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	Abstract:

	Intense regulation and monitoring to assure that only those in need are receiving benefits and that tax dollars are being spent efficiently is the strongest approach to decreasing abuse of the welfare system.  The fact that I have to pay for welfare does not bother me, but that the money I pay to the government is spent poorly is an issue.  I believe that the best way to approach this is through increasing regulation, monitoring, and restriction on welfare recipient’s benefit expenditures and also investing in a holistic approach to solving the problem of poverty, rather than just treating the symptoms.
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Unemployment Benefits and Welfare

Welfare and Unemployment:


Welfare refers to government programs that are enacted in order to aid the unemployed.  It also refers to the financial assistance to poor citizens of a country that is provided by the working class through taxes.  The welfare system in America as we know it today began during the Great Depression.  As families suffered from unemployment, the government stepped in and created the welfare system that remained largely unchanged until recent reforms.

Welfare reform is the government’s attempt to alter the social welfare status within the country; the desired result being to reduce the amount of people dependent on assistance from the government.  However, there is much debate as to which path our future welfare reforms should follow.  The path to the left leads to increasing assistance and dead ends into socialism, while the path to the right requires decreasing assistance as it moves toward pure capitalism. The central issue of focus, when regarding welfare reform, is most simply the decision of whether welfare programs and benefits that aid the unemployed should be increased or decreased to affect our society for the better. 
Decrease Assistance:

People who believe that the United States should follow the rightward path in regard to welfare reform believe it is necessary to decrease the amount of assistance given to the unemployed.  Their belief is that taxing the working class to provide for less productive members of society is akin to stealing.  In addition, they argue that individuals are responsible for providing for themselves in a free country such as ours.  Some believe that the welfare system is broken and abused.  Likewise, it is argued that the availability of welfare assistance actually makes unemployment more attractive.  If there is an increase in assistance to the unemployed, it is argued that productive members of society will be drawn toward the status and that unemployment duration will increase across the board. 

The idea that by increasing the benefits of the unemployed results in more unemployment is important in the argument against increasing welfare.  This phenomenon is commonly known as moral hazard and evidence has shown that it is a real occurrence.  Iain Duncan Smith uses this behavior in addition to a larger idea, which involves a fundamental flaw in the way poverty and unemployment are combated, in order to critique current welfare policy.

In a recent article, Smith argues against the increase in welfare assistance based on the fact that the application of the assistance in cash and credit form is useless.  He remarks, “Poverty is not simply an absence of money.  Rather, it is bound up with a whole set of other circumstances: lack of qualifications, demoralization, family break-up, substance abuse, fatherlessness.”  Smith’s point is that our current methods only treat a symptom of poverty and that if poverty is to be improved, it will be through a holistic approach.
Increase Assistance:

There are also those who believe that the United States should continue down the left path, which calls for increasing assistance available to the unemployed.  While many from the right argue that increasing welfare benefits to the unemployed leads to extended unemployment, Obama along with Raj Chetty, a Berkeley economist, and the majority of our nation argue that the positive aspects associated with increasing assistance outweigh the negative.

The majority of American citizens view providing basic needs for the poor and unemployed as the role of a just society.  Proponents of welfare say that it does not increase joblessness, as the right argues.  Instead, they view welfare as the means to become a productive member of society.  With the election of President Obama in November 2008, the majority of Americans showed that they hold this view on welfare.


President Obama has introduced a new tax plan that has caught some heat from the right side of the welfare debate.  During the campaign, Peter Ferrara of the Wall Street Journal states, “Mr. Obama is proposing to create or expand a slew of government spending programs that are disguised as tax credits” and called Obama’s tax credit plan, “The New Tax Welfare.”  Many claimed that Obama was a socialist and that his economic policies would lead to a welfare state.  These seemingly ludicrous claims, however, were grounded in facts about Obama’s plan to increase federal spending and assistance.

The United States Welfare System’s website states that “a welfare state is a government that provides for the total well-being of its citizens and is akin to socialism.”  Since Obama’s tax plan had been revealed as a plan to increase federal programs, such as welfare, and since increasing federal spending takes our country down the left path toward socialism, the claims on Obama during his campaign were not entirely ludicrous.  While nobody believed that Obama was a closet socialist, people did believe and even embrace his spending agenda which included increasing welfare programs such as Medicare and Medicaid.  The fact that most of us voted for Obama in November shows that most of us generally agree with increasing assistance to the unemployed as a necessary role of a just society. Meanwhile, economists are starting to find that an increase in unemployment due to an increase in assistance may not be such a bad thing.

Evidence shows that an increase in benefits has been linked with longer periods between jobs.  This aspect of moral hazard is the main argument for taking to the right on welfare reform.  Economist Raj Chetty challenges the current idea that this extended period of joblessness is due to people taking advantage of the welfare programs.  Chetty theorizes that the increase in unemployment duration caused by increased benefits is associated with people having the financial stability and time to find the right job.  Many believe that finding the right job is important and outweighs the costs associated with the extra benefits.  Chetty shows the right’s argument that increasing assistance leads to more unemployment is still true, but that it may become an argument toward the left instead.
My Position:


Why should we provide for those who will not provide for themselves?  We should not.  We should, however, provide for those who are in a time of need.  This is accomplished by taking neither the path to the left nor to the right, but by forming a new path.  This new path does not lead to a reduction in welfare programs nor an increase in benefits paid, but it does lead to a reduction in welfare recipients and welfare abuse through regulation and calls for an increase in welfare programs.

To me, intense regulation and monitoring to assure that only those in need are receiving benefits and that tax dollars are being spent efficiently is the strongest approach to decreasing abuse of the welfare system.  I want to stress the fact that my position calls for efficient spending and is not necessarily inexpensive.  The fact that I have to pay for welfare does not bother me, but that the money I pay to the government is spent poorly is an issue.  

I do not believe that it is fair for people on welfare to have cable TV or the newest cell phone or an iPod, things that are difficult for anyone to afford, and believe that regulation to diminish this abuse is necessary.  These luxuries are not rights guaranteed to members of our society and therefore I am in no position to provide them.  Currently there are many programs which are a step in the right direction, in supplying only what people on welfare need rather than what they want.

A good way to reduce spending abuse is to invest in programs offering predetermined or even prepurchased staple goods. Several current welfare programs align themselves with my position, for example, Utility Assistance Programs intended to help those who cannot afford to pay for basic utility needs, such as heat, electricity, gas and water and the food stamps program that helps households feed their families without having to use actual cash.  Food stamps provide the nutritional needs for the family without having to monitor their purchases because only staple foods such as bread, milk, juice, and eggs can be purchased.  Still, these programs are only able to treat the symptoms of poverty, rather than attempting to cure the problem.  


Additional programs need to be added to welfare that address the overall causes of poverty, not just the symptoms.  Poverty is not only the lack of money, but also a lack of qualifications, substance abuse, fatherlessness, and demoralization.  Currently, American welfare focuses heavily on treating poverty with money or credit.  Regulating where unemployment assistance money is spent is only the beginning of the regulation necessary to reduce abuse. Additional monitoring of recipients could greatly increase the likelihood that welfare recipients spend benefits appropriately, but also that they make attempts at bettering their future situation. House visits, drug testing, proof of employment or job search, and proof of school attendance are just a few ideas of how such regulation could be administered.  The best approach to combat poverty is to stop giving our money away and start investing in the poor members of our society by introducing new programs that will use a holistic approach to curing poverty.



 As a citizen of the United States, I believe that all members of our society are entitled to basic needs.  Seemingly in contrast, I also believe that members of our society should have the right to do what they please with the money that they earn.  These two beliefs clash in the instance that I am asked to give money to the government in order to care for the underprivileged.  Personally, I do not mind giving to people in need, but how much of the money that I give the government actually goes to people that need and how much actually goes to people that simply want?  My position on welfare is that programs should allow for citizens to simultaneously embrace two seemingly contrasting beliefs of American culture: caring for those in need and capitalism.  I believe that the best way to achieve this is through increasing regulation, monitoring, and restriction on welfare recipient’s benefit expenditures and also investing in a holistic approach to solving the problem of poverty.


