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M ovamon State of California
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
SACRAMENTO 95814

December 20 , 1974

The Honorable Gerald R. Ford
President of the United States
The White House
Washington, D.C.

My dear Mr. President:

I am pleased to know that your Administration is renewing the attack on
welfare problems and inequities. As you know , here in California (and
in several other states) the welfare caseload has been declining steadily
as a result of reforms which improved eligibility standards and adminis-
trative procedures. In fact, in California, we have been able to increase
the average grant to the truly needy by 43% as a result.

I believe that true reform requires the cooperative efforts of local, state,
and federal officials, utilizing the experience of already successful re-
forms. Untried panacea, such as the proposed Income Supplement Program,
should be avoided, for they may result in expansion and further complica-
tion of welfare problems rather than offering effective reform.

The fundamental concept of welfare in the United States has always been
to provide assistance to those in true need. For the most part this has
amounted to temporary assistance, for the recipients do not represent a
static population, but a changing one. ISP would replace this concept
with one based on permanent guaranteed income. Associating it with the
tax system would only serve to institutionalize this radically different
concept.

I sincerely regret I must oppose this scheme in concept, philosophy and
basic design. No one can deny that the current arrangement of welfare
payments and food stamp distribution is wasteful, inefficient, complex
and unfair to both recipients and taxpayers. But to replace it with an
unsound new scheme, is not the same as achieving effective reform.

ISP has been billed as a replacement for existing welfare programs. Even
if it were passed, it is very unlikely that Congress would refrain from



adding various additional benefit programs or would eliminate all of the
existing ones. Politically, ISP would serve as a jumping off point for
the proponents of a welfare state. A concerted campaign by so-called
welfare "rights" proponents and their allies would most likely result in
compromises that would be more, not less, liberal.

As details of ISP emerge, they raise questions and specific problems.
For example:

* It would double the number of persons receiving cash handouts
and drastically reduce the number of taxpayers shouldering the total
burden of government.

* It would cost $26.5 billion more each year than the current program.
This contrasts with a saving of $1.87 billion which could be achieved
under California‘'s "Blueprint for National Welfare Reform" submitted
by a special task force in September.

* "Federalization" of all welfare is no panacea, as the problems
associated with Supplementl Security Income attest. So far, federal
takeover of the five million adult aid cases under that program has
been a disaster. ISP proposes a similar takeover of all 41 million
recipients. If the aged, blind and disabled -- who require little
or no monthly eligibility determination to get their five million
monthly checks -- has been too much for the Social Security Adminis-
tration, how can IRS expect to cope with several times that many in-
dividually redetermined claims each month?

* ISP does not address itself to state supplements. Some states, such
as California, pay benefits higher than ISP proposes. If we don't
continue a supplement under ISP, our recipients would suffer a benefit
cut. If we do pay it, who would determine eligibility, and how would
such payments be treated by IRS ?

*"Simplification" -- by replacing present welfare with ISP -- would be
illusory unless eligibility checking is weakened or eliminated. That
would result in welfare-by-affirmation.

* ISP purports to make it possible to reduce the army of state and county
employees now administering welfare programs. That was also the
promise of HR 1l in the federal takeover of the relatively simple adult



aid categories by Social Security almost a year ago. To date no such
reductions have been possible and, worse, the federally-administered
system is incapable of getting ineligible persons off the rolls in timely
fashion except when they die. It is difficult to imagine how IRS --

or any other federal agency -- could manage several times as many
AFDC individual cases and childless couple cases each month, when
most of them are much more complicated.

* Effectiveness of the proposed work requirement is doubtful, given
the avowed opposition of the H.E.W, Staff.

As we learn more about this new scheme to redistribute the taxpayers'
earnings as "guaranteed income", I'm afraid it will show more and more
flaws, or at the very least be as complex, cumbersome and unmanage-
able as the present nonsystem.

There is an alternative with demonstrated effectiveness. Our " Blueprint"
outlines what has been done through reform at the state level and what
still needs to be done to make welfare manageable on a nationwide scale.

The major problem today lies in the area of food stamps. ISP proposes

to do away with the stamps, substituting cash. Yet, food stamps prevent
taxpayers' cash from being used to purchase liquor, tobacco, jewelry

and other nonessential luxuries. The program does need greatly improved
eligibility standards and administration and needs a thorough overhaul and
the means are detailed in our Blueprint.

There are federal barriers to effective welfare reform that must be removed
if we are to bring caseloads under control. I urge you to seriously consider
our "Blueprint” in detail. It bases cash payments on demonstrated need.

It would control food stamps. It would provide for the truly needy and pre-
vent abuse by the non-needy (something the ISP scheme cannot do).

All of this can be accomplished at lower cost than the present system, and
far lower expense than ISP.

Some have dismissed our reforms out-of-hand as “tinkering”. But carefully
planned, detailed welfare reform is no more "tinkering" than is piloting a space
vehicle or managing a large, complex business. It can be done, given the will
and the technical knowledge. '

erely,

RONALD REAGAN
Governor












































































































































