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Most advocates of a guaranteed income do not propose that it be the only social policy to solve the problems of poverty. They  usually advocate other policies and proposals to be added to the guaranteed income. A very common idea among such writers is the idea that a guaranteed income will allow persons to spend more time in volunteer service and thus contribute to the overall strength of the civil society. A guaranteed income, in this form of thought, deconstructs the necessary relation of “work” and “wages”, therefore allowing a conception that “work” may include broader ideas of contributions to society. Ulrich Beck1 concept of civil labour is one form of this idea:

Civil labour should by no means be confused with the pressure being put everywhere on benefit claimants to undertake work in the community. Civil labour is voluntary, self-organized labour, where what should be done, are in the hands of those who actually do it. The democratic spirit that animates civil labour, and with it the society of self-active individuals, will perish if one commits the centuries-old mistake of confusing it with compulsory labour.


Such a concept will be implied in my later discussion of the elements of social policy related to social capital and civil society. Other advocates of a guaranteed income such as Lynn Chancer2 sees it as opening the door for other policies since it would establish a form of basic social and economic rights. She  suggests:

--one is led in the direction of a conclusion quite different from the seemingly more “pragmatic” liberal/left conventional wisdom. For it may be that the more an idea such as guaranteed income cease to seem preposterous, the better chance other entitlements programs have also to be accorded legitimacy because the very notion of an entitlement would have become acceptable. Ironically enough, then, ideological advocacy of a concept like guaranteed income may have more potential to unleash greater acceptance of universal child care, health care, or social security as its by-product, then if many liberals and leftists persist on what is now at best an only moderately successful and exceedingly defensive course. 

 
In this paper, I will be discussing what I consider that a real war on poverty will require beyond some form of a guaranteed income. The particular proposal presented here is an expansion of a research proposal that I and the Research Sociologist--with the Wesley Youth Project in San Antonio, Texas in the sixties--developed  to be a part of the experiments with a guaranteed income that were being considered by the federal government. That proposal was based on the model of service developed by the conflict gang project that worked in three Mexican American neighborhoods in San Antonio, Texas. We proposed in both the primary experimental and control group that we would also have comparable groups that had this type of social services and those that did not have such service. We also wanted to look at the effect of a guaranteed income on fertility since the Mexican Americans usually had a higher birth rate than other low income groups. Our gang project had also conceptualized that there were different types of families in the lower class. In fact, we were collecting data ,at the time, to validate this conclusion. We tended to think in terms of four types--Upwardly Mobile, Stable Working, Multi-problem and Action Oriented.3 Therefore, we argued for equal number of the various types of families be included in each of the cells or comparison groups. This meant that we had 16 final cells--2 x 2 x 4. This proposal received some national consideration but eventually was not funded.


As indicated, the above proposed experiment has influenced the ideas presented in this paper. The proposal here is divided in to two basic components-- those policies that emphasize the basic idea of social and economic rights and those policies that emphasize the building of social capital and civil society. Each component has several different suggested policies and programs.

Social Rights Policies:


Social Rights policies are ones that assume every citizen has a right to the identified basic goods to maintain their life and capabilities for social relations. These goods are conceptualized as ones that no human should be without. Obviously, for me, the most basic social rights are those for a guaranteed income and for guaranteed health care. Without these two basic goods the life chances of a person are at risk.
Guaranteed Income:

Obviously the basic income policy in my proposal is that of a Guaranteed Annual income. Usually, in this country the guaranteed income has been proposed as a “negative income tax” and therefore would not be paid to individuals unless their income fell below a certain level. Fred Block and Jeff Manza’s proposal4, using 1990 figures, is to give an individual adult citizen $6,000 if they have no earned income and children between the age of eighteen and twenty would get $2,500. For children, under eighteen, the custodial parent would be eligible for $2,500 for the first child, $2,000 for the second child, and $1,500 for each additional child. Block and Manza suggest these levels to bring all families up to 90 percent of the federal poverty level. They also suggest a “work incentive” in that if an individual earned $3,000 the grant would only be cut by half or $1,500 giving a grant of $4,500 or a total income of $7,500. When an individual earned $12,000 they would receive no grant if they were living by themselves. There would be different grant levels for different sizes of families based on the combination of adult and children grants presented above. This form of a guaranteed income could be enacted by making some modifications in the present Earned Income Tax Credit, since this is the remnant of the negative income tax proposed by Nixon. 


There has been proposals using the idea of a basic income which is usually being urged by European scholars. One such proposal that fits the American Society is that of Charles M. Clark.5 At this point, we will not go in to the merits of the two different models but will take the pragmatic position that the negative income tax probably has the strongest political possibility in this country.

National Health Policy:


A necessary policy to go a long with a guaranteed income would be some form of Guaranteed Health Care either directly or through subsidized health insurance. This country has lagged behind most other industrializes countries around such policies. The political opportunity for a National Health Service is probably gone even though I lean ideologically in this direction. Probably some form of subsidized health insurance has the greatest amount of political vitality in this country. Many activists argue for single-payer plan which eliminates private insurance companies and removes health care connection to employment. This is the type of plans in Canada, Sweden and Japan. There have been alternatives debated in this country such as a play or pay model which requires employers either to provide health insurance for workers or to contribute to a public health care fund involving a single-payer model. This is different from the multi-payer models of France and Germany where there are multiple Sickness Insurance Funds funded by taxes and tightly regulated by the government. In terms of a basic poverty measure it is required that a high quality health care system be entirely subsidized by the government for those at the bottom of the income structure. Often critics of the European models often cite rationing and bureaucracy. However, as any one who has experienced needing care in our system, we have plenty of both plus the added dimension of hospitals and insurance companies making a profit. The Wall Street Journal admits that the U.S. system “has accumulated a massive bureaucracy that simply doesn’t exist in other countries” and that perhaps one fourth of so-called “health care” workers “do nothing but paperwork.” At the same time we do not have universal coverage--the necessary ingredient for a poverty program.6

Of the Social Rights, guaranteed health care is only second to a guaranteed income. I am in the process of beginning a study of the effects that such universal coverage might have on low income families. In San Antonio, Texas a former gang leader has developed a comprehensive health care agency, Centro Del Barrio, that provides a whole array of medical care to a population of low income Mexican Americans. If they have health coverage, this is collected; otherwise, the care is provided without pay. This is in a state with minimum welfare coverage. My hypothesis is that heath care coverage alone can provide a significant safety net for marginal families. 


Another aspect of health care system raised by the Centro Del Barrio model is the issues around how services are delivered. This agency is community based bringing services close to people being served. The health care system envisioned by Lord Dawson7 in the 1920s for Britain still makes a great deal of sense and could be included as a part of the multiservice neighborhood centers proposed in the next section. Lord Dawson proposed that the basic services would be primary care neighborhood based centers “run by a board composed of physicians and nurses elected from their professional bodies, together with lay people elected from the community.” These center could have overnight bed for some patients who need to recover and be watched, with the major back up to these primary care being area-wide secondary centers with surgical and hospital services.

National Employment Policy:

 
Among Liberals and Progressives, there is the ongoing debate around whether we should guarantee a job or guarantee income. It should be obvious where I stand on this issue. We should desconstruct the necessary relation of wage paying “work” and “work” that serves people. This is obvious when one looks at the “care taking” functions in our society--including children, aged and others needing “care”. It is interesting that many different groups are now talking about a caregiver’s allowance8 as a part of changing welfare reform that would allow the caregiver the option of providing the care themselves or pay for it from some one else. This is going back to the original intent of AFDC in the beginning. Such advocates for a caregivers allowance usually also advocate universal day care for those women who do want to work and flexible job rules related to paid care leaves when necessary. Recognizing that there are many who would want some type of job, I believe that we should also, in addition to a guaranteed income, provide the possibility of jobs that pay a living wage. This may mean that we be involved in both job creation and job training. This requires the use of public funds in developing jobs in needed service and caretaking areas such as day care, medical services and social services. During the sixties, the New Careers program was directed to these ends. Besides these service areas could be jobs in building the physical infrastructure--highways, parks, etc--that has been neglected for some time. We have found such efforts in the past to be of invaluable help such as W.P.A., C.C.C., Job Corp , etc. Just increasing public funds for highways and other areas would provide additional jobs. Some advocates also argue for reducing the work week and job sharing. Such measures might be helpful as long as they are not used to reduce pay and bring in so called neoliberal flexibility as a way of increasing job insecurity.


A long with the above job creation efforts, there should be job training programs that are meaningfully related to job possibilities.9 One of the difficulties is the presence of a credentializing process that may have no relation to the actual skills needed. Some attempt might be made to look at what skills are needed for particular jobs rather than requiring artificial educational credential. In the gang project in San Antonio, we were successful in doing this for the type of polyvalent worker described later as related to multiservice centers. In the gang project, educational credentials per.se. were not the criteria for the job, but actual skill performance. The difficulty with this idea in today's labor market is that it could be used by corporations to hold down wages. Therefore, protecting labor rights and wage levels are also a part of any meaning full employment program. This brings up the importance of exploring democratic workplace models that should go along with job creation. In the next section on social capital, I will be suggesting some possibilities in this direction.

National Education Policy:

 
These policies would emphasize changes at all levels of the educational system. First, the inequities of the basic tax structure will have to be changed. All school districts will need comparable incomes to do the needed jobs. This may mean Federal money or equalizing State money. Programs such as Head Start would be needed at the younger preschool age. At other levels, emphasis should be on life preparation rather than college preparation. At graduation, a student might have several options such as continuing education including vocational or liberal arts programs, entering the labor force, or some type of public service--Military or a National Youth Corps providing service jobs. If we were successful in finding a way to decredentialize occupations without violating labor rights and the lowering of wages, this would have a big effect on the educational process and move us beyond the present compulsion toward testing. We need to find ways to make schools meaningful training for citizenship rather than just occupational careers.


In most of the areas of social rights, the concerns around social capital , developed in the next section, seem to be implied. Accountability of schools to the surrounding community is a major issue and cannot be dealt with adequately unless neighborhood revitalization is also done. I do not believe vouchers are the answers since this leaves the system entirely in the hand of market forces and an emphasis on the private individual. A lot depends on neighborhood organizing mentioned later for some adequate answers.  

Housing Policy:


We have a checkered history related to housing for the poor in this country. One of our biggest program of welfare for the non-poor is the subsidy of mortgage payments for homeowners. In this program we help more the affluent and this policy has led to a lot of flight to the suburbs since new homes have usually been subsidized the most. On the whole, even though there has been a lot of talk about “mixed development” where middle class housing and low income housing are mixed in the same project there has not been a lot done on these ideas. My own experience with trying to develop “rent subsidy” housing in the sixties was unfruitful since the program basically benefitted the builders and developers up front but I could never get funds for the necessary social services that should go along. Many of these projects have now become middle class developments with the legal restrictions lifted by time. Some of the more successful Community Development Project, that are discuss in the section on social capital, have been in the housing area. One example is the Dudley Street Initiative in Boston. This probably implies that the best housing programs for the poor are ones that emphasize the total neighborhood and provide the type of services and empowerment discussed under social capital.


A idea proposed by Talmadge Wright10 might prove helpful. He suggest that we need more social ownership of housing. He proposes that the federal government should develop a public capital-grant financing program to implement this:

This means removing permanently a portion of the housing stock from resale on the private market. After paying for the cost of producing or acquiring the housing stock, remaining costs would be reduced to capital improvements and operations. This expansion of the “social sector” of housing would increase the stock of affordable housing while allowing other market-rate units to service high-income persons. Ownership of housing can be assumed by many different entities from local nonprofit developers, housing agencies, churches, labor unions, and other community groups with federal assistance.  

Social Solidarity (Social Capital) Policies:

Social Solidarity  policies are ones that enable the poor to use what sociologist have come to analyzes as the advantages of social capital. Here, social capital is defined as the networks and associations that can help to link persons to the larger society and also provide emotional and normative support for personal issues. As Portes and Granovetter have shown, not all such networks and associations are equal. In some cases the dense networks of kinship can have negative influence if there is not enough economic resource available to enact the obligations that these networks demand. As Granovetter shows, weak tie networks based on acquaintances often have the greatest instrumental value but have weaker emotional support. Such weak tie networks that cross structural holes have the strongest economic and power influence.

Community Action Programs:

 
The basic core program for our suggested social solidarity policies would be the use of Multiservice Neighborhood Centers located in low income areas providing services such as preschool, day care, health clinics, recreation, or any other services indicated as needed by the residents. These centers should be staffed by Outreach, Group Work and Organizing Workers. These are generic or polyvalent workers who carry out all three of the following tasks. This genaralist nature of the workers is a basic aspect base on our work in the Wesley Youth Project. Different levels of neighborhood stratification are often emphasized by the different functions and each worker needs to be involved with each level.

Outreach is the involvement of the worker with the individuals or groups that are at the bottom of the neighborhood social structure--such as gangs, drug addicts, prostitutes, etc.  This activity also involves the worker into the larger institutions or social arenas as mediators and advocates in behalf of marginalized persons. In our gang project, we often called these workers, Responsible Wardheelers, emphasizing their role of sharing their weak tie network social capital with the residents that they work with. Such persons are not like political ward heelers who use these ties over structural holes to build political power; instead, the outreach workers would use their social capital in behalf of poor neighborhood residents.

Group Work is the forming of positive groups using norms of inclusiveness and democratic decision making. These groups are free to plan their own programs. Such groups can also be involved in inter-group activities beyond the neighborhood such as leagues and festivals. These activities are the beginning of enabling the poor residents to develop their own social capital resources with some feeling of obligation to include all persons in the neighborhood. As indicated earlier, our data would indicate that low-income neighborhoods have families at different levels of social capital development and a major problem is what we identified as double closure in which residents who are attempting to become mobile may do this at the detriment of those residents lower than they are.

Organizing is the forming of self help groups or issue groups among all neighborhood residents who are ready to be organized.  Such organizing also pushes the worker into the larger political arenas--possibly even beyond the local community into state and federal government. Again, the worker is attempting to make these groups be inclusive to prevent the above double closure. This is why the control of the workers and how they are hired can never be turned over to any organizes neighborhood group.


As indicated, the independence of these polyvalent workers is of critical importance. Also, we have emphasized that workers are truly generalists and would work in all three of the above activities. Since outreach activities put a primary emphasize on those families at the bottom of both the larger social structure and the neighborhood structure, the polyvalent worker in forced to experience the conflict in both areas and will have to mediate the neighborhood conflict as well as the larger societal conflict between the neighborhood and the rest of society. Also, it is necessary that the hiring and supervision of these polyvalent workers not be put under any organized groups in the neighborhood. This is one of the errors of the present administrations proposal for faith based initiatives. My experience has been that many time the neighborhood residents who are at the top of the economic and status strata in the neighborhood can be very negative against the families at the bottom. They often came up with the most punitive treatment. In our project as indicated above, we called this double closure where one group pushing to go up in social mobility close out the group just below them. The polyvalent workers--doing outreach, group work and organizing--must be fully independent so that they can give unconditional acceptance for those at the bottom.11
Co-operative Circle Systems:


 A form of community organization suggested by some advocates of a guaranteed income such as Clauss Offe and Andre Gorz is that of Cooperative Circle Systems. These types of projects could be developed by the above organizers to enable exchange of certain type of services between households depending on needs and the availability of skills. This will be an attempt to build on the informal economy and thus create social capital networks for the residents. These systems of Co-operative Circles or Local Exchange Trading Systems (LETS) have spread through out the world since being stated in Germany in the 1920s and 1930s. As Andre Gorz12 says:

The founding principle of the circle is that everyone is ‘solvent’, since everyone has capacities, skills or talents which others may need. They may,moreover, develop those skills and acquire others if given a chance. It is with this ‘immaterial capital’ that they join a ‘co-operative circle’. This begins by granting them credit and they may call on the services of other members as and when they need them. Every hour of work--or its equivalent--which they receive from a member represents a dept they will have to pay off within a certain period (more often between three moths and one year) by an hour of work for any of the other members of the network. The co-operative circle is, therefore, a mutual network, based on what Clauss Offe and Rolf Heinze accurately refer to as ‘serial reciprocity’.


The basic principle is that of equality of everyone's hour of work. A “local money” is created which “cannot be desired for its own sake, It cannot serve to serve to enrich some and impoverish others, nor can it play a part of capitalist investment for profit”. 

Community Development:


 This aspect of neighborhood organizing might take many different forms. Some projects could be developed that are owned by the residents though loan funds. Such enterprises will combine market based activities that bring in income which can be used to increase services though the profits. Also such enterprises should hire residents. This is an idea that first emerged during the sixties War on Poverty and were labelled Community Development Corporations. One of the first was one in 1967 in Bedford-Stuyvesant where Robert Kennedy played a critical role. Since then the same term has referred to many different programs   


Other forms of Cooperatives and/or small businesses should also be encouraged through loans.13 The Dudley Street Initiative, mentioned above, is a project in Boston that developed housing programs in the neighborhood. They were able to convince the city administrators to hand over the power of eminent domain for a selected part of the neighborhood. This means that they could acquire that property necessary to build a strong housing development. Other services could be done by such community development such as some implied earlier in the areas of health care, employment and education. Some of these services could be housed in the multiservice centers.

Social Action Organizations:


 Also social action organizations could be formed by organizers of neighborhood residents around relevant social issues. Poor persons and families lack any effective influence on political decisions. They must be enabled to thus to translate private troubles in to public issues. This was one of the most controversial aspect of the Community Actions programs of the sixties War On Poverty. In some cases they scared the power structure and politicians were quick to put limitations and controls on the social action. In spite of this, their efforts in the sixties still live on in some of the neighborhood groups presently active such as those influenced by Saul Alinsky and his Industrial Area Foundation and also, many of the present groups such as ACORN go back to Welfare Rights groups formed in the sixties. The principles and techniques of such social action has been codified in many manuals and training institutes and is probably  a part of some modern union organizing that emphasizes the local community as a place for both organizing and social issues. 


Our experience in the Wesley Youth Project suggest a plurality of styles and even groups may be needed. Our workers were often limited by agency restrictions but were often in contact with more activist groups who were also in the neighborhood. Also, we found that some neighborhood groups preferred more conservative agendas. With such plurality the organizer could draw together on community issues a broad coalitions including groups already organized such as church groups. There is no reason why one perspective should dominate in a low income neighborhood. 
Related Issues


In this presentation, I will not systematically analyze some other proposals for dealing with economic and social inequality that are being proposed. There are proposals that deal with asset and wealth development such as Michael Sherraden’s14 “Individual Development Accounts” and Bruce Ackerman and Anne Alstott’s15 concept of “The Stakeholder Society”. These focus on a different aspect of inequality than the guaranteed income and there is no reason that these proposals or something like them might be used a long with the guaranteed income. Other ideas such as John Roemer’s16 “Market Socialism” go even further around distribution of wealth and ownership. Some of types of economic enterprise mention above in the section on social capital such as producer and consumer cooperatives might lead to larger economic democracy. 


There is another related issue of funding the above programs and what taxes might be advocated. In principle I would suggest some form of progressive taxation. I still think some form of progressive income tax is appropriate. There have been discussions of progressive consumption taxes that might be useful. Fred Block and Jeff Manza17 discuss using a wealth tax as well as the “Tobin Tax” on international financial transactions. This is an idea proposed by James Tobin, early advocate of a guaranteed income, and has been picked up by many in the Anti-Globalization Movement as a way of controlling the international economy. Some proponents recommend developing a international fund using these funds for the poor of the world.    
Political Feasibility


The present political climate may seem a strange time in which to propose a comprehensive War on Poverty. It was during the last Democratic administration that the 1996 welfare reform act was passed. Both Democratic and Republican politicians seem to assume that it has been a tremendous success. There is certainly not a groundswell of public opinion that questions this consensus. The general media narrative is that the sixties War on Poverty was a failure and that we have finally found the answer for poverty in “tough love”. As an academician I did not see a great deal of critique of the 1996 “welfare reform” as a way to end poverty. However, as an activist for over sixty years and a sixties “poverty warrior”, I have learned that change is always potentially around the corner.


Social movement scholars, such as Charles Tilly, often argue that the success of social movements is dependent on the opening of the opportunity structures of society to the social change being advocated. If we look at American history, there has been three major blocked opportunities for major changes that would have lowered or eliminated poverty. One of the earliest was the failure of Reconstruction in the South after the Civil War. The Reconstruction policies would have instituted many reforms such as land redistribution that would have benefitted the white poor as well as former black slaves. With this failure, the Southern plantation owners remained in power over all poor in the South, both white and black. Ironically, this same group directly or indirectly was probably responsible for the failure of the next two opportunities. The next one was the New Deal programs of the 1930’s and the failure in this country after World War II to develop a strong welfare state, such as those developed in many of the European countries. The Democratic Party in power was too dependent on Southern Democrats to maintain their power that common welfare state policies such as guaranteed health care could never become possible. In the Sixties the Southern states resisted many of the more controversial and social change aspects of the War on Poverty, especially the community organizing of the Community Action programs.  The so called Souther strategy of the Republican party of recruiting white Southern Democrats eventually killed the opportunity for passage of a guaranteed income. 


The best opportunity for a real War On Poverty in the present is represented by the rise of the so called “Anti-globalization Movement”.18 This is a an inappropriate name, since this movement is not opposed to globalization; it is opposed to globalization that is dominated by the economic ideology of neoliberalism that pervades such international institutions such as the IMF, WTO and the World Bank. It is best called the Anti-neoliberalism Movement for this reason. After the Seattle demonstrations in November 1999, there has been a mobilization of a broad number of groups opposed to such policies and attempting to create an agenda for social and economic justice in the world. Many of the new and old Welfare Rights groups such as ACORN and the Kensington Welfare Rights Union are directly or indirectly involved in the movement with their criticism of the social welfare policies of neoliberalism such as welfare reform in this country. Their concerns are being linked to unions concerns about labor rights and wages both in this country and internationally. This is one of the differences from the sixties in that there is strong union involvement. Also, American union leadership is beginning to look at workers in other parts of the world. The movement also involves environmental groups and “identity movements”--around issues of race, ethnicity, gender and sexual orientation--in one common group. The label of “teamsters and turtles” has often been used. September 11th and the present “war on terrorism” has slowed the movement down but it is slowly gaining ground again, often with some flavor of a Peace Movement. In many ways this Anti-neoliberalism Movement shows how the concerns about the fragmentation of the Left, expressed by such theorists as Nancy Fraser and Richard Rorty,19 in to a “Cultural Left” and a “Economic Left” can be overcome. Poverty warriors have an opportunity to combine their concerns with many of the issues of this movement. One of the documents out of the past that has become important for some welfare rights groups is the post World War II United Nations statement Universal Declaration of Human Rights which has several Articles that proclaim social and economic rights as essential.20

In summary, in my renewed War on Poverty I would put special priority on the social and economic rights to a guaranteed income, health care, jobs if one desires and adequate education. If these were available for all American citizens, we would move toward elimination of poverty. At the same time, I would especially emphasize the development of multiservice centers, staffed by polyvalent workers, as a way of empowerment of the voice of those in poverty and would in this sense develop a higher status and social capital. By emphasizing both Social Rights and Social Capital, I affirm the necessity of redistribution of income and wealth along with developing social forms that increase the recognition, identity and status of those marginalized by poverty.      
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