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In January 1974 payment8 were maae under tne 
new supplemental security income program to 
about 3 m4llion persons who had been transferred 
from the previous Mate assistance programs. This 
paper presents the results of a study of the con- 
version population: their income and employmelzt 
patterns, the amount of Rate assistance provided, 
and the impact of the BSI program on them. Over 
half of the pereons converted from State programs 
had no income other than their as&lance pay- 
ment. For those with aome income Ihe predomi- 
nant source was eocial security benefits, while 
only a emall proportion reported hwome from 
employment or other types of pensions and bene- 
fits. One-third of the aged Individuals and two- 
third8 of the disabled were awarded Federal SSI 
payment8 at the maximum amount payable in 
January 1974. 

THE SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY IN- 
COME program (SSI) was established by Con- 
gress in 1972 to replace the Federal grants to 
States for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled 
in the 50 States and the District of Columbia. 
The grant programs continue in Guam, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

The major objective of the SSI program1 is to 
provide, through a federally administered pro- 
gram, positive assurance that the Nation’s aged, 
blind, and disabled people will be provided with 
a minimum income and to establish basic eligi- 
bility requirements and payment standards that 
are uniform nationally, unlike those under the 
previously existing State-administered programs 
of old age assistance (OAA) , aid to the blind 
(AB), and aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled (APTD). Under the new program the 
States are permitted to supplement the basic Fed- 
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1 For a fuller description of the SSI program, see 
James C. Callison, “Early Experience Under the Supple- 
mental Security Income Program,” Social 6’eourity Bul- 
I;elin, June 1974, 
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era1 payment to the extent they choose. From 
the outset, previous assistance recipients were 
assured of maintaining their December 1973 in- 
come level unless changes in individual circum- 
stances would reduce the payments. 

This article presents the results of a study of 
persons whose former assistance payments were 
converted to SSI. It describes some of their char- 
acteristics at the time of the conversion and 
presents information on the financial impact of 
the new program on them. Data are provided on 
the income and employment patterns of the as- 
sistance population, the levels of cash assistance 
provided in the various States, the relationship 
between these payments and SSI payments, and 
the distribution of payments under State pro- 
grams and the SSI program. 

The study file was constructed from reports 
submitted by the State welfare agencies on their 
assistance cases that would be converted to the 
SSI program at its inception on January 1, 1974. 
As originally constructed the file consisted of 
the records of approximately 3,150,OOO persons. 
About 145,000 cases were not included in the study 
as they contained inconsistent data not correctable 
at the time tabulations were being prepared. 

The tables are therefore based on the records 
of 2,990,OOO persons who had been receiving State 
assistance payments (table 1). Of these, 2,629,OOO 
received Federal SSI payments in January 1974. 
The remaining 366,000 included about 250,000 
who were eligible only for State supplementation 
under federally administered programs and 50,000 
eligible only for State supplementation under 
State-administered programs. About 65,000 per- 
sons included in the State reports during the 
conversion process had their eligibility terminated 
before January 1,1974. The data available do not 
permit separate breakdowns for these three cate- 
gories. Data on SSI payments were obtained from 
the supplemental security record-the basic eli- 
gibility and payment file for the new program. 
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TABLE 1 .-Conversions from State assistance programs* Number of persons reported by State agencies and number eligible for 
Federal SSI, by reason for ehglblhty and State1 

Reported by State agencies Eliglble for Federal SSI 

I- 

Under age 65 Under age 65 state 
Total 

number 

Agse,dd65 

over 2 

Total 
number 

A~:~65 

over ’ 
-I 

Blind Disabled Disabled 
children Disabled 

Disabled 
children 

2.629,006 1.544.935 36,753 1,044,902 2,416 Total _____ ____ __._.___ ._ __ 1,789,398 
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_ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ 

Alabama. __ _ ___ __ __ . . .__ _ __ __ 
a&;; ____-_-____ __ _ __ _ -.--_ 
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20: 932 
67.644 
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Colorado. ____ _____________. ___ 
Connecticut _______ ___ ___._____ 
Delaware. _________ ____ __.____- 
District of Columbia ____. __.__ 
Florida _______________._ ______- 

oeorgis -__--__-__-__ ____- _ ----- 
g*Im&L - _ _- _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - - - - - %A: 

____________________----- 6:237 
gll;i,-- _ _ _- _-__ __ _ _ -. - -_- - --- 

--_________------------ 
1;g.g 

Iowa......-................... 
Kansas.-........-...---------- 
Kentucky _________. ________-_- 
Louisiana.. _ ___________ _-___. 
Maine -___________-- ________--- 

Maryland ________________.____ 
Massachusetts. _.______________ 
Michigan _____________ ________- 
Minnesota _____ _______ _________ 
Mississippi.. ___ __. ._. ____ __.-- 

14,892 
14,983 
65,119 

127,276 
19,383 

Missouri __________________- _-- 
Montana ____________. __._____. 
Nebraska _______________ _.____. 
Nevada _________ _.___ _.._ ___-- 
New Hampshire ____ ____ ____ _. - 

New Jersey ____ ____ _ _ _ ._ __ ._ __ _ 
New Mexico ______ _ ._.__.__. --- 
New York __________________. __ 
North Carolina ____________. ._. 
North Dakota-.. .________...__ 

Ohio _______ _ __________________ 
Oklahoma-...-................ 
Oregon........................ 
Pennsylvania _________ _. ____ _-- 
Rhode Island.... _____________- 

South Carolma _______________- 
South Dakota ________________ _ 
pm-&see _ __ __ ____ -- --- - - - --- 

____________________----- 
Utah ________ _ __.___________.__ 

Vermont--......-.....--....-. 
Virginia... ___________________- 
Washington ___________________ 
West Virginia--. ______________ 

led.” 
* Includes 13,247 persons classified 8s “blind” and 68,251,~ “disabled ” 1 Excludes 144,838 cases with inconsistent data 

*Includes 22,766 persons classified as “bhnd” and 65,658, BS “disab 

the averages were about $83 for those with OAA 
payments, $104 for individuals receiving AB, and 
$112 for those with APTD (table 2). 

Among the States, average payments to aged 
individuals ranged from $56 to $121 monthly. 
Three States (Alaska, California, and New 
Hampshire) reported average payments above 
$110; payments averaged below $60 in six States 
(Georgia, Indiana, Mississippi, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, and Texas). In most States, payments 

PAYMENTS UNDER STATE ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS 

Average Payments 

The average amounts of cash assistance payable 
in December 19’73 to individuals under OAA, AB, 
and APTD varied widely, according to both the 
program and the State of residence. Nationwide, 
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TABLE 2 -Adult units reported by State agencies and those ehgible for Federal SSI: Number, average monthly amoynt of 
E;;,e&sslstance payable m December 1973, average amount of Federal SSI payable January 1, 1974, and percent tvlthout 

Reported by State agencies Eligible for Federal SSI 

I I I I I 

Reason for eligibihty 

Aged 
Individual _______________ _ ______ _ ____ __ _._____ _ ---__- 
Couple--.............----.-.~-.~---------~---~-----~ 

‘,g;?g 
:i :; 

37 2 
19 7 

‘*~~~J;; 
E9” :i :E 

41 6 
22 7 

Blind 
Indivldual..-._..-..---~-----~--------~-----.-.------ 
Cou le........----......----~-~~----~.-----~-.-~-~-- 

Dissb P ed 

6; I p; :zl fi 57 3 45,985 106 66 107 34 74 9 
36 1 1,848 161 69 141 86 508 

Individual ____________ ______ ____._______ _ ________ ___. 
couple...-.-........~.~-.------------------~--~----. l,l~y$ ii2 iii 

74 7 113 83 109 04 
43 2 l.oy~ 159 89 138 96 ii i 

1 Based on Federal 951 payment standard of $130/195 per month. 

for disabled individuals were substantially higher 
than those for the aged; five States had average 
APTD payments exceeding $140, and 19 States 
had payments averaging less than $90 (table A, 
page 30). 

For those “eligible for Federal S&,YY the nation- 
wide average assistance payments were $85 for 
aged individuals, $107 for the blind, and $114 for 
the disabled. Nationally, the assistance payment 
to aged couples averaged about 40 percent higher 
than that to individuals ($116, compared with 
$83). The difference in payments for couples and 
for individuals was about 52 percent among the 
blind and 36 percent among the disabled. State 
by State, the individual-couple differences varied 
widely. 

Range of Payments 

In December 1973, the distribution of cash 
assistance payments, by amount of payment, 
among those who became eligible for Federal SSI 
payments in January 19’74, indicates that nearly 
two-thirds of the aged and half the disabled 
individuals had payments lower than $100 per 
month. Five percent of the aged and 11 percent 
of the disabled received more than $200 monthly. 
Although couples received a higher amount than 
individuals did, 45 percent of the aged couples 
and 27 percent of the disabled couples received 
less than $100 monthly in cash payments. One 
aged couple in 8, and 1 disabled couple in 4 had 
monthly payments of $200 or more (table 3). 

Of particular interest are those persons found 
eligible for Federal SSI payments whose previous 

State assistance payments were higher than the 
maximum Federal payment standards under the 
new program. In December 1973, 14 percent of 
the aged individuals and 32 percent of the dis- 
abled individuals received State payments higher 
than $140-the maximum Federal SSI payable 
to an individual in January 1974. For couples 
the maximum Federal payment standard in that 
month was $210. An estimated 11 percent of the 
aged couples and 24 percent of the disabled 
couples had been receiving more than this amount 
in assistance from the State programs. 

For several States, the proportion with assist- 
ance payments above the Federal SSI maximum 
payment standard were substantially greater than 

TABLE 3 -Percentage distnbution of adult units eligible for 
Federal SSI, by amount of State cash assistance payment, 
December 1973 

I 

I Aged Blind I Disabled 

------ 
Total number ____ 1.266.215 106,878 45,985 1,848 1.063.712 16,680 

------ 
Totalpercent..-. loo 0 100 0 100 0 loo 0 100 0 loo 0 

-------- 
Less than $10 _________ 40 17 18 5 .8 

lo-lg...... _-__-_._ ___ 20-29-m _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ B’t 39 
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29 39 1: 
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100-119 __________ _ __._ 
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200-239.. __ _ _ __ __ __ __ _ 
240-299.. ____ _ ________ 
300 or more _________ __I 

,~~~~~~:::::l~l-l~l~i-r/_ 
$85 02 $119 69 $106 66 $161 69 $113 83 $159 89 
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TABLE 4.-Percent of aged and disabled individuals eligible for Federal SSI whose December 1973 State assistance payment WEB 
$140 or more, by State 
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)16Q-179 wl-179 6139-199 

-- 

83 55 

.___ _-._ 
30 

5 
.-._ _-_- 

15 6 

_ _ - -. - - 
34 1 

1 
.___... _ 

15 1 

1: : 

7: 
4 

._-_-__- 

:: 
31 

3 

-  

< 

- -  

- -  

-  - .  

_ -1 

- .  

- .  

-  .  .  

-  - .  

-  _. 

_. 

-  _. 

-  - .  

i :  

i 

:  

i -  

-  

ii 

53 
._..-.__ 

.2 

8: 
._------ 

97 

.a 

1: i 
._-___-- 

69 

43 f 

lo t 
96 

‘i 
68 

780 

._---_-- 
61 

. _ _ _. . _ _ 
.! 
.I 

20 : 

3;: : 

2 

1 
- _ _ r - _ _ 

11 1 

5: 

6 

2; 

7;: 

._--____ 
46 

- _ - _ - _ _ 
__-.__-. 
_ _ _ - - _ _. 

51 

f1 

31 
---____. 

i266-239 
$240 
Or 

more 

84 29 

,_-.___- 
10 

.-.-___ - 

._----_- 
27 3 

- 

-- 

..- 

- -_ 

_. 
. -_ 
- _. 

_. 

- -. 

-. 

- -. 

._ _ 

t 

t 
.- - 
- 

14.: 
_._____. 

3 
3 

:-i 

: 
73 

‘4” : 
30 

,___._ _- 
71 

: 
14 

___.-..- 
66 

16 
._._---. 

14 0 

E 

-: 
81 

2: 

6: 
69 

10.: 

._.__--_ 
23 

._._____ 
1 

--__-.-. 

1 
.--_----- 

3” 
26 

,___-___- 

:f 
1 

.___.____ 

1% 

2; 
-----___- 

6130-199 3200-239 
$240 
Or 

RIOI% 

Total 
above 

$140 
-- 

814~15Q 

31 8 67 

77 i 
10 

69 ‘5 

38 

6: 

61 4 
45 4 

y 

55 5 
11 D 

2” 
1 

id 
32 3 

16 

:i 0” 

l6 i 
15 2 

5: ll 
41 7 
24 8 

.2 

12 1 
11 4 
31 6 

‘22 2 

46 0 
10 

% 
25 2 

1: “7 

“: i 
36 8 

23 : 
1 

33 

i!j 

94 
26 i 

11 

state Total 
above 

$140 
$140-159 

Total _______ ___________._ 
I 

13 7 43 

Alabama ______ _ _______ _______ 
Alaska..............~-.-~---- 
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1 No APTD program 

the national percentage. In California, almost 
50 percent of the aged and 70 percent of the 
disabled individuals had received more than $140 
under OAA and APTD. For Massachusetts the 
proportions were 40 percent of the aged and 59 
percent of the disabled ; for New York, 32 per- 
cent and 54 percent, respectively (table 4). The 
comparable figures for Colorado are 29 percent 
of the aged and 61 percent of the disabled and 
for Connecticut 22 percent of the aged and 45 
percent of the disabled. 

California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and 
New York also had considerable numbers of per- 
sons whose monthly assistance payment was $200 
or greater. Twenty-one percent of California’s 
aged and 32 percent of her disabled individuals 
had received more than $200 in December 19’73. 
The corresponding proportions paid at that level 
had been 15 percent and 29 percent in Massachu- 
setts, 11 percent and 22 percent in New York, and 
9 percent and 13 percent in Connecticut. These 
rates are related to actual payments. For a number 
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of other recipients, however, the “needs” used in 
calculating the State payments were greater than 
$200 but the payment was reduced below that 
amount because of other income. 

Development of State Supplementation Plans 

To assure that individuals coming from State 
assistance rolls to the Federal program would 
not undergo a reduction in their former level 
of income, Public Law 93-66 (enacted July 1973) 
established provisions for mandatory State sup- 
plementation. These amendments required States 
to maintain the income of persons receiving OAA, 
AB, and APTD at the December 1973 level under 
the terms and conditions of the State plan in 
effect in June 1973. This legislation guaranteed 
a State supplementary payment to any individual 
whose previous State payment plus other income 
had exceeded the amount he would receive under 
the basic Federal SSI program plus other income. 
The States could also provide an optional sup- 
plementary payment to increase the total amount 
payable to persons in all or specific units, regard- 
less of previous State program eligibility. 

Thus, those persons coming to SSI from a 
State assistance program were assured that as 
long as their circumstances remained the same, 
their requirements would continue to be met at 

/ the previously defined levels. For some persons, 
assistance payments had included specific allow- 
ances for rent on a varying basis, special needs,2 
or the cost of care in domiciliary facilities. For 
persons awarded SSI payments after January 1, 

/ 1974, whose needs were similar to those of the 
former assistance recipients, the maximum pay- 
ment would, however, be the Federal SSI pay- 

/ 
I ment standard less any countable income, unless 

their State elected an optional supplementation 

i 
plan. 

Thirteen of the 31 StatesS with Federal admin- 

*“Special needs” include such items as homemaking 
services, special diets, laundry allowances, and trans- 
portation for medical care. 

*The 13 States were California, the District of Co- 
lumbia, Hawaii, Iowa, Massachuse&, Michigan, Nevada, ’ Alabama, Alaska, Arizona (optional plan only), 
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Colorado, Connecticut, Idaho, Kentucky, Missouri, 
Washington, and Wisconsin. In November 1974, 32 States Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 
had federally administered programs ; Mississippi and Oregon, and Vermont. See Donald E. Rigby, “State Sup- 

Vermont were added in July, and Illinois chose to plementation Under Federal SSI Program,” soCf,az 
administer her own payments effective October 1974. Security Bulletin, November 1974. 

istration of supplementation in January 1974 
chose optional plans providing similar payment 
levels for both converted and new award cases. 
Iowa paid supplements only to blind recipients 
until May 1, 1974, when payments were extended 
to the aged and disabled. The District of Colum- 
bia’s plan provided for supplementation only to 
those in foster-care homes. Other States provided 
differing supplementation levels for those living 
independently-individuals and couples and those 
in supervised facilities. Payments to those in 
congregate-care facilities in New York differed 
according to geographic area within the State. 
Some States changed their plans or their pay- 
ment levels during the initial months of the pro- 
gram. As of July 1,1974, Delaware provided sup- 
plemental payments to persons in adult foster 
care. 

Among the 19 States electing to administer 
their own supplemental plans, 14 made optional 
as well as mandatory payments.4 Texas did not 
provide supplementary payments because of a 
State constitutional barrier. Kentucky, Missouri, 
and North Carolina paid supplementation only 
to persons in supervised living arrangements. 
Alaska and Vermont provided two levels of pay- 
ment to those living independently, depending on 
geographic area. 

The dollar amounts of optional supplementa- 
tion the States elected to pay demonstrate their 
recognition of the need for increased income 
among those newly applying under the SSI pro- 
gram. In the States listed in the tabulation below, 
for example, an aged individual or couple, living 

State 

Combined ES1 
payment 

pF&E&f 
Indi- 

viduals Couples 

Federally administered programs 
California __________________________ I $235 
Massachusetts. ____________________ 
New York----...----.....--------- 
WiSmml____~~_~_~_~~~ _ ____------ _ 

Btate-administered programs 
Alaska ________ _ ____.____..__----- -- 
Colorado _________________________ -- 
Connecticut... _---__-------- _------ 
New Hampshire ____ _ __________---- 

269 

Eg’ 

42 
233 
170 
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independently and without other income, would 
have received in July 1974 the amounts shown 
as combined SSI payments. The combined amount . 
represents the Federal SSI payment of $146 
($219 for a couple) plus the applicable State 
SuppIementation amount. The State proportion 
of the entire conversion population is also 
indicated. 

From a comparison of these figures with the 
distribution of State payments in table 4 it 
appears that these States (and others not sepa- 
rately cited) have used optional supplementation 
as a vehicle to maintain, for newly awarded cases, 
the assistance levels developed under the pre- 
viously existing programs or to provide assist- 
ance at a higher average 1eveI. 

Payments Under SSI 

As originally established, the monthly payment 
standard under the Federal SSI program was 
$130 for an individual living in his own house- 
hold with no other income and $195 for a couple 
with both husband and wife eligible. Effective 
for January 197~the first month of SSI opera- 
tions-these amounts were increased, however, 
to $140 and $210, respectively. The legislation 
authorizing the increase was approved December 
31, 1973, and the added amounts could not be 
included with the first scheduled payment. A 
retroactive check reflecting the increase in pay- 
ment levels was made payable February 1, 1974. 
Tables 2, 5, 6, chart 1, and table A are based on’ 
January payments at the original $130/$195 level; 
table B presents data reflecting the $140/$210 
level. 

Data on the combined amounts of Federal SSI 
and State supplementary payments received in 
States with federally administered /programs 
could not be obtained from the conversion study 
tabulations. This information, which is presented 
in table B, indicates the amounts payable June 1, 
1974, to individuals and couples whose cases were 
transferred from State assistance rolls and who 
continued to be eligible under the new program. 
The ‘I-percent increase in social security benefits 
payable April 1974 reduced the amount received 
under the SSI program by those with such 
benefits. 

TABLE 5 -Percentage distribution of adult units eligible for 
T;f~~al SEX, by amount and reason for ellglbhty, January 

AIIlOUnt Aged Blind Disabled 

Individual 

Totalnumber...-........-..--... 

Total percent _.___.___.____._____ 

Less than $10 ____________________...-- 14 
lo-19 -____-___________________________ E 
20-29 --_-_-.__-._ _ ____-___-_-___-___._ IO 3 ;z 

:: 

3039 --_. _-_ ___.___..__.___.__________ 47 :“5 
40-49 -____--__ ___.-____ .___. _____ _____ 45 ii 1‘5 
m-69. -. . -- - -- - --. . __ _ -. - _-- ----_ __ ___ 
Bo-69 -____-____ _ _____._.______.__.____ 1; i? ii 
to-19 -_-----____-________ * __-_________ 

2 
z 

Ea-89 -------__- _ --__---_-----_____.___ 10 1 2: 
w-99.. - - - -- _ _ - _ - __ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _- __- _ _ - _ -_ 
190-109. __-.________________---------. ‘i **i E 
m-119 _-.-.____- _ __________-_________ 9 .6 
120-m -___-__________-_______________ .i 
130.. - _ - -- _ -_ _ ___ ._ _ _- -. _ __ -_ _-- __-_ -. 
131 or mom -<-_ _. ._._. . ______ .____-__- “i i 

I C0lIpl.S 

Total num her.. _ 

Total percent ___-________________ 

Less than $20 ____.____________________ 60 41 
2c-39 -_-----._--- * -----_*----_----.--- 

1: s’ 5464 
ti 

40-69 -_-__.-____- __.-_ -_-.---___---_-- 
w79 -_.__.________ _ __-.____-_____-___ :: 
BD-99 --_---___-_--__-- * __.---.---.-_-- 2; f! ii 
loo-119..... _____._________-____--.--- 
m-139.. __ _-__- _. _ __ _. _ _ _ _- -. _ __ _. _ _ _ 2 6”: 

e7: 

140-168 ___________________________ ____ 
‘-3” E 

3’: 
MC-179 .______________________________ 17 
1x-194.. _-__. _ _. ._ .-_-__. --_ ___---_-- 
195... . _ .-___. .--__----_-_ --___----__- 22; 5: .i 49 ; 
196 or more __-___.__-____--___________ (‘) 0) C) 

1 Based on Federal 591 payment standard of $130/195 per month 
* Less than 0 05 percent 

Federal SSI Payments 

In January 1974, under the $130 payment level 
for individuals and $195 for couples, Federal SSI 
monthly payments to aged individuals t,ransferred 
from State assistance programs averaged $82. 
Blind and disabled individuals received monthly 
payments of $107 and $109, respectively. Aged 
couples received $102, on the average, in Federal 
SSI payments, compared with $142 for blind 
couples and $139 for disabled couples. 

Differences in the average monthly amount of 
Federal SSI benefits received by aged, blind, and 
disabled persons, as well as the State-to-State 
variations, reflect both living-arrangement pat- 
terns and the extent of other income such as social 
security benefits. The proportion receiving 
monthly social security benefits was substantially 
higher among the aged (55 percent) than among 
the blind (14 percent) and the disabled (15 
percent). 

22 SOCIAL SECURITY 



TAEILE 6.-Comparison of Federal SSI ayments, January 
zti .w& f5g;,ase.gtaa;;rr&y;nts, December 1973, to 

Aged Blind Disabled 

Relationship and -- 
amount of difference Indi- 

vidual Couple ;*;;;I Couple ;gl Couple 
I I 

Total percent _ _ . _ 

1,848 1,663,712 
-- 

loo 0 196 0 
-- 

16,689 

1w 0 

1 Based on Federal SSI payment standard of $12&l/196 per mouth. 

Combined Payments 

Data on the combined amounts of Federal SSI 
and State supplementary payments were available 
only for individuals and couples in the 31 States 
with federally administered programs, The aver- 
ages shown in table B are based on the amounts 
received in June 19’74 by persons with Federal 
SSI payments only, those with both Federal SSI 
payments and State supplementation, and recipi- 
ents with State supplementation only. 

In four States-California, Hawaii, New York, 
and Wisconsin-the average monthly combined 
amounts received by aged individuals were be- 
tween $135 and $140; in 13 States their benefits 
ranged from $75 to $90. Disabled individuals 
received relatively higher average monthly pay- 
ments than those of the aged. In two States- 
California and New York-the average payment 
for the disabled was about $185 ; in six other 
States the payments exceeded $135 ; they were 
less than $110 in nine States. State differences 
were similar for couples, both the aged and the 
disabled. 

Range of Federal SSI Payments 

One-third of the aged individuals, three-fifths 
of the blind, and two-thirds of the disabled were 
awarded a monthly Federal SSI payment of $130 
in January 1974 (table 5). Relatively low pro- 
portions received benefits of less than $20-7 per- 
cent of the aged and 3 percent of the blind and 
disabled. 

The presence of an “essential person”-most 
frequently the spouse of a recipient-accounts for 
the monthly benefits above $130 that were paid 
to 2 percent of aged and disabled individuals and 
to 4 percent of the blind persons in January. 
Provision was made in Public Law 93-66 for an 
increase of up to $65 per month to persons who, 
in December 1973, were receiving payments under 
a State plan, with an essential person in the 
household who was providing needed care and 
services for the eligible individual.6 This amount 
is added to the payment to which the eligible 
individual or couple is entitled, and the income 
and resources of the essential person are con- 
sidered in its determination. 

Nearly one-fourth of the aged couples and one- 
half the blind and disabled received $195. Only 
7 percent of the aged and about 5 percent of the 
blind and disabled were awarded less than $20. 

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL SSI 
AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

Payments 

At the $130/$X95 level, 55 percent of the aged 
individuals, 61 percent of the blind, and 51 per- 
cent of the disabled individuals were awarded 
monthly Federal SSI payments that were higher 
than their earlier State assistance payments 
(table 6). The corresponding proportions for 
couples were smaller: About 40 percent among 
the aged and blind and 46 percent among the 
disabled. 

The amount of the average monthly OAA and 
APTD payments in December 1973 to individuals 
eligible for Federal SSI benefits, however, ex- 
ceeded the new payments received January 1, 
1974, by a small amount-$3 and $5, respectively. 

‘When the payment standard was increased to $140/ 
$210, the addition for an essential person was raised 
to $70. 
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CHART I.-Percent of aged and disabled adult units with Federal SSI payments exceedmg State assistance payments, by State 
January 19741 

-- 
Less than 10 0 10 C-19 9 200-299 30 o-39 9 400-499 60 O-69 9 BOO-699 70 o-79 9 800-899 90 Oormore 
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Aged couples 
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Florida 
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California 
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Delaware 
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Disabled couples r 

Alaska 
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California 
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Alabama 
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Arizona 
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Florida 
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r Based on Federal 881 payment standard of $130/195 per month. r No APTD program in Nevada. 

State Variations The State assistance payment and the Federal 
SSI payment to blind individuals were nearly 
the same. For the three types of couples, their 
State payments were higher than their average 
Federal SSI awards by approximately $20. 

Upon implementation of the $140/$210 Federal 
payment level in February 1974, the proportion 
of persons whose Federal SSI payments were 
higher than those under OAA, AB, and APTD 
rose about 5 percentage points. 

In 10 States, 80 percent or more of the aged 
individuals received higher Federal SSI pay- 
ments than their former State assistance pay- 
ments. In 18 States, from 60 percent to 80 per- 
cent had higher Federal SSI payments; in three 
States less than 10 percent received Federal SSI 
payments greater than those under the State pro- 
gram. For disabled individuals, the Federal SSI 
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payments exceeded State assistance payments for 
80 percent or more of the beneficiaries in 15 
States (chart 1). 

For couples, fewer States had proportions with 
increased payments as a result of conversion that 
were at the higher ranges than was the case for 
aged individuals. In 11 States, less than 10 per- 
cent of the aged couples received higher monthly 
payments ; for disabled couples in nine States, 
the proportions with bigger payments was that 
low. 

Income 

Of the nearly 3 million persons who had been 
eligible for State assistance payments in Decem- 
ber 1973, just above half (54 percent) of the - _._ _ 
individuals and 23 percent of the couples had 
no reported income other than their assistance 
payment. The proportion for aged individuals 
was substantially lower (37 percent) than that 
for the disabled (75 percent). For aged and dis- 
abled couples, the pattern was similar. 

Among the converted cases eligible for a Fed- 
eral SSI payment in January 1974, the ratio 
without income was higher in every category- 
the aged, the blind, and the disabled and individ- 
uals and couples-than it had been among those 
receiving assistance in December 1973. This dif- 
ference reflects the presence in the larger group 
of persons who had income that exceeded the 
Federal SSI payment standard and therefore 
received only State supplementation payments in 
January. 

The States varied widely in the proportions of 
aged persons eligible for a Federal SSI payment 
who were without income (table D) . Only 12 
percent of Nevada’s aged individuals had no other 
income, while 70 percent of those in South Caro- 
lina were solely dependent on old-age assistance 
payments. Eleven States reported that less than 
one-third of their aged recipients had no other 
income-Alaska, California, Colorado, Delaware, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon- 
tana, Nevada, and Wyoming. Among the disabled 
the proportions without income were larger and 
the variations between States smaller. 

Social Security Benefits 

For the half of the conversion population that 
did have some income other than assistance pay- 

ments, such income was mainly from social secu- 
rity monthly benefits. Forty-three percent of all 
persons transferred from State programs received 
social security benefits ; only ‘7 percent were re- 
ported as having other types of unearned income 
(table 7). Among those eligible for Federal SSI 
payments in January 19’74, the proportion with 
social security benefits was lower (39 percent). 

Among the States, the proportion of assistance 
recipients who also received social security bene- 
fits ranged from 20 percent in Illinois to 68 per- 
cent in New Hampshire and 88 percent in Nevada 
(which had no APTD program). The aged were 
most likely to have these benefits-60 percent of 
all those aged 65 or older and a higher percentage 
in each of 19 States. About one-fourth of the 
blind and one-fifth of the disabled had both types 
of payments. Only 11 States reported less than 
half their OAA population as receiving social 
security benefits. Among the disabled, the highest 
rate of concurrent receipt was 40 percent in Maine 
(table C) . 

About 8 out of 10 of the conversion cases with 
social security benefits were eligible for Federal 
SSI payments in January 1974. The average 
amount of their social security benefits was $92. 
For the aged, the average was $92 ; for the dis- 
abled it was $97; and for blind persons, it was $85. 

During the first 6 months of operation of the 
SSI program, the proportion with dual receipt 
increased substantially. Of those with federally 

Total... _______ _ ____ 1,283,437 43 2 1,012,528 38 5 $92 32 
p--p- 

Aged 65 and over _________ 1,057,128 69 8 852,734 65 2 91 66 
Under age 65 

Blind... _ ____ __ __ _______ 11,310 
E”7 

6,209 
Disabled * ______________ 214,999 154,461 :: i :i “6: 

Other unearned income 

Total _______________ 218,665 7 3 I 166,727 I 5 6 $52 04 

Aged 65 and over _________ 
Under age 66. 

1 Includes disabled chlldrcn. 
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administered payments in June 1974, 53 percent 
also had sobial security benefits, compared with 
43 percent at the time of conversion. The propor- 
tion of the aged receiving both SSI and social 
security benefits rose to 70 percent (from 60 
percent of converted cases) ; among the disabled 
the rise was from 19 percent to 28 percent. 

Other Unearned Income 

Only ‘7 percent of the entire converted group, 
and less than 6 percent of those eligible for 
Federal SSI payments in January, had unearned 
income from sources other than social security 
benefits. The overall average for this type of 
income was $52 monthly. Slightly more of the 
aged than of the disabled received such income 
(8 percent, compared with 5 percent), but the * 
aged received less ($45, compared with $58). 

Although the sources of other income were not 
specified on the State conversion reports, the 
largest single item was most probably veterans’ 
compensation and pension payments from the 
Veterans Administration. According to the 1970 
study of OAA and APTD recipients, 2 percent 
of the aged and 3 percent of the disabled also 
received veterans’ benefits, and the second most 

., frequent source of other income was reported as 
“other benefits and pensions.“e 

EMPLOYMENT 

In December 1973 more than 60,000 persons 
receiving State assistance payments were em- 
ployed. Of these, 56 percent were aged 65 or 
older, 36 percent were disabled and under age 
65 ; nearly 8 percent were blind and under age 
65 (table 8). 

The number of working persons represented 
2 percent of the total population previously re- 
ceiving OAA, AB, and APTD from the States. 
Less than 2 percent of both the aged and disabled 
under age 65 were employed. A substantially 
higher proportion of the blind under 65-nearly 
10 percent-were working, however. Comparable 
proportions were found among those eligible for 
Federal SSI payments. 

’ Social and Rehabilitation Service, IX&kg8 of the 
1970 OAA and APTD Btudiee, Part II, table 90, Sep- 
tember 1972. 

TABLE S.-Persons receiving OAA, AB, and AF’TD in Dec- 
ember 1973, number and percent pVlth employment and 
average monthly earnings 

1 I I 

Reported by State agencies 

Disabled under age 65 ________________ 
Disabled children ____________________ 

Eligible for Federal 881 

Blind under age 66 ___________________ 
Dimbled under age 66 ____.___________ 
Disabled children __________________._ 

- 

A number of States reported employment for 
3 percent or more of the aged and disabled 
persons under State assistance programs. All five 
States with this proportion for the aged were 
in the South-Alabama, , Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, and Mississippi. 

Fourteen States had 3 percent or more of dis- 
abled persons under age 65 who were working, 
but these States were not geographically con- 
centrated. Four of the States reported more than 
5 percent of the disabled under age 65 as working, 
with 10.2 percent in Nebraska (chart 2). 

California, reporting the largest number of 
employed recipients (6,600)) accounted for 11 
percent of the national total with employment. 
In contrast, that State had 17 percent of the 
total number of conversion cases. Louisiana had 
the second largest number with employment- 
5,700 or 9 percent of the total number employed 
-and its proportion of all cases reported for con- 
version was only 4 percent. Mississippi ranked 
third with 4,900 employed recipients-8 percent 
of the total but less than 4 percent of the number 
transferred from OAA, AB, and APTD. 

For all employed persons the average amount 
of monthly earnings received was $66.33. Average 
earnings of the employed aged were substantially 
lower-$36.43. The disabled earned $71.54 
monthly, on the average ; for the blind the figure 
was $214.99. Average monthly earnings of em- 
ployed persons who were eligible for Federal 
SSI payments amounted to $54.74. 

Under the State assistance plans, the employed 
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C~HABT 2.-Persons with employment as a percent of all persons previously receiving OAA and APTD, by State, December 1973 

Less then 1 0 1 Q-2.9 
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blind could retain a higher proportion of their 
earned income than persons receiving OAA and 
APTD. The Federal requirement was that the 
first $85 per month of a blind individual’s earned 
income plus one-half of the remainder be dis- 
regarded. The Federal provision for the exclusion 
of earned income of the aged and disabled under 
the State programs was optional with the States 
and the amounts excluded were lower. 

The Federal SSI program provides that the 
first $20 of earned or-unearned income per month, 
for an individual or couple, be excluded from 
countable income. An additional $65 and or&half 
the remainder of earned income per month is also 
excluded. Therefore, on the basis of the $130/$195 
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monthly payment standard, an employed individ- 
ual living in his own household was eligible for 
a Federal SSI payment if his total income was 
less than $345 per month. Under the $140/$210 
monthly payment standard, eligibility of em- 
ployed persons for Federal SSI payments was 
limited to those with income less than $365 per 
month. 

Approximately one-third of all employed per- 
sons received less than $20 monthly, 20 percent 
had earnings of $21-39, and 15 percent received 
$40-59. Less than one-fourth, however, had 
monthly wages of $80 or more, falling within the 
range of potentially countable income under the 
SSI program (table 9). 
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TABLE Q.-Percentage distribution of all employed persons 
receiving OAA, AB, and APTD in December 1973, by 
amount of monthly earnings 

Employed persons 

Amount of earnings 
Reported by 
State agencies 

Eligible for 
Federal 651 

Total number....-................... 

Total percent _________________________ 

Less than 3zO _____._._____________________ 
2m:. ----.--...- _ -_____-.--__“_“_“-__““- 

-----_--“-----____-.-.-.----------”- 
60-79. - - - - - -.--- _ - - - - - _ _ _ - - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ ” - 
N-99..- __ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ 
m-149 ____________________--. ______-_ _____ 
w-199 ------______-_______---.-.--.------- 
200-249 _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ 
260-299 _m-______.__ _ _________.__________--. 
300ormom-....-.-.-.--....,....----~---- 

RACE AND SEX Number 

Data on race were not available for 14 percent 
af the cases reported by State and local welfare 
Q gencies for conversion. In addition, information 
1 available only for whites and blacks and the 
* btributions that are presented are based on these 
4. oups. 

Total ______________ __._ ________ 2,Q%241 
Reporting on race.. _____. ._ ___ 2,674,272 

1,789,398 46,887 
1 ,S61,286 41,613 1,;;;.:; I 

---- 
Total percent ___________... loo 0 1w 0 100 0 100 0 

---- 
White....-.-.....-.-............ 69 4 71 3 66 6 
Black ____________________________ 30 6 28 7 %I 334 

Of all persons with State assistance payments, 
m Ire than 30 percent were black. The proportion 
of blacks among those aged 65 and over (28.7 
percent) exceeded their representation in the 
elderly population (8.2 percent) and was higher 
than the proportion they comprised of the aged 
low-income population (18.7 percent), as reported 
in the Current Population Survey (tables 10 and 
ll).T The data indicate a lower rate of participa- 
tion in State old-age assistance programs by 
whites than by blacks. 

Number 
Total __________________________ 
Reporting on race _____________ 

2,629,006 1.644,935 gJ$ 1.047.318 
2,247,332 1,328,073 , 886,642 
---- 

Total percent ______________ 199 0 loo 0 109 0 loo 0 

White...-. ____________ 
Black. ______ _ ___ ______ __________ 

About one-third of the blind and disabled under 
age 65 who had been covered by State assistance 
programs were black. This distribution appears 
to relate both to the greater prevalence of dis- 
ability among blacks and to their limited income. 

Data on the prevalence of severe disability 
among persons aged 18-64, neither institutional- 
ized nor attending school, are available from the 

Number 
Total.-.. __________. ___ _______ 
Reportingonsex ___.__________ 

2,629.006 1.644,936 36,763 1,047,318 
2,585.759 1,621,&36 36,291 1,027,782 
---- 

Total percent ____ .____. ___ _ 100 0 100 0 loo 0 loo 0 

Men -___________________________ _ Women ______________.__________ --G-T---- 29 6 48 3 E 64 8 70 6 61 7 

?In 1973, the average weighted low-income thresholds 
were $2,119 for a family unit of one person aged 65 
and over and $2,662 for a two-person unit with the head 
65 and over. See the Bureau of the Census, Current 
Population Reports: Consumer Income, “Characteristics 
of the Low-Income Population : 1973,” Series P-W, No. 94, 
July 1974. 

1970 Census of Population. The proportion of 
blacks unable to work because of disability (‘7 
percent) was considerably higher than the rate 
for whites (4 percent). In 1973, blacks accounted 
for 10 percent of the total of all persons aged 
22-64, black and white, but they comprised 29 
percent of the low-income population in this age 
category. 

Race 
Reported by State agencies 

I I 

I Eligible for Federal 681 

The ratio of men and women aged 65 and over 
who were State assistance recipients corresponded 
cIosely with their distribution in the low-income 
population. Men made up 30.3 percent of those 
under State programs and 31.5 percent of the 
total at low-income levels. 
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TABLE Il.-Number and percentage distribution of US. 
population, low-mcome population, and persons nlth State 
assistance who are aged 65 and over, by race and sex, 1973 

Aged 65 and over 

I Race 

Total number (in thousands).-.-.( *20,426 1 ‘3,318 I ‘1.5Zl 

White ---____-_____-__-______________ _ 
Black _______ ___ ___________ _ __________ 

Total percent. ________________ ___ 

White. _______________________________ 
Black...............----------------- 

‘% 2,698 , 620 1,:;~ 

loo 0 190 0 100 0 

91 8 81 3 71 3 
82 18 7 28 7 

I sex 

Total number (in thousands).-... 20,692 3,354 61,765 

Men--.......--......---------------- 
women..~~... ______---- _ __-___________ 8,628 1,056 12,074 2,298 l,% 

Total percent--......------------ loo 0 loo 0 IW 0 

Men--...............----------- _ _ 
women.............-.....------ :.::j :::I :;!I 36f 

1 Bureau of 
P-60, No. 94, 
1974.tnhln 4 

the Census, Cwrmt Populallon Reporta Consumer Income, 
“Charactedstcs of the Low-income Population, 1973,” July 

2 Excludes 176,000 persons of other races 
* Excludes 36,000 persons of other races 
4 Excludes 233,wO persons, race unknown 
6 Excludes 24,ooO persons, sex unknown 

LIMITATIONS OF STUDY FILE 

Some of the data collected was not available 
for tabulation because of coding or other tech- 
nical problems. Blind children mere excluded 
entirely from the study file, although there were 
about 1,800 blind children eligible for conversion. 
The file does include approximately 2,500 disabled 
children. 

Race was tabulated as white, black, and other. 
The “other” category includes persons for whom 
race was omitted or noted as “unknown” on the 
conversion record, as well as those whose race 
was other than white or black. For this reason, 
the “other” category was not used in the analysis. 

Incorrectly submitted data on the number of 
couples for some States resulted in a substantial 
underreporting of the number of State assistance 
recipients classified as “couples.” Finally, data 
on living arrangements was not presented be- 
cause the codes for “living in another’s house- 
hold” were combined with those for “domiciliary 
care,” and it was thus impossible to describe the 
distribution correctly. 

(Appendix tables A-D follow, beginning on the 
next page.) 
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TABLE A -Aged and disabled adult units eligible for Federal SSI payments: Average monthly amount of State assistance pay- 
able in December 1973 and average amount of Federal SSI payable January 1, 1974, by State 

mate assistance payments to- 

Federal 881 payments *to- - 

.- 
I Adult unite reported by Rate agencies Those eligible for Federal 881 atste I Aged i- Disabled Aged 

Couple v%vIdus Couple 

Disabled Aged 

ldivfdus Couple I Individua Couple ldlvidue 

$116 42 

:z ;il 
92 27 

108 70 
187 79 

80 40 169 66 

'9": 2 l!; 92 
62 26 133 70 

144 91 226 53 

165 42 118 16 
176 98 124 37 

94 56 116 37 

lk’4’ 92 ‘ifi L 

118 43 
75 58 

E z?il 
93 38 

89 34 

i2 2 
67 01 

112 E-4 

96 b0 

‘“74” i: 
._-_-___ 

9954 

139 Q3 
79.66 

137.86 
88 29 

112 36 

110 37 
97 46 

ti 22 
104 OK 

87 74 

if'5 ii 
101 b4 
107 01 

2 iif 

ii fs 
114 31 

77.11 

T-i; 
77 32 

122 27 
(9 

118 79 
94 34 

124 88 

1: % 
83 66 

idividua Couple ldivfdmi 

$119 69 $113 83 $169 89 381 74 $101 62 $104 04 $133 96 

142 49 

“ii Et 
116 18 
270 b4 

161 32 

12 lb 
148 3.3 
281 a.5 

“?I: ii 
116 33 

86 33 
83 28 

87 27 

'ii 2 

1U 01 

99 77 
103 39 

85 06 
133 63 

82 62 

113 19 

:ii ii 
me.0 
m 46 

126 61 

‘8”; 2 
.-______ 

93 61 

76 12 

"7: ii 

?? 44 

108 72 
116 10 
116 30 

96 26 
103 87 

trt” * 
lb4 12 
116 91 
124 64 

g3 OB 
107 67 
164 24 
166 06 

&I,, 

116 73 
(‘1 

833 
1bl.W 
(9 

130 67 

1’4’1 m 

118 60 
99 03 

103 24 
92 42 

109 75 

lb7 18 

& 96 
.__.___ - 

120 83 
I____.__. 

126 41 

102 73 

‘ii 2J 
(9 
92.5Q 

110 89 
1MI 86 

12 91 
84 76 

z-s 
116 37 

92 64 
(9 

161 91 
140 74 

!?Q 33 
122’31 

78 26 

li? 73 
116-W 
(‘1 

111.96 
96 26 

:Ei 
106:22 

4% 
109 2.3 

t 
‘) 
‘1 

:R ii 
110 19 
120 89 

91.97 
lcu 33 

882 86 Total _.__________________ 

Alabama _____________________ 
Alaska ____ _ __________________ 
AriZQnS ___________ ____._-___- 
Arkansas ______ ____ __ _________ 
California..........---------- 

128 61 
23006 
122 06 

_-_-___ - 
114 37 

:E% 
172 41 
108 w 
(9 

146 76 
14.8 33 

18 39 
163 6Q 

78 03 

II’?’ 78 
113 26 
149 28 

l# 49 
171 33 
108 30 

$1 

Colorado- ________ ___________ 
Connecticut __________ ____ _ ___ 
Delaware __________. ______.__ 
District of Columbis _________ 
Florida _______________________ 

Owrgia. _____________________ 
Hawaii _____ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Idaho ____ __ ___ __ ________ __ ___ 
Illinois -__----__ _ __----__-_ _-- 
Indiana ___________ ___________ 

Iowa. __-_ -_ __- _-- - -- --__-- - - - 
Kanssz ---- _ _ _ _ - -. - - - - - _ _ - - - - - 
Kentuoky _____ _ __. ______ .____ 
pui&ns- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _. 

______________-_____.- 

M8ryland.-. ________ ._______. 
Massachusetts- _____________ 
Michigan.- _________________- 
Minnesota. __________________ 
Mississippi __________________- 

30 71 
82 44 

107 41 
86.02 

101.22 

MlSSOl.l11~~____~_~~~~~~_~~~~~~ 
f.ghtm&*.- _ _ - - - - -- - - _ _ - - - - - 

-__________-_.__-_-- 
Newds ___________ __________- 
New Hampshire _____________ 

Ohio _________________._______ 
Oklehoma ____________________ 
Oregon... __ __ _ _ _____ __ _______ 
Pennsylvanla ________._______ 
Rhode Island _______..______- 

@outh Carolina _______.______- 
@auth Dakota ________._______ 
;glg3S~~-~ ___-__ _---__ --. - - 

__ ___________.-____--- 
Utah _____ ______ .__ ___.______- 

Vermont..................... 
VirgiIliL. _ - _ _ _ _ _ _. _ -. _ _ _ _ - - - 
Washington __________._______ 
West Virginia ________. _______ 
Wisconsin ____________________ 
Wyoming ____________________ 

1 Based on Federal 851 payment standard of $130/19b per month. 
1 Not computed on base of b0 or fewer individuals or couples. 

1 No APTD program. 
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TABLE B.-Average monthly amount of combined Federal 
SSI and State supplementation payable June 1, 1974, to 
aged and disabled adult units m States with federally ad- 
ministered State supplementation 1 

I Aged 

State 
Indi- 

vidual 

Arkansas.. .............. 
Cahfornia ............... 
Delaware. ............... 
District of Columbia .... 
Florida .................. 

Qeorgia ________________ __ 
Hawaii.. ................ 
Illinois .................. 
Indiana ................. 
Iowa .................... 

Kansas.....--..---..--- . 
Louisiana.. ............. 
Maine ................... 
Maryland ............... 
Massachusetts ........... 

Michigan.. .............. 102 74 
Minnesota.. ............. 88 25 
Montana ................ 77.17 
Nevada.. ............... 97 32 
New Jersey ______.___-_-- 107 20 

NewYork.. ............. 
Ohio.. .................. 
Pennsylvania.. .......... 
Rhode Island.. .......... 
South Carolina.. ........ 

South Dakota.. ......... 
Tennessee _____________-- 
Utah.. .................. 
Washington.. ........... 
Wisconsm. ___________ __ _ 
Wyoming.. ............. 

:E :i 
86 04 
93 98 

108 31 

93 85 

‘E E 
79 70 
86 23 

% Yf 
150 09 

93 67 
133 25 

“9: t: ::i ii 
81 90 95 34 
99 95 137 21 

122 61 186 78 

123 65 
(‘1 

:“2: % 
165 91 

139 99 

Ys El 
86 16 

111 27 

174 bO 
124 21 
154 66 

:“b; 2 

91 72 

% 2”: 
96 46 

140 01 
74 67 

126 30 
124 79 
140 68 
113 40 
197.76 
(‘1 

r 
Couple 

Disabled 

Indi- 
vidual Coupls 

$100 96 

Es” :i 
125 72 
116 39 

% “6: 
138 90 
178 09 
162 73 

105 90 
168 67 

‘ii ii 
IO? 23 

137 91 

‘?89 50 
121 66 

(‘1 

103 91 

:;: z 
128 50 
173 86 

:tz :: 
118 18 

* 108 01 
138 54 

163 26 
_.______-- 

150 03 

(074 56 

2 :: 
136 26 
132 68 
120 86 

::i ii 
194 61 
187 10 
175 03 

:2 z (y63 44 
111 77 182 00 
147 09 188 20 
141 86 221 25 
103 33 (‘1 

1 Based on Federal SSI payment standard of $140/210 per month 
s Not computed on base of 60 or fewer individuals or couples 
s Represents payments to 65 disabled individuals who received APTD in 

other States 
‘No APTD program. 

TABLE C.-Percent of all persons reported by State agencies 
who were receiving social security benefits, by reason for 
eli@blhty and State 

State Total 

-- 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 2 

Alabama.. ............ 
Alaska ................ I 
Arizona ............... 
Arkansas.. ........... 
California.. ........... 

I 

Colorado .............. 
Connecticut.. ........ 
Delaware ............. 
District of Columbia. 
Florida.. ............. 

Qeorgia-...- .......... 
Hawaii.. ............. 
Idaho.. ............... 
Illinois.. .............. 
Indiana.. ............. 

Iowa.. ................ 
Kansas ............... 
Kentucky.. ........... 
Louisiana.. ........... 
Maine.. .............. 

Maryland ............ 
Massachusetts.. ...... I 
Michigan.. ........... 
Minnesota.. .......... 
Mississippi.. ......... 

I 

Missouri.. ............ 
Montana.. ........... I 
Nebraska.. ........... 
Nevada.. ............. 
New Hampshire ...... 

New Jersey ___________ 
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . 
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . 
North Carolina . . .._.. 
North Dakota . . . . . . . . 

Ohio.. ................ 
Oklahoma ............ 
Oregon.. .............. 
Pennsylvania.. ....... 
Rhode Island.. ....... 

South Carolina.. ..... 
South Dakota.. ...... 
prg.ysee 

........................... 
Utah.. ............... 

Vermont.. ............ 
Virginia .............. 
Washington.. 
%s%es~ya 

............................. 

Wyoming.. ........... 

67 2 

:: ii 
67 2 
65 4 

64 8 

“6: : 

2; 

24 5 
4: : 
26 6 
31 6 

47 7 
31 1 
66 8 
25 7 
35 2 

13 9 
25 7 
42 0 
17 7 
23 1 

45 9 67 3 24 8 
41 1 69 3 19 0 
45 2 66 2 29 3 
20 2 44 7 12 3 
47 9 62 4 24 6 

27 8 

‘i i 
18 4 
42 0 

46 4 

:; : 
62 1 
65 3 

lb 3 
42 2 
236 
20 6 
23 7 

65 6 
42 9 
46 9 

i!: 8" 

75 9 
66 6 

8 f 
796 

45 8 
27.1 
24 4 
45 1 
304 

2 8" 
26 3 
26 6 
45 8 

62 0 
41 6 

iii 
67 7 

zl; 
21 1 
22 2 

(9 

31.4 
41 1 

:o” : 
43 4 

E3 
43 0 
62 6 

19 0 
14 4 
13 4 

2; 

22 I 
40 1 

3: 
207 

ii: 
% 
45 4 

16 8 

:; i 

YE 

42 0 

:"7 : 
11 4 
24 6 

(9 

Lged 65 
ad over 

r 
69 6 24 4 I8 7 

Under age 65 

Blind lsabled 

-I- 
lisabled 
hildren 

61 

(9 
.- __-__-_ 

t 
‘) 
9 

81 

$1 
._.-_.--- 
.___.__ -_ 

(‘1 

93 

{:I 
.8 

66 

g,’ 

(9 

$1 

(‘1 
____.__.- 

65 
._._-_- -- 

(9 

(9 
__._-_. -. 

---r---- 

14 

\j 

_._-___.- 

11 

(9 
.-.-._. -- 

(‘1 
.-..-__ -- 

80 
(9 

_____._ -- 

0) 

(I)13 5 

[i] 
.--__-.. - 

1 Not computed on base of b0 or fewer persons. 
*No APTD program. 
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TABLE D -Number of aged and disabled adult units ehglble for Federal SSI and percent without income, by State, January 1974 

I Number ehgible for Federal 551 

State 
I 

Aged 

Indloidual 

Total... ________________________________________--- _ 1,266,214 

76,;z Alabama ___________________ ________________ _______ _ _____ 
Alaska _________ _ _______________________ _ ____ _ ___________ 
Arizone-........--..-------------~---------------------~ 
Arkansas............-----------~----~~--..-............ 
Californis.-.---..-.-----.--------~----.----------------- 

9,748 
38,256 

159,367 

Colorado _____________________________ _._________ ________ 18,832 
Connecticut.~~~.-.~.~~.~~.-~~~--~-~-~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~.-~ 4.266 
Delaware _____ __ _____________________________ _ _____ _ ____ 2,045 
Dlstrlet of Columbia-. _____________ _ ____________________ 4.039 
Florfda.........-...-----------------------~-----~------ 63,665 

Georgia _______________________ ___ ____ _ ____.______-__-_- 
Hawaii ____ ________ ______ _ _______________ ______ __ __ _____ 
Idaho-.-.....-......----------~-------.~-~---------~---- 
Illblois ---___ __-_--__--__-____ -__-_- _ _-___---_ -_-- -_ ----- 
Indiana ______________________ ______ ____ _____ ___ ____._ ___ 

5;. ;;3” 

2: 344 
26,820 
10.884 

Iowa ________________________________________-----.--- __- 
Ksnsas-..-.-.---..-.------~-------.....-.............-. 
Kentucky--..........-~-----~------------------.------- 
Louislana......-.-.----------.-----------------------~-- 
Maine _____ ___________ __________ ___ _______ _ _ ___________- 

Maryland--.-...-....---~-~---------------------..--~-- 9,436 
Massachusetts _____________________________________ ____- 34,776 
Michigan.--.............................--------------- 39,611 
Minnesota---.--.--------------------------------------- 10,819 
Mississippi. __________________________ ___ ________ __ _---. 62,226 

MissoWl --_________________ _ -_-_-___._ _ _____________---- 
Montana.---...-.....-------------------------~-----~-- 
Nebraska ______________________ ____________________---- _ 
Nevada-.._...-.--.-...........................-.-...... 
New Hampshire _____________________________________ __- 

4y; 

4:@36 
1.929 
2,006 

NewJersey..-.-.........------------------------------- 
New Mexico _____________________ ______ _ ______________ __ 
New York-..-...-........------------------------------ 
North Camllna..-.-...-..-.---------------------------- 
North Dakota.-.---...-..------------~----------------- 

Ohlo- ____ _ _________ _ __________________________________ 
Oklahoma,..-....-.-.--------------------------------- 
Oregon--..........-.---~--------.-~-------------------- 
Pennsylvania ________________________________________--- 
Rhode Island ________________________________________--- 

South Camlina __________________________ _ ______________ 
South Dakota ________________________________________-- 
Tennessee-.---..--.---------~-------------------------- 
Teras-..............---------------------~-------------- 
Utah ________________________________________----------- 

1;,;:; 

33:965 
121,044 

1,930 

Vermont..--.........----------------------------------. 
Virginia _______ ___ ___________ _ _________ ___ _____________. 
Washington..............................--. 
WestVirginia-...............................----------. 
WiSconsin--.......-.------------.-~-------------------. 
Wyoming _-______________________ ___ -_ .___ _-_----.-- -c. 

2,712 
11,816 
1; I ;9; 

9:410 
919 

Couple 

106,881 1,063,712 16,680 

10,473 
84 

7,E 
6,694 

1lg,;;i 

1:709 
9,130 

22,641 

228 

ii 

3:: 

:E 
3,403 

10,767 
323 

3,146 
6,292 

16,869 
23,429 

6,646 

2 

24715 
168 

45 

21,007 

:E 
14:095 
23,128 

131 

7% 

1,44: 

3,660 

2E 

i: 

18,443 
2,733 

4*21: 
1,170 

E 
1.894 
1.703 

186 

18.021 121 
8,735 316 

167,181 1.104 
31,134 774 

1,744 10 

:.g 

’ 24 
408 
119 

44,741 
21,276 

9,087 
40,169 

4,700 

921 
105 

346: 
228 

13,031 
1,644 

27,312 
2y;o” 

1:; 
631 
698 
187 

30 

2,327 
11,713 

%:; 
a:ez 

885 

10 

7:: 
169 

ii 

- 
I Disabled 

ndividual Couple 

- 

Percent eligible for Federal SSI 
who had no reported Income 

Aged 

41 6 22 7 78 6 

34 2 
27 0 
40 6 

2: 

16 6 

g 

21 6 

79 2 
83 7 

% 
73 8 

ii : 
26 6 
49 2 
552 

17 6 
46.1 
11 1 

“‘67 6 

ii i 
72 3 
306 
69 6 

2 i 

E 
38 2 

18 3 
26 6 

iif i 
15 2 

:i 0” 
69 9 

tz e2 

ip% 

20 1 
62 

71 4 
77.6 

ii i 
686 

62 9 
31 9 
444 

iFi; 

El ii 
14 9 

-----_-.--, 
10 7 

87 9 

;:: g” 

if T 

26 4 
32 8 

z ii 
36.1 

:: 9’ 
99 
7.8 

(9 

61 3 
73 9 
66 7 

(‘)67 6 

t8” ; 
61 3 
61 2 
46 6 

46 2 
36 4 
46 3 
39 3 
26 3 

76 0 67 0 

l! 2” :: : 
81 8 Ml6 
72 6 (9 

:; t 
46 0 
63 6 
37 7 

28 6 85 0 
24 6 71 2 

(‘)46 8 :i ; 
24 4 68 2 

70.6 
43 4 
46 9 
45 8 
647 

41 3 
16 2 

t: ; 
(9 

i: i 

:i : 
87 8 

“‘67 8 
19 3 

ii i 
(‘1 

66 6 
77 4 
81 1 

:9’ 4” 
087 

Disabled 

Individual Couple 

623 

649 
77 2 

I:] 
62 1 

36 1 

(‘) 30 2 
74 4 
32 9 

637 
(9 

47 3 
._-________ 

283 

27 8 
62 9 
19 6 

.__----_.-- 
(9 

70 1 
606 

(9 
76 6 
46 1 
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