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WHAT DEFEATED A NEGATIVE INCOME TAX?: CONSTRUCTING A CAUSAL EXPLANATION OF A POLITICALLY CONTROVERSIAL HISTORICAL EVENT

Abstract

In 1969 the Nixon Administration proposed to reform welfare with a negative income tax (NIT) that made none of those on welfare worse off in income terms. Three years of intense congressional struggle ensued at the end which the Nixon NIT welfare reform died. This paper studies that conflict with the political methodologist's logistic regression models of votes on bills in Congress, and the political historian's analysis of primary and secondary textual sources.   Employing the results of its study, the paper constructs a narrative that embeds a causal explanation of the defeat of the Nixon NIT proposal in its story. That narrative focuses on the political ideas of key liberal Senator Fred Harris (D, Oklahoma) because previous narratives have neglected them.  The paper concludes with a critique of some of the causal claims embedded in previous narratives of the defeat of the Nixon NIT proposal.

WHAT DEFEATED A NEGATIVE INCOME TAX?: CONSTRUCTING A CAUSAL EXPLANATION OF A POLITICALLY CONTROVERSIAL HISTORICAL EVENT

During the 1964 presidential campaign, Goldwater's politically conservative economic advisor Milton Friedman proposed that a negative income tax (NIT) replace all government programs aimed at alleviating poverty. (Appendix One sketches the mathematics of an NIT.) Goldwater lost to Johnson in a landslide. Nevertheless, at the suggestion of Robert Lampman of the politically liberal Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin at Madison, economists at the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) began planning an NIT in the summer of 1965. In the fall of 1965 and again in the summer of 1966. OEO presented an NIT plan to the Bureau of the Budget but "the plan never was taken seriously by the Johnson Administration" (Levine 1975, 16). An NIT "was not regarded as a serious proposal that could be enacted in less than a decade" (Levine 1975, 20).

Some who had worked on NIT plans under Johnson at OEO stayed on under Nixon and continued to do so at OEO and at the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). During the 1968 presidential campaign Nixon had promised to "reform welfare". After the election advocates of various welfare reform plans, including those who favored an NIT, among his advisors began jockeying for position. 1 Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Nixon's closest White House domestic policy advisor, at first favored a family allowance system similar to those in Europe, but soon embraced an NIT. He also gained frequent access to, and some influence on, the President. In the Spring of 1969 Nixon decided on a plan containing an NIT, and presented that Family Assistance Plan (FAP) to Congress in August 1969. "In retrospect one can ask why Mr. Johnson turned a deaf ear on a proposal that in its basic mechanics was similar to the one that President Nixon was to endorse a few years later" (Williams 1972, 4).

Williams gives three answers to his question. First, "the negative income tax lacked a well-​placed, articulate and tenacious advocate in the inner councils of the President, a crucial role that Daniel P. Moynihan was to assume in the Nixon administration" (1972, 5). In fact, under Johnson "Wilber Cohen, then undersecretary of HEW, was relatively unenthusiastic about the negative tax" and "in effect held a veto in the Executive Office over any new income maintenance plans" (1972, 5). "Second, the costs of the war in Vietnam were moving to their peak point so that the White House was hardly interested in major and expensive new initiatives" (1972, 5). "Third, congressional and public opinion toward the negative tax was quite hostile" (1972, 5).

Certainly Moynihan had Nixon's ear in a way that no similar NIT advocate had Johnson's, and this partially explains the change of NIT fortunes. Moynihan confirms that the Nixon Administration anticipated reduced war costs: "the prospect of a 'peace-and-growth' dividend still seemed viable, and it was assumed that somewhere down the road major initiatives in social policy would be made possible by the availability of these funds" (1973, 75). Why, though, did Nixon decide to commit anticipated future war cost savings to FAP? Also, Williams offers no evidence of a difference of congressional and public opinion on an NIT at the beginning of the two administrations. If there was such a difference, what change between the summers of 1965 and 1969 made Congress and the public more open to an NIT, and so made such a plan look politically feasible, or even necessary, to Nixon? Or did differences in the plans presented to Johnson and proposed by Nixon make the Nixon plan more popular?

What apparently put "welfare reform" on the political agenda at the opening of the Nixon Administration was a two faceted revolt of the urban black poor in the mid to late 1960s. First, unprecedented numbers of poor black women surged onto the welfare rolls in cities across the country. From 1950 to 1960 the number of families receiving welfare in the United States rose by only 17%. From December 1960 to February 1969, however, their numbers rose 107%. As Piven and Cloward put it: "Fully 71 percent of the huge welfare increase during the 1960s took place in the four years after 1964. It was truly an explosion" (1971, 187). Burke and Burke argue:

The explosion in family benefit recipients put welfare, a subject typically shunned by the White House, on the agenda of President-elect Nixon.... The welfare explosion angered taxpayers and put severe pressure upon state treasuries, especially in such states as Illinois, California, Pennsylvania, and New York. Their Republican governors wanted relief from Washington and from their party's president-to-be. (1974, 41)

Thus Nixon came under immediate pressure from states and their taxpayers to provide some form of fiscal relief from the mushrooming cost of welfare.

Second, urban disorders involving largely poor black males erupted with mounting frequency. Moynihan notes:

In 1965 there had been four major riots and civil disturbances in the country. In 1966 there were twenty-one major riots and civil disorders. In 1967 there were eighty-three major riots and civil disturbances. In the first seven months of 1968 there were fifty seven major riots and disturbances.... Mayors, governors - presidents - took it as given that things were in a hell of a shape and that something had to be done. (1973,102-3) 

Thus it fell to Nixon to somehow restore domestic tranquility.

However, Moynihan also observes that "to compound the difficulty of devising a viable response there was then beginning to be voiced a generalized sentiment among the white working-class that it was being discriminated against, even exploited, in the interest of lower-class minorities" (1973, 104). The civil rights movement victories and years of Johnson's Great Society programs had engendered a reaction of resentment among some working-class whites. They began to see "lower-class minorities", with government help, threatening their jobs, schools, neighborhoods, etc. - i.e., their places above those minorities in the social order.

So FAP became the something that had to be done largely because holdover NIT advocates from the Johnson Administration joined other such advocates in the new Administration to persuade Nixon that an NIT approach to "welfare reform" could deal with the immediate political situation that he faced. Moynihan stresses:

The events leading to and from the proposal of FAP have a conceptual unity that admits of separate treatment as a long range development in social policy. The proposal was made, however, as part of an over-riding short term strategy to bring down the level of internal violence. This is a matter to be dealt with many years hence, if ever. (1973, 12)

FAP would provide fiscal relief for states by federalizing a large portion of welfare costs. FAP would placate angry black males by making those with families eligible for benefits, and so restore domestic tranquility. FAP would lessen white working-class resentment of "lower-class minorities" by making those white workers eligible for benefits, and requiring all who receive benefits (except for female household heads with small children) to work in order to receive them.

Friedman saw an NIT as a long term rationalization of income transfer policy rather than as a short term response to a political situation. He wanted an NIT to replace "our present collection of welfare measures" including "old age assistance, social security benefit payments, aid to dependent children, general assistance, farm price support programs, public housing" (Friedman 1962, 193) which he saw as poorly aimed at alleviating poverty. He also cautioned that:

Like any other measure to alleviate poverty, it reduces the incentives of those helped to help themselves, but it does not eliminate that incentive entirely, as a system supplementing income up to some fixed minimum would. An extra dollar earned always means more money available for expenditure. (Friedman 1962, 192)

So Friedman recognized that any income transfer program would probably discourage work to some extent.

In contrast to Friedman's proposal, the Nixon Administration did not seek a comprehensive revision of all income transfer programs. Since programs like old age assistance and social security benefits enjoyed wide popular support, it steered clear of them. FAP aimed only at the areas where the political conflict had arisen: aid to dependent children and general assistance. To curb political resentment among the white working class, FAP added a work requirement to its NIT. So FAP differed from Friedman's NIT proposal in its lack of comprehensiveness and its work requirement - ways that would make it more broadly popular. For example, Moynihan reports that a Harris Survey found 92 percent support for the FAP work requirement (1973, 269).

So an NIT began as a proposal of a politically conservative academic economist to make government efforts to alleviate poverty more efficient by targeting funds. more precisely at those with lower incomes. The research arm of a politically liberal federal anti-poverty agency under Johnson sought to make the proposal more concrete, but foresaw little near term political interest in it. Nevertheless, NIT proposals continued life at OEO and HEW under Nixon - partly in the hands of holdover Johnson Administration researchers. As Nixon's chief domestic policy advisor, Moynihan came to favor an NIT as part of "welfare reform" and was influential with the President. Nixon planners shaped their NIT to deal with the tumultuous domestic political situation that the Administration faced: mounting welfare costs, urban disorders, and resentment among elements of the white working class.

This narrative explanation of what put an NIT on the political agenda centers on reasons why the Nixon Administration proposed FAR Given his position in the Nixon Administration, Moynihan 1973 serves as a primary source for my story. Why would he credit the element of containing domestic disorders in Administration thinking if it were not so?2 Moynihan often criticized Piven and Cloward yet his account of why the Administration proposed FAP is consistent with their view that the State expands poor relief to cope with the unrest of the poor.3 This agreement among usual political combatants strengthens the credulity of Moynihan's account. Finally, Burke and Burke 1974 is another primary source for my story. As journalists who closely covered the Nixon Administration welfare initiative with no obvious political axes to grind, the Burkes also reinforce the Moynihan account.

This paper uses the usual political historian's tool, careful scrutiny of historical texts and documents, to help construct a narrative explanation of the 1970-72 FAP congressional defeat. However, to aid the construction it also uses the conventional political science arbiter of cause and effect relations, multiple logistic regression models, to analyze FAP congressional votes. I begin by drawing on earlier narratives to help model the 91st Congress House floor and Senate Finance Committee FAP votes. Then the results of these models help to structure a narrative of the 91st Congress FAP defeat. Next I model the 92nd Congress floor votes and use those results to help structure a narrative of the 92nd Congress FAP defeat. I conclude by distinguishing liberals from conservatives in the FAP battles and critiquing earlier narratives of the FAP congressional defeat.

THE 91ST CONGRESS FAP BATTLE

Once its Chairman Wilbur Mills (D, Arkansas) and ranking Republican John W. Byrnes (Wisconsin) decided to modify and back FAP, the House Committee on Ways and Means formulated and reported a bill by a 21 to 3 vote on March 11, 1970. Mills led the House floor debate for FAP where his bill passed 243 to 155 on April 16, 1970. However, in the Senate Finance Committee, ranking Republican Williams (Delaware) firmly opposed the FAP welfare reform approach and Chairman Long (D, Louisiana) played an ambiguous role. A modified version of the House bill suffered a 10 to 6 Senate Finance Committee defeat (with Long voting for the bill) on November 20, 1970 and no version of FAP ever reached the Senate floor during the 91st Congress.

From Previous Narratives to a Model

What variables should one include in a model that attempts to explain the April 16, 1970 House floor FAP vote? Previous narratives are a logical source for such explanatory factor candidates. Though they often differ with him on the importance of various factors and the way that they came into play, most earlier narratives employ factors first identified by Moynihan as those that might explain the defeat of FAR He first identifies three such factors explicitly:

The congressional response to a proposal such as Family Assistance may be analyzed

formally in terms of the two parties, or of the two political tendencies, generally labeled liberal and conservative, but in reality the major question was how the South would respond. (1973, 375)

So the three factors are: section, political party, and political tendency.

Later Moynihan implicitly suggests a further explanatory factor candidate. By the spring of 1970 the antiwar movement was relatively quiescent as Nixon proceeded with troop withdrawals. However, on April 30, 1970, during the Senate Finance Committee FAP hearings, Nixon announced the U. S. move

into Cambodia and the antiwar movement, including its congressional wing, sprang back to life. About FAP at that point, Moynihan remarks:

A rush of public support could have forced a decision, and the decision, in those circumstances, would probably have been favorable. But no such surge of support took place, first because of the war, which greatly aroused the old distrust and hatred of the president ... After a point the war receded. (1973, 498-9)

Certainly feelings against Nixon ran extremely high at various points during the war so that mistrust of Nixon engendered by the Vietnam War is a fourth explanatory factor candidate.

An indicator of a vote for FAP is the outcome variable of a model of the floor vote. How, though, can one make operational the explanatory factors into variables? Indicators will make operational section and political party. SOUTH indicates a state that the Census Bureau so designates and REPUBLICAN indicates a Republican. The lobbying group Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) recorded votes on a selection of Vietnam war measures during each Congressional session. ANTIWAR indicates whether a member voted the anti-administration antiwar position on the one such measure ADA recorded during the 1970 House session, and so reasonably makes operational Vietnam-engendered mistrust of Nixon.

More difficult to make operational is political tendency. ADA was "liberal" in some sense, and recorded votes on a number of measures (including those on Vietnam) that it deemed important during each Congressional session. It labeled the proportion of those measures on which a member voted the ADA position as his or her "liberal quotient". So if LIBERAL is ADA's "liberal quotient", then LIBERAL makes operational political tendency. (Appendix Two details the data sources and measurement of each variable employed in the paper's modeling.)

The difficulty with LIBERAL as an operational version of political tendency is that a scalar measure of a tendency to vote with ADA does not really capture in an analytic fashion what the terms "liberal" and "conservative" mean. In particular, LIBERAL does not capture the connotations of those terms as the political discourse in the period under study bandied them about. So should LIBERAL prove a helpful explanatory factor in a model, some burden to carefully analyze the liberal/conservative distinction in the context of the FAP conflict will remain.

Finally, what prior expectations for signs of coefficients in a model including the operational variables do previous narratives and political logic suggest? Moynihan's narrative suggests that the signs of the coefficients of SOUTH and ANTIWAR will be negative. With FAP's income redistribution toward the poor, a positive sign for the coefficient of LIBERAL is plausible. With LIBERAL and other variables fixed, political logic suggests that Republicans would follow the lead of their President so that a positive sign for the coefficient of REPUBLICAN is plausible.

House Floor FAP Vote Model Results

Table 1 presents results from using maximum likelihood coefficient estimation in a single equation multiple logistic regression model, with all explanatory variables entered linearly, of the April 16, 1970 House FAP floor vote. Descriptively, the sign of each coefficient estimate is what previous narratives and political logic suggest. To interpret the results causally one must at least assume that the model functional form is correct, the list of operational variables includes all that are of causal importance, and nominal are indistinguishable from actual p-values.

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE

That the p-value for the (2 test is <.0001 means that variability in explanatory variables explains variability in log (odds of a vote for FAP), in the sense of "explain" that statisticians employ, at any conventional (-level. That the coefficients of LIBERAL, ANTIWAR, and REPUBLICAN differ from zero at any conventional a-level while that of SOUTH does not, suggests that those explanatory narratives that stress too much the role of the South in defeating FAP may be in error.

Since each explanatory variable ranges from 0 to 1, it makes sense to informally compare(estimated coefficient(values. Such a comparison estimates LIBERAL has about four times the effect on log (odds of a vote for FAP) as the next most influential explanatory variable. Hence the results of the logistic regression model of the House floor FAP vote suggest that a narrative account of the 91st Congress defeat of FAP should center its explanation primarily on political tendency. 

Senate Finance Committee FAP Vote Models and Results

Moynihan's original narrative portrayed the first Senate Finance Committee FAP vote as the dramatic climax of the 91st Congress FAP battle, and the center of political controversy in subsequent narratives is often the activities of that Committee. As part of the FAP conflict some members of the Senate submitted bills that provided more income redistribution toward the poor than did FAP (Moynihan 1973, 451-3). Sponsorship of one of these bills might have led a Senator to oppose FAP so that such sponsorship is a plausible fifth explanatory factor in a model of the November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee vote. Let EGALITARIAN indicate sponsorship of a bill more generous to the poor than FAP.

Mead argues:

A fresh reading of the hearings and debates surrounding reform suggests that in fact the critical issue was work, not welfare. Congressmen divided, in the main, not over the preferred cost or extent of welfare, but over whether employable recipients

should face serious pressures to work in return for support. Only a small minority on the right opposed welfare, or even its extension, as such. The real battle was over what

kind of work requirements should be attached to the new benefits that most members wanted. Reform died, in essence, because conservatives and moderates demanded more onerous requirements than liberals would accept. (1986, 104)

So Mead claims that concern on the part of moderates and conservatives for a strong work requirement killed FAR Hence, in seeking to explain the Senate Finance Committee first FAP vote, an explanatory factor candidate to add to the others is: concern for a strong work requirement.

Mead does not present evidence for how each member of the Senate Finance Committee felt about the FAP work requirement. However, using quotations, his narrative does make the case - presumably as best the historical evidence allows - that many in Congress wanted a strong work requirement. His close reading of the Committee's 1970 FAP hearings identifies six members expressing concern for a strong work requirement: Bennett, Curtis, Fannin, Hansen, Long, and Talmadge. So let WORK indicate Mead-identified concern for a strong work requirement. Then WORK is a plausible way to make operational concern for a strong work requirement.

Let LIBERAL, SOUTH, and PARTY be as in the House FAP floor vote model. Let ANTIWAR now be the proportion of votes, on the two Vietnam war measures that ADA recorded during the 1970 Senate session, that a member cast for the antiwar anti-administration position. Table 2 contains results from modeling the November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee vote. Logistic regression results are all from single equation models that use maximum likelihood coefficient estimation with all explanatory variables entered linearly.

Descriptively, the signs of the SOUTH, REPUBLICAN, and WORK coefficient estimates in the multiple logistic regression model are as previous narratives or political logic suggest. However, those of the LIBERAL and ANTIWAR coefficient estimates are the opposite of what previous narratives suggest. Further, the logistic regressions of FAP vote on LIBERAL and ANTIWAR singly also have coefficient estimates with signs opposite those suggested by previous narratives.

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE

With only 17 observations, one could not expect too much of inferential value to come out of the modeling. Even for such a small number of observations, though, the Table 2 results are disappointing. Except for the 2 x 2 table result that shows that both members who had their own more generous bills did not vote for FAP, no 13--value from any model is even close to statistically significant at the conventional .05 (-​level. The closest another p-value comes is .285 for the WORK coefficient estimate in the multiple logistic regression model. So modeling provides little help in understanding the first Senate Finance Committee vote.

Three Puzzles

Moynihan says that the White House liaison with the Senate Finance Committee in the period leading up to its November 20, 1970 vote indicated that Chairman Long was "in 'mental turmoil,' his mind 'sowed with seeds of doubt' that FAP would correct the problems of the present system" (1973, 499). Burke and Burke stress that "Russell Long fiercely opposed Mr. Nixon's plan" (1974, 151). Piven and Cloward assure us that "Chairman Long and others had made it abundantly clear that they would organize a filibuster should the bill ever reach the floor of the Senate" (1979, 346-7). So Long was evidently either undecided about or opposed to FAP.

Table 3 tabulates the November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee FAP vote on which much of the conflicting interpretation in earlier narratives of the 91st Congress FAP defeat centers. A first puzzle for anew narrative is: why does political tendency do a good job of explaining the House floor vote but break down in explaining the Senate Finance Committee vote? Table 3 raises two further puzzles for such a narrative. Why did liberals like Harris and McCarthy vote against a bill designed to improve the lot of the poor? Why did Long, who apparently did not favor FAP, vote for it? Earlier narrators embed different answers to these questions in their stories.

INSERT TABLE 3 HERE

To resolve the three puzzles a new narrative will have to focus attention on aspects of the historical record neglected by earlier narrators. Do the different FAP versions faced explain the different FAP vote outcomes? What alternatives to FAP did liberal senators offer? How did a liberal senator like Harris develop his position on FAP in the Senate Finance Committee hearings and explain his November 20, 1970 vote? Finally, given that A precedes B in time is a necessary condition for A to cause B, the new narrative will have to pay as close attention to the chronology of events as possible.

The Original Administration FAP

The original Administration FAP contained a federally financed NIT for all families with children. The NIT floor income (guarantee level) was $1600 per year for a family of four. The plan disregarded the first $720 of earned income for that family and used a negative tax rate of 50%. Hence that family would receive some support up to $3920 in annual earnings (see Appendix One).

The bill also required states to add payments above $1600 up to the levels of their Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) payments, for all who qualified for AFDC by the criteria prevailing at the enactment date. In addition, "[o]ne of the least noticed features of Family Assistance was that it mandated the AFDC-U [Unemployed Father] program in all states" (Moynihan 1973, 467) - an expansion from the twenty three states where it existed in August 1969. Finally, the federal government would provide at least 50% of the funds for the supplements and/or enough to assure that a state would reduce its total welfare expenditures by at least 10% from what prevailed at the enactment date.

So FAP provided more income for some of the poor, and appeared to provide no less for those eligible for AFDC, than did existing welfare-tax arrangements. The "working poor" got support for the first time. In areas like the South where wages and welfare benefits were low, the $1600 FAP figure provided income increases for large numbers of the poor. Welfare recipients in the urban North received no income increases from the bill because they already received more than $1600. However, they also suffered no direct losses of benefits from it and the bill consolidated the gains secured by the welfare rights movement in the previous period by mandating prevailing eligibility criteria and benefit levels that states were not otherwise legally obliged to maintain. Finally, the fiscal plight of each state would improve under FAP.4
So the original FAP targeted income redistribution at the welfare conflict that threatened political stability. Federal funds would ease the fiscal stress that the states faced from the expansion of the rolls led by the welfare rights movement. Law would legitimate income gains and expanded eligibility that the

states and welfare bureaucracies of the urban north had supplied in response to that movement. To quell the resentment with which some of the "working poor" had reacted to that movement, FAP would also include benefits for them.

To meet the complaint voiced by congressional conservatives that welfare paid an increasing number of people not to work, FAP included a "work requirement". Able-bodied adults would have to register for work and be willing to accept "suitable work" or the family would suffer a $300 (of $1,600) reduction in benefits. However, the bill exempted mothers with children under school age and those with a man in the house who registered for work and was willing to accept "suitable work".

FAP also required the federal government to provide child care as a precondition for single mothers' working. Quadagno maintains that "numerous gaps in day care planning rendered it ineffective. One problem was inadequate funding" (1990, 17). Burke and Burke think that "the scarcity of day care assured most mothers immunity against the work rule" (1974, 136). Moynihan argues that the FAP "work requirement" was less coercive than the one in the Work Incentive Program (WW that had gone into effect on July 1, 1969 but was largely ignored in practice (1973; 141-2, 283-4).5
Finally, the "suitable work requirement" of the original FAP contained a provision that might indirectly lessen the benefits of some of the AFDC eligible. It "specified that the head of a family receiving FAP benefits could be required, under penalty of benefit reduction, to work at a job not covered by the minimum wage so long as it paid the prevailing wage for that type of work" (Burke and Burke 1974, 143). AFDC benefits in some states of the urban North were right around the earnings from a full​time minimum wage job. So the AFDC eligible in those states, not somehow exempt from its "work requirement", might suffer a loss in benefits under FAR

If its "work requirement" promised to be ineffectual in practice, then FAP was a guaranteed income in the form of an NIT superimposed on the existing AFDC welfare system. Since a guaranteed income was an unpopular idea, the Administration employed a strategy of dissembling and sales-pitch to advance FAR Its spokesmen denied that FAP was a guaranteed income, claimed that it would put the poor to work when its "work requirement" and the NIT disincentives to work evidently promised anything but, and argued that the bill would inhibit poor family breakups - a claim for which there was no evidence. As Moynihan would later explain: "The hope of the program's advocates was that 'conservatives' would take the program at face value and that 'liberals' would see the reality behind it" (1973, 216-7).

The Liberal Alternatives

On February 10, 1970 Fred Harris (D, Oklahoma) introduced an alternative to FAP on the Senate floor that Moynihan describes as follows:

Harris offered instead the National Basic Income and Incentive Act, which was Family Assistance starting at the level of $2,520 and raised over three years to the poverty level. (The press generally interpreted this to be $3,600 for a family of four, but it was then already $3,740.) The Harris bill provided payments for individuals and childless couples, excluded any mother with a dependent child from a work-training program, and included somewhat vague provisions such as 'Refusal to participate in work-training program if the program would not prepare the individual for a suitable job which will be available when training is complete will not disqualify one to benefits.' Harris did not demean Family Assistance. He told the Senate Finance Committee, as it began hearings on H.R. 16311 [FAP], 'This bill is important because, if adopted, it would establish the principle of a federally guaranteed minimum income for all Americans and replace the outdated and unworking system of welfare . . .' His own proposal would ultimately cost $20 billion and cover 75 million persons. The president had put up close to $5 billion. By scrapping the revenue-sharing proposal, Harris proposed to get another $5 billion, the rest to be had somehow. This was in the range of political realism. (1973, 451-2)

So instead of the FAP $1600 floor, the Harris bill began at the higher figure of $2520 and moved to the poverty line of $3740 over three years. Evidently it had a negative tax rate similar to FAP's, and it had a "work requirement" that was more hedged around, and so weaker, than FAP's. $2520 was less than AFDC families were receiving in some Northern cities but $3740 was more. So had Harris gotten either the Senate Finance Committee or the full Senate to consider his bill - he never did - he might well have added to it the FAP proviso that made none on welfare worse off for the three year transition.

Friedman had argued:

[W]e might all of us be willing to contribute to the relief of poverty, provided everyone else did. We might not be willing to contribute the same amount without such assurance...

Suppose one accepts, as I do, this line of reasoning as justifying governmental action to alleviate poverty; to set, as it were, a floor under the standard of life of every person in the community. There remain the questions, how much and how. I see no way of deciding 'how much' except in terms of the amount of taxes we - by which I mean the great bulk of us - are willing to impose on ourselves for the purpose....

The precise floor set would depend on what the community could afford. (1962, 191-2)

Notice the ambiguity in the Friedman formulation: "the amount of taxes we ... are willing to impose on ourselves" and "what the community can afford" need not be the same. The Harris bill would have partially resolved that ambiguity by defining poverty as the government poverty line and setting the NIT floor income at that line. However, as Moynihan indicates, Harris did not fully specify the source of the transfer funds required to bring the income of all up to that line. (Presumably it was general tax revenues.)

Though FAP sought to quell rising resentment of those receiving AFDC benefits by the "working poor", it would have put in place a differential in benefits between the two groups that could only defeat such a purpose. The Harris bill, in contrast, sought to take the benefit gains secured by the spontaneous welfare rights mass protest movement aided by sympathetic government social workers, increase them somewhat to the poverty line, and spread them to all the poor. That step would have erased any difference in financial benefits accruing to the "working poor" and "welfare poor".

Finally, in presenting his bill Harris noted:

Thus, a basic attack on poverty must include higher minimum wages and broader coverage. Moreover, we must assure - as this bill does - that hunger and deprivation of benefits will never be used to force an individual to take a job below the Federal minimum wage level or to undercut the standards of fellow workers by a requirement that he take a job less than their wage rates or one involved in a labor dispute. The failure of the Nixon proposal to afford protection against such practices constitutes a most serious threat to the health of the economy. (Congressional Record - Senate 1970, 3113)

So the Harris bill eliminated the provision that might have forced some of the poor to take jobs for wages below the Federal minimum from the "suitable work requirement" of the original Administration FAR In doing so it also assured that none of the poor would have to take jobs for wages lower than the benefits for which they were eligible under the existing AFDC system. However, if the FAP "suitable work requirement" was not a practically viable restriction then forbidding compulsory below minimum wage work under it had no practical meaning.

Harris certainly intended his bill seriously, if only as a point from which to begin bargaining with the Administration. He secured seven Senators to cosponsor it and had it forwarded from the Senate floor to the Finance Committee (Congressional Record - Senate 1970, 3111). On April 30, 1970 Eugene McCarthy (D, Minnesota) and on July 29, 1971 George McGovern (D, South Dakota) also introduced bills, on behalf of the National Welfare Rights Organization (NWRO), more generous to the poor than FAR These bills had income floors of $5500 and $6500 respectively and no "work requirement". Neither Senator secured cosponsors.

The McCarthy and McGovern bills were more symbolic gestures of solidarity with welfare mothers than serious Congressional proposals. Of McCarthy's, Moynihan says: "[N]o one in Congress did take it seriously" (1973, 338). The same day that he introduced its bill, McGovern told the NWRO national convention: "I intend to see that the question of human dignity your bill raises gets a fair hearing in the Senate of the United States" (Burke and Burke 1974, 177). Yet on January 13, 1972 he endorsed a position paper calling for a $4,000 income floor. As the 1972 presidential campaign intensified he discovered that to finance that plan "would take money from the vast middle class with an income above the median" (Burke and Burke 1974, 185-6). So on August 29, 1972 he retreated from it by eliminating benefits for the "working poor".

The Political Situation in Late 1970

When introduced in August 1969 the original Administration FAP was certainly a serious Congressional proposal that, if its "work requirement" was of no practical importance, would have left none of the poor worse off in terms of benefits. Less clear is whether the original FAP or Harris bill were serious political possibilities by November 1970 when the Senate Finance Committee was coming to its decision. Remember that two developments had placed a FAP that reduced transfer benefits to none of the poor on the political agenda. A spontaneous mass welfare rights protest movement had led to a welfare fiscal crisis and a series of urban disorders had threatened to unravel domestic tranquility. The Administration crafted FAP in Spring 1969 in part to meet these political developments.

However, Piven and Cloward maintain:

Toward the late 1960s the black movement which began in the South in the mid-fifties subsided, and the movement organizations it had spawned were dying if not already dead. For one thing much of the leadership of the black movement ... was being absorbed into electoral politics, into government bureaucracies, into the universities, and into business and industry; correlatively the ideology of protest was repudiated and the efficacy of electoral politics was affirmed. As a result the cadres of organizers dwindled, their ranks diminished by the concessions won.

While there is no way of marking the exact time when the tide of unrest turned, the year 1968 might be considered such a point. It was the last year of major urban rioting (in the wake of Martin Luther King's assassination); it was also the year that the presidency passed from a liberal to a conservative leadership. With Nixon's accession to power the class and racial injustices that had figured so prominently in the rhetoric and action of earlier administrations, and that had encouraged protest among the black poor, gave way to rhetoric and action emphasizing law-and-order and self-reliance among the black masses. A white backlash against black gains had developed and conservative leaders acted to stimulate it all the more as a means of building support. By the election of 1972 this rhetoric reached a crescendo, much of it focused specifically on the last vestige of black defiance - the still rising welfare rolls. In the presidential campaign of 1972 Republican-sponsored television advertisements warned the American people that if McGovern won the election he would put half of the population on welfare. Nixon exhorted Americans in his inaugural address not to ask what government could do for them, but what they could do for themselves and then he rapidly popularized the slogan ' Workfare not Welfare.' A mobilization against the black poor was occurring, with the welfare poor a particular target. (1979, 331-2)

On this scenario, the welfare protests and urban disorders that gave Johnson Administration holdovers political space to persuade Nixon to offer an August 1969 FAP that left the welfare poor with no benefit losses, were already a spent political force by November 1970. Further, those protests and uprisings had spawned a conservative reaction that was on the ascendancy and would certainly make itself felt in Congress. So if the scenario is essentially correct, neither the original Administration FAP nor the Harris bill was likely politically feasible by November 1970.

Writing during what Piven and Cloward call the 1972 "crescendo", Moynihan stresses that it was hard to tell while planning FAP that the five summers of urban disorders had subsided:

Urban disorder all but ceased in the summer of 1969, while by 1971 the topic itself had receded from public attention. ["To return? No one, of course, could know."]

But in the winter of 1968-1969, as the administration changed, no government could forsee this decline in overt violence, and even had that been possible, a responsible Administration would have had to regard the period as breathing space at most. (1973, 243)

His tone seems almost apologetic, for not having forseen that FAP was politically unnecessary, as he tries to explain how an Administration in 1968-9 could have thought FAP necessary to restore domestic tranquility. His account of the FAP activities of the conservative Senate Finance Committee (Chapter 7) repeatedly stresses the intense hostility the Administration proposal faced there. By late 1970, keeping FAP leaving the welfare poor with no loss of benefits was a very difficult political task.

FAP's 91st Congress Defeat: Toward a Narrative Centered on Political Tendency 

Nixon publicly announced his FAP proposal in a speech on August 8, 1969:

The president told the nationwide TV audience that AFDC would be 'done away with completely.' However, three paragraphs later. . . he made a contrary pledge (which had been added to the speech at the eleventh hour): 'In no case would anyone's present level of benefits be lowered.'

As explained at the press briefing and as the congressional welfare message three days later made explicit, those eleven words meant that the states that paid AFDC benefits higher than those of FAP would be required to supplement FAP to maintain the higher payments for AFDC families. (Burke and Burke 1974, 113)

So Nixon's contradictory speech embodied the intense conservative/liberal welfare conflict that he faced. Liberals of course read the added part of the speech as a commitment to reduce no one's AFDC benefits and, in its original form, FAP did contain such a provision. Would the Administration hold that position, though, as the bill moved through Congress?
Table 4 provides figures on political tendency (in the ADA Liberal quotient sense) for the four congressional bodies that the Administration faced when it launched its FAP initiative in August 1969. On the House side, the Administration faced a Committee and full House with the same median political tendencies, and more conservative Committee leaders. On the Senate side, they faced a Committee with a more conservative median political tendency than that of the full Senate, and Committee leaders near the Committee median.

INSERT TABLE 4 HERE

The Administration strategy of dissembling and sales-pitch would eventually contribute to the creation of a climate of mistrust, but in the April 1970 foray into the House it persuaded conservative Ways and Means Chair Wilbur Mills. Mills led his Committee in crafting a bill that differed little from the Administration plan, and then led the House floor fight for that bill. However, Mills and Byrnes also "declared that $1,600 was enough to 'start' and pledged ... that if the 'other body were to raise this ceiling Ways and Means would not go to conference and there would be no bill" (Moynihan 1973, 428). That threat hung over the next thirty months of FAP conflict. The April 16, 1970 House floor vote was the last either congressional chamber or its committees took on a FAP version that had Nixon's backing and embodied his promise not to reduce the direct income transfers to any of those eligible for AFDC.

The Senate Finance Committee held a first round of official hearings, with Long and Williams presiding, April 29-May 1, 1970. With FAP adding an NIT to existing AFDC arrangements, the Administration anticipated that Committee conservatives would criticize the NIT in the hearings. Instead, led by Williams and bolstered by materials prepared by the Committee staff, they stressed the work disincentives involved in the way that programs that FAP left intact - e.g., AFDC, Medicaid, and public housing - meshed with the NIT. 6

Harris, the leading Committee liberal critic of FAP who attended the hearings, also opened them on April 29, 1970 with some criticism of FAP that partially reiterated those that he had made introducing his own bill:

First, the inadequate $1,600 level of payments ... should be increased. . . Second, . . . [the bill] should be amended so that mothers of school age children are able to exercise their own judgment as to whether they are able to carry the double burden of both managing a home and holding a job. It is unfair to permit the mother whose husband is still in the home this option, as the Nixon plan would do, but deny it to a mother who is already carrying the double burden of rearing children unaided by a father in the home ...

Third, adequate incentives for work - allowing a person to retain more of what he earns - are required.

Fourth, the deficiency ... [of the bill] in failing to set forth the conditions under which a recipient would be required to take a job should be corrected . . . no one should be required to take a job except with decent pay.

Fifth . . . 'Where are the jobs?' - it is essential that we expand opportunities for public and private employment - already greatly reduced by this administration's fiscal and monetary policies. (U.S. Congress 1970b, 158-9)

Despite these criticisms, Harris was "pleased that the House of Representatives has passed ... the Family Assistance Act of 1970" (U. S. Congress 1970b, 158). He hoped to prod the Committee, full Senate, and Administration to move the House-passed FAP version closer to his own bill. During the first round of hearings he called for more jobs, training slots, and day care funds for welfare recipients (U. S. Congress 1970b, 239-245).

In the face of the attack of Senate Finance Committee conservatives on the House-passed FAP version, the Administration could have held firm to that version which made none of the poor worse off in terms of income transfers. That is, it could have framed and defended the issue as one of increasing income redistribution toward the poor in order to alleviate poverty.7  Perhaps accepting some of Harris's suggested revisions, it could have asked Ribicoff and Harris to rally Committee liberals to forward the House-passed FAP to the Senate floor. Was, however, a strategy of unambiguous income transfer to the poor consistent with the Administration aim of restored domestic tranquility by summer of 1970? Would that strategy likely have succeeded in getting a version of FAP enacted?

"The committee's 7 Republicans all were conservatives" (Burke and Burke 1974, 153; see Table 4). In the view of Moynihan, "by July 1970 there was simply no prospect of any but the faintest support for Family Assistance from the Republican members of the Senate Finance Committee" (1973, 500).

Byrd and Talmadge of the committee's Democrats also adamantly opposed the bill. So a strategy of framing the issue as increasing income redistribution to the poor to alleviate poverty and rallying Committee liberals to the House-passed FAP would likely have led to an at least 9 to 8 defeat.

So on June 10, 1970 the Administration announced FAP revisions that sought to placate Committee conservatives and ignored the criticisms of Harris. The revisions increased, from $300 to $500, the "work requirement" penalty. They smoothed out work disincentives from Medicaid and public housing with adjustments in those programs. To smooth out work disincentives from AFDC they abolished the AFDC-U program which included 5% of AFDC recipients, and reduced state supplements for a further 15% of AFDC families. (See Burke and Burke 1974, 160 and Moynihan 1973, 483-98 and 503.) Thus some 20% of AFDC recipients were worse off in income transfer terms under the June 10 revised FAP than under existing arrangements.

When the Committee hearings resumed on July 21, 1970 Long presided. His opening statement did not mention the strengthened "work requirement" but stressed that "in significant respects, the new plan is a worse bill - and a more costly bill than the measure which passed the House." He cited "important areas of deterioration" (U. S. Congress 1970b, 399): abolition of the AFDC-U program and reduction of state supplemental benefits. These comments are one source for the lack of consensus among those who have sought to explain the defeat of FAR The Administration changed the bill to meet the complaints of the conservative Williams and Talmadge and Long in turn complained about the changes. Did that mean he wanted AFDC-U and state supplemental benefits restored to the bill? Or were he and Williams-Talmadge in effect working a good cop/bad cop routine on liberals and the Administration in an attempt to politically disorient them and defeat the bill?

Harris opened the new round of hearings by first reiterating his previous complaints about the bill. He then made the following statement:

I am deeply disturbed, Mr. Chairman, by the change in this bill, the regressive change in this bill which goes back on what the Senate has passed on in regard to unemployed fathers so that we would perpetuate and, as a matter of fact, if the administration's changed bill is adopted, make worse the present welfare system which tends to force a father out of the home in most of the States in this country so that his family will be eligible for assistance, thereby further helping to deteriorate families in this country, and I am appalled that the administration would recommend that we do that.

I am also very disturbed by the limitation on welfare payments which is recommended here, and I think that these are matters that this committee should go into in great detail, and I hope that we will be able to improve upon this bill.

But, whether or not the suggestions which I have made and intend to make in the course of this committee's consideration of this bill are agreed to by the committee, I intend at the appropriate time to move that the bill in one form or another be reported

out by this committee as a part of the social security bill, so that the Senate itself will have an opportunity fully to consider welfare reform and all suggestions for improving it.

As I say, I hope the bill can be improved in the course of the hearings and of the executive sessions that we have thereafter, but, one way or another, I want the Senate to have the full opportunity to consider this matter. (U. S. Congress 1970b, 402-3)

So Harris made precisely the complaints of Long, but was evidently wary of Long's manipulating him into voting against reporting some version of FAP out of the Committee. He must have judged, reasonably enough (see Table 4), that the full Senate was more likely to modify the bill to address the shortcomings that he saw in it than was the Finance Committee. What seems important here is that as of July 21, 1970 Harris still promised to vote to send some version of FAP to the Senate floor - if necessary, even the June 10, 1970 version that "deeply disturbed" him.

In questioning HEW Secretary Richardson, Harris revealed his thinking more clearly.
As you know, I agree [with] what in effect you say, that poverty by definition is lack of income, and that what poor people primarily need is money, when we are prone, instead, often, to give them advice; and that has proved to be second best to money. I, therefore, agree with the basic philosophy of the family assistance program. I hope it can be improved, as I indicated earlier. Let me ask you first this:

Outside of the 10 percent of the families who are receiving assistance that live in the seven lowest AFDC benefit States - I think primarily if not totally the Southern States - and persons with other sources of income, will any family with children and now receiving assistance be financially better off under this bill than is true at the present time?

Secretary Richardson. No family now receiving assistance....

Senator Harris. Now, let me ask you the converse of that. Will any such family be worse off under the family assistance program than is presently true? (U. S. Congress 1970b,437)

Richardson answered that twenty percent of AFDC families would be worse off, and suggested the possibility of grand-fathering benefits for these recipients for a certain time period. So for Harris FAP primarily income redistribution to the poor, yet he ignored the working poor who would be newly eligible for benefits. What troubled him was that the June 10, 1970 revisions would make only 10% of those already receiving AFDC benefits better off, while it would make 20% of them worse off.

The rationale for the AFDC-U program was that without it there was an incentive for families with an unemployed father to breakup so that the woman could receive AFDC benefits. One further important point came out in the Harris-Richardson exchange:

Senator Harris. . . . How does this [i.e., abolition of AFDC-U] fit in with what Secretary Finch previously said, ". . . a system which provides a clear financial reward for a family breakup seems vicious and irrational . . ." and I believe those were very nearly the same as your words this morning. How can we justify doing that?

Secretary Richardson. This is one of the problems we keep confronting in the attempt to develop a system which is equitable overall. The problem is that if you continue to cover the families with an unemployed father and also provide benefits for the first time to families of the working poor, you would create a new inequity which in effect could mean that the families of an unemployed father with children are better off than the families of an employed father ...

Senator Harris. One way [to fix the inequity] would be to raise the basic payment so that the unemployed father program is subsumed, and that is, of course, what I recommended and still recommend. I asked about this difference back when we had the earlier hearings, about discriminating between the employed and unemployed fathers, since what we wanted to do anyway was to cover the working poor. (U. S. Congress 1970b, 437).
So both Harris and the Administration recognized a re-distributional inequity between families with employed and unemployed fathers that the superposition of the NIT on the AFDC-U program would create. The Administration proposed to resolve the inequity by abolishing AFDC-U which would make the families of unemployed fathers worse off than under existing arrangements and please congressional conservatives. In contrast, Harris proposed to resolve the inequity by raising the NIT income floor to the level that the AFDC-U families were already entitled to making the working poor even better off than the Administration proposed, and those on welfare no worse off.

On October 8, 1970, the Senate Finance Committee voted 14 to 1 against sending the original FAP proposal that it had received from the House forward to the Senate floor. Harris cast the one vote for forwarding the House-passed FAP (New York Times, November 20, 1970). Remember that the House​-passed version of FAP had several deficiencies for Harris when compared with his own bill. Nevertheless, in income transfer terms it did make none of the poor worse off and some of them better off than the then existing system. Evidently this was sufficient to garner the support of Harris. If he could get such a proposal to the Senate floor he could try to improve upon it there. Long, in contrast, voted against the House-passed FAP version on October 8.

In response to the July and August 1970 Senate Finance Committee FAP hearings, the Administration revised its June 10, 1970 revisions on October 13, 1970. The new FAP version took up some suggestions made by Committee members in the hearings. To placate conservatives Ribicoff had suggested "a series of preliminary administrative pretests or trials" (U. S. Congress 1970c, B3) of the NIT. So the revision of the revised FAP would start its AFDC component on January 1, 1972. During calendar 1971 and January 1 to July 1, 1972 it would pretest the NIT component and report results to Congress by March l, 1972. "This would give Congress the opportunity, between March and July of 1972, to review or possibly repeal the [July 1, 1972] scheduled implementation of this part of the plan" (U. S. Congress 1970c, B3).

The revision of the revised FAP also grand-fathered, for a two year period, the benefits for the 20% of AFDC recipients who would lose transfers under FAR The new FAP included three "Measures to Strengthen the Work Requirement" (U. S. Senate Committee on Finance 1970b, B4). These were: a 1/4 reduction in state supplements to one who refused to work, priority for those deemed most employable in the training programs (as suggested by Senator Talmadge), and a return to the original "suitable work" definition of the House Ways and Means Committee. Except for the grand-fathering provision, the revisions of the revisions were all gestures toward conservatives.

Until the summer of 1970, NWRO did not oppose FAP Like Harris, it was glad to see a bill that made none of the poor worse off pass a House that was more conservative than the Senate. It did, however, push for an increase in the $1600 income floor and a weakening of the "work requirement", hoping to get these changes into the bill on the Senate floor. When, however, the Administration agreed on June 10, 1970 to benefit reductions for 20% of AFDC recipients - the political base of its movement - it mounted opposition to FAP, not mollified by the grand-fathering provision of the October 13, 1970 revisions of the revisions.8
NWRO opposition to FAP culminated in unofficial hearings, on November 18 and 19, 1970, on the bill in the Senate's New Office Building organized by and presided over by Senator McCarthy at NWRO request. At those hearings welfare mothers passionately denounced FAR (See Burke and Burke 1974, 161-3 for some hearing excerpts.) No source indicates that Harris attended those hearings. However, Long "made a surprise appearance" at McCarthy's hearings "to warn that the Nixon welfare reform Win bad shape the way it is now."' "The Senate Finance Committee chairman later told reporters that the plan 'leaves a lot to be desired.' He said he personally felt it should not go into effect until it had been tested" (Washington Post, November 19, 1970).

The New York Times reported on a November 19, 1970 interview with Harris: 

President Nixon's welfare reform program, at the crisis point in its legislative history, has begun to lose vitally needed support among liberal Democrats.

Senator Fred R. Harris, the only member of the Finance Committee to support the plan on a test vote early last month, said tonight that he had reconsidered his position and was now inclined to vote against the Administration's program, both in committee tomorrow and on the floor later.

If Mr. Harris, a former Democratic National Chairman, influences several more liberal Senators of his party to oppose the welfare plan, it will almost certainly be killed on the Senate floor before Congress adjourns.

Conservatives of both parties have been highly critical of the $4.4-billion program. The proposal would substitute for the present welfare system a family assistance plan guaranteeing an income of $1,600 a year for a family of four and continuing to pay benefits to marginal wage-earners in such families.

The only prospect for Senate approval of the plan has been based on solid support by liberals and moderates of both parties. Liberal Democratic defections of even modest proportions appear almost certain to doom any such majority.

"I had hoped we could improve on the Administration bill," Senator Harris said in an interview, "but I'm despairing more and more that it can be done. Every Administration change has made the bill worse. If its bad features can't be eliminated, I think it ought to be killed, and we should start all over."

The Democratic Senator's decision to part company with the Administration's bill seemed certain to be criticized by its remaining Republican supporters as a political act designed to embarrass the President and deny him a high priority legislative achievement. Mr. Harris denied this.

"I'm the best friend and supporter they have," he said, "but they've continued to sell me down the river."

He accused the White House of having made all its changes in the welfare program to please conservative critics "at the expense of the poor people" and without making any concessions to Liberals who were dissatisfied with the plan. Thus, the White House lost "natural allies" like himself, the Senator said.

The Finance Committee is scheduled to take a second series of votes tomorrow on attaching the welfare plan - or some form of it - to the pending Social Security bill. On Oct. 8, a motion to approve the House-passed version of the plan was defeated 14 to 1.

Most observers believe that the committee will not approve the full plan but only a pilot program under which it and one or more alternative welfare reforms could be exposed to a limited test before Congress puts any full national plan into operation.

Senator Harris said that his major criticism of the Administration's plan was that the support level was too low. This deprived some present recipients of benefits, he said, forces mothers of school-age children to work and places the unemployed in low wage jobs.

Mr. Harris favors a minimum cash guarantee of $2,400 a year. (November 20, 1970)

"Every Administration change has made the bill worse" seems to ignore the grandfather clause of the October 13 revisions. Yet Harris must have rethought the political situation. His October 8 vote to forward the House-passed bill to the Senate floor was politically safe for the poor. If he could not improve the bill there, at least that version made none of the poor worse off.

However, first Nixon broke what liberals took as his promise to make none of the poor worse off with the June 10 provision to abolish AFDC-U and reduce state supplements for AFDC recipients. In grandfathering that decision for two years on October 13, the Administration must have seemed to Harris to signal that it would give him little help in reversing it on the Senate floor. There was thus a political danger in sending a bill to the Senate floor that made some of the poor worse off, that liberals might be unable to alter that negative feature of the bill. So in response to Nixon's June 10 breach of promise, firmed up on October 13, Harris broke his own July 21 promise on November 20 and voted not to send what for him was a flawed bill to the Senate floor.

The June 10 and October 13 Administration revisions gained some conservative support in the November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee vote. Tacking next toward liberals, Ribicoff and Bennett (with Administration approval) sought to bring a version of FAP directly to the Senate floor in the form of amendments to the Social Security bill on December 11, 1970. That FAP version did not cancel the abolition of AFDC-U and the reduction of state supplements to AFDC recipients of the June 10 and October 13 revisions. Rather, it extended the grandfather clause of the October 13 revisions from two years to permanent. It also included creation of some public service jobs "and establishment of a special FAP minimum wage (three-fourths of the regular federal minimum) for jobs for which prevailing rates were lower" (Burke and Burke 1974, 178).

Conservatives immediately mounted a filibuster against the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment during which Long said to Williams:

Frankly, what we are doing is wasting time. This welfare proposal is not going to become law as part of this bill. It will have to come off this bill one way or the other. All we are doing is wasting time until we come to a decision. It does not require the Senator from Delaware to persuade me that it should not be in the bill. I am convinced that it should not become law. (Congressional Record - Senate 1970, 42752)

No cloture vote ever occurred and eventually FAP supporters dropped their effort to amend the Social Security bill. "In the judgment of various persons close to the congressional struggle, such as Mitchell I. Ginsberg, it would have been impossible to find the votes to invoke cloture" (Piven and Cloward 1979, 347).9
So FAP was defeated in the 1969-1970 session because some liberals insisted on a bill that made none of the poor worse off, and Senate conservatives - forming a majority on the Finance Committee and with the filibuster power - were strong enough to block such a bill. Had the Administration held fast to

the House-passed bill which made none of the poor worse off, conservatives would have defeated it in a Finance Committee vote or by floor filibuster. By the end of 1970 the conservative reaction to the welfare rights movement had gained enough political strength to form a coalition in the Senate that could block a bill that made none of the poor worse off.

Political Autopsy of the November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee FAP Vote 

"George Wylie [sic], executive director of the National Welfare Rights Organization, said he was 'very pleased by the committee vote and credited protest hearings by his group earlier this week with inducing some of the opposition by liberal Democrats" (New York Times, November 21, 1970). Whether the McCarthy-NWRO hearings influenced Harris and other liberals and thus the outcome of the November 20, 1970 vote is a point on which later narrators differ. Neither Moynihan, a frequent critic of NWRO, nor Piven and Cloward, sympathetic chroniclers of the welfare rights movement story, seem fully reliable on the issue.

Bailis maintains:

Welfare rights staff members have claimed that they were a major factor in convincing three liberal Democrats on the Senate Finance Committee to vote against the Family Assistance Plan in 1970. These claims received some substantiation from independent sources who also attribute to the NWRO a degree of influence in shaping the direction of Congressional debate on welfare reform. (1974, 147)

Moynihan points out that "Harris voted against, and cast proxies for McCarthy and Gore. Anderson voted against, owing, it was generally held, to Harris's influence" (1973, 533). So presumably the three liberal Democrats in the Bailis account are Harris, McCarthy, and Gore.

About the McCarthy-NWRO hearings, Moynihan comments:

For the first time the full emotion of the welfare movement was displayed on congressional precincts in a supportive, even encouraging atmosphere. It made a powerful impression: enough - such is the evidence - to switch the vote of Harris, and with that the vote of the majority of liberal Democrats on the Finance Committee, against Family Assistance. (1973, 533)

Piven and Cloward, in contrast, argue:

The only point at which NWRO had some, but hardly critical, influence on an important outcome occurred in the vote of the Senate Finance Committee in November 1970, after the House had first passed the bill. The Senate Finance Committee defeated the plan 10 to 6, and the majority included three liberal Democrats who might have been expected to support the bill (Eugene McCarthy, Minnesota; Fred Harris, Oklahoma; and Albert Gore, Tennessee). NWRO lobbyists claim that they influenced the votes of both Harris and McCarthy, and judging from other forms of support which these particular senators gave NWRO over the years, this claim is reasonable. However, Gore's vote was not influenced by NWRO. He had just been defeated after thirty-two years in the Senate, in part because he had been a special target of Republican midterm campaign strategists; his vote was retaliation against the Nixon Administration.46 Therefore, were it not for NWRO, that early and important committee vote might have been 8 to 8. Under the rules of the committee, however, a tie vote is a losing vote, and thus the bill would not have been reported out, whether NWRO had lobbied or not.47
46 Moynihan claims that another negative vote - Anderson (N.M.) - was influenced by Harris, and thus indirectly by NWRO (533). Burke and Burke do not confirm this claim; nor does Mitchell l. Ginsberg, the New York City Human Resources Administrator, and the most active lobbyist for FAR

47 One member of the committee, Hartke from Indiana, was absent from this crucial vote. A liberal, Hartke had just barely survived the midterm election. Burke and Burke are silent on the question of how he might have voted had he been present. Moynihan also gives no clue, and Ginsberg also finds it difficult to say what his vote would have been. In any event there is no evidence that he was influenced by NWRO, nor did NWRO lobbyists make such a claim. (1979,346)

Notice the conflicting claims about the causal role of NWRO in the vote outcome that are embedded in the Bailis, Moynihan, and Piven and Cloward accounts. How can one adjudicate those claims?

First, did Harris influence Anderson's vote? Moynihan respects Ginsberg (see note 9), and Ginsberg did not corroborate Moynihan's claim that Harris influenced Anderson's vote. Evidently Moynihan exaggerates any possible influence of NWRO on the vote outcome. Second, if NWRO influenced liberal votes was it only those of Harris and McCarthy? Bailis contradicts Piven and Cloward on this point. Piven and Cloward are right that Harris and McCarthy had a history of support for NWRO whereas Gore did not. However, Piven and Cloward ignore Moynihan's claim that Harris had Gore's proxy. If that claim is true (no other narrator confirms or contradicts it) then shouldn't one see the votes of Harris, McCarthy, and Gore as one? Evidently Piven and Cloward play down any possible influence of NWRO on the vote outcome.

Throughout the Senate Finance Committee hearings Harris consistently sought an equitable bill. He engaged Administration witnesses in an open search for one that made none of the poor worse off. When the Administration changed a bill that made none of the poor worse off to one that made some of them worse off, citing its own equity worries, Harris took those worries seriously. To vote against improving the lot of some of the poor, to preserve the lot of another portion of them, was undoubtedly a painful and agonizing choice for Harris.

Later narrators pay no attention to the reasons that Harris himself gave for abandoning his July 21, 1970 position and voting against bringing the November 20, 1970 FAP version to the Senate floor. In particular, they ignore his citation of the changes that the Administration made in the bill to try to garner conservative votes. These changes could not have pleased NWRO either. So did NWRO influence Harris to vote against the bill or did the changes in the bill made by the Administration influence both Harris and NWRO to oppose the FAP version voted on November 20, 1970? The historical record offers no definitive answer to the question. However, to suppose that Harris would not have voted as he did in the absence of possible NWRO lobbying is to suppose that he did not have the capacity for independent thought on the issue that he frequently displayed in the Senate Finance Committee hearings.

Renowned for his "sheer cleverness and cunning" (Ehrenhalt 1977, 1905), in contrast to Harris Long displayed no consistent view throughout the FAP deliberations. The same Long who on July 21, 1970 lamented the June 10, 1970 abolition of AFDC-U had in an April 23, 1970 Senate floor speech said: 

Senators should be aware that the welfare bill before the Finance Committee today does not solve the problem - it just makes it cost $4 billion more. Under the bill, a fully employed father of a family of four with low earnings could increase his family's total income if he quit work, or if he reduced his income. (Moynihan 1973, 459)

So it is hard to see his July 21, 1970 opening remarks as anything other than crocodile tears aimed at manipulating liberals. In the November 20, 1970 non-secret executive session ballot with the Chairman voting last, unlike Harris Long had nothing to agonize over because he already knew that FAP would not be sent to the Senate floor when he voted for sending it there.

Later narrators pay no attention to Long's vote for sending to the Senate floor a bill that he had denounced. Did the June 10 and October 23 changes somehow win him over? Perhaps, though it is hard to see how. Maybe he cast his vote to send the bill forward only to curry favor with the Administration. Had Harris cast his three votes for the bill on November 20, would Long have voted against it assuring that it would not go to the Senate floor. With respect to that counterfactual vote by Long, the votes of the liberals Harris, McCarthy, and Gore were not part of the cause of the November 20, 1970 FAP defeat.

So a narrative that pays close attention to the contents of the different FAP versions resolves the three puzzles. First, political tendency does a good job of explaining the April 16, 1970 House floor vote because that FAP version made none of the poor worse off. It fails to explain the November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee vote partly because of the small size of the Committee and partly because that FAP version, in making some of the poor worse and some better off, split the liberal and conservative votes. Second, liberals like Harris and McCarthy voted against a bill originally designed to improve the lot of the poor because the November 20, 1970 FAP version did not unambiguously do so. Finally, Long voted for a bill that he had not favored either because Administration changes in it had won him over or because he sought to curry favor with an Administration in a ballot whose outcome his vote could not alter.

THE 92ND CONGRESS STALL AND STALEMATE

In the 92nd Congress, a further modified bill containing a version of FAP with an NIT again passed the House Committee on Ways and Means 22 to 3 on May 17, 1971. On June 22, 1971 the Full House first voted 234 to 187 not to drop FAP from a bill that it was considering, and then passed that bill 288 to 132. When the House-passed bill reached the Senate Finance Committee, Long led the crafting of a substitute bill which won a 10 to 4 vote against the House-passed bill. Then, on October 28, 1971, Ribicoff (D, Connecticut), a Senate Finance Committee FAP supporter, introduced a version of FAP with an NIT directly onto the Senate floor. Nearly a year later, on October 3, 1972, a modified version of Ribicoff’s bill lost a 52 to 34 floor vote. The next day another version of FAP with an NIT introduced by Stevenson (D, Illinois) lost a 51 to 35 Senate floor vote.

FAP Floor Vote Models and Their Results

No new explanatory variables seem appropriate for modeling the four 92nd Congress FAP floor votes. LIBERAL, SOUTH, and REPUBLICAN are as in the 91st Congress FAP vote models. EGALITARIAN is also as in the earlier models and so is defined only for the Senate vote. ANTIWAR is the proportion of votes that a member cast for the antiwar anti-administration position of the Vietnam war measures - five each in the House and Senate - that ADA recorded during 1971. Except for the case of REPUBLICAN in the Senate floor votes, the expected signs of the coefficients of each variable are the same as those in the 91st Congress FAP votes. Since Nixon backed neither FAP version in the Senate floor votes, two-sided null hypotheses seem plausible for the coefficients of REPUBLICAN in those two votes.

Table 5 presents results from using maximum likelihood coefficient estimation in single equation multiple logistic regression models, with all explanatory variables entered linearly, of the four 92nd Congress FAP floor votes. Except for that of the coefficient of EGALITARIAN in the second Senate floor vote, once again (descriptively) the sign of each coefficient estimate is what previous narratives and political logic suggest. To interpret the results causally one must again at least assume that the model functional forms are correct, the list of operational variables includes all that are of causal importance, and nominal are indistinguishable from actual p-values.

INSERT TABLE 5 HERE

That the p-values for the (2 tests are < .0001 for all four votes means that, at any conventional (-​level, variability in explanatory variables explains variability in log (odds of a vote for FAP), in the sense of "explain" that statisticians employ. The coefficients of EGALITARIAN in the Senate votes differ from zero at no conventional a-level, only one of the four ANTIWAR coefficients differs from zero at the .05 (-​level, and only one of the two one-sided null hypotheses for REPUBLICAN is rejected at the .05 (-​level. These results suggest that a narrative of the 92nd Congress FAP defeat should probably not stress much the roles of advocates of more re-distributional Senate bills, Vietnam-engendered hostility to Nixon, or political party.

The SOUTH coefficients for the House votes differ from zero at the. 001 level, but for the Senate votes differ from zero at no conventional a-level. These results suggest that a narrative of the 92nd Congress FAP defeat should probably not stress much the role of region in the Senate floor votes. That all four of the LIBERAL coefficients differ from zero at the .0005 level suggests that a narrative account of the 92nd Congress FAP defeat should stress the role of political tendency. Since again each explanatory variable ranges from 0 to 1, it again makes sense to informally compare I estimated coefficient I values. Such a comparison estimates LIBERAL has at least 2.5 times the effect on log (odds of a vote for FAP) as the next most influential explanatory variable and at least 4 times the effect of SOUTH. That suggests that a narrative of the 92nd Congress FAP defeat should stress the role of political tendency more than that of region.

The Three 92nd Congress Bills

On May 6, 1969 Nixon had called for $720 in food stamps for a family of four with no income; those with incomes would pay 30% for stamps worth $1200. So the plan subsidized those with incomes up to $4,000. On December 31, 1970 Congress added a requirement that able-bodied food stamp recipients must work, to the Nixon plan, and amended the 1964 Food Stamp Act with it. The 92nd House FAP began with the 91st House FAP $720 earned income disregard and $1600 income floor, but "cashed out" food stamps - i.e., eliminated the food stamp program and raised the income floor to $2400 to offset the food stamp loss. Its NIT provided income transfers for those with incomes up to $4,140.

In contrast to the 91st House FAP, the 92nd did not require states to make no AFDC recipient worse off.

In lieu of a requirement to maintain higher benefits.... [it] contained a strong, probably irresistible, political and financial inducement for higher-benefit states to protect their AFDC families against loss. That is, if a state voluntarily enlarged cash income guarantees to offset loss of food stamps at supplemental income levels, the federal government would give the state a guarantee: whatever this supplementary benefit cost for expanded welfare rolls in the future, the state never would be billed in any year for more than the sum it spent in 1971 on cash benefits. Thus, there would be strong incentive for Connecticut and the other twenty-seven states whose AFDC guarantees then exceeded the FAP floor of $2,400 for a family of four to supplement FAP up to the existing guarantee level, plus cash value of food stamps. Such a move could be defended as putting a limit on taxpayers' costs while protecting welfare recipients. (Burke and Burke 1974, 167)

Departing from the earlier bill, the new one partitioned families who would receive benefits into those with and without a head deemed "employable". The Labor Department would administer "employable" head cases. Employed heads would receive "wage supplements" by the NIT formula and $800 million would provide 200,000 public service jobs for "employable" unemployed heads. Finally, beginning in 1974 mothers with children age 3 to 6 would become subject to the "work requirement" from which the earlier bill had exempted them.

Long led the Senate Finance Committee in crafting the "Guaranteed Job Opportunity Program" (GJOP) to replace the Labor Department component of the 92nd House FAR Under GJOP, any able​-bodied male or female family head with no child under six would have to participate in a Federal employment program to receive M benefits. The Federal government would provide a $1.20 an hour public sector job to any participant who could find no private sector job. Program participants would not receive food stamps. States could provide what income transfers they wanted, but only to those who had not refused to participate in the Federal employment program.

GJOP also included a wage supplement plan for private sector workers in the Federal employment program. For those receiving a wage w such that $1.20<_ w < $1.60 (the Federal minimum wage) per hour from the employer, the Federal Government would supply a wage supplement of .75 x ($1.60 - w) per hour, thus keeping the supplemented wage below the Federal minimum. Further, "[family heads employed in jobs covered by the social security or railroad retirement programs would receive a work bonus of $400. As income continues to rise, this work bonus would be reduced until it vanished at a wage income level of $5,600" (U. S. Congress 1972, 1). So GJOP provided some income transfers to some private sector workers with incomes up to $5600.

Finally, Ribicoff and a group 18 other Senators proposed a FAP version that retained the $720 earned income disregard of the 92nd House FAR Their bill raised the income floor from $2,400 to $3,000 immediately and gradually to the poverty line by 1976. Its NIT provided income transfers for those with incomes up to $5,720. Also, "Ribicoffs measure extended help to singles and childless couples, incorporated demands for protection of current welfare recipients, and exempted mothers of children under six from the work rule" (Burke and Burke 1974, 180). Additionally:

States would have to supplement the federal payment up to current benefit levels including the value of food stamps with the Federal Government financing 30 percent of the supplemental payments. State supplementation payments and costs would be phased out over a five-year period so that by 1976 public assistance would be completely federalized. (Bowler 1974, 129)

Thus, of the three 92nd Congress bills, only the Ribicoff measure made none of the poor worse off and some of them better off (in income transfer terms) compared to the then existing welfare system. Both the 92nd House FAP and GJOP made some of the poor worse off.10
Can one compare the three bills to each other? First, the Ribicoff required fewer to work than did the 92nd House FAP so the conditioning of transfers on work increased from Ribicoff to the 92nd House FAP to GJOP. However, consider those working fulltime for 3/4 of, or at, the minimum wage. Under the 92nd House FAP the transfer payment above earned income Y was P = $2,400 - $(2/3)(Y -720). So for Y = $2,400 and $3,200, P = $1,280 and $742 respectively. Under Ribicoff, P was even larger in both cases. Under GJOP, though, the Federal employment program participant earning $2,400 got P = $0 if the job was in the public sector and $1,000 if it was in the private sector. One earning $3,200 in the private sector got at most P = $400.

So GJOP conditioned income transfer payments on work but failed to, while the 92nd House and Ribicoff FAPs did, assure that net wages of all fulltime workers were above the federal minimum. Also, all of low income received at least as much in income transfers, and some received more, under the Ribicoff bill than under the 92nd House FAR Under the 92nd House FAP, one got as much as $2400 in transfers depending on earnings. Under GJOP, public sector workers in the Federal jobs program got $2400 (counting their wages as transfers) while others got at most $1,000. Hence the extent of systematic transfers to the poor decreased from Ribicoff to the 92nd House FAP to GJOP.

For the GJOP authors, the 92nd House FAP was a guaranteed income that "actually makes the situation worse by increasing the number of people eligible for welfare." Under GJOP, "40 percent of the almost three million families now receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children would no longer be eligible for welfare." Also, GJOP but not the 92nd House FAP would "prevent the State welfare program from undermining the [employment] objectives of the Federal employment program" (U. S. Congress 1972; 1, 2, and 8). So the two FAP versions placed income transfers ahead of work in ameliorating poverty while GJOP did just the opposite.
FAP's 92nd Congress Defeat: Toward a Narrative Centered on Political Tendency 

Administration sales-pitch of FAP as work-oriented replacement, rather than guaranteed income extension, of AFDC had won Mills backing for the bill in the 91st Congress. However:

"I want answers to every question this committee [Senate Finance] has raised," said Mills in sending HEW Undersecretary Veneman a list of some 67 points after the 1970 attack on FAR Mills, who prided himself on technical competence, had not scrutinized the original bill with his customary care, for he regarded it as Nixon's bill. H.R. 1 [the new FAP version] became his bill. (Burke and Burke 1974, 166)

Mills then crafted a new FAP that held firm (with no grand-fathering) to the Administration's previous concession to the Senate Finance Committee to abolish AFDC-UP, and also included "no requirement that states continue any benefits above the federal floor" (Burke and Burke 1974, 166).

In the June 22, 1971 vote not to delete the new version of FAP, it received 30 fewer votes than had the 91st Congress House FAP on April 16, 1970. Burke and Burke stress that while 5 (of 8) black House members had voted for the 91st House FAP, only 1 (of 12) voted for the 92nd House FAP, and explain the vote of black representatives against the 92nd House FAP with an analogy:

It was a normal political phenomenon. If Congress were voting on a "farm reform" to extend subsidies to new crops but restrict terms of existing price guarantees for tobacco growers, congressmen from the "tobacco belt" would try to defeat the "reform". In a parallel way, congressmen from the "welfare belt" opposed the "reform" that would extend subsidies to the working poor, but would alter terms of existing benefits of their constituents. (1974, 174)

The problem with the explanation is that it doesn't account for the 26 votes fewer, for the 92nd than 91st House FAP, among non-black representatives.

Table 6 shows that, though the 92nd House median political tendency was slightly more liberal than that of the 91st, the median political tendency of those voting for the 92nd House FAP was slightly less liberal than those voting for the 91st House FAP That suggests that some liberal House members, like Harris in the Senate during the previous session, decided to vote against a measure that certainly made some of the poor better off but also made some of them worse off than they were under existing arrangements. So the failure of the 92nd Congress House FAP to assure that none of the poor would become worse off in income transfer terms probably explains the thirty fewer votes that it received than had the 91st House FAP. 

INSERT TABLE 6 HERE

After the June 22, 1971 House passage of the new FAP, the Senate Finance Committee sat on the bill for 10 months. The Committee held hearings on it from July 27 to August 3, 1971. Ribicoff and 18 cosponsors introduced their more generous alternative in the Senate on October 3, 1971. Meanwhile, "[t]hroughout 1971 many states reduced welfare grants, and late in the year California and New York began work relief programs that required some recipients to work for their welfare grants" (Burke and Burke 1974, 164). Thus even as Senate liberals moved to expand income transfers to the poor, states with large numbers on the welfare rolls were moving in the opposite direction.

On December 14, 1971 the Senate unanimously enacted "a new law requiring every welfare mother, upon penalty of loss of benefits, to register for work when her children reached school age" (Burke and Burke 1974, 164). This "Talmadage amendment" also required each state, under penalty of a loss of some federal welfare funds, to refer at least 15% of their adult welfare recipients to a federal job training and placement program. "When he signed the bill on December 28, 1971, President Nixon praised its 'workfare' provisions as reflecting the 'national interest,' but said that when Congress returned in January it should complete the work of reform by passing H.R. 1 [FAP] " (Burke and Burke 1974, 165).

The Senate Finance Committee held another round of hearings on the House-passed FAP from January 20 to February 9, 1972. Then, rather than take action on that bill, it began to craft its own welfare reform bill (GJOP) under Long's leadership. "In early April a revenue-sharing bill promising $5.3 billion the first year passed the House and was on its way to certain bipartisan Senate passage. This action robbed FAP of its solitary major political attraction" (Burke and Burke 1974, 182). Next, on April 28, 1972, the Senate Finance Committee voted 10 to 4 (with 2 not voting) for GJOP over the House-passed FAP.

Table 7 depicts the Finance Committee vote outcome and the ADA Liberal Quotient for each Committee member. If one ranks by liberal quotient those who voted, then the four most liberal Committee members voted for the House-passed FAP and the rest voted for GJOP. Even Harris, who did not really favor the House-passed FAP, voted for it when the alternative was the still more conservative GJOP. Comparison with Tables 3 and 4 shows that the 92nd Congress Committee FAP versus GJOP vote hardened into a liberal-conservative confrontation from the more split up political tendency pattern in the 91st Congress Committee FAP vote.

INSERT TABLE 7 HERE

In early June 1972 HEW, the Labor Department, and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) sent the White House an analysis of three welfare reform options: stick with the House-passed FAP, compromise with Long, or compromise with Ribicoff. Neither Bowler (1974) nor Burke and Burke (1974) indicates that Nixon or his social policy advisors seriously considered a compromise with Long. The joint memo concluded that only 20 votes could be had in the Senate for the House-passed FAP and that compromise with Ribicoff was "the only possible strategy which can get us a bill, and it would attract a majority of Republicans" (quoted in Burke and Burke 1974, 184). On June 15, 1972 Percy (R, Illinois) sent Nixon a letter signed by nineteen Republican Senators urging, and the next day the HEW and Labor Secretaries pleaded for, a compromise with Ribicoff.

Ribicoff proposed the terms of a compromise with the Administration that involved seven elements, "two [of which] were major: mandatory state supplementation of the federal floor, including value of the food stamp bonus; and a $2,600 benefit level, plus cost-of-living rises in the future" (Burke and Burke 1974, 184). So Ribicoff asked Nixon to return to his promise to leave none of the poor worse off than they were under existing arrangements in income transfer terms (embodied in the April 1970 House-passed FAP), and to raise the income floor $200 (from the $2,400 figure of the June 1971 House​passed FAP). In turn, Ribicoff would lower the income floor to $2,600 from the $3,000 figure of his bill, and drop gradual movement of the income floor to the poverty line.

Though Nixon evidently never considered a compromise with Long, Ribicoff apparently did. His legislative assistant said that "Ribicoff asked me to identify all the points on which we agreed with Long" (quoted in Bowler 1974,142). He also said that "[i]t is amazing how close some essential parts of the Long'workfare' proposal were to our bill ... For example, our definition of employability was the same" (quoted in Bowler 1974, 141). He fails to identify the principle differences between the two proposals that would have required compromise: Ribicoffs provisions that none of the poor would be worse off in transfer terms and fulltime work would earn at least the federal minimum wage, and Long's conditioning of all transfers on work. Neither Bowler 1974 nor Burke and Burke 1974 indicates that Long wanted to compromise with Ribicoff.11

On June 22, 1972 Nixon announced that he would compromise with neither Long nor Ribicoff but would stand pat with the June 1971 House-passed FAR On September 26, 1972 the Finance Committee reported its GJOP version of welfare reform to the Senate. On October 3, 1972, in a 52 to 34 vote, the Senate rejected an amendment substituting Ribicoff’s compromise proposal for GJOP. "In making a motion to kill Ribicoff’s amendment by tabling it, Senator Long said the concept of Family Assistance made him 'tremble in fear for the fate of this Republic"' (Burke and Burke 1974, 186-7).

On October 4, 1972 Stevenson (D, Illinois) introduced an amendment to the GJOP welfare reform which he explained:

Mr. President, the effect of the amendment would be to recommit the bill to the Finance Committee with instructions to accept, with two modifications, the Ribicoff administration compromise ...

First, under the instructions, the benefit level of $2,600 for a family of four with no other income would be reduced to $2,400, the same level contained in the House-​passed bill. . .

Second, under these instructions, the authorization for child care contained in the earlier Ribicoff amendment, which provided $1.5 billion, would be reduced to $800 million, the same level contained in the House-passed bill ...

As a result of these two changes the budgetary impact of this amendment would be virtually the same as in President Nixon's version ... (Congressional Record - Senate 1972,33642)

The vote against the Stevenson amendment was 51 to 35. GJOP itself never came to a vote on the Senate floor. On October 15, 1972 the Senate-House conference committee deleted the House-passed FAP from the Social Security Amendments of 1972.

Political Post Mortum on FAP's 92nd Congress Defeat

Bowler noted that "Democratic Senator Adlai Stevenson III of Illinois offered an amendment that proposed a program for families with provisions almost identical to those approved by the House [in January 1971] ... including a $2,400 minimum payment for a family of four" (1974, 144). He offered the following explanation for the 92nd Congress FAP defeat:

The Family Assistance Plan was not approved by the Senate in 1972 in large part because Nixon did not want the program [of the House-passed FAP] ... or a compromise with liberals: not enough to expend the time and energy required, make the phone calls, personal visits, and requests to shift enough votes to [the House-passed] ... or some other version of FAR An important difference between Senate votes on welfare reform in 1972 and House votes in 1971 was that in the House most 'moderate' congressmen voted in support of the negative tax program for families ... whereas in the Senate moderates generally voted against similar proposals .... Moderates in both Houses were less likely than liberals or conservatives to be ideologically committed or have firm policy positions on the issue of welfare. They were probably the most receptive to cues and requests from the President and House leaders in House votes on [FAP] ... and would have responded to similar leadership in the Senate if it had been forthcoming. It was not. (1974, 152 )

Thus in Bowler's view, in 1972 Nixon defeated an NIT in the Senate by not personally seeking votes for FAP or compromising with liberals on their version of an NIT. Is that view plausible?

In fact, the Stevenson amendment was not "almost identical" to the June 1971 House-passed FAR Both Stevenson and Ribicoff were liberals who purposely included provisions in their amendments to make none of those on welfare worse off in income redistribution terms under FAP than they were under existing arrangements. The June 1971 House-passed FAP purposely excluded such provisions. In fact, the last Congressional floor vote with such provisions included occurred in the House in April 1970. Nixon had backed that earlier measure but his Administration had retreated from such provisions in its Spring and Fall 1970 negotiations with the Senate Finance Committee and never returned to them.

Suppose that Nixon had backed, and lobbied the Senate for, the Stevenson or Ribicoff compromise. How would that compromise have fared? Table 8 contains the results that Bowler (1974, 152) cites in claiming that Nixon would have won over Senate moderates to FAR From the table, of those voting, 72.5% of moderates voted not to delete FAP in the June 22, 1971 House vote while 36.4% and 31.8% of 22 Senate moderates voted for the Ribicoff and Stevenson compromises respectively on October 3 and 4, 1972. If Nixon had managed to win to a compromise the same percentage of moderates (72.5%) as had voted not to delete FAP in the June 22, 1971 House vote, by the Table 8 figures, the Ribicoff amendment would still have lost 44 to 42 while the Stevenson amendment would have won 44 to 42.12 

INSERT TABLE 8 HERE

Had close to a majority of Senators favored either Ribicoffss or Stevenson's amendment, would either of these NITS have passed the Senate? In October 1971 Ribicoff threatened to try to attach his plan to a bill on the Senate floor. If he did so, Long told reporters, "you'll see the fight of your life ... We'll still be fighting that measure when you're up to your knees in snow and we might be here till spring" (quoted in Bowler 1974, 134). When Ribicoff introduced his compromise on the Senate floor, Long (on October 3, 1972) said that he was "willing to stay here until Christmas, if necessary, to educate the Senate on the dangers of this idea of a guaranteed income" (quoted in Bowler 1974, 143). So Long's willingness to lead conservatives in a filibuster to block either version of Ribicoff’s plan was unmistakable.

However, on October 3, 1972, Long explained why he was allowing a vote. "If the Senate is disposed to vote what I believe is the will of the majority and reject these guaranteed income for not working schemes, I believe we can go ahead and act on the bill" (Congressional Record - Senate 1972, 33,408). Evidently his head count showed that the Ribicoff and Stevenson amendments could not pass so that a filibuster to block them was unnecessary. Had either amendment close to majority Senate support, its backers would have required 60 votes to invoke cloture. Given the votes that did occur, even with Nixon's lobbying, 60 votes were surely out of reach. Thus, that Nixon's failure to lobby the Senate for the Ribicoff and Stevenson NITS defeated them by failing to generate moderate support is implausible. 

CONCLUSION

During 1968-72, some unique historical circumstances first put an NIT on the political agenda of the 91st and 92nd Congresses, and then defeated all proposed versions of the measure. Though the circumstances are not likely to recur, they shaped a debate on welfare reform that subsequent events altered into our current national discussion. Previous narratives of the Nixon NIT conflict suggest a set of variables for logistic regression models of 1970-72 NIT Congressional floor votes. Against the view of many earlier narratives, these models in turn suggest that political tendency (or the conservative-liberal distinction) is the best variable around which to structure a narrative of the Nixon NIT conflict. Textual analysis of primary and secondary sources on the conflict then becomes the basis of a new narrative.

A welfare rights protest movement won federal court decisions favoring welfare recipients over state agencies during the Kennedy-Johnson period. Together with social workers newly sympathetic to welfare recipients, these developments led to a large increase in the proportion of those legally eligible for AFDC and General Assistance who actually received it. Thus Nixon inherited a fiscal crisis of states having difficulty paying mandated welfare benefits. During the Johnson years a consensus developed among many liberal and conservative economists that an NIT was the best approach to poverty alleviation, but Administration social policy agency economists judged the political circumstances for such a measure were unfavorable. Nixon inherited some Johnson economists who had worked on NIT plans.

By January 1969 the country had experienced four straight summers of increasing numbers of violent disorders in primarily poor black neighborhoods of its cities. So when Nixon took office he confronted what looked liked a heightening threat to domestic tranquility though, as noone knew at the time, the summer riots had in fact ended. Also, the gains of the liberal civil and welfare rights movements, together with the urban disorders, had created a conservative reaction among portions of the white working class that saw their precarious hold on social position threatened. That conservative reaction was gaining ground in Congress in the form of calls for curbs on welfare. Finally, the anticipated end of the Vietnam War promised a freeing up of federal funds for domestic social policy measures.

Nixon chose the Democrat Daniel Patrick Moynihan, who had studied the welfare issue extensively, as his chief domestic policy advisor. With Moynihan playing a prominent role, to meet the political situation it faced, the Administration proposed an NIT and sold it as a way to move people off of the welfare rolls into work. In fact, it understood the proposal as a form of income redistribution to placate elements of the working and welfare poor. The written text of his speech announcing the measure trumpeted that AFDC would be "done away with completely", but when he actually gave the speech Nixon added a clause saying that the plan would make none of those then receiving welfare benefits worse off. Liberals took this as a promise and initially looked with favor on the Nixon plan.

The Administration forwarded a plan to the House that mandated the states to reduce no one's benefits. The southern Democratic Ways and Means Chair took charge and, with little scrutiny, sailed the Nixon NIT through the House in April 1970 on the Administration sales-pitch. The country then entered a second straight summer free of urban disorders. In the face of stiff resistance in the conservative​ dominated Senate Finance Committee, the Administration made cosmetic changes in the bill's work requirement and retreated from what liberals had taken as Nixon's promise to leave none of those then on welfare worse off. That retreat lost some previously counted on liberal, but gained some conservative, votes. The bill did not clear the Committee and failed to reach the Senate floor in the 91st Congress. 

At the start of the 92nd Congress, Moynihan left his position as chief White House domestic policy advisor. Stung by the Finance Committee criticism of his first NIT bill, the Ways and Means Chair wrote one that incorporated the Administration retreat from leaving none on welfare worse off. With Nixon backing, that bill passed the House in June 1971 by a smaller margin than had the 91st Congress bill. As the country finished a third summer without urban disorders, Senate liberals introduced an NIT bill that restored benefits to welfare recipients and raised the income floor above that of the House-passed bill. Finance Committee conservatives stalled for 11 months, and then reported a bill that did not restore benefits to welfare recipients, and conditioned all income transfers on work, to the Senate.

In April 1972, a revenue-sharing bill containing federal welfare fiscal relief for the states passed the House on its way to sure Senate passage, undercutting state support for an NIT. With Moynihan gone, the welfare fiscal crisis fading, and conservatives in Congress gaining ground; the fourth summer without urban disorders began. In June 1972, Nixon considered but rejected negotiating a compromise with the liberals who had introduced an NIT onto the Senate floor. In October 1972, the Senate defeated an NIT bill (that Nixon did not back), ending the 91st and 92nd Congress battles for an NIT. That bill retained the income floor of, but would have restored then current benefits to welfare recipients deleted by, the June 1971 House-passed bill.13

Distinguishing Liberals from Conservatives

Congressional liberals framed the welfare problem as families in poverty - i.e., with incomes below a certain level. They believed that private sector labor markets providing no jobs for some (a subset of whom lacked marketable skills), very low wages for others, and no remuneration to mothers working at rearing their children, caused the problem. To solve it, liberals wanted federally-funded employment ​training programs and public sector jobs paying at least federal minimum wages. They also favored day care subsidies (for mothers who wanted to do market-remunerated work) and an NIT income transfer program, that made net wages for all working at jobs other than childrearing at least the federal minimum. Liberals also judged new program candidates with a Pareto criterion for the poor: a replacement of the welfare system must make none of the poor worse off in income terms.

Congressional conservatives, in contrast, framed the welfare problem as families receiving their incomes from the government dole. They believed that too many people choosing the dole over marketed work, caused the problem. To solve it, conservatives insisted that people receive income transfers from the government only on condition that they marketed their labor fulltime. Conservatives also favored a federally-funded public sector jobs program at 3/4 of the federal minimum wage that would drive people toward private sector labor markets to get their incomes. Finally, conservatives wanted federal wage subsidies for private sector jobs that would pull people toward private sector labor markets, and push them away from the public sector jobs program, for their incomes.

Congressional liberals were mostly from social classes where men received earnings sufficient to allow their wives to be "homemakers" when their families had small children. Concerned with liberty and fairness, liberals favored giving women on welfare the same options that their own wives had. So they opposed a "work requirement" in NIT bills, seeing welfare benefits as compensation for "homemaking" work. Congressional conservatives framed the fairness issue from the perspective of social classes where men received insufficient earnings to allow their wives to spend the period when their families had small children without marketing their labor. Hence conservatives insisted on a strong work requirement in NIT bills so that all those with low incomes faced equal work obligations.

Critiques of Earlier Narratives

Assume that textual excerpts from primary (and early secondary) sources used in the paper's earlier narrative construction non-selectively represent the views of FAP battle participants, and that "Distinguishing Liberals from Conservatives" well interprets those sources. Further assume that ADA Liberal quotient well measures the leaning of a member of Congress toward the liberal tendency of "Distinguishing Liberals from Conservatives". Finally, making the assumptions required for doing so, give the results of the floor vote models a causal interpretation. Then previous narratives of the 1970-1972 FAP battles distort the causes of NIT defeat under Nixon.

If one takes the floor vote model results causally, then previous narratives exaggerate the role of the South in the defeat of FAR Moynihan's claim that "in reality the major question was how the South would respond" (1973, 375) overemphasizes the importance of that response. In fact southerners voted heavily against 91st and 92nd FAP bills on the House floor but both nevertheless passed handily. Piven and Cloward exaggerate when they claim that "southerners played the leading role in defeating the plan, using their considerable power in the congressional committee structure to work for its defeat" (1979, 341). Southern Senate Finance Committee members were central to FAP's 91st Congress defeat in their committee. However, southern Ways and Means Chair Mills led House passage of FAP twice.

Quadagno is right that "[t]he South alone could not defeat the bill" but wrong in hinting that a defacto alliance of Senate Finance Committee liberals and southerners did: "Another source of opposition emerged from liberal Senators on the Senate Finance Committee" (1990, 25). In fact the union of southern and liberal Senate Finance Committee anti-FAP votes was Byrd, Gore, Harris, McCarthy, Talmadge, and Williams. Even with the vote of Long these votes would not have defeated the measure. The anti-FAP votes of non-southern conservatives Curtis, Fannin, and Hansen were crucial to the defeat (see Tables 3 and 4). Conservative dominance of the Senate Finance Committee defeated FAP in the 91st Congress.14

Quadagno (1990, 23-5) is right that FAP would have upset the southern racial caste system in which many blacks had no choice but to work for whites as house servants and field hands at below the Federal minimum wage. That threat probably motivated the tenacity with which southern conservatives like Long, Talmadge, and Williams opposed the measure, and influenced the benefit structure of the GJOP alternative that Long crafted in the 92nd Congress. However, without the support of non-southern conservatives, the southern conservatives could not have defeated FAR In mid1970 that support on the Committee forced the Administration, to liberal dismay, to change the bill to make some on welfare worse off. That support also hovered behind the always present last resort threat to filibuster FAP to death.

Moynihan is right that the Cambodia invasion "greatly aroused the old distrust and hatred of the president" (1973, 499). Hertzberg extends the thought into an explanation of the defeat of FAP.

Some of the things Nixon proposed look positively radical by today's timid standards. The best example was his welfare reform proposal, the Family Assistance Plan, which would have put a floor under the income of everybody in the country.

There are congressional liberals who now rue the day they opposed that particular program. The fact that they did oppose it was a consequence of Vietnam - to be precise, a consequence of the atmosphere of mistrust, hostility, and suspicion that was created by Nixon's paranoia about Vietnam. The point is that the natural cycle of American politics, which was supposed to bring about the completion of the American welfare state, was so strong that it rolled right through the Nixon White House. Yet when it got there it was destroyed by Vietnam. (1985, 400-401)

Moynihan and Hertzberg are right that mistrust of Nixon helped to defeat FAR However, was the mistrust of Nixon that helped to defeat FAP engendered by the Vietnam War or by Administration FAP politics? Didn't the Administration retraction of its promise to make none of those on welfare worse off, and its snake oil sales-pitch that FAP would put those on welfare to work, engender the liberal mistrust that helped to defeat FAP? If one takes the floor vote model results causally, then the Moynihan-Hertzberg explanation exaggerates the role of Vietnam engendered mistrust of Nixon in the defeat of FAP.
"[N]atural cycle of American politics" and "supposed to bring about the completion" have a teleological quality. Hertzberg sees FAP resulting from an unexplained nature-like process whose ultimate purpose anti-war liberals frustrated. Burke and Burke 1974 see FAP as the "Good Deed" of their title. Didn't, however, Nixon offer an NIT to "put a floor under the income of everybody in the country" no lower than the then existing floor, in response to domestic disorder? Did not liberals first welcome FAP and only turn on it when Nixon decided to lower the then existing floor for some of the poor? Do either the nature-like or good-deed explanations of the FAP offer accord with the historical evidence, in part presented by Burke and Burke themselves?

Coyle and Wildavsky offer the following explanation for the defeat of FAP.

The guaranteed income plans died in part because egalitarians, encouraged by the administration's portrayal, began believing their exaggerated rhetoric about the inadequacy of the Nixon proposal. In each house, liberals proposed more egalitarian alternatives to the Family Assistance Plan that would broaden coverage to include all individuals and greatly raise the minimum floor.... in those days the elites who spoke for egalitarianism would not go along. In their eyes, reform was certainly too little, perhaps too late. Everyone had to be made better off. No means test was permissible. Nothing could be left for tomorrow. The system was so rotten that only the most radical change was tolerable. Demanding far greater expenditure so that all welfare recipients would immediately receive substantially more, while denigrating the considerable change that could be accomplished, cast a pall over income maintenance before it was buried. (1987, 9 and 13)

Evidently they believe that "egalitarians" defeated FAP by withholding support for it when they could not increase its coverage and benefit levels. They offer no evidence for their claim that House liberals offered an alternative to FAP, and no other secondary source confirms it. Harris, who proposed moving the floor to the poverty line over several years, never insisted that "[n]othing could be left for tomorrow". The concern of liberals was less that "[e]veryone had to be made better off' and more that some not be made worse off. Also, the October 1972 Senate floor vote model results provide scant evidence that "egalitarians" voted differently than other liberals.
Finally, Mead claims that "[t]he real battle was over what kind of work requirements should be attached to the new benefits that most members wanted. Reform died, in essence, because conservatives and moderates demanded more onerous requirements than liberals would accept" (1986, 104). For the 1970-1972 period the claim is partly true. Conservatives did want more onerous work requirements than liberals. However, the details of GJOP and the two versions of FAP considered in the 92nd Congress suggest that conservatives did not want the same benefits as liberals. So in the 1970-1972 period reform probably died for three reasons. Conservatives demanded more onerous work requirements than liberals would accept. Liberals demanded that reform make none of the poor worse off in income terms and conservatives refused. The Administration retracted its proposed reform making none of the poor worse off in income terms, after realizing that the threat to domestic tranquility from the urban poor had ended. 

Appendix One: Mathematics of a Negative Income Tax

What is an NIT? An NIT is an income transfer mechanism that assures each family an income above a given floor. It awards low income families the given floor and takes back a portion of their earnings up to a breakeven level. Let G be the family income floor or guarantee level, Y be the family's earned income, 0 < t(Y) < 1 be the negative tax or take-back rate, P be the payment that the family receives, and T be the family's net income after the negative tax.

The simplest form of NIT fixes t(Y), at say t. Such an NIT sets P = G - tY for Y < [G/t] and P = 0 for Y>_ [G/t]. Thus for Y < [G/t] the family's after-tax income T is Y + P = Y + (G - tY) = G + (1 - t)Y, i.e., the government gives a guarantee of G and takes back tY of earned income. Y = [G/t] is the breakeven level of earned income, i.e., the level of earned income at which payment ceases. For Y ( [G/t] the family receives no payment. Table 9 (a) illustrates how such an NIT works for G = $500 per month and t = 0.5.

INSERT TABLE 9 HERE

A more complicated form of NIT disallows the first E of family earnings and taxes only the remaining (Y - E), say at t. Such an NIT sets P = G for Y - E<_ 0, P = G - t(Y - E) for 0 < Y - E < [G/t], and P = 0 for Y - E >_ [G/t]. Thus for Y - E<_ 0, the family's after-tax income T is Y + P = Y + G. For 0 < Y - E < [G/t] the family's after-tax income T is Y + P = Y + [G - t(Y - E)] = G + E + (1 - t)(Y - E), i.e., the government adds a guarantee of G to the first E of earnings and takes back t(Y - E) of earnings above E. Y = E + [G/t] is the breakeven level of earned income, i. e, the level of earned income at which payment ceases. For Y >_ E + [G/t] the family receives no payment. Table 9 (b) illustrates how such an NIT works for G = $500 per month, E _ $100 per month, and t =0.5.

Appendix Two: Documentation for the Tables

For Tables 1, 2, and 5 a vote for FAP is 1 if the member voted for FAP and 0 if she or he did not. LIBERAL is the ADA liberal quotient - the proportion of votes that a member cast for the position favored by the Americans for Democratic Action on select measures important to that group. SOUTH indicates whether a member represented a district in a state defined as "South" by the U. S. Bureau of the Census.  The states of the "South" so defined are: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. The source for SOUTH is U. S. Bureau of the Census 1982, 1. REPUBLICAN indicates whether a member is a Republican. EGALITARIAN indicates sponsorship of a bill more generous to the poor than FAP, and its source is Congressional Record - Senate (1970, 3111 and 13618) and Burke and Burke (1974, 177).

For Table 1 the source for a vote for FAP is Congressional Record - House (1970, 12105-6). LIBERAL is for 1970. ANTIWAR indicates whether a member voted the anti-administration antiwar position on a 1970 measure to increase military and economic aid to Cambodia. The source for LIBERAL, ANTIWAR, and REPUBLICAN is ADA World 1971, 6-8.

For Table 2 the source for a vote for FAP is Washington Post, November 21, 1970. LIBERAL is for 1970. ANTIWAR is the proportion of votes, on the two Vietnam war measures that ADA recorded during 1970, that a member cast for the antiwar anti-dministration position. The source for LIBERAL, ANTIWAR, and REPUBLICAN is ADA World 1971, 9. WORK indicates concern for a strong work requirement identified on the indicated pages of Mead (1986): Bennett (223, 228), Curtis (229, 231), Fannin (232-3), Hansen (229), Long (197, 228), and Talmadge (122, 202).

The sources for Tables 3 and 4 are Washington Post, November 21, 1970 and ADA World 1971, 9 respectively.

For Table 5 the source for the two House votes for FAP is Congressional Record - House (1971, 21462-3), and for the two Senate votes the sources are Congressional Record - Senate (1972, 33419) and (1972, 33657). LIBERAL is for 1971 in the House and 1972 in the Senate. ANTIWAR is the proportion of votes that a member cast for the antiwar anti-administration position of the Vietnam war measures - five each in the House and Senate - that ADA recorded during 1971. The source for LIBERAL, ANTIWAR, and REPUBLICAN is ADA World 1972,12-19.

The sources for Table 6 are ADA World 1971, 6-8 and 1972, 13-19, and the source for Table 7 is ADA World January 1972, 12-13. Bowler (1974, 118 and 145) is the source of Table 8, and Table 9 follows from the text of Appendix One.

Notes

1. Both Levine and Williams worked on NIT planning at OEO under Johnson but did not stay on under Nixon. The key holdover figures were Worth Bateman and Gordon Lyday. On the jockeying for position see Chapter 3 of Burke and Burke 1974.

2. After his contrast of "long range development in social policy" and "short term strategy to bring down the level of internal violence", Moynihan adds:

To avoid misunderstanding, two points about this short-term strategy should be made. First, it was my judgment that urban rioting would tend not to reoccur barring exceptional events or singularly clumsy government. Second, although FAP designed to help the poor, and especially the black poor, I assumed that it would have no short-term impact on the behavior or attitudes of this group. (1973, 12)

So he tries to distance his own reason for supporting FAP - i.e., to help the poor - and an Administration reason - i.e., to quell internal violence. Whether or not this locution succeeds in its goal of making him a noble character among cynics, it appears, in a curious way, to strengthen the credulity of his account of the reasons for Administration action.

3. Patterson stresses the causal not just reactive role of the federal agencies in the expansion of welfare rolls in a critique of Piven and Cloward 1971:

The focus on conflict as a cause of the welfare explosion is also one-sided in that it leaves the impression that the only impetus for change came from the poor themselves. Great though that force was, especially in contrast to what had been, it was accompanied by pressure from the federal welfare bureaucracy. Federal officials not only responded to agitation from below, they also encouraged and abetted it, in a dynamic relationship that maximized the thrust from the grass roots. (1986, 181)

So for Patterson the federal welfare bureaucracy's "eagerness to aid the poor was ... a force in itself' (1986, 181).

However, the Piven and Cloward and Patterson views are not completely at odds. About their 1971 work, Piven and Cloward point out:
We were saying that the poor can create crises but cannot control the response to them. They can only hope that the balance of political forces provoked in reponse to a disruption will favor concessions rather than repression. (1979, 282)

So from 1965 to 1969 a federal welfare bureaucracy, often inclined to aid the poor, dominated the response to the disruption of the urban black poor and helped to drive the welfare rolls explosion forward. Similarly the NIT planners who wished to help the poor came to dominate the Administration welfare reform discussion and so FAP rather than repression emerged.

4. This brief description of the original Administration FAP draws on Chapter 3 of Bowler (1974) and on the bill that the House passed (Congressional Record - House 1970, 12093-105), which Bowler 1974, Burke and Burke 1974, and Moynihan 1973 maintain differed little from the Administration proposal. 5. In contrast, defending FAP in the April 15, 1970 floor vote Representative Anderson (R, Illinois) argued:

The family assistance plan contains a requirement to register for work and strong incentives to accept training and employment. If a person fails to register for work, he will not receive the benefits; and if he refuses a suitable job or training, his benefits will be canceled. Only carefully defined groups would be exempted from the registration requirement. I know that some critics of FAP claim that the work incentive approach will not work and they cite the WIN program as an example. I think it is important at this point to say why certain WIN programs were less than successful, and to show how the FAP approach will avoid these pitfalls. Under the WIN program, a great deal of discretionary power was put in the hands of State social workers to define who was appropriate for referral to manpower training programs and employment....

Because of the wide latitude in discretionary powers left to State welfare agencies, we find great disparities in the percentage of AFDC adults deemed appropriate for referral from State to State....

The family assistance plan would strengthen the work requirement now in effect under WIN by completely eliminating these wide discretionary powers of referral. Instead, a new Federal agency would determine who is to register, and the guidelines on exemption would be explicit rather than discretionary and would be strictly enforced. Once a person has registered with the Employment Service, an individual employability plan would be worked out specifying what steps are necessary to insure permanent attachment to the labor force. And a team of specialists would be responsible for the follow-through on that plan. Job placement would be followed by the necessary coaching designed to prevent a high rate of job dropouts. (Congressional Record - House 1970, 11871)

So the case that FAP’s "work requirement" would be more stringent than WIN’s rested primarily on the assumption that the staff of the "new Federal agency" would be less lax in enforcing it - something no one could know for certain.

6. For fuller and accurate accounts of this attack see Moynihan 1973, 453-83 and Burke and Burke 1974, 151-8.

7. On the role of framing in welfare policy discourse see Rein and Schon 1991.

8. NWRO officials had testified on the Social Security Amendments under consideration by the Senate Finance Committee on September 19, 1967. During the hearing recess the organization staged the first sit-in ever in the chambers of a congressional committee. On this occasion Long referred to AFDC mothers as "brood mares". Thus did he and NWRO become bitter political enemies, and remained so throughout the period of the conflict over FAR (Moynihan 1973, 336 and Piven and Cloward 1979, 324​5 both refer to Long's "brood mare" remark.) The principle secondary sources on NWRO are Bailis 1974, Kotz and Kotz 1977 (including a 1966-1972 chronology on pp. 307-328), and Piven and Cloward 1979. 

9. Ginsberg was the chief administrator of the New York City welfare department. "During the long battle for FAP, Ginsberg became the nearest thing to a full-time lobbyist for the reform. On near-weekly trips to Washington he planned strategy with Leonard Lesser, Center for Community Change, and often, with Clint Fair, AFL-CIO" (Burke and Burke 1974, 176). Moynihan confirms that "he gradually spent more time in Washington, ending the 91st Congress as the nearest thing to a full-time lobbyist the legislation had" and that his career contained "a moderating experience" (1973, 322) in contrast to those of other welfare professionals. Thus the three key secondary sources regard Ginsberg as in a position, and of a sufficiently thoughtful temperament, to reliably judge the possibility of breaking a filibuster.

10. For more details see Congressional Record - House 1971, 21,103-6 and 21,452-4 and Burke and Burke 1974, 165-77 on the House FAP; U. S. Congress 1972 on GJOP; and Congressional Record - Senate 1972, 33,075-94 for the Ribicoff FAP.

11. Bowler worked for Ribicoff in 1970 and 1971 as an American Political Science Association Congressional Fellow so that his account of Ribicoff’s thinking on a compromise with Long is closer to that of a primary than secondary source.

12. Bowler gets his Conservative Coalition Opposition Scores from Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1972, 78-80.

13. Could Nixon lobbying have gotten the June 22, 1971 House-passed FAP through the Senate? Not a single Senator had volunteered to sponsor that FAP version. That FAP also fell under Long's category of "these guaranteed income for not working schemes," and Nixon's HEW, Labor Department, and OMB people had estimated only 20 Senate votes for it. It is therefore implausible that Nixon lobbying could have gotten the June 22, 1971 House-passed FAP through the Senate.

14. Quadagno(1990) misreads into Moynihan an exaggeration of 91st Congress southern House Ways and Means Committee opposition to FAR

The Southern power elite was unwilling to relinquish existing political and economic arrangements. The most determined opponents of the FAP were Southern Democrats. In the Ways and Means Committee, five of the six Southern Congressmen opposed the FAP (Moynihan 1973, p. 257).

What Moynihan (1973, 256) actually wrote was: "Southern congressmen were later to vote 5 to 1 against FAP". He referred to the 79 to 17 (roughly 5 to 1) 91st Congress floor not Ways and Means) vote. Of the 9 Ways and Means southerners, at most 3 could have voted against FAP in committee because the vote for FAP there was 21 to 3 (Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1970, 736). On the floor, 3 of the 9 voted against FAP, 4 for, and 2 abstained (U. S. Congress 1970a, 2 and Congressional Record House 1970,12105-6). So, contrary to Quadagno's misreading of Moynihan, 91st Congress Ways and Means southerners did not vote overwhelmingly against FAP in committee or on the floor.
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Table 1. Multiple Logistic Regression Model Results for the April 16, 1970 House Floor FAP Vote

	LIBERAL
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	8.2809
	
	

	stan. err.
	.9187
	
	

	z-statistic
	9.014
	
	

	p-value
	<.0001
	
	

	ANTIWAR
	
	Summary
	

	coef. est.
	-1.5990
	# observations
	427

	stan. err.
	.3989
	Log(likelihood) Full
	-173.37

	z-statistic
	-4.009
	Log(likelihood) Reduced
	-292.16

	p-value
	<.0001
	x2-statistic
	235.87

	
	
	p-value
	<.0001

	SOUTH
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	-.1164
	
	

	stan. err.
	.3481
	
	

	z-statistic
	-.334
	
	

	p-value
	.369
	
	

	REPUBLICAN
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	2.0066
	
	

	stan. err.
	.4145
	
	

	z-statistic
	4.841
	
	

	13--value
	<.0001
	
	


Notes: All p-values are nominal. All non-summary 13-values are for 0 coefficient null hypotheses and all except that for the coefficient of REPUBLICAN in the Senate floor vote are for one-sided alternative hypotheses. The full model includes all explanatory variables while the reduced model includes only the constant term.

Table 2. Analysis of November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee FAP Vote 

MULTIPLE LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODEL
PAIRWISE ANALYSIS
LIBERAL



Logistic Regression  . 


coef. est. 
-4.0888

stan. err.
5.7274
LIBERAL


z-statistic
-0.714

coef. est.

-.0468

p-value
.762

stan. err.

1.5533




z-statistic
.512

ANTIWAR


coef. est.
3.1191
Summary


stan. err.
3.0979

# observ.
17


z-statistic
1.007

Log(lik) Full
-11.04


p-value
.840

Log(lik) Red. 
-11.04





(2-statistic
0.00


SOUTH



p-value

.976


coef. est.
-.0207


stan. err.
1.2922
ANTIWAR



z-statistic
-.016

coef. est.

.4887


p-value
.494

stan. err.

1.1269





z-statistic
.434

REPUBLICAN


p-value

.668


coef. est.
.6290


stan. err.
1.8612
Summary


z-statistic
-.338

# observ.
17


p-value
.368

Log(lik) Full
-10.94





Log(lik) Red.
-11.04

WORK



(2-statistic
.19


coef. est.
-.9606

p-value

.665


stan. err.
1.6948



z-statistic
-.567
2 x 2 Tables

p-value
.285






Other
SOUTH

Summary

Not for FAP
6
5



#observ.
17
For FAP

4
2
p-value .840


Log(lik) Full
-10.21


Log(lik) Red.
-11.04


Other
SOUTH


(2-statistic
1.66
Not for FAP
7
4


p-value
.893
For FAP

3
3
p-value .484






Other 
EGALITARIAN




Not for FAP
9
2




For FAP

6
0
p-value 0.00






Other
WORK




Not for FAP
7
4




For FAP

4
2
p-value .739

--------------------------------

Notes: All p-values for logistic regression model results are nominal. All non-summary p-values for logistic regression model results are for 0 coefficient null hypotheses and one-sided alternative hypotheses. All p-values for 2 x 2 tables are for Fisher exact tests with one-sided alternative hypotheses. The full model includes all explanatory variables while the reduced model includes only the constant term.

Table 3. November 20, 1970 Senate Finance Committee FAP Vote Outcome 

For FAP




Against FAP


Not Voting

Bennett (R, Utah) 


Anderson (D, New Mexico)
Hartke (D, Indiana)

Fulbright (D, Arkansas)


Byrd (D, Virginia) 

Jordan (R, Idaho) 


Curtis (R, Nebraska)

Long (D, Louisiana) 


Fannin (R, Arizona)

Miller (R, Iowa) 



Gore (D, Tennessee)

Ribicoff (D, Connecticut)


Hansen (R, Wyoming)






Harris (D, Oklahoma)






McCarthy (D, Minnesota)






Talmadge (D, Georgia)






Williams (R, Delaware)

Table 4. 91st Congress Americans for Democratic Action Liberal Quotients 

House

Ways and Means Committee
Median:


28

Committee Chairman Mills (D, Arkansas)


12

Ranking Minority Member Byrnes (D, Wisconsin)

20

Full House
Median:

28

Senate

Finance Committee
Median:

16

Committee Chairman Long (D, Louisiana)

13 

Ranking Minority Member Williams (R, Delaware) 

16 

Full Senate                                    Median:

44 

Senate Finance Committee Ranked By
	Bennett (R, Utah)
	0

	Curtis (R, Nebraska)
	0

	Fannin (R, Arizona)
	3

	Hansen (R, Wyoming)
	3

	Talmadge (D, Georgia)
	3

	Jordan (R, Idaho)
	9

	Long (D, Louisiana)
	13

	Miller (R, Iowa)
	13

	Williams (R, Delaware)
	16

	Byrd (D, Virginia)
	22

	Anderson (D, New Mexico)
	31

	Gore (D, Tennessee)
	53

	Fulbright (D, Arkansas)
	66

	Hartke (D, Indiana)
	66

	McCarthy (D, Minnesota)
	72

	Ribicoff (D, Connecticut)
	94

	Harris (D, Oklahoma)
	94


Note: Liberal quotient is the percentage a member voted the position favored by Americans for Democratic Action on a set of measures deemed important by that organization.

Table 5. Multiple Logistic Regression Model Results for the Three 92nd Congress FAP Floor Votes

	
	June 22, 1971

House

Don't Delete

FAP
	June 22, 1971

House

Bill with

FAP
	October 3, 1972

Senate
	October 4, 1972

Senate

	LIBERAL
	
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	3.7361
	5.1514
	10.0523
	10.5843

	stan. err.
	.8535
	1.0027
	3.0386
	2.9643

	z-statistic
	4.377
	5.138
	3.308
	3.571

	p-value
	<.0001
	<.0001
	.0005
	.0002

	ANTIWAR
	
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	-.5737
	-1.0914
	-.8291
	-2.5483

	stan. err.
	.5590
	.6419
	1.8104
	1.7117

	z-statistic
	-1.026
	-1.700
	-.458
	-1.489

	p-value
	.153
	.045
	.323
	.068

	SOUTH
	
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	-.9200
	-.9428
	-.1955
	-.4543

	stan. err.
	.2824
	.3007
	.7915
	.7305

	z-statistic
	-3.258
	-3.135
	-.247
	-.622

	p.-value
	.0006
	.0009
	.402
	.267

	REPUBLICAN
	
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	.6409
	.4958
	3.8392
	3.7366

	stan. err.
	.3128
	.3295
	1.1739
	1.0714

	z-statistic
	2.049
	1.505
	3.270
	3.488

	13-value
	.020
	.066
	.0006
	.0005

	EGALITARIAN
	
	
	
	

	coef. est.
	
	
	-.2239
	1.1086

	stan. err.
	
	
	.9667
	.9776

	z-statistic
	
	
	-.232
	1.134

	13-value
	
	
	.408
	.872

	Summary
	
	
	
	

	# observ.
	434
	433
	100
	100

	Log(lik) Full
	-243.90
	-210.20
	-36.83
	-41.39

	Log(lik) Red.
	-299.33
	-276.07
	-65.90
	-65.34

	X2-statistic
	110.86
	131.74
	58.12
	47.90

	13-value
	<.0001
	<.0001
	<.0001
	<.0001


Notes: All p-values are nominal. All non-summary p-values are for 0 coefficient null hypotheses and all except that for the coefficient of REPUBLICAN in the Senate floor votes are for one-sided alternative hypotheses. The full model includes all explanatory variables while the reduced model includes only the constant term.

	Table 6. Some House American for Democratic Action Liberal Quotients
	

	91st Congress Full House Median
	28

	92nd Congress Full House Median
	30

	Median of Representatives Who Voted for FAP in the 91st Congress
	56

	Median of Representatives Who Voted Not to Delete FAP in the 92nd Congress
	51


Note: Liberal quotient is the percentage a member voted the position favored by Americans for Democratic Action on a set of measures deemed important by that organization.

Table 7.  April 28, 1972 Senate Finance Committee Vote Outcomes and Members’ ADA Liberal Quotients

For House-Passed Family

For Guaranteed Job



Assistance Plan


Opportunity Plan



Not Voting

Harris (D, Oklahoma) 
63
Anderson (D, N. Mexico)
48

Fulbright (D, Arkansas)
85

Hartke (D, Indiana)
81
Bennett (R, Utah)

0

Griffin (D, Michigan)
33

Nelson (D, Wisconsin)
96
Byrd (D, Virginia)

15

Ribicoff (D, Connecticut)
93
Curtis (R, Nebraska)
4





Fannin (R, Arizona)
0





Hansen (R, Wyoming)
4





Jordan (R, Idaho)

15





Long (D, Louisiana)
19





Miller (R, Iowa)

11





Talmadge (D, Georgia)
22

----------

Note: ADA liberal quotient is the percentage a member voted the position favored by Americans for Democratic Action on a set of measures deemed important by that organization.

 Table 8. June 22, 1971 and October 3 and October 4, 1972 Family Assistance Plan Votes




June 21, 1971


October 3, 1972


October 4, 1972




House Don’t


Ribicoff FAP


Stevenson FAP




Delete FAP


Amendment


Amendment




% Voting
Number

% Voting
Number

% Voting
Number



Not to Delete
Voting

For

Voting

For

Voting

Liberals

77.3

150

77.4

31

76.7

30

Moderates
72.5

91

36.4

22

31.8

22

Conservatives
29.2

178

6.1

33

14.7

34

----------

Notes: A Conservative Coalition Opposition Score (CCOS) is the percentage of measures (whose votes the conservative coalition favors) on which a member of Congress votes against the conservative coalition position.  CCOS ( 50% is liberal, 50% > CCOS ( 20% is moderate, and 20% > CCOS is conservative.

Table 9. Two Examples of Negative Income Taxes

G = guarantee level or income floor
E = earnings disregard

Y = earned income
0 <_ t(Y) < 1 is the negative tax or take-back rate

P = payment
T = net after negative tax income

(a) Simple NIT with G = $500 per month, t = 0.5; and P = G - tY for Y < [G/t] and P = 0 for Y ( [G/t]

	Y in $ per month
	P in $ per month
	T in $ per month

	0
	500
	500

	100
	450
	550

	200
	400
	600

	300
	350
	650

	400
	300
	700

	500
	250
	750

	600
	200
	800

	700
	150
	850

	800
	100
	900

	900
	50
	950

	1000
	0
	1000


So some transfers occur up to $1,000 per month in earnings.

(b) Earnings Disregard NIT with G = $500 per month, E = $100 per month, t =0.5; and P = G for Y – E ( 0,

P = G-t(Y-E) for0 < Y-E < [G/t], and P=0 for Y-E ( [G/t]

	Y in $ per month
	P in $ per month
	T in $ per month

	0
	500
	500

	100
	500
	600

	200
	450
	650

	300
	400
	700

	400
	350
	750

	500
	300
	800

	600
	250
	850

	700
	200
	900

	800
	150
	950

	900
	100
	1000

	1000
	50
	1050

	1100
	0
	1100


So some transfers occur up to $1,100 per month in earnings.

