eontinte, as well as pressure to lncrease th@%/ the problem
ig how bto make them least addictlive. The Nlxon proposald,
by ineressing lncentlves to wwmk, reduclng incentlves to
migrate bo urban areas, mmﬁﬁ&d&ﬁg hr&imimgg and reducing
the dncentive to abandon ﬁ&miliaﬁ,ar@ noving in the right
divettion,
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Mr. Haglitt also fears that Job braining will be ine
effective, and that the obligation to acceps Joba will
not be enforesd. This is poseible, bubt nob NeGOBBATY

some risk of maladministration le inherent in auy actlvity

ﬂﬁﬁ should not lead us Gto oppose pmmpaﬂalﬂ'uml@ﬁﬁ the dmired
§ effects can not be &@hi@vwﬁfb@wausﬁ Wi maladministration
can be shown to be cerbain vo defeat them.
However, some abbenbion should be pald to the scelal
workers likely to adwinister Mr, Nixon's proposals. Those
now coning from soclal work schools seem to conbribube a&
mueh to the creabtion mf goclal problens ag they do to %nemr
% &% %,é% solutions To the last women they arve filled with uboplen
V&MX‘%ﬁﬂg%mm ‘natiams and peycho-noral mliah@@ wﬁimh &iﬁtart tnaiﬁ PERGEp-

b @b”&ﬁ Ligﬁm@f @Qﬁiﬁty fmm mmm@ Lh@m ﬁ&mpl& i&ma&ﬁn&& @&M&& gK%W&ﬁm

%va%§ @AW%V% Giong ere roare and ocoup d@:@iba training. There lg ab prew
ol w o Wy & V’

f%&gm R . Bent no evidence bo indicate that persons who have not

“» & j&“ AW %W

) R R B %tt@nd@ﬁ gehools of soclal wwrwyywmmiq do worse. Unlegs
@@Nxz? 2% Vs %h@ﬁw schools can be fundamdntally changed soclal workers
%@»E{W% mmwwj%umﬁﬁt Juet as well be selected on the basis of a siuple

exomination, regerdless of priop a#ho&limg«

Whereas Mr. Hazlitt fears thab the work r@quir@m@nﬁwt
in the Nixon proposals will be neglected, Liberal snd
Labor crities fear thab they may be applied, They argmaf“ 
that mothers of school~age children should be allowed o
i stay home and not be required to take Jobs. Bince nany
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nothers of school~age eh@m&r@n do not recelve welfare pay-
nents, yeb do hold g@bm,‘iﬁ i nok apparent why wellfare
r@ai@iémmﬁ should be privileged to place the burden of
providing for thelr families on soclebty -~ including these
working mothers -- if they so choose. Of course, the progran
requires reasonable and hubane admindsetration which takes
gpaclal circumstances Jnbo amm&i&am&ti@m,gAnyway it wouldl
cerbainly be hard bto compel an unwllling mother bo work.pub
egbablighing the obligabion will help.)
Ag o the Job tralnlng program, the objectors say bthat
1t 18 not training bub Jobs that are needed; they argue thab
the government should be the "employer of last resort" hirving
anyone who cannot find & Job on the market. I am glad Mo,
Nizon did not fall for this. There has been no lack of Jobs.
On the contrary, Jobs, both skilled and unskilled, gou begging.
Welfare rolls have risen while unemployment has declined.
Gome employable people on welfare might be able simply
to aguire the skills to meke bthem independent. In mary
other cases, %m&im&m@ would have Go change mobtivationg, le@s,
beach people who have depended on handoubs that they can

and should work, The obligation to undergo braining, or o
take & Job, or both, is essential in this case.
In sbill other esgos, bthe person remuins unemployed

and on welfare, because he regards the avallable Jobs as
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belng below his dignityy ory they pay less thean he wanbs,
Mr, Nixon's reformg will nake 1% pogsible for such persons
to work and receive supplementel welfers payments, The
wolfare system can nobt set a wage floory and it need nod
k@aﬁ people artificlally idle by supporbing them at the
expensge of ‘the taxpayer when they refuse available Jobs.

| Useful as Mr, Fixon's proposals ave, they require one

najor addition bo which T will now burn.

Bt SR



inside 50 that welfare vg}@%? cs would besTinancially
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better off in rural & éy 2. The indjxect costs incurred

/’

iln civies are fgyfgm dumT Lnag/ﬂ.OSe incurred in
. . / P
S p
rural &fed§}MAmd dlffe'» e 1s great enough to

m’\r(/' * tﬂf"""'ﬁ
rurel arcaﬁﬂattraotive

. ) /
warra?;#%ﬁ; cost of m' j

The most costly, nﬁmaroug and most rapidly
increas ing'catchfﬂk 'of welfare: recipients consistg
ofAfamilies without a "; 5 receive ald to
dépen&@né childr@n; They are a oaLegory largely
called 1nﬁo belmp,and inmrewsed by the welfare system;
-&ﬂu, no doubcg cho QMtCQOfy in which psychological
injury Lo Jecipi ents iS_MOS'sf@unHGo My, N@%on
pProOposes to uboli h th@ finanria] regard for abandonment
waf O the creation OL guch familleg~-which the welfare
systen hitﬁbfbo h&d es t&blishedo This is sound and
~overdue, 'ﬁut fax more need be done. If Mr. Nixon’s
'OTOUO&aLw boeoma lawo a man can still, with impunity,
erea pgiand abandon a Tamily whloh the welfare system

n“l]'LJb Lo support. %huﬁvabandonment,.%%@ﬁ@%kﬁﬁywould
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no ]mepv,iﬂO?P“S@ Lnuvincome of the abandoned family
\ _
over wn“* would be quiLaO e with che father present
{'\L\ \/\.‘»"’"\.‘L \ /)

2

e & /would u 11 ihOT@&S@ th@ ‘disposahle income of th@

deserting athor who family supporived

rosAr:
by welfare noney anw\kp@p all hisg Jjob earnings to

'ﬁim@elfo The incentive‘to desert, in the knowledge
_tn ¢ the family will b& providud for by the taXpayero)

remainaa

mhﬁa,‘altaou@h huLpful Mr¢ Nixon®s proposal
will not be enough to %cm the tide of abandoned
familieﬂaZ»QWOH$upplem¢ntary meagures are needed
£o serve, 6nela3 a'positivep the other as a negative
| means toward'the\goa1 of minimizing'the creation of
‘faﬁh@rless:families vz uepondf%n welfare. The
 social cost of Sﬁch familie$9 of course, goes far
, béyond the coat of welfare paymants@ The latter in
New York aloﬁ@ ihvolvé$ Bi11ions; The trend 1is {gglmgm‘
AS & pritivevincahtivég S@miap@rmanent oy
perman@nﬁ‘birthéontrolfdeviéeg should be made
navaalao fr@e of ohawg@ to all who want them, and
a»?ederal boumﬁy of @100 should be paid to any woman
'whm»acc@bﬁé"ah apbeVé&Qp@rman@nt or semi-permanent
CuﬁbTmCUptiVC deLo;§ £he bounty may be paid one-~half

on actepv mcegithp omd h@lf if the device is still

.
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in place zix wonths later.
Such uuuﬂtnev have had excellent success in
undovclopod countries. They certainly are far
che pov “lnamc$dllyw»nuu to spaak of human costgw
than it.ig not to pay them,. Yhey ought to be |
available not Jjust to welfare clients but to all
fevnilb women ; this mi@ht prevent some of theam from
b@cumxng welfare o]g n' 8, It would also make the
matter bolltic 11y easier and would not, I think,
cost muoh more .people who are affluent are unlikely

to apply for the bounty. The msjor cost probebly

C}

i lhot'the bounty but_the services of the physicians .
who insert the d@vicecizl think that cost is entirely
worthwhile; and far less then thé,cost of not
iﬁdﬁuing p@oplefto comfrol the blrthrate, (Various

pres&ni hea]th agencle s and insurance schemes might

be utilize&;)

a\ems very 1i keiy tnat withln a short tim e

-
b

semi=pe; manenu dev1cos otnpr than the I.U.D, will be
available.. I U U are not oolerated by some wonen
and uns uitable for Women Who have never given birth.

While I,U.D.s could be quite useful, semi-permanent

e

Mo 3t Womer . areJJkeﬂj to use emxwpérminent
Cremovable devices. Hubt men or women who prefer
gterilization should be equally-entitled to the

0oantjc



| versions of "the pill", without the incidental effects
that malke aém@ WQm@m Inelipible now, are likely to

| become avallable quite soon. And many women will prefer

? them, * | J

Powitive incentives never will be enough as long as
irresponsible men heve no incenbtive, nothing to gain,
from avolding procrestlon with irvesponeible women., A
Federal law is needed ke

ok meking it & erime (punishe
able by baﬁwaﬁm three to flve years of debention) for any
L wan Lo aol, im@a@ﬁi@h&i&g@;@% by negleoct, so as bo risk
| conmépﬁimégif(gﬁ the time of amnm&p%m@ﬁ} by veasonable
shandexds, he was not capable, or, (4t any time) not
willing %o support the child (unless he hed sufficlent

| resson to believe that bthe mother was willing and able

% : to do epy by uslog privete mw@nﬁ)* The penslby should
- be applied only if & ohild is born, regardless of life-
t span, bub may be suspended 1f the defendant supports the
child to %M@ court's sablefaobion.*?®

‘ o 3\ * Needless to say, no conselentlous objector need accept
| Jﬁﬂfﬁi\ or ingert guch @ device., Ag for objections to the use of
™M Vf',¥~‘%mx “““““ money Lor Buch purpodes)l digapprove -« including

/w7 1 subsldigation of unwanted mvmaag%iwmmﬁ.twﬁha that nob
e f(ﬁ’ - preventing conceplblon has not discouraged fornicationy
| fﬂ_ ¢ prevenbing conception ls unlikely to encourage fornication.)
: fw{a/ > R ;™ Women esnnot be held to account withoub harming the
; V$WJ\_N6 ; ehild. Men aan.
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Nelther the need for nor the morality of susch a
law requires argument. What about effectivensss?
The maln objection is that the absconding fathers
cannot be found. %his has been the oase In the past,
But they were not seriously sought, since their
non«support was not regarded as a serious ocrime;
and 1t was not a Federal offense. Once it is made

8 serious Federal orime, a sufficlient number of men

csn be punished to have s deterrent effect. #After

all, clreumgtances are such that a withess 18 necessarily

aveilable««~which 18 not the case when burglary or
murder is committed. (Applicents for welfare payments
should recelve such payments only Af willling to
cooperate 1n the procedures required Larapprehension

et ’
% :éu@%@h&ﬂﬁ“kh@bv

' >~v@‘xnﬁ@¢m%> Funishment may not prevent

S £ vy

people from hmvingAgntmrcourﬁﬁﬁ but it can deter from

caunging conceptlon by neglect, or from refusing to

gupport offepring. Unless Mr. Nizxon's proposals
are supplamant@d by the leglslantion outlined, the

#
steady rise in abandoned families will continue.

Pipn LY v mttWMﬁ@ pald §W‘Kc‘f of
soclal workers \we-dre @@téZE@ rrom gchools of soclel

work. Wg/mﬁ&on@ W"a‘hmﬁ/ﬁ, owed the wmeiivities of

4

tend to hit most the least responsible persons, the
children.

o
%ﬂ)\

— R
| o

. ' V\le/ ]
Other measures--guch as decreasing é&ﬁ;;xt paymentge=e
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SOME NECESSARY ADDITIONS TO MR, NEXON'S
" WELFARE PROPOSALS

T

Mr, Nixon's welfare program is a step in
the right direction. I t is one step only on a
long road; but perhaps it is as big e step as is
politically feasible. Ip the short run, the
proposals are likely to égarwaaa costs; in the longer
gun they bld fair to reduce it, and there are many
adventages over the yrm%??t system from the viewpolnt

s Al g )

of equity and economy. Freweumne

general virtues in these proposals, -i-eanmots
on—-meny—others. .

1) The 100% tax on esrynings of welfare
recipients is abolished-wthey will have sonme
economic incentive to work and @arn]mm& decre-ge |
thelr dependence on welfare pmymwntm)by b@&n@_mllawad
to retaln the first $60 of their monthly earnings
without losing any welfare benefits; only 50% of
additional earnings is deducted from welfare payments
upf to a maximum of ¢« This means that
some hardworking families now become eligible, without
having to stop working. Ewmployebles are h@lp&d)mn@yw

in sone cm&aa,’r@quir@dltm seek employment.
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2) The Federal government will finsnce minimum
ALY
payments of $1600 yearly per family of fmu% regardless

of loocation,. This wild lmhﬁ@n the burden of some
states and lnerease thelr payments. By naking
rayments & little move equal, it will reduce the
tendency of reciplents to migrate to the states
where benefits are highest, such as New York.

3) Paymnts for needy families will no longer
depend on the absgence of a breadwinner. Hence,

the inecentive to abandonment is reduced.

’/411 three messures mdxpsrked which I

have adwocated in the paat will help. &Sxperience

wlll lead to mmdifia&ti@nﬁfand the law to be enacted

should permlt some flexibility.

L

The New York welfare bureausracy bitteriy
protested the countrywide Federal yearly minimum
grents of $1600 because the states who pald 1ittle
will get much more Federal money per recliplent than
the states, such as New York, who paid much more.
Whieh 48 true. The Federal government proposes not
to supplembnt state paynents b@y@nd.%iéﬁ@t but to
pay only up to $1600, New York would havelk liked the
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Pederal government to pay 50% of whatever New Yérk
chooges to pay*¢f%g§ protest demonstrates not only
that the protaataww are foolisheswhich iz well
known=«but also ﬁhmt they are uncommonly stupid,

which waa mo%w)

{}F&v’mﬁthxng could help the New York welfare aysten
mores-nothing ocould decrease the total New York
outley morewethan inoreases in the payments to
welfare reciplents in, say, Mia&l&aippiaqT;;; New
York system is overloaded because New York payments
are high a) relative to payments elsewhere, b)
relative to job earnings. The system can be helped
only by reducing payments Lln New X&mm/ax railsing
them elsewhere. The first is unlikely to happen

to the required degree. The Federal government is

doing the secondwwand the New York welfare establishment

complainsy Yet the load on NewYork will be 11 htened
only if people in Misslissippi have less reason to
migrate to New Yorkeewhich is the case when the

difference in welfares payments is reduced, with

Pederal helpy in Mississippl's favor.
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Nmthlmg could be worse for New York than an
lnorease In the Federal subzidy for New York: such
an increase might stabllize, or ilncrease, the
differential between New York and the states that
pay lesse=1,6.,, the attraction of New YLork for
welfare reciplents elsewhere., It would also tend
to inorease the size of payments relative o aarnings
from jobss That iz what the NewYork welfare
eatabllshment is almmaxlng fore. It would be a
good way of getting more "aliam%&"(to the detrimnent
not only of New York t&xpmyaw&,but of the Unite¢

States economy as s whole and of the New York

econony in particular, Ezmrytmma welfare payments
are lncreased, more people become welfare ollents
=afbhe New York @xp@wian@@ demonstyrates mgmuah
lrrefutably. (It is unlikely that p@@plé worse then
now appointed Wbuld be elected; 48 btop administrators
of public welfare, Therefore I favor electing

commissioners rather than allowing the mayor to

mppaint““@nh)

From an economic viewpolnt-~alas, politically
1t might be hard to do; but is &% really lmpossible?
«=it would be best to make Federal payments outside

netropolitan centera higher--in purchasing powers=than
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lnslide so that welfare reciplents would be financlally
better off in rural areas, The indirect costs incurred
in cltles avre far greater than those incurred in

rural areas, end the difference is grest enough to
warrant the cost of making rural ar@%g;;;traotivm

to welfare reciplents,.

LIT

The most costly, numerous and most rapldly
inoreaging categor of welfare reciplents consisty
of feamilles without a f&th@réfgh; receive ald to
dependent ehildren. They are a category largely
called into bmmng/amd‘inarﬂﬁgmd/by the welfare systems
and, no doubt, the category in which psychological
injury to reciplents is maat{i@quant. My« Nﬁ%mn
propozes to abolish the filnancial reward for absndonment
=«{0r the creation of such femiliesewwhich the welfare
system hitherto had establisheds This is sound and
overdue, But far more need be done, If Mr, Nixon's
proposals become law, a man can still, with impunity,
create and sbandon a family which the welfare system

wlll hwe to support. T Abmmdm&m@m,
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no 1ongéﬁA1nar@$a@ the income of the abandoned femily

over whah would be avallable with the father present,

fbul ﬁL%K”buld mtill inerease the disposahle inecome of the

o

deserbing father who cemsesdase hig family supported

THM
by welfare money @ndkk@@p all his Job earnings to
himself. The incentive o &&&@rt/in the knowledge
that the family will be provided for by the taxpayarﬁl

remaings .

{hus, although helpful, Mr. Nixon's proposal
will not be enough to stem the tide of abandoned
families, Two supplementary mesgures are needed
to gerve, one as a positive, the other as a negative
mneans toward the goal of minimizing the creation of
fatherless f&mili@ﬁ«Wﬁéﬁﬁﬁd@p@mdiﬁ%/W@1fmmﬁﬁ The
soclal cost of such families, of course, goes fap

beyond the cost of welfare payments. The latter in

New York alone involves billionz. The trend 1s webelmes:

Ag & positive incentive, semi-permenent oy
permanent birtheontrol devices should be made
available free of charge to all who want them, and
e Federal bounty of $100 should be paild to any woman
who mae@ptﬁ an approved,permanent or sewl-pormnanent
contraceptive device; the bounbty may be pald one~half

on acceptance, the gecond half 1f the device 1s still
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in place six months later.

duch bountles have had excellent suceese in
undeveloped countries. They certainly are far
cheaper financlallys~=not to spaak of humsn 6O5LGwe
than it is not to pay them. %They ought to be
avallable not just to welfare clients but to all
fertlle women: this might prevent some of them from
becoming welfars olients., It would also make the
matter polltically easier and would not, I think,
cost muoh more: people who are affluent are unlikely
to apply for the bounty. The major cost probably
ls not the baumty»but the services of the physicians
who insert the device., I think that cost is entirely
worthwhiles and far less than the cost of not
indueing people to control the birthrate, (Variauﬂ
present health agenciles and insurance schemes might
be utilizedu>

It seems very likely that within a short tim e
seml-permanent devices other than the I.U.D¢ will be
avallable., I.U.D. are not tolerated by some women
and unsultable for women who have nevery gilven birth.

While I.U,Ds8 could be quite useful, gemi=permanent

#*

Most women arelikely to use seml-permenent,
removable devicess But men or women who prefer
sterilization should be equally entitled to the
bounty.
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versions of "the plll", without the incidentsl effeots
that make some women lneligible now, are likely to
become avallable quite soon. 4nd meny women will

o
prefer them,

Posltive incentives never will be enough as
long as irresponsible men heve no incentive, nothing
to gain, from avolding procreation with ilrrespongible
women. 4 Federal law 1s needed waking it & orime,
{punishable by between three to five yearsof
detention) for &my man tgﬁﬁ intentionally, or by

AN Sseomp s -
et SR— —

neglect, (@6t a0 as to cause oonception (or as to

have been é%ﬂ posaible cause of oconception In a
woman who did give birth) 1fv&t the time of ammwaptian’
he was not am@&bl@,g$:§ﬁ§ﬁ§%ébey reasonable gtandards,
to support the ahmid (unless he had sufficlent reason
to believe that the mother wos willing and =blé to

do 80, by using private means). <+he penalty should

he mand&twry A a ehild is born, regardless of biw
lifespan, but may be suspended if the defendant

St
supports the child to the court's satisfaction.

Needleas to say, no consclentious objestor need
accept or insert such a device. &g for objeotions
to the use of tax money fopr such purposes, my taxes @Y£

are now used for purposes I d&&&pprmvwwminaludiﬁa \ AN I
gsubgldization of unwanted sonceptions, 4ﬁMy%b)Wv - W } i
M/vw\m Ao V b\ N
Women cannot be held to account without bem¥ine | [ ~WVW.
the child, Men can. v
|
N
? k‘ VU\/Q/JE/@Q—)
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gsome soclal workersSmE—wos

of-Rogiul-Wopkw1t will be obvious that they aantribut@
ﬁﬁé%%éggy'éﬁtha creatlon of welfare problems thaer @a
to thelr solution, Recently obkgenizations of soclal
workers heve done 80 even on the political level

by insisting on higher grants and on less cheoking

of the assertions of the reciplents, Whioh, as the
soclal workers well know, gimply means more clients,
and therefore more social workers: experience

shows the higher the grants and the less recipients

are checked, the grester the case loasd,.

Oddly enough, with respect to welfare, free
market forces work all to well. The more you pay

people, the more people are attracted to tha Job.

\Unly here they are attracted away from jobs. Soolal

| W‘ )N orkers do not believe in market forces, hence they
‘\\ﬁk fyvq’think that grants can be increased indefinitely

\ év Yy eecording to "need” (whioh is by definitlon indefinite)

\M”& wlthout regard to the effects this necessarily hes

on the motivation of actual or progpectéve resiplents,
howmar toward earning income from other sources,

particularly when thia 1nmmm@ 3& not much hlgh@r than

S

"M '"““m" /\,\w A @;;)\ ) s \\/l ‘ " 4 lz)/\tﬂ

\MV@A/\%{ fug v
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the welfare gr&n%gy///z;w ) | 5oy | {Mzu;,,ﬁ&wutpdvdu,fw o
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Some “"liberals" and some labor leadersEEE0
object@® to My, Nixon’s job training snd job
requirement proposals. Liberals argue that mothers
of sehoolage children mhaui@h&tmy home and not be
required to take jobs, Oince many mothersg of
schoolage children W do not receive welfare
p&ym@ﬂtéid@ hold jobs, it ls not apparent why
welfare reciplents should be privileged to place
the burden of Meewwmy providing for their families

" u»rkuu% .
on soclety-wineluding th@w@Am ersg=«1f they so
choose, Of course, the progrem requires reasonahle
and humane administration which takes gpecial

cireumstances into consideration. I rather fear
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that the administration will be too lenient. This i J
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has been the past experience, it would certalnly 7
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be hard to compel an unwilling mother to wmrk. ANVL

Penalties might affect the ammmm)% A8 to the
Job tralning program, the objectors say that it is
not training but jobs that are needed; they argue
that the government should he the "employer of last
resort” hiring anyone who cannot find a job on the

market., I am glad Mr. Nixon did not fall for this.
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b v~&c’$;;;@ hasg bheen no lack of
Jobss On the contrary, Jobg both skilled and

unakilla@,go begging, Welfare mml&& have risen
while unemployment hag declined. ﬂamm enployable
people on welfare might be abﬁ%w%?wnquir@ the
8kills to make them independent, In many other
cases, tralning would have to change motivations,
l.e¢, teach people whoﬁhmv& depended on handouts
that they can and should work. Th& obligation to
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undergo training, or teke a job iw essentlal in

this case, In s8till other omaagT the person remains
unemployed and on wmlf&rafbﬁaau$® he regards tga
avallable Jobs as being below his dignity, or payimg
less than he wants. Mr. Hixon's reforms will make
it possible for such persons to work and raamiva

supplemental welfare payment .
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aysk@m#fm set a w&g% floop: the expense of the A%i />
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tmxgﬁﬁﬁf‘mnd4ﬁﬁfk@@p people artifielally idle by
supporting thm:&gm when they refuse available jobs.
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