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Carter's Welfare Reform and the Family: Potentlal First and Second Order Bffects

. \
Insgroduction
P A et

<

~ -

Dur{ng the past ten vears the number of temale-headed tamilies has

5., ' _ . o

grown ten times as tast as two-parent tamilies gy documented tn _(‘.‘u‘rf_c_l)‘t_
. ) . m T

fﬂppulattnnzkcpnrts wt March, 1a7s. ! Because of the historical structure

b S R \

N

of the 1;|b&\r market, these temale-headed householdd have a much preater

- - - ‘ )
risk of ta'lllng into the cateporyv labeled povertv. -

/ P .

WomcE\ hiave been able to remove themselves from thIs»lcntc;v,ory via three

N

1 v y
major avgnues: (1) by combining their own glinimum {ncomes with the modest

fncotes Hf other wage carner:s, .prim;lri]v. spou::osior mates; (2) By marry- -
- v )

ing somgone ecarning sipnitficantly more than the poverty level; (3) by
succecd]ng within the labor market themselves. These alternatives are
relatedf to such factors as presence of children, availability of marriage .

. i .

PR - . ! \

partneys, desire to marry, availability of jobs, skills adequate to procure

.and mafntain emplovment, and the forces diminishing their ability to command

adequate salaries.
»
Prese‘\t Welfare Approaches and Effects ’
’ .- .
The remaining alternative -- public assistance (Aid to Families with .
Depepdent Children) o -- has not adequately lifted women above the present
+ . 3

pov rty_hlinc. An “on-going aim of welfare reform has been directed toward

o

this question of adequacv and also toward equity issues. Another major
{ssjie hag been itts inadvertant role in the dissolution and discouragement -
$ ) .
of t\.ﬁo—paren.t families. The first series of concerns méntioned -— adequacy
/ ’ . - }
anfl equity -- addrggss "first order effects'; the second issue, concerning

. Lo - : e 3 :
family policy, can be defined as a "second order effect”. A "first order . ¥

Y

r

.
- -

effect" is more specificallv defined as the assessment of the impact in
&) ‘
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relation to goals and objectives. The "seeond order effect! focuses on
! _ ahe % :

-
”

, ‘ % .
the discovery of cdnsequenes above and bevond® the stated pulicy ggals, |
N B . . . * ~¢ N \ .

in many cases unintended, uncontrvollable, and unpredictiable -- as referrved

) .

’
.

to above In the dissolution and discouragement of two-parent, families.
. ~ :‘ .

f -

' ,

For example, In‘analyzing present public assistance impact, the

- following first order issues arise, Using an officfal povérty income |

-

"level of $5, 815 for a non-farm tamily of four in 1976, 21.4 million

-

families qualified as. falling below that line., Combining income Urahsfor

¢
-

programs (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) with in-kind transters

4 .

(medicaid, housing, food stamps), 6.6 millioh-families,stffl remained

1

below that 1976 poverty base, 4 \Fhese data ad&fdss adequacy of {mpact --
. \ . v

N [
4 .

a firgt order concern., An ekample of another first order concern --

equity,-— {s illustrated b¥ the fact that twenty-four statés provide.
’ ' ‘ ) N e \ ’
AFDC only when the father {s absent  while twentv-six states provide

. i

benefits 1f he is present but unemploved. The faet thaf ‘payments for a -

’

family of four range from $720 annually in Mississippd “fo $6,400 in
’ . . .‘ 4

Hawail is another remarkable "first order éffect” which raises inescapeahle:
: . . ) ) . o .
concern.? I ’ : T I

S S I \ ’

Much debate about AFDC has centered around "second ovrder effecté".

’ .

-A major task of policy analysts has been the identification and measure-

ment of‘Euch impacts. In order to degign or evaluate a policy it {s

necessary not only to include an analvsis of "first order effects™ or goals

-

as originally stated but also the rvsultig& second order, impligations..

v

a

- ' q/ . 0
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N . _ . .
Our ‘present AFDC prngrnm‘u; originally concedlved in 1935, wtth‘modurutd

alterations along the wav, has given cause tor much.debate and dissatistaction
. , S , .

. o

v surrounding such. first order. effects as adequacy and equity,  Secdnd prder:
. . - N .

. S ‘ ) .- ‘ o
effects have more recently also given rise to much controversy, Our theme

N . «. - 1

relates to the fact that the main sources_ ot .dissatisfaction with the present

N - .

program have surrounded the issties of adequacy and certainly program inequity

~ L4 .

(participants In ditferent programs receiving diffetent levvlé'bf‘asSt§tqncc).

- [

For example Supplemental Security Insurance «SSI) recipients are provided
. AN - ‘ '
with a higher level of assistance than

v
r

those -on Ald to;deilids with De-
. )

. ,

pendent Children (AFDC). As previously mentioned; geographical inequity .

. . 4

is an issue. The difference in pavments based on geographical areas,

- M . q “ . Y

exceeding thg differences in cost of living, is in ,violation 'of the principle

of hdrizontal equityv. Regional racial issues, personal per capita imcome
P h q : B per P p

’ -

and area tax efforts, explain the greatest proportion of variencq'in‘pay—
[) ) - N - I ..

3T : - . ' o VRN
ments. Another major criticism is that the system, as presently composed,
creates an atmosphere of perpetuation. - -For example, families receive more °

or greater benefits via the ”Eystem” than they would in the free market

at minimum wage, hence creating work disincentkves, Lack of support of the
) ) . . '
intact. familv ajso. comes under‘criticism,

' -
. - .
. -

The.various failures of the existing welfare system have been FECbgnized

’ . : .
-

primarily by soc®al workers for well over a decade. "Receplents, taxpavers,

politicians, administrators, have identified our present system as too big,

too costly, and too gomplex" as moted by Ellen itman,8 The preseng

a . . . -

programs do tend to- destroy morale and incentives and alsJ\perpetuate

4

resulting welfare cvecles. As mentioned, families in fact break-up bedause
) : i
o

EI{I(? . :'. | .3 . N

1
r J R -
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- ‘ )
1 of 1t being financtally more advantegous, work {s discouraged because

‘ . *

extra fncome reduces the benef{ts of asslﬁtuncc too drust}cnliy, and ’
‘eligiblllty‘rvqu{rvmontﬁlynr; from State to state. -
‘ .’?
A Program .!‘.:‘_L_“i tt® dobs and Tncome N
o Based oh all of thes factors, on Angst"h, 1977,‘Presldgnt Carter
anpounced or iﬁtroducod a proposal for comprehensive woifdre reform --
the ProgrSm for.BUttcr Jobsfaqd_lncome (Hougc Bi1l 10950, fo;merlylﬂouso
Bill 9030; and, SbnAtc,Bili 2084). This new program was defigned to place
méjor‘eqphqsié.on jobs, fnm;}y’stubility, unlfofm and equitable beéefif -

schedules, and work inecentives. YTarter proposed to abolisﬁ all existing

wwelfare programs and replace them with a single welfare effort.

- i

-

The Carter welfare reform plan proposed a three-part program that

_would provide; (15 consolidated cash assistance for those "not expected”
to work" (this will be-discussed in gaeater detail-later);’ (2) job and
income‘sgs?lemenpation for many of ‘those "expected to work'; and (3) an-

expanded earned income tax credit-(EITC) for persons in regular, public

1

S . ] ) .
or private sector, emplovment. The -scheme. of Carter's plan incorporates

two major parts: (1) income provisions and (2) work requirgments, For

- ’ , . ' . : L)
the first time in American welfare svstem history, a program was designed
. e A ~ ' ’ . .
which add;szeg both the working.and the non-working poor. In the past

the oﬁly cdmpénent'of the welfare syvstem which addressed ‘the working-poor

Ay

was the food stamp program and earned income tax credits, The Carter
. . A y -

. \

program proposed cash assistance for these working poor. , ‘
- o . . k .
(S . .

. X
s : : - : -
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v

A consolidated cash assistanee component of, the income, suppprt program
. . R o . hY

wag targeted tor a certain catevory of non-warking poor, namely the aged,

disabled, blingd, .-n}d a:iny_'lv-p.'lrvn-t famflics with children ages 6 or under --

¢ s

- . - . [ r
the "not expected to work" cateporv.. Single-parent famtlies with chifdren

"7 through 13 would silso fall inte thi:;Ngnry if no job or-dav care were
.o ’ ’ :
available. (hssc individuals wolild -qualtty for upper-tier benefits in

& . Sy ' ) _ "
- the two-level system. Benefits would inelude $4200 for a’ family of tour,

. N

with fncome support pavments declininyg by 50¢ as earnings increased by

S -

< ) PY . .
each dollar over this point.  The break-even point would be $8400, mean-
v . T L

B

* ing thu.pninf at whi'ch program clipibility and béncfits end.  Upper-level

* 3

benetits for non-workiing aged, blind .or disabled "individuals would be '

$2500, with the brenk-even point, .if wirking, being.$5000, and $3750 for

. -~

aged, blind or disabled couples with the break-even point being $7500. ,
. . . . . Y -
< . ) : N
. . . . . . . .. ‘ . o
X Individuals who.would qualifv tor 16wcr—lcvel or.lbwer—gier Benefits

v
.

would be of two-parent families with children and the one-parent fami(y e
. R YT s .
with the younpest ¢hil Sfer ape 13 To qualify for the-bepefits rgceived
. i g . \

is ‘the expectation to work. 'Thcy would qualify for ‘upper-tier benefits
: 1€

{f no job were available after.an eight-weck job search. Cash benefits
for & famfly of four who qualify for this lower-tier cataegory would be

$2300. Combining this~amount gith'thg first $3800 of earnings which are

¢

. . ° . . -
‘excluded from income, and a 507 benefit reduttion rate in benefit income

related to earnings over $3800 would result in a comparable break-even

~

point of 58400. Note that benefit levels are increased fog each chd1d

up to 7 persons per household. Tt chould also be noted that the announced

benéefit levels assuﬁe no state supplementation and; af Eourse. no child. ~
- : ‘ o -
" care deduction. Upper—tief participants would qui into what is called
o . ' "
: - ¥
ERIC - . ‘
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A
+. the income support program: the lower-tier program would be fdentified

48 & worR benetit program for the working poor. Racipients, of course,

are divided into (a) those "expected to work'" and (b) those "not exXpected
. 4 N

to work" according to the criteria discribed above.

.

A second -major “component of the Ejogrnm for Better Jobs and Incgmg -

L involves a jop program which {s directed towards those who are "expected )

to work'". . Under this-p}ogram 1.4 million working and training slots would

be created at thg minimum wage for principal wage earners of families with '

children. Applikafits for the job component would be required to engagg ‘,

~- L N

in a job search for prtvdte or regular public sector jobs prior to quaki-

fication for this subsidized prégram: It should be noted that 300,000
of the jobs wouLd‘b.el part-time jobs geared 'to single parents of c&n,
ages 7 through 13 vears. 'The;e parents will be expected to work during .

. s . - ' 3
school hours onlv: in situations where day care is available after-school;

PR

. . s
they would be expected to work full-time. Before becoming elipible for .

-

- a . .

. . . . ’ .
one of these subsidized jobs, a five-week search must be undertaken in

'
Vo

)
. -

the private sector. At the end of 12 months in a subsidized job, another

”

- . & ) «
‘five—wgek search would be required for continuation_i% the program.’ )
L3 \ )I .
" A third major component of the PJggram for Better Jobs and Inceme Ay
. RS ) t‘
. v SN - .
1s the earned income tax credit (EITC). This would’ expand the current
L} ‘ . ] 3, .7
‘EITC so that the worker, withla faamily, whose wages are below the federal -

income tax liability level would receive a cash ¢redit. At present, re-

\ < y '
gulations allow a »ebatq of(10% on all earniggs up to $4000. The rate

-

is then based on a S for 5Qery $10 of income up to %8,000. The Carter

1 plan proposed the same 10% on earnings up to $4000. \It also would allow
(S b ’

ERIC - o S

L ! - - . -
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. g . ! .

a 5% wredit on carntnes from S4000 to the point at- which federal tax
liubillty occurs.  Beyoad this tax entry point, which will, of coursd,
vary depending on number ot “dependends, aged, dlsah{fitv, ete., a phase-

LN 2 “ - ’
out of a $1 tor every S10 of {ncome would occur. 1t should be noted
) , .

. ~

- _ ’ . \ :
that the expanded tax credit benet{ts would apply only to earned {ncome
. * .‘ , )
from dnsubsidized jobs in the public or private "sector, and onlv to workers

with familices. Tt should be noted that the new EITC would reach a, max {mum

of about $650 and wduld phase-out entirely at an income of approximately

$15¢600 for .a familv of four? v

f ) : e

. B, ) s
+ To summari{ze, the Program for Better Jobs and Income was designed
° 3

to provide emplovment opportunities and strong imcentives for thgse who *

L _J ,
can work, and adequate cash assistance forgthose who cannot find a job-

<

or are otherwise unable to work. Consolidation of all public assistance
>

. - 2 " .
programs into a uniform federal svstem would improve administrative
. v
efficiency and create a structute where error and fraud are less likelv.

4
Federal income support would be extended for the first time to all peedy
\ . ; A Y -
two-parent families, single individuals, and chiMless couples thereby
N \ !
; . . . bR . .

reliminating a major incguity in the current system and reducing the in-
~ . o - " : . \

centive for families to|separate. By instituting a federal floor under

N

+ the income of the poor, enefiﬂ'disparity among the states would be SJB*
’

~ . -
~.

Q\Btantially diminished. 'Finally, the provision of égsh supplements would-

) R . : L
be fully integrqtéd with employment and training programs.
/

4
[

A
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Ay Cerf : of

First Order Effects -
\ e T T ":"' e .

. . . < .
In regard to the above, Carter's proposed pl;m‘or welfare reform would
address these critical "first order” issues. To refterate a "first order o
effect”" 1y defined as the assessment of {mpact in relation to stated poals
Al

or objectives, for examples, adequacy and- equity, 1t is assumed that such a

plan would go a long way towards addressing suctr a "firast order" lIssue as -

adequacy.  As oY July, 1976, by the wav, only 17 states paid as much as
. Carter's proposed plan. i »1thou¢\ not all states would be paving the same

amount. under Carter's plan, all stnt&s would at least have to be payéng the

minimgg;gs ind{cated in the plan. A major criticism in respect dr}the

’ . ] -

adequacy {ssue in his plan is that benefits. for non-workers a§€°too low{
13 ‘ ~ - -

. .

and indeed, based on $4200, poverty for that groug-would become institutional-

ized ( see ,Harrell Rogers). 12 ' .

The impact OQ the other "first ordc! concern" -- equitv -- would be
P a . . v,
oA . ~. . ) . \
significant. Bwconsolidating the major welfare efforts, Supblemental
. o . )

Security Income, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, and in-kind /
. ) .\\ \ . !
- assistance, the'sprogram would offér across+*the board program equity. Bbcause/

-
-

<4 ‘ .
of its estdblighed base-line it also would insure greater geographical equity.
» «
~ .

A concept which could be called family eligibilitv equity would be eftected,

family eligibility n't_based on the presence or absed‘e.of a man in the

family or on a working versus non-working man in the family, but rather on
¢ : y . o '
"expected to work™ versus '"not expected to work' criteria.
5 : , ' . \ . . -
/'\ .

—

, . P
Another area of improvement which falls under the concept of equity”

would be the reduction of "social stigma". The proposal would elimihate
Q ' - . ‘ %
ERIC o S
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e b

’, Pl
§

h
the *categorties of "deserving' and "undeserving” poor and }/m'xld {ntroduce- a°
: o

‘new classification system of "working' versus "non-work Ing" poor. Indigntities e
3 |34 3 ¥
)

forced by the present tood stamp svstem marking the users would be ellminated

.-

with the demise of that system and the fustitution of {ts cus? r¢placement.,

~

- -

In.addition, a "first erder ‘concern' which the plan would addruss‘{i the
: _ _ ~ .
reduction of* administrative costs and proccdures\\ While overall anticipated

€, . ‘
cost bf the program would be 30.7 billlon pr 2.8 billion more %hnn our present

welfare costs, and a revenue loss amounting to 3.4 billion due to the carned

-

Income tax credit component would raise the total additional cost to 6.2 billion

: ‘-
Ldollars. It should be noted that the PresYdent's ‘aim, according to his re-

“~» .
port, is to reduce administrative costs. In addition, the new plan would re-~

duce.poverty rolls by 1.6 million fmdividuals. 13 \
v
. X "

YA significant major poal of the program is t® get more people into the

«

job market. The structureg of the program woulé encourage people to work
. \ :

due to its focus on aid for emplovment rather than its emphasis on welfare
. »

depen&éncy. Hawever, g proposed, the program would not assure jobs in the
“private sector; it would only assure the 1.4 million subsidized public jobs
-

ae, specified iﬁ the proposal. According to the President's Economic Report,

1t is recognized that the welfare reform plan was not designed”to be a cure
or answer_ for presént unemployﬁeht problems. In other words, this Yelfare
. . -

M . b4 . 4
reform is not the administrations' major plan for reaching a full-employment

/ _ , . -
economy.l“ The pridt advantage of th job _component in this welfarg reform
o ; -

plan is that it allows higher pavment levels, although it does not ‘increase

tax recdeipts. _c~j '

s ) .

P | -
» | 11
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b - R L '

D)
'

If other thcentives within the ccongmy work to inerease peneral emplovment,

the Job component of this program should be a temporary or residnal part of

—

the program. One writer, Havrell  Rodeers, does sav that the subsidized

minimum wage fobs "mav cause emplovers' (pn-rt cularly state and local governments)
* . . \ ) )
to replace higher paild workers with welfire Aecipients, thus further disrupting

[ A -
the job market"a caveat.!™ an {mportant fact {s 9th.‘lt the plan recognizes

that poor people want and nded fobs -» more I{mportantly that pdor women

. . e N
“want and need jobs, however.  The varned fncome tax credit component would
2 .

!
.

1

detinftely case the tax burden &n low income tax payers, the intended goal.
1 . ¢ . . N - .
This also could be an added equity {ssue. On the other hand, the fact that

the earned income tax credit Jp’tltes only to workers with families might

- . .
Srovide a case for inequity. *

In summary {t would appear that the program would Fulfill its major

goals or expectations - -~ note -- I state its major poals, Although not at

the desired level, the established base-line would significantly address -
the issues of adequacv. Program consolidation would improve equity concerns

and presumably reduce administrative cost and procedures. The job component
h :
recognizes the need for emplovment as well as the desire to work. If admin- -
- v : _ ‘
istrative costs include overall cos®ts of the program, a major argument against

.

the program would be the 6.2 billion increase in total expenditures; hoyever,

f

overall design of the program should encaurage people to enter the general

labor force provided there are jobs availabje for them., This might effect-

" the tax return positively, in regards to attacks on the economy of the proposal.

’
-

Qo : o ' ‘ 12 ' :
ERIC - :
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. 3

Second Order Effects )

.
) ~
'

Not only would this program effect 6verall welfare attitudes but it signi~

ficantly would effect, ideas regarding family and family policy. First and for?—.'

o :
most the plan officially recognizes single-parent families‘as complete family
i / J N .
units. .Although the tax system r¢COgﬂiEFS such, the.welfare system historically has

'8 Ao

. . - N
viewed and ldbeled the s}ngle;parent family as incomplete. The majority of

- -

single—pafént families are female-headed as well as are the majority-of welfare
_ . . , \ :

families. The plan would offer them dﬁ@-reCOgﬁEEEEP and. acceptability. Also ,

the proposal as enacted for the first time gives noney dr cash assistangg to
single people and childless couples who cannot find work; former prpgrams
discriminated against childless couples, single fndividuarls, and non-aged

L]

individuals by only giving them fobd stamp benefits, not gash benefits.

The éoncept of women caring for children has always been recognized;
however, thid proposal offieially recognizes that women are performing valuable
work when taking care of rheir children vis—n—bis the fact that women with child-
ren under age seven are not required té work. This {3 also reinforced by the
kact that women wifh children between the apes of seven and thirteen would

l kY
not be expected to work durfng non-=chool hours unless adequate day care was
avaflable. The propram riccopnizes the need for dny care; how«:.ver, {ts reduce
allowances does tend to be some whv.'nt contradictory, . On the whole, a major
critlclam of "the child care component anoa viable alternative 18 that the

program while placing emphasiy on child care ofters nothing to Insure quality

care and Inereased coryioges,

o K
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As indicated previously, the plan recognizés the working wants and needs

’

of poor women. Our preéent AFNDC program has peniiized'woﬁen for finding jobs
rather than rewarding them. According to 1974 Labor‘statistics 377 of women

with pre-schoolers were emploved. A major crittcism of this, the Program

for Better Jobs and .Income, is that it has not recognized the desire of these

wwomen with children under age seven-to worK. 'In fact, this is the lowest

"priority category as outlined‘by the pian. This could be interpreted as

: . - -
elimination of free choice. Hence, the fact that women with children between the
. L]

N

ages of seven and thirteen are expected to work, if day care is present, and that

I's
women with chil#ren under age seven are pot expected to work may not be the

wisest alterﬁatiyet fn different families under different situatioﬁs, women
may be needed in the home at different times. For example, the presence of
mothers during the teenase vears might be more important then the pre—schobl
years. The fact tHat there {s an  across the board benefit reduction for

older children and differential work requirements might be interpreted as a

pronatal polfcy.

'
v \ - .
¢ -

This proposal limits the family earning power to the principal wage earner

-

-

at minimum wage. In most situations, under these aforementioned clircumstances,
. 4 '

two-person earwing capacity ods necded for survival,  Thiy tends to set restrictions

!

on welfare familles, not necessarily applying to the average family.

Some c¢riticys contend that ‘the plan fs primarfly in favor of men., Fifty-one
percent of the jobw are set-up for men and forty-nine percent of the proposed

jobs are dealgned for women; but forty-four percent of the new jobs are car

‘

marked for present non-food stamp people and many contend that the majorlty
of thiy farty-four percent would end up male. 16
O
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If it had been enacted as originally proposed, no health coverage Qould have

been included. . This obviously would have resulted in the grosg reduction of

~

benefits as well as added client expenses, and in a crisis situation, a possible

catastrophe for many rec{pients in need of health services since,medica&d would |

«

have been eliminated by this plan. It is apparent that the hope for simglténeous
’ «

enactment o{ a national health insurance plan was the reason for this elimination..
S

It may have been naive to anticwate such mutual program acceptance.” Without

medical caré#, the resulting péntal and financial étrain would have encouraged -

- the demise of family support as well as inescapable disastrous rgsults for all

involved. The result would be more than gross health care inadequacy together
. ; _ :

with a move towards greater incquity between program participants and non—part—

icipants. Lack of a medical componet could be interpreted as an anti-natal

as well as an anti-welfare rvc\piont stance; but above all, without medicaid
' -«
.. -

theqp would be no medical care,

\

. i 1
Carter's welfare reform proposal, Programs for Better Jobs and Income,
addresses several components which are of particular interest for those involvcd*\

in family concerns. The fact that the proposal recopnize8 Pnnp]és' desire to

‘ .

work 1s a critical concern., A change in welfare philosophy from "worthy"
] . . .
and "non-woerthy'" to "expected‘to work" and "not expected to work'" is more

than signlficant. The emphasfs on greater program and geographical equity is

a glant gtep. Adequacy would 'be fmproved; however, benefits for non-workers

A :
are sgylll much too low and would have a tendency'to {natitutionalize poverty
) .
for that group. Another mijor flaw {n the proposal {4 that {t does not truely

s

attempt to make any permanent changes {n respect to poverty per se. It s
- $

l) \

/ .

H

)
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1
1
\

. .
still an attempt to alleviate poverty rather than to cure {its causeé. Another
major criticism.is that it is baied on the assumption that employment problems
‘ ".‘o
in America are temporary and Iin the future a full employment economy is pbssible
A v R k v - l !

o ﬁased ‘on Carter's campaign promise of welfare reform coupled w1th specific

conting;ncy support, whv was the overall proposal Tejectad?. First and foremost
. v o

" is it because we are”a capitalistic sociéty more interested in maindﬁining a

maximum profit margin and bearing minimum cQsts of welfare than suffering the :
~ -1 \ 'é, ]
t economy? It should be noted that b%tween

-

consequences of a

1950-1975 the offfci: unemplovment rate averaged about 5% , in 1975 im'averaged
| . _ \
8.5%, and .In 19%6 it averaged 7.77%. Is it .that it is unrealistic to e*pé?t that,

\

. based .on historical operation, jobs could be offered to all those who are able

»

to work? If jobs are to be offered, obviously more than 1.4 million jobs would

negd to be subsidized, Could a-major reason that the proposal was ‘not accepted

be that it would tnvolve radical changes in philosophy as well as program oper-

ation? Historically, we have been involved -in ingremental, but non systematic

-change. Such has been the nations' pattern-of operation and to introduce some-

Y

thing that s not based on thig conreptfmikht have -been coestrued as fntolerable.
Could the recent ﬂpprnvnl-by,COnﬁress of 15 billion dollars for jobs creating
public works and public service plus the passage of Hum'phruy—Hnwkin.": Bill to
reduce unemﬁloyment by 47 by 1983 be interpreted as an incremental move toward
eocia] change?  Another reason why,thc progrim m!ght.have been rejected is the
regult of cost senufit un;gjgdn; are the benefits of the program worth the costs?
With the preﬂupt emphasis on tax cuta, perhaps'in mirturr«rnt social and polftical
esvironmvnt the hvnﬁfitﬂ were fudged as unworthy of the expenses, As a ronult,

our pregsent gydtem contfinues with ltg many ramifications and problems,

] . . i

I
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