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A SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACH TO GOVERNMENT WELFARE AND HOUSING PROGRAMS

~ Economic theory tends'to:fa]1rrather’short‘when:attempting,to analyZef'
welfare prOblems' The present welfare systemvis wide]y;recogniZed“asfinade— '

quate, but there seems to be. uncerta1nty on prec1se1y why this 1s and what

V‘L_ shou]d be done Abuses and 1neffect1veness of we]fare are most often c1ted -

as prob]ems. Wh11e econom1cs can deal w1th quant1t1es of goods- 1nd1v1duals ‘7 g

| may obta1n, 1t does not exp1a1n the qua11ty ofvthosevgoods.; Ne1ther 1s,_

‘ ch01ce exp1a1ned except by postu]at1ng 1nd1fference curves. _} | “A

| In part1cu1ar, economic theory applled to we]fare 1s 1nadequate when |
exp1a1n1ng why rec1p1ents of pub11c hous1ng may let 1t turn 1nto another .

': s]um, poss1b1y worse “than the one 1t replaced and when exp1a1n1ng the

' "we]fare Cad111ac" phenomenon, in which an expens1ve new car stands bes1de

‘a run-down house and poorly fed 1nhab1tants Soc1ety ca1ls such behav10r

E 1mm0ra1 economlsts draw we1rd 1nd1fference curves wh11e cont1nu1ng to
: 1 impose-soc1eta1 value Judgments‘1n their welfare program des1gns.. Nejther i
attempts to explain why poor'people (especfallyhthose:on we1fare)'mayo ;
exh1b1t this. behav1or.»="’ | _V | L | o
| In th1s area, econom1c theory could benef1t from 'some of the 1ns1ghts |
B of soc1a1 psycho]ogy, espec1a11y concern1ng att1tud1na1 cons1stency and
'_change. The economic theory of choice can be 1ncorporated as a.submodel-;

'andustatedvin~socia1‘psychological terms. The resu]ts are cons1stent W1th

- those of econom1c ana]ys1s but explain much more.r

} .
It 1s genera]ly presumed that a human m1nd has a strong need for

conSIStency among attitudes and other cogn1t1ve e]ements A person 's -

1 att1tudes w111 genera]]y change to e11m1natc such 1ncons1stency There are

severa] soc1a] psycho]og1ca1 models on the pr1nc1p1e of cons1stency among -



hindividual‘s‘ualues;and opinions 'One of the mo$t wide]y used of these |
models is "psycho- 1ogic", a variation by Rosenberg and Abe]son of
balance theory . ,.
A balance theory model is composed of ?eiements“and "reiations"’f .
, ,Which Tink the elements. Cognitive,elements are "things", either conoreteaa:
v.or abstract, such as persons, traits, institutiOns, etc., and may be
va]ued‘either_positiveiy, negatively or with indifference (nO‘distinct
value either way, though this case is not too interesting in deueloping'a" :
theory). Relations can be positiVe; ﬂegative or null. Positive relations
.(symbolized +)vare associative bonds and inciUde liking, similarity;_‘- |
implying and being consistent with. Negative relations (-),are'diSSOCiae
| tive bonds and include dislike, detaehment3 estrangement, incompatibiiityr
and:alternativity.' Null relations (0) are equivalent to no bond at a]i,
and can include indifference and irreievance.~ Examples of statements so
constructed are: 'fTimerat work (vaiuedv-) is alternative toi(-),ieisurek
time (valued +)f.tvﬁ1noreased income (va]ued'+) impiies (+) inoreased
consumption (va]ued +)" Balance theory does not specify’the degree of
pOSitiVity or negatiVity in the re]ationship, only the Sign is important ,
Equilibrium in balance theory exists as long as e]ements of identical'i
sign are linked by positive or null relations and}eiementS‘of oppositeﬂsign;f
are linked by negative or nu]] relations. For any two. e]ements in;equiii- |
Abrium, one of the pOSSibilities shown in Figure 1 must hold. If'there are.
v.f more than two elements, equilibrium must exist for every pair. However, -
'.oniy if imbalance is recognized must it-be resolved;-the person does have
the option of not thinking about it. For this paper, it will be assumed

that all imbalances must be resolved. To resolve an_imbaiance,veither ! o



-3-

attitudeS‘cnncerning values of e]ements or the perceived re]ationship‘between"
- elements must be changed | " | )
| First, con51der the c]ass1c welfare d11emma (from the point of view
of the receiver). vThere are three major e]ements:,1ncome (M), which is
 positively valued; pride (P) in oneself and énvironment, which is also
~ positively va]ued;_and accepting charity (C), which ié'negative1y vaided.
Pride and charity are»negatively re1ated- there is, especia]]y in some
| sect1ons of the country, a very strong feeling against tak1ng charity: from
anyone. To do so, even out of necessity, goes against the grain and is
extreme1y detrimenta1 to personal pride. Pride and income.ére positively
related, both from feelings of personal accomplishment and cohspféuobs | |
consumption.lrlncone'and charity are necessarily pnsitively related by the
very’nature of the concept of charity (only tangibTe charity is cdnsfdered
here). nThis link causes the imbalance in the model (Figure 2).
While the simplest solution would be to reverse the Tink between |
income and charity, this‘cannot be done. As the individual will choose
‘the path of least effort, making as few changes in Values as possib]e;"‘v
the possibi]ity of assigning negative>va1ues fo P and M and making a
pos1t1ve link between P and C is too comp11cated and is a]so ruled out.
* There remain four possible so]ut1ons to the Welfare Dilemma. These
V.cases are considered below: ‘
~ CGase I:;PTacera negative value on M (fhe’person doesn't want income if
| any of it results from cnarity) and a'negative relationship be-.
tween P and‘M (that is, accepting this type income.wou1dvbe
_ detrimental to a person's pride). This is the case of the
traditiqnal independenf whn fWon't fake nothing from nobody".

This person would rather starve than gd on welfare.



ifingaSefII:', Place'a;posltTYevalue'on C and adpositive'relatiOnshlp s
| ;:dbetWeen C and P. Taking char1ty thus becomes pos1t1vely
; valued and a source of pr1de for the person ThlS is
H"the "demorallzed" welfare rec1p1ent who has. been soc1al- |
ized 1nto the "welfare ethlc" of "get all you can no
‘ o matter how". Welfare cheaters fall 1nto th1s category}
Case IIIiaj’Dlssoc1ate "char1ty" from "welfare"3 “In th1s way,"vl
| | ,"charttyfvls.st1ll negatively valued;‘but "welfare" as
| 'producing}income is positively Valued This'person is
| probably the more usual welfare rec1p1ent who e1ther
does not or will not seél welfare as charlty The -
‘-extent to how well one 1s able to d1ssoc1ate could
_ ) determlne how res1gned the person 1s to be1ng on welfare.’
‘e'Case‘IV:c- D1ssoc1ate income due to charity (negat1vely yalued) from
| income due‘to‘own efforts (positiVely valued),’[For ekample,
income tax refunds.aretgenerally'notvconSidered[charity
even thoughpthey‘comeifrom the goVernment on the basesliil
, of 1ncome and expenses.v It is'possiblevthat‘the‘negatlve :
” lncome ‘tax scheme would s1mllarly be d1ssoc1ated from
"charlty., This case may also_be a welfare rec1p1ent,
butvif‘SO is*more Tikely t0'beioff'it soon.”Case IV'is'
the other extreme from Case I and is in many ways s1m1lar
e ’;to Case III | 7» | |
The next step is to cons1der the balance theory vers1on of the budget
constra1nt and add . that to the model (Flgures 3 and 4). Income Hous1ng (H)
(or any other ba51c good spec1f1ed for analys1s), and Other Goods (0) are all o

= pos1t1vely valued.»,Income is pos1t1vely relatedvto both H:ande (assume B



1ﬁboth normal goods) H and 0, because of the budget constra1nt, are necess-
‘~ar11y negat1ve1y‘re1ated“to,each other. This creates another 1mba]ance
prob]ém which is dealt with in:economic theory so will not be elaborated
'opoh“here. When,combining the_Budgét Dilemma wifh the Wélfare Di]emma,,;'
additionaT positivevties are formed between P and both H and 0. This
becomés axsort of‘general equiTibrium system in the'person's‘mind. While
it is possible to make:partia] analyses, as economic theory does, it is
no mofe ]ike]y‘that such boundaries will be Well;definéd psytho]ogica]]y ‘
Athan it is that partia] analyses in economic,equilibria are enfirely
separab]e Each case of the Welfare Dilemma will respond d1fferent1y
with respect to H to ba]ance the total model. |
Case I ”;(F1gure 5) Since this person has a negatiVe value on M,
| | there are two choices: a) put a negative value on H,
between PIAnd_H, and between 0 and M; b) put ajnegative
‘value on 0, between P and 0, and befween H and M. Which
a]ternative‘is‘chosen depends on relative strengths of
.’voluesoheld_forﬂo and H and their relationships to P.
This is perhaps an extreme form, but it fbi]s,dOWn‘to
| the Budget- DlTemma Slnce th1s person s not ‘taking
‘char1ty, the negatlve value on goods and their re]atloon
ship to pride arevgnrhaps 1n‘se1f—Just1f1catron.~-If the
on1y way the person cahﬁget H is through money*coming\fromo
_ -charity, he would rather not have H.‘ | | \
- Case II (Figure 6): Here there is only the origina]'Budget‘Di]emma,b
n - as the‘solution of_the Welfare'Dilemma does not afféct any

~ of the Budget variables.
/



Case III (F1gure 7) This case depends on the form'of the welfare.

: There is on]y the Budget Dilemma unless H is t1ed d1rect1y

| - to the negat1ve1y valued char1ty, such as in pub]lc

fhouSIng In the 1atter case, there is an extra necessar11y

p051t1ve t1e between negat1ve C and 3051t1ve H. The:

- solution would be to negatively value H and put a negative B

~ relationship between H and M and between H and P. ~ Although

His given and accepted (hence the relation to M is‘possib]e),

) it is negatively valued. The person asserts pride in other

- ways. This could explain why many~pub11c'hou$ing projects

~ eventually become worse slums than the ones they replace.

The-same reasoning could extend to direct gifts (hore or
Tess, though the person may pay something) by welfare agencies

of any (especia]Ty basic, since that is what is emphasized)

, - good.
Case IV

(Figure 8): This is similar to Case III. Again, unless
Hor 0 is directly tied to the negative component of M;

the[e‘fs simply the Budget Dilemma. H or O may be directly

tied throhghrdevices like food stamps or rental certificates

or by there being so Tittle positively valued M that the

association is inescapable (due to pressure from social

wbrkers or welfare agencies). CIf His tied,‘then>H‘is

negatively valued and there results in a negative reiation;'
‘ship between 0 and M and between H and P. If 0 is the t1ed
l good, H and 0 are 1nterchanged in the above statement If »

both are t1ed, i.e., the person.has no free choice, both

H and 0 are negat1ve1y valued and both are negat1ve1y



re]ated tovP‘ This result is disastrousd to the individual's
psycho]ogica1~we]]-beihg, In this result, the budget i
imba1ancevst111 exists but is someone e]se'svprob]em.} Where
only H is tied, although the pehson'may have mbre M and |
.mbre‘H, the person derives no pride from it. vManiféstations
of this ould be seen in neg]ect'of_quality of nbh-public
housing by wéifére reci‘pientsf The negative relationship
'between M and 0 may existbwith matching-type we]fafe’-“ :
where the pérson gets more M cbnditioné] on buying more

' H_andileaving less money for O out of an increased income.

- While this’caSe IV is Tike case III in that H is negatively

| valued and hence probably neglected case IV is more
applicable to private H and case III to public H; Case IV
,is‘a]sp more df a matching-type situation, while case III
‘better deécribe§ 1ump-sum outright gffts. Both case III

and case IV, where H'i§ negatively va1ued'and Orpbsitfvely o
“valued, may give rise to the Weifare Cadillac Phenomenon;"

This is especially clear in case III.

- The results seem to indicate support for unconditional forms of

i welfare payments. This is consistent with results using indifferenée

~curve analysis which show the individual to be at a higher utility level

 under'yncohditibna] grants than under (equivalent) matched grants (as

'vwe11 as the lesser cost to society of unconditional payménts). However,

y - indifference curve analysis does not;exp]ain-the'frequently observed

‘phenomena among welfare fami]fes of "public housing slums” and neglect

o of homes while spending money on new cars (the "welfare Cadi]]acsf),and

 television sets. The latter phenomenon could be reflécted’by shapes of ‘,
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indifference curves but not‘éxéiéiﬁéd.- Balance theory also indicate |
which péop]e will be on welfare, though it does not explain why people

will choose one type of adjustment to make over another. This must be

“done by_diher social psychological theories.
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