POVERTY AND WELFARE

I Con Poverty Be Rlilminested?

Ly It is & shenme that @ country as wealthy as pure
~«the wealthiest country in the W@W&ﬁmﬁﬂm&@Wﬁ 80 many
beople to live in misery,

O Allows?

In No, I don't meen the poor volunteer for boverty.
They don't want to be poor. And we oan and should help

them to Live better. We must solve the problem of poverty.

Cs Don't we spend Lumense smounts of money doing Jjust

that?eemore then was ever spent before by anybody?

7 Not enoughs end it 1e epent wastefully, humiliatingly,
bureauoratically. The poor ere still therse-worse off
then ever in the midst of plenty. Nothing we do seems

%0 help.

Gy Well then why do you think gpending more would?
Ly VWhat elmet We must spend more and in new WAY & o

Gs  One reagon for fallure 18 that for all too long o ting
we heve done Just whet you urge: when the old ways Lo
help the poor 4ld not prove effective, we decided sach

time to add some new prohrem, snd spend additional money



on it. (Ineldentally though theve i plenty of fancy
rhatorio-«yares? against povertys ste.--no one ever has

outlined what gpecifiocally is to be achieved.)

The yesult has been on inervedible hodgepodge of
overlapping lovel, state and Fedeyal welfarve progrems.
They support a steadily inoressing welfare population
arnd a bureaucrscy inoreaging even faster. Paradoxioally,
repidlys but the

oven more rapldly.

the poor population is decressing

welfare population is AnoPsasing

Li Surely the war on povervy is ﬂ@%fthmﬁ @ffﬁ@t&ﬂ%q

It was started beoveuse there was s0 nany poor.

Gt I doubt that. BBut be ﬁhiw as it wmay, the size of the
group olagsified a8 poor has rapidly deolined since the
turn of the century.

Lt Perhapse we were worge off in the 19th Century. But
our probleom ig now. We heve %@m‘m&my poor in the 20th

Canbury,

s "Poo many" implies e comparison to some standerd
wwglther the pagt, o0r some ideal. &wﬁ ne consider both
standards, If we follow the pregent definition of the
Boolal Seourity Adminlstration, and clessify es poor

@1l those fenilies (defined ae & persons, in urban aveas)

rupniuiuy
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reselving (in dollers of 1964 purchesing power)® less
than $3130 a year, we £ind that at the turn of the
eentury nearly 90% of all familles wewe "poor®; in 1920
sbout 50% (1/2) of the totel populatlon; in 1962 about
20% (1/50f our population)s now In 1968 about 15-16%
(1/6 of all romilies). This is & remerkableoe-and wheolly
lgnoredewperformence. (Sampling informelly, I found
that about 1 college student in 200 ¥new about the
deerease of poverty--olesrly metohed by ean imax&&@w wf
concern tut not by any @@mw@aaﬁ of &%n@yama%s) It i o
performence of the free merket system mﬁvér equalled
anywhere at any time (4e that why it 1& lgnored?),

AIXt way accomplished deaplte--or possibly haa&mm@?ww%hﬁw@

WaH ne "Wer on poverty."

L:  But what about the remeining 15% of our famllies who

4o not live on & decent gcele?

Gs  If poverty were to decreess in the future abt the same
rate as in the past, there would be no poor left within

20 yeoars.,

#  Other departnents wee (slightly) different figures;
but the difference 18 negliszible. OF GOUYEe, ﬁh&'yav&wby
gtandard differs with olrounstancess @effe & slngle uprben

adult s Y"poor" Af he hes less then $1540 annually .
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L+  8ounds good. Do you really believe 1t will happen?

C1 No. Poverty will not disoppesp @nﬁ, unfortunately,
it will decvesse at a sloar rate from now on because of
two obstacles. Poverty cannot dlsappear because the
definltion of "poor" iv neither fixed nor objective.
0ddly enough liberals belleve that there is an objective
end fixed stenderd for "poverty" but not for other
moral ideas. Yet "poverty" i o soclal evaluation

based on the ocurreut middle olegs soale of living. Any
Tamlly with an income by wore then 2/3 below the everage
middle class income L& Ypoor."! Aw middle olass incomew
rises 80 does the Ancome that must be veceived AL one

is not to be poor. Hence, "the poor ye will alwaye
“have with youbeehy definitions "the poor? are thoge in
 the lowest gogment of the income distribution. And there
magt alvways be a lowest segnent unlese everybody wvecelves
the same incomeww-whioh L8 nelther possible nor desiveble.
- Unegual distributions necesserily have a highest group

=athe riche-and a lowsst groupe-the pPoor.

Lr 8o we may not eltogether eliminate poverty. Can nothing
be done about 167 |

Cr  We can reduece the sluze of the Ypobor® group: end the
degree of poverty they suffer-~the gep between them end
the lower middle olass.



Whioh 18 what we have done. I already pointed out the
amazing reduotion of the proportion of poor people in
the population. The comparative gap betwesen poor and

- nonmpoor at various times involves complex messurement.
Perhaps 4t Lo enough te lnow that the poovest 155 of
aﬁm population live muoch better--commsnd much move
purchasing power-e-than 60% of the famllises in the Soviet
Unlone-not to spesk of Chinae, or the "undeveloped®
sountries, Our poorest Neproes commsnd about ten btimes
as mech purchasing power ag the Afrlcan contenporaries.
{(The mvmm&g@‘ﬂégwm oommonds as much ne the average French

or Ttallian worker.)
Ly Well, money lsn't everything.,

Cs Yesy a Tavored saying of the rich, It ie good to
sea you plok 4t up. DBut we were talking aboubt povertys
- flack of) money.

Ly Why then ave poor Negroes so unhappy £ they are nob
that poor?

€y They dontt compasre themselves with Alricense-desplite
all the fantasy talle-0r Buropeons, They compere
themgelves with white Aweriecens, And they heve lesay

which, understendebly, they wresent, Indeed, if there
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are fewer poor, they regent thelr poverty more. They
ave leoleted, warglnal, "ﬁmﬁwwpwmvgxwgmﬁ"wm(a marvelous
word, incldentally). The population ig divided into
three groupss the undey, the over, endewshall we SRYHR
the normally privileged? left behinde-and wore unhappy
than they mlght be 4f there were more of th@m;

e Can we vreduce the mumbey of poor, snd thelr poverty

mora than we havae?

Gz We cons Bub we cannob hope to meke progress as fast
88 An the past. Por one thing the “war agalnst povarty?
has greated apencles and bureaucrats with o vesbted
intevest in the poor--they uake thelr living and derive
thely power and status fw@m»ﬁM@'ﬁmiﬁﬁmﬁmw of the pooY.
They will not let thely olientele disseppesr. Neny of
those who are now poor have & symbliotio interest. For
gome Em at least 1t pays more to be "poor" than to work.
I do not know how importent this entagonistic symblosis is,
But dn the past no one had en lntereet in belng poor

and very few peovple couldd geln statuves, or nake & living,
by being poverty experts, or bureancrats. Whereupon ey
poverty rapdly diminished. Now we may geb sone oabogenio
paverty,

Hore faportant then this, the poor whoe gtill are poor

often are paople-suniile thoess who were poctr in the pagbwe
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whose poverty is not almply exploined by remediable
external conditions, such s uwnemployment or lack of

gkill. They are someblimes unemployable, often hard to
ewploy beoause of physical and peychological defecta
others ave lnospsble of soguiring s ekill or not "motivated?
enough (l.e. unwilling) to do so. Thie is to be expeoted.
The moblle poors those whoe siuply laaﬁ%ﬁ opportunities,

no longer are poor, We are st the bottom of the barrel.

HMany of the fanilies now poor are not essy to help. They

have characteristios which reduce employment and earning

abllity even when opportunlty s presented.
Ly 80 you jJust would give wup?

G Hoe T would upge progroms thet instoasd of encouraging
dependency would encourage snd help people to beoome

indopendente-to earn thelr own living.
Ly Cwn that be done? If so why Lsn't it belng done?

Gy It cannot be done w&ﬁh ald the poor. But certainly
with many with whon no gevious atteupt is nade todey. In
the pagt purely beoause of bursaucratlic obstaoleg-wwhioh

explain but do not Justify our fallure. But now Adeologiocel

obstacles have been edded. Por instencs, "the way on
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poverty® has levgely kmmnmﬁ out to e sn abtenpt to

hﬁiﬂiﬁg them &m&iv&@uﬁ%iy Lo overcome poverty. The whole

- philogophy of "the war on poverty" is, to put it wdiddy,

Cabgurds 1) our government spends ouy mnoney to oreabe

@r&&@ﬁrﬁwQ&Wﬁm riota-wagaingt Lltself and us, 2) not only
are the poor organized to blackmall us--they ere also
organized to vemaln poor. To orgenize meange-plnost by
definitionw-te perpetuste a group. The attempt here o
not to nake it essler to leave the group but rather, to
make membershlp lese unattractive, This g done lavgely
not by giving the poor mﬁn@wﬂm&&%aam to leave poverty
behindw-but by giving them righte as “the poor",
yx%@m&ﬁ&mhmy the right to blackmail.,

ﬁxxxﬁmxgmxm&mxwm@mwwmﬁmw%mﬁ&&xﬁﬁxﬁﬁ%
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How Poverty Con Be Reduoed

&3 In your view, what should we do?

' Gi  Let ne firet glve you an des of who the Poor are.

{Inoldentally, despite all the vesesrch, too 1ittle ip
known ebout who Ls poor and why.)

Aovording to government date and stenderds, there are
about 6 willion poor femilles (about 3 million persons);
25% of these have hoads over 65 years oldy 227 ave
headed by femeles, The remeining nearly 50% of ali poor
families had employed family heads, who (o not earn

enough to sget the family over the poverty line,

One other polnts 15% of all poor familles had five oy
more children. '

In the light of these data, o satiefsctory welfare system
migt attempt three things which mww.nwt aleays eany to
w%a&ﬁ&&&m w&uh.@&wﬁ Gther. Bub the present systen
acoomplishes none, indeed defeats oach of these BOalm.

And the "wﬁr on poverty" Anvolving the ideelogy of falluve
wwgiall how has booome e fallure of ideclogy.

1) Ve mugt provide in the simplest weyw--with the loast
adninletrative cogte-ror those who cennot provide for
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theneselves ond are uwnilikely ever to be pble tow-uwhile yeot
trying to encourage them to do what they ocan to earh
woney. Above all, however, we must ey bo reduce the

nunber of people in thls permenently dependent class,

2) Ve wuat persusde pé@r families at least not to have
move ochildren than rioh fomilies do, a} by paking
sontraception easlor for them, Bb) by meking it more
rowarding to hove fewey children end less rewsrding to

havre more.,

%) e wuet help those who work bubt sarn loss then they
need to go above the poverty level to earn more by

o) upegrading thelr skills; and glving then batter
opportunitiess b) subsidizing them meanwhile in such

® way a8 to encoursge them to continue Lo earn and to
inoreass thelr esrnings. AL presmt, higher earningge
afﬁém any aarningom-aro y@ﬁ&lﬁ%@ﬂ by %ﬁﬁﬁ deduotion

Prom wedlfar the welfere subeldy of these earningges
wometines by dedustions greater then the added earnlngs.
This means that people who oan work, bubt canmot earn much,
do betber not working. They are helped more Af they give
up than AT they heep trying.

Lt The principvies sre fine. Hut what do you propose
gonorebely? What will you do sbout slums, low wages, no

jobs, no skills, too meny ohildven, too 1little education,
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degtitute m&ﬁlﬁﬁﬁ? Do you propogse a guarentesd annual
Invowe? o negative incoms tax? The povermment as
omployer of lagt resort? Bubsidlies Ffor businesses to

employ “unemployabhleahy

Gs  Dirferent groups need different kinds orf halp.

Traftle accldents certeinly require hospitels for vietima,
But road design, traffic laws, and enfovoement sve no

lems lmportent, With regard to poverty, the emphasiy

asemy to be on blaper and better hospitals, on vrgenization
of ﬁﬁﬁ&@mﬁﬂ; o6, n&mﬁaa attention is pald to what gete
pesple into them and out again,

Le 04K, You are interssted in reducing the number of
victing, I'm sure they do not volunteer. What do you
PLOPO G , 7

€t Well, let me start with the group regarded ss least
promisingy femiliss headed by people wver 6%, Here
Milton Friedman's "negative incowme taxPewn gubsldy that
decreases with higher income in such a way as not to
impalyr the Ancentive to esrn the h&gh&w Inconaes-woudd e
appropriate, ?hmw gubaldy would be given on the mere
income end ege deolevation of the reclplent. (Some ocapes

wouwld e amvaaﬁﬁga%&ﬁ'ﬁw 200 g&%&%&v@ income declavations
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are,  Pub oot alls) This would greatly slmplify

adminiatration.

The maln emergency help slderly people need in eddition
%@,rﬁgm&@M'walrmm@ payments lg for nedical expensed,
These are now teken ocare of by Medleere. Henoe 1 would
given this group a subsidy in the form of & negative
incoms tax--nothing less and nothing more. Wo schedule
of allowancas for this and that. A blook subsldy in &
form that encourages ww&vmﬁw}ﬁﬁmmmwgm and in ap apount
that makes these deslyable, but not indispensuble. We
oould do without home visite by soelsl workers, as long
ng the veoiplents ave montally competent. Counsellng

can be done by avallsble private institutions.
e What about onorgenclies or spoeoial casea?

Gt Private charity in the pust cerried the total burden.
I think 4t i¢ eble to help in gpeocliel ocases, end oen do
g0 wuch better than the government. Lot me Yepeats no
gohedule of allowances. The negatlve incone taxewl.o.
o blook subgldye-plus what Medioare, pensiong, ebo., are

glrendy provided.

L You sssume that people over 65 ave unlikely to earn
money by working?
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Gs  Not they ave less likely to be employable than people
under 65, but meny people in this nge bracket cen end will
work, at least part time, The negative lncome tagx would

not reduce incentive.

However, something olse ﬁﬁ@@« Blderly p@@p&arﬁf%am
connot work as well or ag steadily as younger peonle.
Tharafore employers will not hirve theme-at least not et
the game wags they pay younger peeples ﬁ@m&%, thay remain
unemployed. They would be much wore employable if
amployers were allowed to pay them less then they pay
more productive workevrs. ?h&m problem cen be ﬁ&&%@@ only
Af by lew &) unlon contyects musgt permit the ﬁ&w&mg of
people over 65 abt non-union wagesi  b) pininun wege lewe
axenpt people over 6% (ss well s, Tor ﬁ&%&lﬁf PHBHONE
ﬁ@&ﬁl@ under 203 T ghould oxenpt everybody--togother with
all leading esonomiste, L regard nininin weges asg politiocal
quackery helpful to denagogues, hermful to those allegedly
benefittad) .

Ly But they would then get wvery low wages; while employers
would get high profite from explolting them, This nay

aven impalr the wages now pald to people under 65,

Gs L think these foors are %@&uﬁﬁ&ﬁ@%* To be pure, wagewn

for lses productive workers would be lower, But s low
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Q&ga La better than none., And employers w&uiﬁ noat pay
the wagey %h@? POY  MOLE pww&uﬁ%&va w@mm@vwm Setting
the wage higher than the produstivity of these womrkers
S warrente--ns geoen byy employerg who de the hiring--mesns
slnply that they won't be hired. The negative inconme
tax would supplement their income whioh thus would he
hizher then without working. If the wege seems too low
o the employables in @u@mﬁ&@mﬁ thay won't accept ib.
They would get & higher subelidy thene=but eti1l leps than they
w@ulﬁ gat If they are employed. Right mbw thay do not
have this choloe. They siwply are compelled to remein
unemployed.

ﬁmp;ﬁyﬁyw will not profit excessively., If the hiving of
0ld people proves profitable, thelr wages will go ups-others
.wﬁli want o hire them teo, until the extra profit
dleappears. Nor will younger workers suffer, If they

avre move productive then oldey workeras, employers still
will be willlng to pasy them higher wages, end will heve bo

do po, w8 they compete for bthome workerg.
Ly T don't think the unionsg will like this anywey.

G: Probably not. They seldom i&%@ anything new. 1I%4 be
writing by cendlelisht Af we had depended on them. But 4%
wontt harm them and they can live with &ta: 014 people should



not be disearded from the productive process snd conpelled
bo retive into inactivity end poverty, They should be
allowed and encouraged Lo work snd eern to the extent of
thelr inclination and ebility--s privilege new given ondy
Andependent entreprensurs and professlonals and withheld
from workers snd smployeese<hrsely by thelr own uniong,
And let me assure you no "make work" p&yaﬂ@iagﬁﬁmmmy tokes

the plaoce of aobusl work through normel employmnent PLrOGOSSaSs,

Lt OKe, lotts go on to the next groupk feunle fanily
heade, wany with five or more childwen, wost of them
deserted by the fathers.

Cs  Such femilles ave usually poor beasuge the father hes
deserted and does not contribute support snd the mother
has toe toke oare of the dhildre end, thevefore, cen earn
only very little noney Lf eny. We need snswers to two
questionss o) what oan be done to improve the lot of those
fapiliess b} what san be done to disaourage other men

from deserding and women Trom belng left many ohildren.

Li Well, do you intend to punish them for heinging ohildren
into the world whom they osnnot support?

Gt If gonceptlion were deliberate, or even werely

inadvertent, & ocase for punishment could be mades bub 4t
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would be hard to &mfﬁ&mﬁ any punishment without also
punishlng the childrens whioh would be unjusts 4 ovese for
puniehing the deserters also could be mede. Pub they are
haerd to oatoh and the evile created might be wovee than
those punighed,

Moat of the women in question do not have theiy ehildren
deliberately. Somedkxdelt didn't Ynow how to aveid

- soncepbliony some 4idn't have the means to do BOS BOME,

finally, neglected preceutions, Very few weve deliberate,

The firet thing to do, therefore, is to inform them, ALL

nubile fenale welfare m&iﬁmtm ghould be given complete

A@&ﬂﬁrmm&@h&v% information. Becondly, contraceptives

ghould be avellable for o nominel cherge to all female
welfare elients for the aaking., Thirdly, they shoul e
&&m@w&&&&@'w&ﬁh the disadventageg-«for all concernofeeof
having children without heaving established e stable union
with the father. I think these messures together would
greatly reduse the number of femilies hoaded by femsles
and the number of childron per Tomilye The remaining
families without male bLreadwinners and with meny ohdldven

would be elther femilies in whioh the bresdwinnes dluappeared

for wnforenseable reasong, such as death or illnessy op

femilies oreated by e mother who deliberately had them,
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gounting on the ocommunity Lo support her ohilldren and

her. There is not mueh we can do about the first oage

axoept try to take cere of the beveft family. A4As for those
who deliberately bring children into the world for whém

they cennot provide, I think uays can be found to discourage

thige«wlthout harming the children.
Ls  Heally? Vhy len't 3t done?

Cs T do not think that there ls much point woreying
about this until we kunow how much of the problem will
digappesr once we make information and sontraceptive

devices ensily and fully svaileble.

Lt Wouldntt that involve oogbly mﬁﬁxﬁam araninationg?

€1 They certalnly would be less costly than children.
Contraceptive lopps Inceed have to be inserted by physicans.
And only physiclens cen sterilize. Bobt there is no

_m@&&@am rasgon for vlasslfyineg contraceptive pills as

pregoription drugs except o inorease the ncome of

phyaiolens,®
Ls  Aren't there possible dengers snd contre-indleations?
# New York Stute recently prohiblted lebvorstories by lew

0 tegt urine specimen for pregnency oy to disclose rasulie

unleas it is done through a vhysiclen, Guess why?
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Cs ?ﬁawwvmm@‘ And they might be mentioned on the Llabel.
Put the dangers are few and less acute then those
threatening 4 & person wh@ &hﬁ@&d not, eats sugar. Yebt
we have not nade sugar o pw&&aw&ﬁ%&&n drug, nor do we

ever label 1t as dengerouvs for disbetios,

Ls  Whet would you do with those families who nlyraady oave

in existence with meny ohildren snd noe father pregent?

€3 Often the father is sbgent bessuse he could not earn
enough to offset the welfore Payments that stop with his -
Pregense. Somebtlimegwwwhon there are many childrene-these

welfare payments sxceed whabt he oan earn. Thege bayments

shenld not depend on the sbgence of a breadwinner. They

gshould supplement the famlly incomo.®

Aw for families aotually without a male breedwinner, we

mest give mothers an ineentive, snd the oppovtunity to

works The Incentive oan bhe provided by not reduoing subsidios
by rg much eg the invoms earned««by reducing welfoare payments
muoh less, 80 as to leave a conslderable net lnorease of

Income, 1 the mothar workd.

# 1 ghould alen fevor an seonomic incentive for families
to atey topethere-the opposite of what is non done,  Pub
this cannot be elaborated here, '
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Ly Put how con the mother leave hep ehildren? To hire
someone to btake oare of them would cost ag much as ahe

Gan aarn,

Us  Onoe the youngest ohild hes reached the age of threo
s=gven bafore--it le possible to entrust his cave Loy
someone elge than bhe mother during the day. BHven hafore,

babyeltters ney et mothers fres ror part of the day.

fome mothers ocould be provided with a 1ittle instruotion
wefrary 130tle is neededw-pnd with rented apaoces  They
could be hired then, to take osre of a numbeyr of ohildran

of other mothers who thue would be froed to work.
In  This gseoms sinple and feassibdle, Why Zmes lenft 4% done?

Cr I'm tempted to say boosuse Lt Lo simple ond feamible,

Xn affent, our welfare buresuoracy likes the old weys. And
‘ ﬁ%img& like "hesdstart® ap far ag %h% evidencd goes, uselegs

tuwm but more preventious end costly are thevefore proafarred,
Le  What oen you do sbout that?

Cs A lots One could reguire that employable mothers BOGBapL
Jobae aﬁﬁ clasedfy them as employedble unless there are
apecial clroumgtences which prevent them frﬁm nOTEINg .
However, given incentives, encouragement end @p@@wﬁmm&k&@ﬁg

- most women in that situation wmmmﬁ’nm%f%w 0 Workeeif thelr

ohlldren are teken care of, end if thelr net ingome is
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Increaged theraby. wh@maﬁwwa; let's gee how fer wé oen
go by making work attractive befovre worrying aboult people
who night prefer to be supported Ly welfere peymentg.
Certalnly & progrem to hire wellere mothers to teke care
of the ohildren of others who are oud mmwkﬁﬂg or to baby

8it, would easlly pay fovr Ltself.

ITn Vall, thet tekes care of the e¢lderly end the mothers
==gbout one=half of the poor, and on even grestor propoybion
of the welfare population, What about the remaining half
families with & working father unable to ralgse the famlly

ghove the poverty line?

€t Here, too, I believe that something 1like the negative

, im@ﬁm@ tar-wgubsldles o supplement sarnings would be bagt,
Ap earninge increase, guch mbsidies should diminish
Tinally to zera, but in such o uway that there remaing a

gisnificant net advaentoge in edding to earnings at all tines.

Ly dertainly this would be better than the present gystem,
Yot I fesl Lt doeg not go te the root of the matter. Why
do these paeople earn so 1itbtle? Why ave so many of them

urienployed?

Gy % 4o not %mmmmva that there is an overall solution
Home have low skills; some have big femilies: some are
unproductive; some are not allowed to work where they
could (or to acguive skille) by unione and by employers who
do thelr bldding.



woe @1

Le  UWhy could we not have a éyaﬁ&m ﬁh&@ makes sure that
everybody hes & minimum decent income? Why do you inseiet
on the plecemesl measures you have outlined, and whi@m
==vogardiess of thelr meritse--do not solve the problem of

poverty, of slums, of unemploveent, of inferior education?

€t TReocsuse there lg a "problem of poverty" only in the
senge that there are poor peocples An soon ag you agk why
you find meny problems.The sympbtome but not the causes can
be elimlnated by gpending wmoney, ‘The ceuses have fap

more to do with the way the money is spentw-to meke matbers

worse so far--and with leglslatlon oreating poverhy.
Ly Leawas oreste poverty? Are you gerlous?

Ct  Consider unemployment., It also Lllustrates the
singulerity of emch, and the velatlonship ameng the problens
of poverty. Unemployed people con't find Jobgewor, refuge
te take those avallable (legally they sre obliged to take
thems but not, in practice),

Le  Tou don't meen that the %07 of Negrom adolescents
at present unsmployedw-a rate double thet of whitege=ginply
dontt went to work? o

Gs They do. Bubt not at the Jobs avialble to theml-or st
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pay avallable, Yet these are the only Jjobs for which they
have enoush skille.

Ly  Well, shouldn't we do something ebout these skills then?

Gt Many ave not capeble, others are not willing to asguire
siille. (Guaranteeing them on income certeinly would not

Anprove matters. )
Ly VWhat leads to thies ebtitlibude?

G Many things. The attitude will persist as long ag
they sre mede to foel that they have o "rlght" to botter
Joba than they have the skill for.

Ly Buty dontt you think that they sre hkept out of bether
Jobs by raciel diserimination?

Gy Certalnly #% some actuelly sapable people are disoriwvinated
againste=though not necessarily for raciel ressons. I myself
would hesltate, say, to euploy an Americen Negro bub not

a Jemaloan one. Dot diseriminatory prectices doubtlessly
played a role in placing Anericen NeRroes into thelr present
gltuation--and in making them the persons they ere. This
altuation l¢ belng chenged, Dut the internalized effects

of the past will not diseppear in thig country., MNeenwhille

our problem is what to do with the pm@&amﬁly'unﬁmpléy@a
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adolescents who are whabt they are, I think they would
galn 4 they were cuployed according to thely capacities.
This, more then snybhing, will help them and make them
want to scquive skilis,

Ly  What wouwld you do to ewploy them?

Cr 1 would not make the government "the employer of last
resort/*  Hobody acquirves decent work heblte by working oy
the government

There sre private jobe that ere not belng Filled. It L
not true that uwnskilled workers cannot Pind employment.
They cen't find ekilled omployment. And meny vefuse to do
unakilled work for the pay offerede-which csnnot be ralsed
bacsuge they do not produce anought to permit higher PRY «
Have you ever leoked for s hendymen? or o Redoep at the
a&mp@wﬁm? The work doss not demend much gkill. Noy does
cleaning, or working es a walter, op bellboy, or busbypy op
deliverings yot epplivents ave soavce-~despite unemploynent
Or, have you triled to find an office workere-feoen office boy
to ssoretary--latoly?

e Bom what womld you do?

G Agalin, I woulde-along the lines of the negative incoms
tax-«pnbeldize such persong--on gondition

Ll baye-or, L they show epbitude mm& &m@l&m@ﬁ&mm
while they ascquire skills.
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C Lt Tt has boen proposed that employers be gubgidized to
pay these underskilled snd "undermotivated® {(i.e,

unreliable) suployees "normel! wages.

Cs  That seens o complicated snd unnsetiefactory thing.

They should get the wages the merketplaece ie willing to

pay, If thet keeps them poor, they, not the epployer, should
be subsldized--on condition thet they scoept ﬁh@ arallable
Jobe, At the sane time, we ought to m&kw,&vwxmabma evrery
opportunity to improve or mequive ekills. But this will
work only after people nmoguire work hablte snd get Interseted
in better jobs.

Lo Vouldn't unions dislilke thigv

lgﬂ I am not %mw&» But Exwsut legislation is essential

‘i} to exempt any welfave ollent from conbtractuslly or
legally fized minimum wageswefop many remain unemployed
because they do not produce envugh to meke it worth the
enployers while bo pay them that wagee-yet, unlass they

oon atart worltdng, they will never be worth eny more bo
employers. And they will never aowulre the hablt of working.
2) I would meke 1%t legally poseible for wmm@&k&wwwm
agencleg on thelr behelfe-to sue wlons (ag well ng

employers) for damages 1f they cen show that they were kept
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out of Jobs for whioh they were qualified beceuse they
were not union wpenbers. Unlonge-ilike employorsw-will

gtop discriminating when 4t costs them wmoney.

Ly  Tentt the government trying to do something about
thate-summer enploynent programe, for instance, or gebtlng

pledyes from business to enploy “uneuployables?y

s X&m. the sovernment Lo wasting your money tvying to
abgorb Inteo jJobe thowse who have become nearly unemployable
beoauss of the goverrment's own aocbivity--mainly ite
inslaetence on wages higher then these workers cen earn

on the warket, These programs are, ot best, effestive asg

public relations,

Le  But you sald some wont't take jobs at low wages which

go begging--denpite unenployment.

Cs X@w; supploenentary payments shonl be made conditional

on the payees willingness to accept Jobs at market WOEEE .

Ls  With all these ocomplications, I don't see why you won't

acgapt Priedmen's negative income bax,

G  Let me point out that what I propose is far less
complicated than whet we have now. Priadmen, to be sure,
la wimpler still. Put ochances ere that the nepative inoowe
tax would not, as he proposes, teake the plece of all

subsidiss now givmné»fxwm farm programs to ald to dependedt
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children-«but be guperimposed. The yvesalt would be

dndegsirable,

I think the beohnlique has merit where &) the person
recelving 8 subsidy is employed or aseking employment,

or b) cannob work. In theme omsges it le & a&%y&& way of
giving subpldy and an incentive to sarn--without bothering
about gpeoifie (arblitrerily ssteblished) ‘needs,”

without encoplng by socisl workers, with little buresuocracy

and without reducing incentive to work.

But if you were to glive that subeldy without establishing
willingnesg to be employed, employwent, or unemployvability,
you might en up gubeldiving the hipplegs--persong willfully

unenployved.

L: Whatt'e so bad about that? It might be cheaper to 4o so
than to do all the cheoking otherwise required. Parther,
they will soon prefar to &ﬁ%f%&&@ thelr earnings and go -

o work.

Gy Perhape go=--now. Bub 4f the knowledge apreads that you
oan live without working at the expenge of the aémmuniﬁyo
and 4f the ideology which pronounces it somehow norplly
guperior mé@ Lo esrn money also spresds, ﬁﬁaﬁ the nuaber

of "hippies® will greatly lnorvease and workers will have
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to bear & heavy burden. The 1dle«=who heve the vote
Just as wmuch as the working populetion--will ineiet on
highey éub@ﬁaiawa The working population will want to
throw out all welfere provisions, The sovernment, to
keep everybody's vete, will probaebly resort to inflation

«-and we will be in an Uruguyan or English neoss,

Li 8o you reject the overall negative income tax-~but

want to use the technique forp seleoted groupe?

C: Right. Specifleslly for those willing to be enployed

at market wages, and for those who ere incapaciteted.

L:  What about other evils connected with poverty such

ag slume, or bad education?

G Nelther of them is subjact to overall solutlons elther.
rhose that have been triede-public housing, urban renEWAlee

have made things worse,

Slumge-~deteriorated or overerowded housinge-might be

inproved by & variety of looal activitles--not by eny Federal
subeddy, whioch merely has ovested new slums. The whole
housing problem ls orested by the government. Hovedng

codes and protected union acbivity--ineluding rejection of

minority workers--meke bullding so expensive that slume vresult,

Hducatione~which 48 quite often terrible in our najor eltiege-

does not hecome hetter by spending more money. Nor have
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programs such as Headetert helped., A wider uvee of

the M@nt%ﬁgﬁr& method might help. Better education of
teacherg-~agsentially gotting them out of schools of
sdusation--night help. Privatization of the aohoolg--guch
as Milton Friedmen hag propossd--might help. The
widegpread Introduetion of track systems might help. The
abolition of meny frills and the &mﬁraﬁu@t&@m of tesohing
misght help.

I Quite a program! And it seems rather glapdash .

G Yes, 1t would require muoh mors elaborate Pregentatlon.
But I merely want to draw your abtention to the Fact that
the needed changes are not Finencial nor overall messures

but rether internal reforms.

L1 Can I get you to summarize the propossle energing

from pur wneandering conversetion?

Cs 0.K. My proposels ere

1) making it sagler for people &) to have fewer ohildren
(makﬂ contraseptives avalleble) b) not to desert them
(zive subeldies not vo &@y@mﬁ&mmvmh&x@m@m but to familles)
6) to mmm@uw&gm‘mmd enable mothers to work (by incentive
subsidles and arvengements for thelr children)s

3) giving old or incepecitated people a blook subsidy

upon thelr declaration of (insufficlient) incone, reducing
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the subgldy by their income from other sources, bub,

in gueoh a way thot they retaln an incentive to eain 1t
3)  siving & bloek subsidy in siniler weys to employed
paople who earn too little;

) giving such a gubsidy to other employeble peocple who
would earn too 1ittle on ocondlition that they sccept jJobs
at merket wagesy ,

8)  introduce leglelation to exempt categories of workers

from contractual or legsl unlon pPay.

I would modify the "negative income tax" by adding to the
incone declaretion the condlition thet enmployment must
be sought and acceptaed by people not employed nor

incapacitated, at narket woped.

6) 1 would eliminate mest of the present multitude of
povarty progrems end ohange the emphasis from helping
the poor Lo becone s pressgure group extorting money from

thoge who work to helping them to work themselves.
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L: You have glven all kinds of fancy reason%i%igting.

And now you propose to reduce social measures such as

welfare payments. Don't you realize that thlis is

penny-wise and pound foolligh;” The more desperate the
vy

poor, the more they will fmk. Poverty is the root cause

| of crime and of rioting.

C: Not so. But I would accept the converse: BRockefeller's

5 R ﬁ
Zeperiots--wealth 1s the cause of not rioting. o QQM¢W\ L
b g ‘mQQkaJé ko M0 v becdy o e | @ At ﬁi#wkﬂ%

fz«' '“""(5 A 'M»#lw\} ry
L: Aren't you admitting my point. = éz’ / [

®

C: No. Water may extingulsh fire hgxtiwmyxm but its
abgence is not the cause of fire: the poor riot

g 3
wﬁ&wﬁmhﬂﬁ“wsometimesmwnot always; and not all do. The rich never do.

| b
E )
3. W’w
d NMW",%«% Basw Ct  TPhere-mme \Dasically twe~eouses: a) the fact that
VR L
aba g B ndT rioting actually has brought Federal benefits to the
by Mkmw%? rioters and personal benefits (loot); b) that it enhances
Wi, ‘;\,.,‘ml‘w M“" #
I PR m%fwﬂg the statug of the leaders and of all participante in
ETAEERTN Y. |
L%”N ‘E@: b their own eyes and in the eyes of those who admire them for
\w Perereadt, YRy o )
4 wwvmwﬁ‘ .RMWAM "getting away" with ite-and thils permits them to discharge
\

WA, W Hns \'L)quite normal agression and resentment wlth lmpunity by
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Lt You have glven all kinde of fancy reasons rioblng.
And now you propose to reduce soclal measures such ag

welfare payments, Don't you realize that this is

penny-wige and pound foolish. The more desperete the

poor, the more they will not. Poverty Lie the root vause

of orime end of rieting,

~Cs Not so. But I would sccept the converse:s Hockefeller's

n@w riotge~wonlth is the cause of not rioting.

Lt Aven't you adwmitting my point,

Ce No. Water may extingulsh five byxikuza but its
abasence is not the cause of fires the poor riot
sometimes~-not always; end not all do. The r&aﬁ neveyr do.
Thus wealth ls the ceuse perhaps of not doing ite-but

poverty isg not the ceuse of dolnt 1t.
Lt What ia?

¢1 ‘There are basically two ceuses: a) the fact that
f&ating m@h@%i&y'hﬁ@ bm@ught Pederal benefits to the
rioters and personal benefits (loot): b) that it enhences
the status of ﬁh&vlamﬁafﬁlamd of all partlcipants ln

thelr ouwn eyes &ﬁd}&ﬁ nhé ayes of thoge who edmire them for
"Qéﬁhmng'mwéy" with Lte-w-snd bhis permits them to discharge

gquite normal agresslon &m&'rmﬁﬁnmm@m% with impunity by



Lt You have given a1l kinds of faney reasons rioting.
And now you propose to reduee sooial messures such ag
welfare paymente. Don't you reslize that this is
penny-wlge and pound foolish. The more degperste the
poor, the more they will not. Poverty is the root LT T

of crime and of rioting.

'Qa Not so. But I would accept the oconverse: Hockefeller's

new riotawwwenlth 48 the cause of not rioting,
Lt  Arem't you adnltting wy point,

Cr No. Water way @ﬁtim&ui@h fire byzdkwrm but Lts
ehgence ig not the ceuse of firve: the pooy riot
sometines--not always: and not all do. The rieh never do,

Thus wealth ie the cause perhaps of not doing Lte-but

boverty ls not the oause of doint ik,

Ls  What is?

C:  There are basloally two ceueess a) the fuct thag
rioting aotually has brought Pederal benefits to the
rioters and personal benefits (loot); b) thet it enhanoes
the status of the leaders and of all participants in

thelr own eyes and in the oyes of thome whe admire them for
tgatting away" with Liweand thig permite them to discharvge

quite normsl sgresslon and regentment with lmpunity by



by the most gratifying means: fighting, looting, killing,
destroying and setting fir@@'\ RN N

L: What is the remedy?

C: We can't make them all into Rockefellers. We oould
make them better off--as a start by changing laws that
discourage people from earning money and engaginz in

work. But that and the necessary %aﬁﬂhﬁﬁﬁﬁmsttakes time,
L: Meanwhlle?
C: Meanwhile we should stop financing and supporting riots.

L: Who does so?

C: Well, e.g., Magor Lindsey who prevents the police from

protecting property. Or has clty employees dﬁ%&wﬁ‘ “%$¥%W@%
N

jwand when d?%eoomeg too public, susp@nds them=-~for one

week. The Federal Government has a ed Wﬁfhwiﬂ%wﬁ)

L: What about rioters

C: They will stop rloting as soon as it becomes sufficlently

unrewarding and can no longer be done with inmpunity.



-y
by the most gratifying meanss fighting, 1§atﬁng. killing,
destroying and setting fire.

Ls  VWhat ig the remedy?

Cs We can't make them all into Bockefellers, We could
make them better off--as a start by ohanging lawe that
discouraxe people from sarning money and engaging in

worke But that end the necessary ’ takes time,
Ly Meanwhile?

C: Meanwhile we should stop flnanelng and supporting riots.
Ls Who does smo?

Gt Welly esnuy Magor Lindsey who prevents the ﬁmliaa from

brotecting property, Or has olty smployees

~=and when it becomes too public, suspends theme-for one

week. The ?a&@rai Government hag seked
Lt What about rioters

€1 They will stop prloting as soon as it becomes sufficiently

‘unrewarding and ocan no longer be done with Ampunity.



by the moat sratifying meanss ighting, Jeoting, killiong,
destroying and setting five,
L What is the remedy?

C:  We oan't meke them all into Rookefellers. e sould
malte them better offe-ns n shbart by changling lawe thab
diseouraze people from sarning noney and engaging in

work, But that and the necessary - takes time,
Ls  Meenwhile?

1 Memnwhile we shoulé stop Tinancing and supporting riots.
Ly  Who does so?

C: Well, e.n., HMagor Lindesey who prevents the policse from
protecting property. O hae olby suployees
«-ond wher it becomes too publie, suspends theme«for oneg

week. The Pederal Government has asked
Lt What about rioters

C: They will stop vioting as soon as 1t becomes gufficlently

unrewarding end oan no longer be done with impunity.
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POVERTY AND WELFARE

1 QCen Poverty Be Bliminated? | ﬁf

~Le It ig 2 sheme that a country es wealthy as eurs

- wwbhe wealthlest country in the world--allows so many

paople to live in misery.
Gy Allowa?

Lt No, I don't mesn the poor vmimn%aak for poverty.
They don't want to be poors And we can and should help

them to live better. We muet solve the problem of poverty.

Cs Don't we spend immense amounts of money doing just
y q
) TAANAAN
that?--more than was ever spent before by anyb«@ﬁ%ghq <

Ly Not enough; and ‘ess

P hunlliatingly g,
bureanoratically. The poor are #tidll there--worse off

than ever in the midst of plenty. Nothing we do seems

o help,

Gt Well then why 4o you think apending nore would?

Lt VWhat else? We must spend more, and in new ways.

awur ) I’MLU/ ,é@
CG:  One reason for failure thet : s nusbst iem

we have done Just what you urge s mn@§?§£@ eld 6%%é%%w

L , efwzg/ “
i ”,"4"'%,’2' By did naot prove effective W& Clttiedic it

v ne . Some
%M@%@%M/ad@f%bma new %ﬁ%ﬁm&m. and wp@nﬁ’aﬁa&ti@nal money -
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| el
VI A e %) though there is plenty of fansy
rhetorio-«"ywars" agalnst pmvdp?y. @ta.mmne o @ um@m has Cven
Ve
outlined what g@@g}ﬁi@g&lﬁ is b& aahmﬁvé&

15 4 LUM?le :
The result hopry brel A

overlapping 1&&&1./ tateo ﬁga Federal welfare programs,
M@M

They support al steadlly’ inereasing welfare population

and & bureauncracy increaging even faster, Pavadoxleally,

the poor population iz decresaine rapidlys but the

welfare population is J lng even more rapldly.

, Fhe /aﬁor[a/u/ef/m( L5 M@IA o/(,cmgq 3
Ls  Surely the wer on poverty ls not that @ f@@tiigl J
It was started because the g e T Emm‘xpﬁm ot e

y/@ra% 0«7 @

¢y T doubt that. the glze of the

group clageified as poor has rapldly amémin@d glnce the

turn of the century.

mé 'ﬁ@mhmpﬁ we were worse off in the 19th Century. But
our problem ie now. We have too meny poor in the 20th

Century.

Cs V"waa many" implies & comparison to gsome standerd
~maiﬁh@r the past, or some Ldeal. Let me consider both.
Yitdapddty,  If we follow the present definition of the

a@@ial Security Adminlstration, and clagaslly as poor

all those families (defined as 4 persons, in urban aress)

rrEBLYINY
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recelving (in dollers of 196l purchesing power)* less

than $3130 a year (or in dollare of 1967 purchesing power,
lese than $3300), we find that et the turn of the century
nearly 90% of all femllies were "poori" in 1920 about 50%
(1/2) of the total population; in 1962 about 20% (1/5 of
our populationy in 1968 about 15~16% (1/6 of all families).
In 1967, about 1§f==5.3 nillion families out of 49.8 milllon.
This 18 & remarkeble--snd wholly lgnorede«-perfornance.
(8ampling informelly, I found that about 1 college student
in 200 knew about the deorease of poverty--clearly matched
by an increase of concern but by no decrease of lgnorance,
One set of wrong notions wase replaced by another equally
unreallstios one.) It is & performence never equalled
anywhere abt any time. It ie Lgnored by our intelleotuslgew
perhaps beceause it was amm@,&m the ma&n)w&%haut government

interventlonygby the free market.

Lt But what about the remaining 144 of our families who do

not live on a decent soale?

C:  If poverty were to decrease in the future at the sane

rate ag In the past, there would be no poor left within 20 years .,

¥ 0%her departments use (slightly) different figures; but

the difference is negligible. Q@ﬁggg;;ﬁm the poverty stendard
differs with eilrcumstences: e.g. a single urban adult is
"poor" 1f he hes lewss than $1540 (1964 purchasing power)
annuml?}
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Ls ﬁeungﬁ good. Do you really believe it will happen?

Cy No. Poverty will not dleappesar; and, unfortunately, it
will daareaée at & slower reate from now on becsuge of two

obgtacles.

Eév&rhy manﬂ@t di@%pbﬁmr beecause the definition of "poorn

ls nelther fixed nor objectlve. It is odd that liberals
aén'h realize this. They believe theve 1 an'abgaahivw.
absolute and fixed stendard of "poverty" although they do
not regerd other moral ideas as fixed or objective~-let alone
- absolute. TYhey don't even realizZe that hoverty" is a moral
ldea. Yebt "poverty" ls a soocial evaluation of people's
 purchasing abllity. The avaluﬁﬁiem springs from the current
niddle clags scale ﬁf Living. Amy famlly with an income by
moré than 2/3 below the avam&g@‘miﬂale olass incoms is
"poor."* As middle class income rises so does the inoome
that must be reeelved if mné‘&a naﬁ to be poor. Henoce, "the
:pﬁor ye will always heve with yaq%uébyld@f&nitimns "the
“pea?" are those in the lowest segment éf the lncome dlstribution
And kh@ré mugt.alwaym be a lowest é@gm@nt‘unlﬁﬁs everybody
r@waivaw_th@ a@mﬁ imm@mammwh$ah 12 nelither possible nor
ﬁ@sirmb1@¢' Unequal di&tr&butimnw.naﬁes@arily have & highegt

group-«"the rich"-wand a lowesgt group--"the poor,"

Ls 8o we may not sltogether eliminate poverty. Can nothing

be done about At?

Ci: We can reduce the slze of the "poor" groups and the
degree of poverty they suffere-the gap bwﬁw%&m them and the

lower middle class.



* The medien femlly Ancome for all femilies in 1967
wag about $8000, Aversge middle olasg income depends on

the definltion of "middle olass," bubt would be higher,
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4ﬂ Which is what we have done. I already pointed out the

amazing reduotlon mf %ha grmymmti@n mf p@or people in

?@rhaga 1t ls enough to know that the paamaat 1£é of

- our population live muoh betbere-commend much more
purchesing powsre-than 60% of the families in the Soviet
ﬁniﬁnﬁwnm% to spesk of Chine, or the "undeveloped?
countries, Qur poorest Negroes command about ten times
a8 much purochasing power ag %hﬁ?ﬁfr&amn contenporaries,
(The average Negro commends as much as the average French

or Itallsn worker.).
Ly Well, money isn't everything.

Gt Yos; a favored saying of the rich. It is good to
see you piok 1t up. Bubt we were talking about poverty:

(lack of) money.

&a Why hh@m gre poon N@@rmm@ 20 unhappy if they are not
that p@@f?

(:.(Mvh

¢r  They don't oempere themselves wibh Africeng--desplte

all the fantasy ﬂ&&&mmﬁr Buropeans, They vcompare
themselves with white Americsns, And they have less

which, understendably, they resent. Indeed, if there
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are fewer poor, they regent thelr poverty wore. ‘They

Mevd 4 v s ..
m@) igolated, narglnal 51"mf&mwmmi@m"m(sa. marvelous
. Spviols

ﬂ%@ population /As divided into

Ehree groupss the under, the over, and--shall we seym
the normally pmvmwwdﬁ F £t mmmm@m mtzm unhappy
then they m&&h% be If there wers more of them.

In  Can we reduce the number of poor, and hhe;r poverty

more then we heve?

Cr Ve can. Bub we cannot hope to meke progress as fast
a8 in the past. For one thing the "war against poverty"
hag greated sgencies and buresuvcrats with a vesgted
lnberest in the poore-they make thelr living and derlve
thelr power and stabtus from the existence of the poor.
They %%1x not let thelr clientele disappears Myl

W

/ w;/%gmr heve s symblobic interests My

i Lt pays more to be "poor" than to work.

I do not ¥now how importent this entagonistic symbiosis ls.
But dn the past no one had an interest in belng poor

and very few people could galn stabus, or meke a living,

by belng poverty experts, or bureauncrats. Wh@r&qpan s

poverty rapdly diminished., Now we may get some %M

&6@@%%#&

More important than this, the poor who still are poor

often are peoplessunllike those who were poor in the pagtew
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whose poverty Ls not simply explalned by remedlable external
conditions, such as unemployment or lack of skill., They
are sometimes um@mpimyabaefmgf%@n‘hﬁmd,ﬁo @mploquaamu$@

of physioal and psychologloal @@factﬁ;‘ﬁtharm are incapeable
of acquiring & skill or not "motiveted" encugh (i.e.

| uﬁwillimg) to do so. This le to be expected, Most of the
mobile poor, those who eimply lacked opportunities, no
“i@mgar are poor. We are Jat the bottom of the barrel. Many
of the femilies still poor are not easy to help. They have
characteristios which reduce employment and earning ablility
éVeﬁ when opportunity is present. Finally, unless you leave
a gizeable difference between the income of the poor through
wélfara, snd the income &m&ap&n&wﬂtly achieved by the
‘ﬁnﬁmﬁaaw, the latter not only will resent welfare meagures

methay may glvem up thelr efforts to meke it on thelr own.
Le  8p you just would give up in turn?

¢1 No. I would urge progrems that ingtead of encouraging
aépand@mayampmvaxty ag o way of life~ewould encourage and

help people to become independentw~to earn thedr own Living.
Ls  Can that be done? If wo\why isn't it belung done?

Cs It cannot be done with all the poor. But certeinly with
many with whom no serlous attempt is made today. In the past
_hhém@ people w@w@ kept &@p&naant_mn\wﬁlfmra payments beoause
of bureasuocratlo mhmta&l@amwwhiaa @Xpl&imlhuu do not Jjustily
our fallure. WNow ldeologlcal obstacles ﬁava been added to

Justify publlio assisteance ag & way of life., The "war" on
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poverty has largely ﬁurnéd out to be an aﬁtemph o

orgenize the poor as suoh, to meke them a permenent "class

congelous! groupw-which 1s mltmgath&@ inconsistent with

helping them individually to overcome poverty. The whole

@hmim&mphy of "the war" on povarty isg, to put it mildly,

shsurds 1) our government spends taxpayers' money bto

create pressure--sven riots~-againgt Ltself end the

taxpayerss 2) not only are the poor organized by the

government to blackmail it-.they are also orgenized to

remein poor. To organlze meanse-almost by definltlon.-to
Wra wat v vande

perpetuate a group. The g@vwrnmanq\att@mpt§‘mmﬁxto make

it easler for individuale to leave the group bwt rather, \F“

m$~m&k@;m$mb@mﬁhmp less vnattractive by giving members

the means o exercige pressure on the community and the

government to get higher assistence paymente, various amenities,

" givagkébg@rtunitiaw and é@@@

bk \\‘efd.\
help to leave poverty b@hiﬂd&%ﬁ@ghmmaﬁﬁanaawy privileges snd

ato. The poor are nedimmprmmm

rlghts gua "the poortw-preeminently the right to blackmalil.
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How Poverty Cen Be Reduced

Ly  In your view, what should we do instesd?

C:  Let me first glve you an idee of who the poor arve.
(Incidentally, despite all the research grants, boo little

ig known about who 1l poor and why.)

&#aamd&ng to governuent &Qﬁ& ond standerds, there are (1967)
’aboﬁ% 5.3 nillion pbmm families (mb@ut'ﬂﬁ.Q miliion poor
pexgons)s 25% of these have heads over 65 years old; 22%

are headed by females. The remaining 50% of all pooxr
femilles had employed famlly heads, who do not earn enough
to get the family above the poverty line. One~third of all
poor families are blamck (@ much higher percentege of the
black than of the white population) .

~
One other points 15% of all poor femilies ha@ five or more

ﬁhi&dﬁ@ns BO% of all poor persons are under 18 years of BEa .

In the light of these data, @ smtiﬁf&mtmmy welfare system
must attempt three things which are not alweys easy to
réaaﬁﬁala with each other. But the present system functlons
8o as to defeat @méh of th@am'@aalmu The "war on poverty"
has created an ideology out mf.th&ﬁ falluree-and ﬁgﬁif%w
*Vw&gﬁwﬁmgﬁmixgr% of this md@mlagyP&Amﬁwwﬁ $%R¥M?%$%%J“

«

1) We must provide in the slmplest way--with the least

‘adminlatrative costw--for those who ceannot provide for



O

themgelves and are unlikely ever to be able to--while yeb

trying to encoursge them to do what they can to earn

mnoney. Above mll&w¢;

we nmust btry to reduce the

number of people in this permenently dependent olass.

2) We wmust persuade poor families abedwsess not to have
nore children then vich famllies doy a) by making
a&nﬁr&a%pﬁ&@n ecagiar for them, b) by meking it more
rewarding to have fewer ohildren and less rﬁw&m&&nm to

hewre Moo,

3) We must halp those who work bub earn less than they
need to go above the poverty level to earn more by
a) up=grading thelir skille: and glving them better
opportunities; b) subsldizing them meanwhile in euch
& way ag o encourege them to continue Lo earn and Lo
increase thelr earnings. Ab present, higher earningges
often any sarnings--are penalized by mfims deduction
Alige the waelfere @m@gﬁ%g[%%itm$ma &&rn&ag%%m
mometines by deductions greater then the B

Sarnings.

- Thig meons that people who can worky bubt cennot earmn much,

do better net working. They are helped more if they give
up than 1f they hkeep tryings

Ly  The principles ere fine, But whet do you propose
concretely? What wlll you do sbout slums, low wages, no

Jebsy no skills, too meny ohildren, too little education,
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ﬂ&aﬁ&hutm old éga? nm'y&u pw&pﬁwa @’guawamﬁaad annual

incone? & negative income tax? The government as

| enployer of lost resort? Subgldies for businesges to

employ "unemployablegh?

Qs Different groups need diffevent kinds of helpe

Traffle m@m&&émt& pertalnly require hospltals for victims.
But voed deslign, traffic lews, and enforcement are no
less lmportant. With vegerd to poverty, the emphesis

geoms to be on blgger and better hospltals, on orgenization

'wf;pﬂximnt@*'ebaa Little attention 4s pald to what gets

people into them and oub again,

Ly 08¢ You are imﬁ@r@mtéd in redueling the number of
victimgy I'm sure they do not volunteer. What do you

Propose, ?

ﬁg Welly let me start with the group regarded ss least

) 1 femilies headed by people over 6 Hereo
promising milies y people ov 5 @ ‘%{wﬁﬂ‘gumﬁggmﬁ
Hilton Frieduan's "negative income baxte-n guéﬁ%é%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%lji”” M%}

Apen R e
decrenses with highew incmmm in such a way as not to a%ﬁ%@wm@
impalr the incentive bto earn the higher income=~would be |
appropriates This gubsidy would be given on the mere _
income end age declaration of the reciplent. (Some casges

would be investigated ag some positive &ma@m»‘féalmr&tiama

1
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are. But not all.) Thie would greetly simplify

adminietration.

The maln energency help elderly people need ;m additlon
to ragular welfarve payments is for medicel expenses.
These are now taken ocare of by Medlcares Hence I wounld
given thig group a subgldy in the form of & m@g&ﬁiva
incone tax--nothing less amd nothing wmore. No schedule
of allowences for this and thats: A block subsildy in a
form that encouvages private earnings and in an amount

that makes these deslrable, but not indispensable. We

To or
Jerive vi&itw{%y soclal workers, Aty
G ot il Byl Stelapa(bgeidts Counsgelling

can be done by avalleble privete inetitutions,

s  Whet ebout emergencles or specisl cases?

¢ Private charity in the past carried the total burden.

3 think 3t iz able to help in gpeclal ocases, and cen do
8O ﬁﬁﬂh better than the governuent. Let me repeats no

gehedule of allowances. The negatlive income toxewl s,

‘a bloock subsldy--ping what Medloarey pensions, eto. are

alpeady provided,

Lt You asgeume that people over 65 are unlikely to earn

money by working?
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Ut Noj they are less likely to be employable than people
under 65, but many people in this age bracket cen and will
work, at leagt part time. The negative lncome tax wounld

not reduce incentlive.

H#wavar, sowething else does. Elderly people often

cannot work ag well or as steadlly as younger people.
@ha&@f&r& employers will not hire themewalb least not at
the same wage they pay younger peoples Hence, they remain
Cunemployeds  They would be muoh more employable if
employers were allowed to pay them less than th@y\pay,
more productive workers. This pm%blém sen be aalV@d only
Af by lew a) union contracts must permit the hiring of
people over 65 st non~union wages: b) minamum‘waga laws
exempt people over 65 (ms well as, for similaer reasons,
people undey zaa(& should exenpt everybodye--togsther with
all leading economiste; I regard minimim wages as politiecal
@ua@kﬁry helpful to demsgogues, harmful to those allegedly

venefittedds Bul each WW/DV/MVL & §7af ./f?wu)aha/ . Aud these are.
The mm.)[ mamlmf c‘on,) ' ,

L 3

éh@mv@@ﬁ very low wages; while employers
would get high profits from explolting them. This mey

even impalr the wages now padd to people under 65,

C¢ I think these fesrs are groundless: To be sure, wages

for lesgs productive workers would be lower. But a low



Mﬁ/‘”}
], L L/ ”’\‘
wage ie better than none. And ewployers would not pay N
the wages they pay more productive workers. Setting
the wage higher then the produectivity of these womrkers

Thes 8 what how ha 2o

 warrentoweas seen byy mmﬁimy@rw whe do the hir&m wwm@c&f

¢ losoenct })
- simply that they won't be h&ywd*A The m@gmtive &ma@mm
tax would supplement thelr income which thus would be
higher than without workings If the wage seems too low
to the employables in guestion, they wontt accept Lt.

Awye loss altogelhes

They would get & higher subsidy thene-but wbill sBhan g%ay
would get Af they are employed. Right now they do not
have thls cholees They simply are compelled to remein

unenployed

Employers will not profit excessively. If the hiring of
old people proves prmfiﬁﬁblw; thelr wages will go up=-others
will want to hire them too, untlil the extra profit
disappeara. Nor will younger workers suffer. LIf they

are more productive then older workers, employers gtill
wlll be willing to pay them higher wages, and will have to

do soy as they compete for thege workers,
Lt I dontt think the unions will like this BNYWAY »

Gt  Probably not. They seldem like enything new, I'd be
writing by candlelight 4f we had depended on them., But it
won't harm them and they can live with 4t. 014 people shonld
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not be discarded frow the productive process snd compelled
to retire into inactlvity and poverty. They should be o
mllawaﬁ,anﬁ sncouraged to work end earn to the @xtamt'ﬁf
thelr inclination and abllitye-a privilege now gmvam @ﬁiy
independent entreprenourwy aﬁ@.pmmf&a&&énamﬁjan@ withheld
Trom workers and @mpi@&&&%ﬂ%ﬁf&&iy by thelr ouwn umiﬁmaﬁ
And let me agsure youy ne "wmeke work" psychologleoally tekes

the place of actual work through normal employment processog.

Le  OQufsy let's go on to the next grouph female family
headay meny with five or more ohildren,

Gt Such famllles ere usually poor becsuse the father has

deserted and does not custmimrte ﬁuppmmﬁzgnﬁ the mother

has to teke ceve of the dhildrenand, therefors, cen sarn
only very little money if any. We need snswers to two
questions: @) what can be done to Luprove the lot of these
familiess b) what oan be done to &iwa@uwa,% a?h@x men

with Mot s
from deserting and women from beling 1&ftkmamwfﬁﬁi&am@n.

Lt Well, do you intend to punish them for bringing children

into the world whom they cannot support?y

Cy If conception were deliberate, or even werely

inedvertenty a case for punlshment could be mede; bub it
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would be hard to infilioct aﬁy punishment without aleo
punishing the children; which would be mnjuat; A ocage fop
punishing the deserters also could be made, But they are
herd to oatoh end the evils created might be worse then

thogse punished,

Mest of the women in guestion do not have thelr children

ﬁaliberaﬁ%&yn Sometdminide lon't know how to evoid
conoeptions gome Aldn't heve the means to 4o so0; some,

finallys neglected Preceuntions. Very few were deliberate,

The flrst thing to do, therefore, is to inform them, A1l
nubile female welfare eliente should be glven complete
contracepbive lnformations Gacondly, mamtw&aaptivaﬁ
should be available for a nominel cherge to all YWl
Thilrdly, %hayﬁmhmum/&w

gimpregsed with the Algadvantagesw-=for all aané&mnaﬁ»mmf

welfare ollents. Wwiin AT

having children without having established s stable unlon
with the father, I think these measures togethey would
greatly veduce the number of famllies headed by fémml@w

and the number of &h&l@w&m ber familys The remaining
families Wmﬂhauﬁ male breadwlnners and with meny ohildren
would be eilther families in whiech the bresdwinner dlsappeared
Tor unforesesable reamons, such ss death op illnéaas or

Temilies oreated by a mother who delibverately had thém,
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counting on %hm-aammun;%y to support her chlldren and

her, There is nob mich we oan do about the Tirst case
except tfy to take care of the bereft family., As for those
wh@ deliberately bring ohlldren into the warl@ for whém
they cannot providey I think weys can be found bo ﬂ&ﬁawur&g@

thigewuwithout hearming the children.

L: Beally? Why lsn't it done¥

LAl
Wt there L& @gak point worrying

mhaut'%hi@ until we know how much of the problem will
disappear once we meke Anformation and contraceptive

devices easplly and fully avellable.
Ls Wouldnt't that involve costly medloal examinatlons?

€ They certalnly would b@‘l@ﬁ% gogtly than children.
Contraceptive logps indeed have to be inserted by vhyalcans.
And only physlolens can sberlllzes But th@r@_iévn@

medical reagson for classifyling mmmﬁraa&ptive piil& as
pregoripbion drugs except to increase the lncome of

physiciang,®

L1 Aventt there possible dengers and contra-indloations?

Wy test urine @y%p&man fop pregnancy or Gy QZ$&l¢%@ results

, WA through & yhywimtiﬁ:u Guess wmy? ¢¥A, )
\i&féﬁ'&m \‘AM W\i},\i‘ﬁf‘ j&r ‘i&f*\;\j 3 6«%"@ Frdan
‘vmﬁ“m; W &&ﬂ\ E\v&&xmd,gg%, kuﬁyﬁmwﬂ/%ﬁ ey %ﬁ%méﬁ Méme(

é{ 1
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Gt There are. And they might be mentloned on the label,
But the dangers eve few and less acute than thowe
threatening i m‘paramnvwhw should not, eats suger, Yet

we have not made sugar a presoription drug, nor do we

. " '
Ceven label 1t am dangerovs for diabetios,

» ,/é\, a.¢
Ly What would you do with those families who already zwe

G meany ohlldren and no faﬁhaé}%ﬁg@mgww

Cy Often the father ig abgent because he could not oBnIn

enough to offget the welfare payments that etop with hisg

bresence, Bometines«wuwhen there are meny ehildren«-thegs

welfare payments exceod whatb he can sam. These paynents

should not depend on the abgence of a breadwinner, They
" \:',a s.’gh\

immmm&&%mﬁﬁﬂw dﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁﬂgk

should supplement the Rumbdy

Az for families actually without a male breadwinner, we

must give mothers an incentive, and the 0pgmrtunim% to

wmwkwk\$ha inocentive can be provided by-motm Yy

degony ”""%m
e the mnmom& @&rm@ﬁﬁyby reducing welfare paymente

much laam} @a 88 to leave & conslderable net increase of

income, 1f the mother works,

s, |

# 1 should also favor an economie incentive for families
to stay together««the opposite of what Le now dﬁn&* Butb

this cannot be eleborated here,
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Lt DBub how can the mother lesve her children? To hire
someone to take care of them would cost as much as she

GBI S8rn.,

Ce  Once the youngest child has reached the age of three
wwgven before--it ig possible to entrust e care Lo
someone else than Bhe mother during the day. Hven before,

bebyslitters may set mothers free for part of the day,

dome mothers could be prmvid@d with & 1llttle instruetion

wevary dittle 1z needed-~and with rented &pamif They

could be hired then, to take care of aaumbemssi children

of other mothere who thug would be freed to worl. ﬂgabnay be.
bomhined wnth Sowe elomentan pus 74’!4.&7‘}1944_. the ehddven.

Lt This seems simple end feagible,. Why o Sentt Lt done?

Gt I'm templted to say beoenge 1t ie simple ama'f@maibXWﬁ

In effecty our welfare bureaucracy likes the old ways, And

things llke "hamﬁwtm&@ﬁ(ﬁ@'fwm a8 the evidenca @b@%{'u$@g§§é>

Imws bub more pretentious and costly, are therefore preferred,
Ly What cen you do about that?

Cr A lot. One could require that employable mothers pooapt
Jobs and olassify them as employable unless there ave
gpecial clrcumstances which prevent them ff@mrﬁérkmnﬁ¢

However, given incentives, encouragement end opportunities,

_most women in that situetion would prefer to workw-if their

children are taken cere ofy, and if thely net income i



increased thereby. Thevefore, let's see how far we cen
go by meking work attractive before worrylng about people
}who might pr@fér to be supported by welfare payments.
Ceptainly e progrem to hima welfare nothers tto tak@ care

af‘ﬁha children of others who ave out working or to baby

: o byl
. . N - N 3 4 £ i "* @:N” e ’Q‘Qz we h o T \
silt, would easily pay for iﬁ&@lﬁéf}if W&i@“ﬂ'h” Niﬁwaﬁﬁxg N ﬁj
N T S T e

Le Well, that telkes care of the elderly and the mmthmk&
=~w@bout one-half of the poor, and an even grester pProporbtion
of the welfare population, What about the remaining half—
families with a worklng father unable to ralse the family

above the poverty line?

Gt Herey too, I believe that somethlng like the negative
income bax--subsldies to supplement esrnings would be best,
As earnings increase, guch subsidles ghould diminish
finally to zere, but in such a way that there remalns a

glgniflcant net advantage in adding to earnings at all tines.

Lt Certelnly this would be better than the present system,
Yet T feel it does not go to the root of the matter. Why
do these people earn so 1llttle? Why are so many of them

unenployed?

lause o

Cs I do not belleve that there la an avmraziiéalu@mmnn
Some have low shills: some have blg Temilles; some are
unproductive; some are not allowed to work where they
eould {(or to scquive skills) by unlons and by employers who
do thelr bldding.
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L1 Why could we not ha&@’a'#yﬁt@mvth&t mekes sure that
everybody has a wmininum d@memt immémm? Why do youn in&&&%
on the yiwe@mwam measures you have mntiiueﬁ. and. whiah
=wyogardless of thelr meritg--~do not solve the prwblmm of

poverty, of sglums, of unemployment, of inferior education?

Gt Becauge there ig é,“probl@m of poverty” only in the
senge that there are poor peoples As soon as you awk@why'f
you find many problems.The @&mpﬁﬁmﬁ but not the csuses can
be eliminated by ﬁpam&lng\m@nayﬁ The causes have far

more to do with the way the money is spente-to make matters

worse so fer--and with leglslation creating poverty.

Ly lLowsw creste poverty? Are you serious?

Ct  Consider unemployment, It also Lllustrates the

glngulerity of esch, and the rolationshlp emong the problems

of poverty. Unemployed people can't £ind Jobaw«or, refuse

to take those avalleble (legally they ere ablig@d to toake
thems but noty in practice),
Ls You don't mesn that the 30% of Nemrom adolescents

ore Hhan.

at pregent unemployedw-a rate\double that of whiteswwginmply

dontt weant to work?

¢ They do. But not at the jobe avialble to thembwor at
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pay availah]wg E@k mh&ww are the only j@bﬁ for which thﬁv
have enough altills,
Ls Welly shouldn't we do something sbout these skills then?

Gt Many are not capabley others are not willing to acquire
skillsy yﬁﬁuammnt@&&mg them an income certalnly would not

Amprove wmatters.d.
L UWhat leads to this atbtibude?

Gy Many thingss The attitude will persist as long es
they are meade to feel that they have a Upleht? Lo better
Joba then they have the askill for,

Ly  But, dontt you think that they sre kept out of better
jobs by raciel discrimination?

Cis  Certalnly ¢4 some actually capable people are discriminsted

@N@%W%MM%%WWwWW mm%é{éiamrimin&t@my practices doubtlessly

played a role in placing Americen Nelroes into thelr present

sltuation-~and in making them the pervsons they are, Thig

gltuation is b@ingAmhamg@dﬁ But the Lntarnalized»@ff@wtw
) - (2

of the past willl not disappear in this aézﬁ%%%w Mesnwhile

~ our problem ls what bo do with the presently unemployed
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adolescents who are what they are. I think they would
r‘M(WL«

gain A4 they were employed according to th@&m%aap&mitmamq

This, more than anything, will help them and meke them

want to acquire akills.
Ly  UWhat would you do to employ them?

Cs I would not meke the government "the employer of lest
regort/" Nobody acquires decent work hablis by working for
the government,

There are private jJobs that are not being Filled. It ig
not true that uwnskilled workers cannot find &mplmym@mt;
They cantt £ind skilled employment. And many refuse te do
ungkilled work for the pay offered-wwhich cannet be ralsed

- becanse they do not produce enought to permit higher DRY «

Have you ever lovked for a handymen? or a Hedeap at the
alrporta? The work deeg not demand muoch skill. wa ﬁaq
. 4. prarKng [of ?M!MJLE_"‘/
@lammin%f»&w working ee & walter, ov bml&h@y.’@f}ﬁﬁ&b@y op
ﬁa&&vgﬁ%ﬁ&? yet applicants are scarcew--desplte unemployment.

Or, have you tried to find an office workere-from office boy

to secretery--lately?
Ly 8oz what womld you do?

Gy Agaln, I would-wamlong the lines of the negative income
ndition that they scocepi

market ﬁ@&ﬁ%@ﬁ% if they show mptitu&@ and inelination,

tax-~subsldlze such persons--gn 0o
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Lz' 1t hasg been propoged thalt employers be subgildized to
pay these underskilled and "undermobtivated” (l.e.

unrelliable) employses "normal? wWagos.

Gs  That seons a conplicated and unsatisfactory thing.

They should get the wages the merketplace le willing to

pay, If thet keeps them poor, &&%g. not the employer, should
be gubsldigedwwon conditlon thet they acoept the avallable
50@@; At the same time, we ought to maka avallable every

opportundty to impm@vw or agquire akimlaa ﬁﬁﬁ this will

warm only a%@%uhyamplm aoguire wwwﬁ habits and get interested

in better joba.
Lt Wouldn't uniong disglike thign

C: I em not sure. But ¥xwmnk Legislation 15 essential

1) to exenph amy welfare client from contrectually or
1@@3&1& fized minlmum Woagesw--for meny remain unemployed
beeause they do not ymmﬁuﬁ@\mmamgh.tw\mmkw it worth the
employers while to pay them thal wage~-yet, unless they

coan abart working, they will never be worth eny more to
employers., And they will never ma?uxr@ the hablt of working.
2) T would meke it legally possible For WOrkerse-or
agencles on thely behalfw«to sue unlons (as well as

smployers) for demages 1f they cen show that they were keph
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out of Jjobs for which they were qualified because they
were not unlon nembers. Unlonaw-like employers--will

sbop digoriminating when it costs them money.

Ly Ten't the government trying to do something about

that--gunner employment progrems, for instance, or getting

pleodees from business to employ "unemployables??

¢s Yes, the government is wasting yoy money trying to
ebgorb Into joba those who have become nearly unemployable

becauge of the government's own sotlivity--mainly ite

ﬂ[! Cliow p r'e,d,ﬂ‘lacv'e,. wtnon >, .

ingigtence on wage h&%ﬁa tZ?ﬁ these workers ocan earn
an 3 e ,
on the mmwk&ﬁ% Thege progravs ave, at best, effective ag

public relations,

Ly But you sald gome won't teke Jobs at low wages which

g0 begglng-~desplite unemployment,

¢:  Yes, supplementary payments shoull be made conditional

on the payeesg will&ngmw&g'ﬁm accept Jobe at market wages.

Le With ell these complications, I don't see why you won't

accept Priedman's negative lnoome tax.

¢r  Let me point out that what I propose is far less

coumplicated than what we have now,) Priedwman, to be sure,

i1 slmpler still. But chances gfe that the negative inoome
tax would not, as he proposey, teke the place of all
subsldlies now glven--from farm programs to ald to dependedt

1 should  fake H“"/Dlﬂﬂe ngktL M/‘7r;of/

/)Me)zfl /AV“&/%L/’B /e.v 4 —— . [tﬂiffé; newle

castly  aud M/;e/eg,ﬁya. /gro o — Job @0»7)3)
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childrens~but be superlmposed. Wh@ result would be

dndesirable,

I think the technique has merit where a) the person
recelving a subsidy is employed or seeking enployment,

or b) cannot work. In these cames it is a aimpia way of
glving?@uwa&&y e

el thout bothering
about speoific (arbitrarily agtablighed) "needs,"
without gnooping by social workers, with little buw@&ueraa@

&, .
and without radua&mg?&na&nﬁiw& Lo work.

But if you were to give that subalidy without egtablishing

willingness to be employed, 4pmiw or unemployability,
you might @njup mubwmﬁizimg

she hipplegmpersons willfully

unemployed, dueh as

Ls VWhat's so bad about that? It mlght be cheaper to do so
than to do all the checking otherwise required. Purther,
they wlll soon p&@f@m to increase thelr earnings snd go

o work.

Cs 'P@rh&bg ﬁawmﬁaw. But 4f the knowledge spreads that you
can live without working at the expense of the community,
and if the iﬁ@ology:whimh pronounces it somehow mormlly
superior not to earn money also spresds, thi? the number

empl:

of "hipplea® will greatly inorease an%kwgr ers will have
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to bear a heavy burden. The idle--who have the votbe
Just as much as the working y@pu&ation»mwill insist on
higher subsidies. The working population will went to
throw out all welfare provisions, The government, to
k@@p everybody's vote, will probably resort to inflation

«=and we will be in on Uruguyen or English mess.

L+ 8o you reject the overall negative income bLax--but

want to use the technique for geleoted groups?

C: Right. Specifically for those willing to be employed

at market wages, and for those who are incapaclitated,

Lt What about other evile connected wlth poverty suoh

ag slums, or bad eduoation?

Cs Nelther of them is subjeet to oversll solutions either.

Those that have heen tried~~public housing, urbsn YENOWEL wae

~ have mede things worse,

ﬁlumswwdah%riawﬁtaa or avercrowded hougingw--might be
improved by a varlety of l@@&l activitles--not by any Federal
subsldy, which merely has oreated new slums. The whole
houging problem is oreated by.ﬁh@ government. Housing

codes and protected union activity--including rejeotion of

ninority workerge-make bullding so expensive that slums result.

Edueation--which is quite often terrible in our major ocitiege-

does not become better by spending more money. Nor have
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programs such es Headstart helped. A wider use of

the Montessorl method might help. Better @ﬁuea@imn of
teachers-~aggontially getting them out of schoolg of
aducation--night help., Privatization of the 8choolg--guch
as Milton Friedwman hag propogsed--might help. The
wideapread introduction mfﬁ%maakwﬁywt@mﬁ night help. The
abollition of meny frills and the introduction of teaching
mizht help.

L: RQuite a program! And it seems rather slapdash,

Cs  Yes, it would require much more elaborate presentatlon.
But I merely want to draw your attention to the Pfact that
the needed changes are not financlal nor overall weasures

but rether internal reforms,

Lt Cen I get you to summarize the proposals emerging

from pur weandering conversatlion?

C: 0O.K. My proposels are . ‘
1) nmeking it easier for people a) to have fewer children

(make ocontraceptives avallable) b) not to desert them

(give subsidies not to dependent children but to femllies)

6) to ammourmga‘ﬁmd énable mothers to work {(by incentive
subsidles end errvengements for thelr ohildren);
2) giving old or incapacitated people a bloock subsidy

upon thelr dmel&r&tion of (1m$mffimimnh) income, reducing
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the subsidy 1nlprapamtign to thelr income from other gources,
in such a way that they retaln en incentive to earn A

3 giving a blook subsidy in g&mii&r ways to smployed
people who earn too littles |

b} giving such a subsldy to idle but employeble people who
would earn too 1ittle on condition that they aaa@pﬁ Joba

at market wagess | -

3)  introduce 1@gialatmmn o exempt categories of workers

from contractuel or legel unlon pay.

1 would medify the "negative income tax" by adding to the
income declaration the condition that &mplaym@nﬁg@uat

_ ™
be sought and accepted by people not enployed nor )

inaap&aitat@d.\a@ m&xk@t:ﬁﬁgggka;ﬂw e

-

6) I would eliminete wost of the present multitude of
poverty programs and change the emphagls from helping
the poor to become a bressure group extorting money from

those who work, to helplng them to work thenselves.

My proposals will not solve &ll'mr@bmams. But they will
improve the situatlon for all convernede-the poer, the
welfare clients, the unemployed, the taxpayers snd the
ehildren, |

UUE S VT Ry WS EAE)
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L: It i a shame that a ocountry as welathy as ours
«=the most affluent country in the worlde-asllows so

nany dveople to live In misery--~it the midet of plenty.
Gt Allows?

Iy No, I don't mean the poor volunteer for poverty.
They don't want to be poors We should help them to

live better.

C: Don't we spend lmmense unprecedented smounts of

money doing Jjust that?

Ls Not enought end we spend it badly~-wastefully,

huniliatingly, burmarmt&o&llywwiﬁ does not semm to help.

C: Well then shy do you think spending more would?

One reason for our fallure ls that we have done just what
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you urge:s when the old ways to help the poor did not
prove effective, mmxﬁmwx@mﬁxmxmmxxXmaxﬁﬁxuﬁﬁxxmmaxmﬁm
(though there is fancy rhetoric ne one @V@é has
specifically outlined what ig to be achleved), we decided
é@éh time to add some new program, and spend additional

money. The regult has been en incredible hodgepodge

of overlapping loecal state end Federal welfare programs.

They supbmrt,& steadily Ainoreasing welfare population

and o bureaucracy increasing even faster. The poor
population is decresmsing; but the welfare population is

increasing.

Ly How can you say that? The war on poverty ie not
that effective surely? And it wag sterted because there

WAE SO Many poor.

Cs I doubt that., But be this as it may, the sige of the
group classlflied as poor has precipltously declined since

the turn of the century.
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Lt Perhpes we were worase of f in the 19th_century‘

But our problem ie now. And we have too many poor.

C: Too many is always a comparlson t6 gome standard
~w@lther the past, or some &d@ml«' Let me 6@n$id%r both
standards., I we follow the present définitian.mf the
zﬁéeial Securlty Adminlstration and clagsify as péor

all those femilles (4 persons, in urban areas) earning
less than $3130 a year, a § of 1964 purchasing power
(other dependents hes different figures; but the

- difference is negligible. Of course the atan&éma is
adapted to clroumstances, a @inéi@‘ﬁmb&n adult 4 @
regarded ag poor wh@n he esrns less than $1540 annvally)
we find that nearly 90% of all fa@&liaa were poor the
turn of the century: in 1920 about 5o%xxmmﬁ%ﬁaﬁﬁxxmx&ﬁﬁx
(1/2): in 1962 about 20% (1/5)+ now in 1968 about 15-16%

(1/6). "This seema to me & vemarkable performence of the
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Free Market system. ANd 1t w&m_&déompiiahaa degpitew-or
possibly becaugeTw~there was n@ war on poverty".
Xﬁdééd* if poverty were to decreage in the f@ﬁura at

the same a@.&n the past, within 20 years there will be

ne poor left,
Ly 8Bounds good., Do you r@&lly believe so?

Cs - No., There are two obstacles which lead me to believe
poverty will dmerease at a slower rate. PFirst, the
definitlon of "poor" la nelther fixed nor objective;

it s always based on the current middle clage am&lé of
living. Any famlly with an income by more than 2/3
below the average middle class income ig Ypoor". A8
niddle class incomen rises so does th@.inaame that must

ou
be to be poor. Henoe "the paorywixl aluays

~have wlth you" simply because "the poor" are deflned as

.thmga in the lowest seguwent of the g% income distribution
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cuives And there must always be some of the lowest
segment unless we make the Aincome distribution equal
which is n@&th@r‘p@@miblﬁ_naw deslrable. All unequal
distributions have a highest groupsethe riche-and a

lowest groupe-the poor,

Lt 8o we may not altogether eliminate poverty. But
we can reduce the size of the poor group and the degree
of poverty they suffer--the gap between them and the

lower middle clase,

ﬁa Yesy That is wh&ﬁ we have done, i alwaad& pointed
éut the veduction of the proportion of paor.pe@pla in
the papuletion. The ammp&watﬁva gap between poor and
ﬁbnwpmor at various times involves complex meassurement,
Perhaps it 1@ enough to know that the poorest 13% of
our population 1ive better then 60% of the Soviet Unlon

bopulation--not to speak of Chinese,
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Lt Can we reduce the number of poor, and thelr poverty

more than we have?

Csy Yes, But we cennot hope that in the future progress
will be as fast as in the past. The "war agalnst

"poverty” has oreated agencles and bureauvcrats with a vested

Anterest in the pooreethey meke thelr living and derive

thelr power and status from the exlstence of the poor,.

They will not let thelr clientele disappesr, Those

who are now poor have a symblotls interest. I do not
know how importent ﬁh&é dmmﬁ@m interest is., But in the
pégt no one has imt@wéwt@a in.b@&ng'pmor and very few
@éépi@ could gmimvétatugy or @aké a living by kekk being

poverty experts or wgmkaraa

Apart from this, the poor who still are poor often are
people~wunlike those who were poor in the paste-whose

poverty is not slmply explaeined by remediable externsl
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condltlonsy sueh &s unemployment or lack of skill,
They are often unemployable because of physical and
péyehmlogiamm defects, or incapable mf'&aquiwina a skill

or not motivated enough to do so.
Ly 8o you just would glve up?

Ct No. I would urge a welfars program that instead of
catering to dependency would atrongly encourage people

to become independente-to earn thelr own 1living,
L: Can that be done? If o why isn't it belng done?

C: It ocannot be done with all the poor. But certainly
with many with whom no serious attempt is made todaye--becaunge
of all kinds of buresucratic obatacles, which explain

but do net juatify our falilure,

Ls  AlL vight, let's ses then what should be done in your

view,
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Cs Let me first give you an idea of who the poor are.
Inecldentelly, despite all the research, too 1little is known

about who 18 poor and why.

Using government dete and standerds, we find about 6 million
poor families (about 34 milllon persons)s 25% of the poor
families ﬁava heads over 65 y@ax&.alds 22% had female

heads. The remaining nearly 55% of all poor femilies

‘had employed family heads,

One other polnt: 15% of all poor families had five or

more children,

In the llght of these data, Lt seems to me that a
satisfactory welfare system must do at least four things,
which are not alwlye easy to reconclle with each other.

But the present sy stem accomplieshes none of these.

1) We must provide in the simplest way=-=-with the least
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aﬁmimimtrative coste«for those who ocannot provide for
themgelves and are unlikely ever to be able toe-while yet
trying to encourage them to do what they cen to earn
money. Above all, we mu@% try to reduce the number of

‘people in thig p@rmanémtly dependent olass,

2) We must persudde poor families not to have more
children then rich families do, a) by malking contraceptivn
eagler for them, b) by meking it m@r@ rewarding to have

fewer chlldren and less rewarding to have more,

3) We must help those who work but esrn less th@n they
need to go above the poverty level to earn more by

a) upwgrading their skills, b) subsidizing them
meenwhlle, in such a way v as to @nu@@r&g@ them to continue
to earn and to inoreaese thelr @&rﬁim@a. At present, higher
earnings often are penalized by & veduction of the subgidy

equal to the added earninga--gonetines even greaters:
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needles to say this penalizes the incenti ve to SArN money.

k) There are boor peoplew-some recelving end others not
reockiving welfare benefitg-~who could earn some income by
working. They are often discouraged by leglslation from
working. These people can be encouraged both by inecentive

%waubsidiaﬁ and by legislation tﬁ make it possible for them

to obtain jobs.

L: This sounds fine but quite abstract. What do you
propose? What will you do abeut low W&g@&. no jobs,
no skills, too meny children, destitue, old age. Do you

bropose a guarenteed anual inconme: a negative income tax?

@é Different groups need different things to éV@raoma
poverty. That is why these abstract dlstinotions are needed.

We ocen now turn to specific measures for each graup;

Lt 0.K. let's stert,
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Cr Pirst conslder families hemded by people over 65,

Here Milton Flnemen's 'megative income tax"wes subsidy that

decreases with higher income in such a way ag not to Inpwws

the dmpalyr the incentive to esrn the higher income--wounld

be appropriate.

This subsldy would be gilven on the mere income snd HEe
declaration of the reclplentw-gome cases wbuld be investigated
es some positive lncome declarations ave., But not all,
This would greatly simplify aedministration. ,Thﬁ main

emergency help elderly =p people needed in addition to

reguler welfare payments is for m@&&é&l - expenses. These

are now taken care of by Mediocare. Henoce I would glve this
group & subsgidy in the form of a negative incowe tax«=noting
less and nothing more. No schedule of allowsnces for thle

end that. A block subsidy in a form that encourages private

earnings and in an emount that mekes these desireble, but

not indlspensable,
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As time goes on, more and more people over 65 will be
covered by soclal seoutkty--whioh should be raiged [T}

that most persons mwx can live on it,

Lt What about emergencles or special cases?

Gt Privete charityyin the past carrvied the

I think 1t 1s able to help in special canes, and oan do
80 mueh better than the government, Let me repeats no
schedule of allowences. The negative 1NCOME LeK=wi.o.

& block subsidy~-plus what Medicare, pensions, eto., are

already provided.

Lr You assume that people over 65 ave unlikely to

earn money by nothing?

C: Nog they are less likely to be employeble than people
under 65, but many people in thig age bracket can and will
work, at least parttime. The negative income tax would

not redusce incentive., However something elgse does. Blderly
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people find it herd to be @m@lay&ﬁw»aftam th@y c&nnqt

work as well mm or staadllyvaﬁ younger people. Therefore
employers will not hire them--at least not at the seme

wage they pay younger people. Hence, they remain
unemployed. They wonld be much more etwployable Af employers
were allowed to pay them less than they bay more productive
workers. This problem cen be solved only if by law

a) unian aanﬁr&aﬁg mu&ﬁ pormit ﬁh@ ikxxmgxm hlring of

pecpls over 65 at nmnwum&on‘wagaﬂa b) minimum wage laws

exempt people over 65,

Li But they would then get very low wages while enployery
would get high profits from explolting them. This may

even impeir the wages now pald to people under 65

Cs I think all these fears are groundless. To be sure,
wages may be 1owg But a low wage 1g better than none., And

employers would not pay higher wages-~settlng the wage higher



than the productivity of these workers warrents means
gimply that they won't b@ hired. The negative income tax
==the subsldy would supplement income which thig would

be higher than befores If the wage seems too low to the
mﬁplwy&blwa in question, they won't accept it. Right now
ﬁhay,ao not have thls choloe. They simply remain
unampley@di‘ Nor will employers profit excessively. If the
hlring of old people proves pr@fit@blw. thelr wage w&lll
go up»ﬁmth@rw will went tu‘hmr@ thamvvnm, until the @itr&

brofit disappesrs. PFinally, if younger workers are more

productive &m then older emplouers will be willing to pay

them higher wages, and will have to do 80, a8 they compete

for these workerg.
Le 86111 T don't think the unions will like this.

C:  Probably note They never like anything new, But it

won't haym them end they will live with it. Unlons should not
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leglelate=wand be allowsd o injure the old. Meanwhile,
old up people @h@uiﬁ not be discarded from the productive
ProOcess and aamp&ll@d tm‘ratir@ into pmvefﬁya }wh@y
should be allowed to work and earn to the extent ot ﬁﬁ@ir
inclination and abilitye-e privilege now glvun only
1ﬁd@p@nd@nt @mtra@waﬁ@ura and pwmfa&&ian@lw and withheld

Trom workers and employees,

Ly O0.K., let's go on to the next groups female flamily
heads, meny with five or more ohildren, most of thenm

deserted by the fathers.

Cr  Such familles are usvally poor because the father does
not contribute hils earnings end the mother hes to teke care
of the children and, therefore, cen earn iny ?ary little
money., We né@a answers to two quesbtions: a) what can be
done to imprmvé the imt mf‘th@m@ familles; b) what can be

done to dipcourage other women fronm becoming femal@.f&mlly
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heads with many ohildren, snd those who alresdy are, from

having more children.

Lt Well, do you intend to punish them for Wnyinyrehitdrnn

bringing children Antoe the world whom they caennot support?

Qé If the act were or even merely neglectful
a oase for punishment could be made; but it would be hard
to infllet eny punishment without also punishing the

children, which would be unjust.

I do not think, hmway&r, that mnost df the women in question
have thé&r.aﬁimdw@n deliberately. They didn't know how to
v@void aoméagtmmn:'ﬁoﬁa;didn*t ha&a the means to do so;
aam@,.fihmlly.~ﬁ@w@ nagi%ctuf@ mf'prm&&utionsﬁv Very few

nere &@libaxmt@u

The first thing to do, therefore, ls to make contraceptive

. nubile ' ,
information available. All mwikm female welfare clients

must be glven complete contraceptive information, Secondly,
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'aantraaaptiva means should be wmade aveilable for & nominal

charge to all welfare clients for the asking., I think

these two measures together would graatl& reduee the number
of famllles headed by females and the number of children
per family. The remaining familles wilthout male
bfaa&wimn@wa and with many children would be elther femilies
in which the breadwinner diseppeared for unforeseeable
reasons, such asg death or illness; or families created by

& mother who refused to uge contraceptives feeling that

the community wonld h&ve te support her ah&ldrén end here,
There @& not muoh we can do about the f&ﬁét oase exocept

try to take care of the bereft femily. As for those who
deliberately bring children into the woerld for whom they
aanmaﬁ provide, I think ways can be found to discourage thls

~wiithout harming the children.

Ly Really? UWhy lentt it done?
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Cs I do not think ﬁh@t‘thaxe'mm mueh point trying to do
snything about this prab&@m uﬂt&l we know how much of the
p@@bl@m will dlgeppenr once we make aomﬁr&captiva
Informetlon and contraceptive devices more easily and

fully available.
Lt Wouldn't that involve costly medioel exsminations?

C¢s  They certeinly would be less costly than childien,
Contraceptive loops indeed have to be inserted by
physiclens. ‘And only phyﬁiai&ma cen sterilize, But
there lg no medical reason for classifying contraceptive
pllis as preseription drugs. Th@ only reason 18 economiocs

Lt Incressesthe income of physiclens to do so,
Ls  Aren't there possible dangers and contra indications?

0: There are. And they might be mentioned on the label.
But the dengers are few end less acute than those threatening

if a person who ghould not eats suger. Yet we have not made
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sugar a prescription drug, nor do we ever label 1t as
dangeroug for dlabetlics.
Lt What would you do with those familles who already

are in existence with meny chilldren and no father pregent.

C: Often the father is sbsent because he could not

aprn enough to offset the welfare payments that stop with
his presence. These payments should not depend on the
abgence of a breadwinner. They sghould supplement the

famlily lncome.

As for familieg sctually without & male breadwinner, we nust

give mothers an incentive and the ovportunity té WOLK

The incentive can be provided by net reducing subsldles by
as much as the income earnede-by reduling walfaxa payments
nuch less, 80 as to leave & oénai&@mable net luncrease of

income, if the mother works.
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Lt But how cen the mother leave her children? To hire
someone to take care of them would cost as much asg she

Can SaIrN.

C: Once the youngest child has reached the age of three
~=gven before--it is possible to entrust hie care to someons

elge than the mother during the day.

For instance, mdme mothers could be’praviﬂe& with a
1ittle instructione~very little is needed--and with rented
gpace, they could be hired then to take care of a number

of children of other m@thwrﬁlwho thug would be freed to work.

Lt Thie seems simple and feagible. Why fentt it done?

<
av

I'm tempted to say beceuse it is simple and feasible.

In effect, our welfare bureaucracy likes the old ways.
Lt What can you do about that?

Cs A lote One could r@guira that employable mothers accept

joba and classdfy them amyamplayable unless there are sgpeclal
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clroumstences which prevent them from working. However,
given incentlves, encoursgement and opportunities, most
wonen in that a;bu&ﬁmbn would prefer to worke«if their

children are teken care of end if thelr net income is

~Increaged thereby. I would much prefer to gee how far

- we can go by makling work attractive before considering

what might be done about those who actually prefer to be

supported by welfare payments.

L1 Well, thet takes care of the elderly and the mothers
~wabout one-half of the poor, end an even greater proporition
of the welfare population. Nothing much can be done about
old ages But I agree with you thet work should be made
poggible and @ﬁhwmctivm to the elderly--and that it should

be made easler for women to avoid conception and to work,

What about the remaining half of the poor families--families
with a working father who cennot earn enough to bring the

family above the poverty line?
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Cs Herey too, I believe that sam@thihg like the negative
Income tagx--subsidies to supplement aarniﬁg& would be beglt.
As earnings lnorease, such subsidies should diminish
Tinelly to zeroy but in such & way that there remming o

slgnificant net adventage in adding to earnings at all times.

Li  Certeinly this would be better than the present gy stem.
Yet I feel it does not go to the root of the matter. Why
do these people earn ao 1ittle? Why are so meny of them

unemployed?
C: I do not believe that there is an overall sokutlon.

Ly Why not? Why could we not have & system that makes sure
that @vérybmdy has a minimum decent income? Who do you
inslst on the plecemeal measures you heve outlined, end
whiche~pegardless of thelr merits--do not solve the problem

of poverty, of slume, of unemployment, of inferior education?
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Ct I think any overall attecke--lg likéiy to make thege
matters worse., We can abolish the present hodgepodge in
favor of the veforms I have outlined., But I do not believe

in panaceas.

You m@nt&@nad_umamplmym&nt* People are unemployed Af they
cen't find jobge~ir, if they refuse to teke those

avallable.,

Lt You don't meen that the 30% of Negroem adolescents at

bresent unemployed--a rate doule that whites~-slmply don't

want to work?

Cs  Meny of them are unwllling to accept the jobs and the
pay avalleble. Yet thesge are the only jobs for which they

have enough skills.

Ly Well, shouldn't we do something about these skills then?



C:  Many are not ocepable, others are not willing to acquire
skllle. @uaranﬁeélmg them an income would certainly not

improve matters,

8Ls  But, don't you think that they are kept frmm working

by raclal discrimination?

D:  Certalnly disoriminatory practices phyed a role in
placing them in the situstion in which they find themselves
«wond in making them the persons they are. We are in tﬁ@
process of changing that. Meanwhile, our problem ig what
ﬁo'd@ with the presently unemployed adolescents, who are

what they are. I think they would gain if they were

~employed-~whatever the job.

Lt What would you do?

01 I would not make the government "the employer of lest
resort", Nobody acquires decent work hablts by working for

the government. There are private Jjobs that are not being



w26

filleds, It g not true that unskilled workers cennot find
employment. They refuse to work for the pay offered-«which
cannot be ralsed because they do not produce enough to

permit higheyr pay.

Lt 8o what would you do®

-

C:  Again, I woulde-slong the lines of the negative income

tax-esubsidize such personsg-~on condition that thaﬁ aocept

Jobg at market pay--or alternatively show aptitude and

inclination to acquire skills.

Lt It has hews been proposed that employers be subsidized
to pay these Rmmremmifxwmpesx underskilled and "undermobtivated®

(is0. unrellable) smployees "normel" weges,

Ct That seems a complicated end unsatisfactory thing.
They should get their wages the marketplace is willing to pay.
If thet keeps them poor, they, not the employer, should be

gsubgldizede~on condition that they accept the avallable Jobs.
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At the seme time, we ought to make aveilable every
opportunity to lmprove or acquire skills., But thls will

work only after people acquire work habits and get interested

in better Jobs,
Ly Wouldn't unliong dlalike thia?

C; I em not sure, But I would certainly want legal
reforma.that would %ffmgt the sltuation:

1) I would emempt by law sny welfare olient from
contractually or legally f&xa@ minimum wegede«-for meny
remmin unemployed because they do not produce enough to
meke 1t wafht the employers while to pay them that wage
»wyely unless they coen start working, they will never be
worth enymore to eny employer. And they will never acquire
the hablt of working.

2) I would meke it legally possible for workerswwor
agenoles on thelr behalf-wto sue unlons for damages, if They

can show that the unlon kept them out of jobs for which they
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were quealifed because they were not members. Unions-~like

employer9wmw111 stop dlsorininating when 1t costs them money.

Lt Isn't the government trylng to do something about that
e @mplaym@mﬁ prograns, for lnsteance, or getting

pledges from to employ "unemployables.®

Cy Yes, the government 1s wasting your money by trying to
absorb into jobs those who have become nearly unemployable
hecause of the government's own activity--malnly its

insistence on wages higher than these workers cen earn on

the market.

L: But how cen they live on the low Wag&s whiloh th@y

mePlohtlyesdlodain?

- Cr If they can't, then, once more supplementary payments

«~«vie the negatlve income tax-~are called for. But this
1g no uge in Inelgting that they be pald weges in excess of
what they can produce. All this leads to is that they won't

be hired.
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L: But you sald some won't take jobs at low weges which

go begglnge«degpite unemployment.

Cr Yes, supplementary payments should be mede conditional

on the payees willingness to accept jobs at market WOLOS .

Ls With all these complications, I don't see why you won't

accept Friedman's negative income tax.

Ct  Let me polnt out ﬁh&h.whmt I proposge &&Ifar legs
conplicated than what wmvhmva nOW. erﬁdﬁan, to be sure,
ie slmple~-if hisg proposel were accepted as he made it.

But chences are that the negative income tax would not,

as he proposes, take the place of all subsidies now givenew
from farm programs to ald to dependent ahii&ram%mbut be

superimpoged. The regult would be undeslrable.

I think the technique has merit where a) the person recelving
a subsldy ls employed or seeking employment, or b) cannot

worke In these cases it le a silmple way of glving subsldy and



w30

an lncentive to earns-without about specific
(arbitrarily established) "needs", without snooping by
goclal workers, without much bureaucracy and without reducing

Incentilve to work.

But 1f you were to give that subasldy without @%ﬁ&bli&hiﬂg
wlllingness to be employed, @my&cym@nt. or unemployabllity,
you might end up subsidizing the hipplese-persons willfully

unemployed,

Ls What'e so bad about that? It might be cheaper to do so
than to do all the checking otherwise regquired. Further,
they will soon pmefer to increamse their earnings end go to

WO o

Gt Perhaps so--now. But if the knowledge spreads that you
can live without mmkingxws working at the expense of the
community, and ir th@idaalagy which pronounceg it é@m@haw
mmﬁaliy guperior not to earn money also apreads, then the

nunber of "hipples" will greatly increase and workers will
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have to bear a h@&#y burden. The ldle~-who have the vote
Jjust ss much asg the working population--uwill insist on
higher subsidies. The working population wlll want to
throw out all welfare provisions. The government, to
keep everybody's vote, will probably resort to inflation

=wand we will be in an or Engllsh sm meas.

L: 8o you rejeot the overall mkjs negative xim income

tar=-«but mant to use the teochniques for seldoted groups?
Cr Right.

Lt What about other evils connected with poverty such

ag slums, or bad educatlon?

Cs  Nelther of them ls subject to overall solutlons elthaer.
Thoge that have been tried--public housing, urben renewalee

have nade things worse.

Slumbg-~deteriorated or overcrowded housing--might be

improved by a veriety of locsl activities--not by eny Federal
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gubgidy, which merely has oreated new glums.

which
Bducation«-Luhike 1¢ terrible-«does not hecome better by

apending wore money. Nor heve Msgrmsmwy programs such

as Headstart helped. A wider use of the method
might help., Better educatlon of teachers--epgentielly getiing
them out of schoolyg of w&uamt&anm%might helpe .Pr&vatiﬁ&ti@m
of the schools sfxmdnmmiimuxe-such ag Milton Freidmen has
propoged--might help. The wid@spra&ﬁ introduction of traab
systems might helps The aebolition of many frills and the

introduction of teaching might help.
Lt GQuite e program. And it sgeens rather slapdash.

Cs  Yes, it would require much more elaborate presentation.
But ¥ went to draw your attentlion merely to the faect that
the needed changes are not finencisl nor overall yraawuraﬁ

but rather internsl reforma.
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Les  Sounds good. Do you really believe Lt will happen?

Cs  No, Fmvamby will not diseppear; and, unfortunately, it
will &@@r@mge aﬁ & almwam rate from now on bacauss of two

ﬁbﬁtﬁ@l@w~

Poverty cennot d&w&pya&w because the definition of "poor!

is nelther rized nor objective. It 18 odd that liberals
don't realize this. They belleve there is an objective,
abgolute end fixed stendard of "poverty® although they do
not regard other moral ldeas ag fixed or objectiveselaet alone
absolute. Yhey don't even realize that "poverty" is a morel
ldea. Yet "poverty" is a soolal evaluation of people's
purchasing ability. The evaluation springs from the ourrent
middle clags secale of living, Any femily with an income by
more than 2/3 below the aversge middle olass income is
"poor."™ Az nlddle class incowe risee 2o does the inoome
that must be reeelved Lf one is not to be poor. Henoe, Ythe

poor yeo will always have with youTe-by definitiont: "the

poor? are those in the lowest segment of the income dlstribution

And there must alweys be a lowest segment unless everyhbody
recelves the seme incomew-which is nelther possible nor
degirable. Unequal distributions necesserily have s highest

groupw=tthe rich"--and & lowest groupw-"the poor,?

Lt 8o we may not altogether olininate proverty. Can nothing
be done aboub 1t?

C: We can reduce the slzZe of the "poer® groups and the
degree of poverty they suffere-the gep between them and the

lower middle oclass,
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#  The medien femily income for all femilies in 1967
was about $8000. Average middle elass lncome depends on

the definition of "middle class," but would be higher,
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whose poverty is not simply expleined by remedleble external
conditlons, such ag unemployment or lack of aki&i» They
are sometimes uwnemployeble, often hard to employ bevause |
of physical and paychological ﬁ@f@&%m; others are incapable
cof meoguiring a ekRill or not "motivated® enough (L.e.
unwilling) to do so. This Y& to be expected. Most of the
mobile poor, those who eimply lacked @ppﬁ%tﬁn&ﬁ&%&. no
longer are poor. We are at the bottom of the barrel. Many |
of the f&mi&&m&vwﬁmml poor are not easy to help. They have
characteristios which reduce employment end earning ebility
aven when opportunity ls present. F&n&l&y, unless you leave
& gizeable difference between the income of the poor through
welfare, and the income independently achleved by the
non-poor, the latter not only will resent welfare messures

==they may giver up thelr efforts to meke 4t on thelr own.
Le  8p yvou Just would give up in turn?

Ct No. I would urge programs that Anstead of encoureging
dependenoy-wpoverty as o way of Life-«would encouvege and

help people to become Indepondentewto earn thelr own living.
Ls  Can that be done? If go why Lentt it beling done?

Cs It osnnet be done with all the poor. But certainly with
many with whom ne serious attempt is made today. In the past
these people were kept dependent on walf&r@ payments because
of buresucratio obstaclesww-uhich explain but do not justify
our fallure. Now ldeologleal obstacles have been added to

Justify public esesletence as a wey of life. The "way" on
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poverty has largely turned out to be an attempt to

helping them individually to overcome poverty. The whole
phdlosophy Qf "the warh on poverty e, %é put it wildly,
ebgurds 1) our government egpends taxpayers® woney to
creabe presgsures-oven riots-wagainst iteell and the

taxpayerss 2) not mmly are the poor orgenized by the

- government to blackmell it--they are also orgenized to

remain poor. To orgenlze meang--aimost by definitione=to
perpatunte a group. The government atbempts not to meke

it easler for individvals to leave the group but rather

to make menmbership less unattractive by siving members

the mesns to exercise presgure on the community end the
government to set higher assistance paymentg, vearious amendtles,
etc., The poor are not so much glven opportunities and

help to leave poverty behindw-but indugences, privileges and

rights gua "the poor--preeminently the right to blackmall.
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How Poverty Con Be Reduced

s In your view, whet should we do instend?

€1 Let me first give you en ides of who the poor are.
(ineldentally, despite all the research grants, too 1ittle

ig known about who 18 poor and why.)

According to government date end stenderds, there are (1967)
about 5.3 miilion poor femiliee (about 25,9 milllon pooy
pergons)s 25% of these have heads over 65 years oldy 288
are\h@aﬁ@d by fewmales. The remaining S0% of all poor
famillios had employed family h@a&@. who do not earn enough
to get the family above the poverty 1line. One-~thivd of all
poor familles ere black (e much higher p@r&@hﬁmgm of the
black than of the white pmpu&éﬁ&wn)g

One other polints iﬁ%'mf all poor families had five er more

ohildrens b0% of all poor persons ere under 18 yoeara of age,

In the light of these date, a satisfactory welfare syaten
must attempt three things whioh ave not always easy o
reconbile ﬁith ench other., But the present system funotions
&a‘aa to defeat ﬁﬂﬁﬁ of these goalw. The "war on poverty"
has oreated an ldeology ount of this fallure--and now has

developed into & fallure of this ideology.

1) ¥We must provide in the wmmpiémﬁ way«=udth the least

adminlatrative coste-for those whe cannot provide fox
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the subsidy in pwﬁpmwt&wm to thelr income from other sources,
in such a way that they retain en incentive to earn it;

3) glving a blook subgldy in sinilar weys to employed
people who earmn ﬁam 16tles

b}  eiving such a subeidy to 1dle but employable people who
would emrn too little on condition that they aﬁ@mpt Jobs

at market wegesy

5)  introduce leglalation to exempt ocategories of workers

from contractual or legel unlon pay.

I would modify the "negative inoome tex" by adding to the
income deolaration the condition that employment must
be sought and accepted by people not employed nor

incapacltated, ot mavrket wages.

6) I would eliminate most of the present multitude of
boverty progrems and ohenge the emphasie from helping
the poor to become & pressure group axtorting money from

those who work, to helping them to work theuselves.

My proposals will not solve all problems. But they will
improve the situation for all conosrnede-the poor, the
welfare olients, the unemployed, the taxpayers and the
chilldren. |
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