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lower out-of-pocket eXpenses than
the rental costs in this budget.

The level of living represented by
this budget and the city worker’s
family budget is intended to represent
a modest but adequate modeé of living,
which allows normal participation in
the life of the community in accord-
ance with current American stand-
ards. This level, of course, does not
necessarily and in itself determine the
goal, in terms of size of payments,
toward which those responsible for
social sécurity programs should work.
Social insurance benefits represent a
substitute for earnings which are in-
terrupted or cease; it is generally
agreed that a man’s benefits should
be less than what he earned when

working. Many individuals will have
supplementary income from savings,
private annuities, and other sources.
The purpose of public assistance pay-
ments is to supplement the other in-
come and resources of the needy in-
dividual in accordance with the pub-
lic assistance agency’s standards of
assistance.

However, a measure of the over-all
cost, of such a level of living in differ-
ent communities and for families of
different sizes does provide a highly
useful tool for appraising the several
social security programs in operation
throughout the Nation. For old-age
and survivors insurance, and for un-
employment insurance, the budgets
make possible an evaluation of the

extent to which the specified level of
living is attained by one type of bene-
ficiary as compared with another.
The part that benefits play in enabling
the beneficiary to meet the total cost
of living at this level, or at a level
modified to take account of usually
accepted housing standards, can also
be estimated. For public assistance
programs, the budgets furnish a basis
for appraising the adequacy of the
assistance standards set by the public
assistance agency and should be help-
ful in community interpretation of
such standards. For the several pro-
grams, the budgets provide some
measure of variations from city to city
in the cost of living at the specified
level.

Adequacy

of the Income of Beneficiaries

Under Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
By Lelia M. Easson*

FACTS ABOUT THE resources of 3,529
beneficiaries of various types who
were interviewed by representatives
of the Bureau of Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance in seven large cities
in 194142 have been summarized in
previous BULLETIN articles! In those
earlier analyses, there was no evalua-
tion of the beneficiaries’ level of liv-
ing. This article attempts to show
how far the incomes and other spend-
able funds of those same beneficiary
groups would go toward satisfying
their basic economic requirements.
An answer will be sought to the ques-
tion, Did these beneficiaries actually
enjoy a reasonable degree of eco-
nomic security?

In presenting these data in 1948, it
is recognized that among the benefi-
ciaries interviewed in the early sur-
veys, most of those still living are
probably in a worse financial situa-
tion now than they were in 1940-42.
From the time the data were collected
to the end of 1947, consumers’ prices
rose by about 60 percent; and despite
the postwar opportunities for employ-

*Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors In-
surance, Analysis Division.

1See the Bulletin, July and September
1943; January, April, May, September, and
November 1945; January 1946; and August
and October 1947.

ment, old age and sickness must have
forced the complete retirement of
most of the aged beneficiaries. The
analysis, nevertheless, will have value
as an approach to the problem of mea-
suring economic security. It also fur-
nishes significant comparisons of the
level of living among beneficiary types
and among the various survey areas.
These surveys provided a relatively
large group for analysis, consisting of
beneficiaries who were fairly homog-
eneous as to the length of time they
had been entitled to benefits and

who lived in large cities in different
parts of the country.

The analysis shows, in brief, that
nearly half of the aged beneficiary
groups ? included in the surveys did
not have enough income from all
sources to provide a maintenance liv-
ing in the survey year even though
nearly half the groups shared a house-
hold with relatives. Variations ex-
isted, of course, with type of bene-
ficiary and with survey area. To
improve their levels of living, some
beneficiaries used their savings, which
were usually small, or borrowed. If

2The ‘“beneficiary group” includes the
primary beneficiary, his or her spouse,
and unmarried children under age 18, or
the widow and unmarried children under
age 18.

Table 1.—Estimated ! cost of living for a 4-person mannal worker’s family at the WPA
maintenance level, selected cities and dates

Oloth- | Hous- | elesr | HOU | nriceer
- - - ry iscel-
Date and city Total Food ing ing tricity, fuixl-lnl:h- laneous
and ice &
Dec. 15, 1940:,
Phlladelphxa_ [ R $1,336. 10 | $473.46 | $168.90 | $257.07 | $101.04 | $33.19 | $302.44
Baltimore.. ... oo ... 1,320.72 | 468.87 166.35 | 251.51 | 103.40 35. 81 303.78
Tune 15, 1941:
CLouis.. . 1, 440. 39 517. 39 165.13 | 284.20 | 110.13 36, 94 326. 60
Sept. 15, 1941:
Birmingham 532.76 | 182.22 | 247.04 73.10 35. 40 321.53
Memphis___._. 516. 81 190.20 | 277.39 85. 88 39. 28 315.92
Atlanta 535. 21 179. 37 287_. 62 91.73 33.89 301. 92
Dec. 15, 1941:
Los AngeleS.. oo oocoomomoaia . 1,471. 57 535.19 1 191.60 | 246.92 71.07 40. 03 386.76

t A description of the method of estimating is given
in Changes in Cost of Living in Large Cities, 1918-41,
ll;ufgau of Labor Statistics Bulletin No. 699, pp.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Changes in

Cost of Living, Serial Nos.

R. 1254

, D. 17; R, 1346,

p. 18; and R. 1391, p. 18; and Cost of Living in 1941,

Bulletin No. 710, p. 36.
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relatives lived in the household, they
were in most instances a potential
source of aid. A majority of the aged
beneficiaries probably lived on at least
the maintenance level when their
total resources—current income, as-
sets used, debts incurred, and help
from relatives in the household-—are
considered. Widows with entitled
children had on the whole much less
adequate incomes than the aged. A
relatively large proportion drew heav-
ily on savings and went into debt.
They, too, probably were aided by
relatives in the household. It was es-
timated that three-fifths to four-
fifths of the aged beneficiaries did not
have enough independent income of
the sort that might be counted on to
continue—that is, old-age insurance
benefits, retirement pay, rents, inter-
est, and so forth—to provide a
maintenance level of living.

A Test of Adequacy

The measurement of “security”
presents many difficulties, even if the
word is defined in purely economic
terms. What level of living should be
taken as the “security level”’? What
kinds of income should be considered
as contributing to a person’s security?
Since a person’s security has refer-
ence to his expectations as well as his
present circumstances, how can these
expectations be taken into account?

With respect to the level of living
to be taken as a standard in measur-
ing security, a number of different
approaches might reasonably be at-
tempted. For example, the level
chosen might be the one at which
the beneficiaries had lived just before
their retirement or at some other pe-
riod of their lives; or it might be the
level provided by the median income
of persons in the same community.
An approach that presents fewer diffi-
culties than either of these is to select
as a yardstick the level of living de-
fined by a standard budget. This ap-
proach requires that a decision be
made as to both the level of living to
be adopted for the analysis and the
particular standard budget to be ac-
cepted as defining that level.

For the purpose of this study, it
seemed reasonable to use a budget
that describes a level of living low
enough to be within the reach of the
average American family and yet high

Table 2.—Cost of maintenance budgets for beneficiary groups in typical living arrange-
ments, four surveys!

Birming-
Philadel- ham,
phia and St.i Mﬁs}n- A Lo?
Type ofliving amangement Dutr | Louis, | phin | Auecls
Dec. 15, 1941 Atlanta, 1941
- 1940 Sept. 15,
1941
Man aged 65 or over, unemployed, living—
$463 $505 $487 $493
With 1 other person.. - 396 431 417 428
‘With 4 other persons. . 308 334 326 343
‘Woman aged 65 or over, unemployed, living—
Alone 443 483 465 469
With 1 other person. . 377 411 397 405
‘With 4 other persons — 201 315 308 322
Couple aged 65 or over, unemployed, living—
By themselves 773 842 814 833
‘With 1 other person.__ - 678 738 717 742
With 4 other persons_________ .. _______.______________ 583 633 620 651
Coulplg, husband aged 65 or over, wife aged 60, both unemployed, .
iving—
By themselves_ . 781 850 822 842
‘With 1 other person__ 685 746 725 750
‘With 3 other persons 605 656 641 672 °
‘Woman aged 42, unemployed, with boy aged 10, living—
By themselves 785 852 830 842
With 1 other person.._ 689 746 733 750
‘With 2 other persons. 630 681 671 690
Wmir_mp aged 45, employed, with boy aged 16 and girl aged 14,
iving—
By themselves. el 1,101 1,284 1,268 1,311
‘With 1 other person 1,096 1,181 1,170 1,215
W01113331 aged 40, unemployed, with boy aged 13 and girl aged 8,
iving—
{0 o -0 1,026 1,112 1,090 1,115
‘With 1 other person_ . _____ .. 1,012 997 1,025

1 Computed by application of relative scales to the
cost of the WPA maintenance budget as published
for the approximate midpoints of the survey years.

enough to meet basic economic needs.
Such a level is frequently spoken of as
the “maintenance level.” In using
the maintenance level for this anal-
ysis, there is no intention to imply
that the goal of social insurance
should be to pay benefits sufficient to
enable every beneficiary to live at or
above that level on his independent
resources alone. An insurance sys-

Table 3.—Percent of beneficiary groups

For methods of computing relative scales, see the
Bulletin, March 1947, pp. 9-13.

tem that relates benefits to past earn-
ings cannot provide benefits that will
make up completely for deficiencies
in previous earnings or lack of savings
and other financial resources. A com-
parison of the spendable funds of the
beneficiary groups with the cost of
the maintenance budget will, however,
contribute to an understanding of the
levels at which the beneficiaries lived.

with sufficient income and imputed renmt,

including and excluding old-age and survivors insurance benefits, for at least a

maintenance level of living, four surveys

Male primary beneficiaries

| pgen | TiteTe
ge wi
Survey area otars| Nov- | Maried, | Married, Dary | widows entitled
ota. : wiie en- | wlie no Py lidren
married| “itlad | entitled | Claries

Including old-age and survivors insurance benefits

Philadelphia and Baltimore . ....._...__ 59.6 66.7 61.4 52.5 54.7| *72.2 33.3
St LowiS .o 50.7 48.0 52.2 51.8 38.5 55.8 40.0
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta. 41.0 38.1 47.5 41.9 43.4 | *39.3 290.5
LosAngeles . ... . . .__.._.... 65.3 .1 76.4 63.2 75.3 71.0 62.7
Excluding old-age and survivors insurance benefits
Philadelphia and Baltimore__......._.__. 31.9 38.6 25.8 33.0 25. *22.2 14.0
St. Lowis ..o ... 3L.6 31.3 25.6 39.1 12.1 37.2 12.5
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta_ 24.8 19.5 21.6 30.4 26.4 *7.1 10.4
Los Angeles. . .o 36.3 24.1 315 47.4 36.0 34.8 33.8

*Percent based on less than 30 cases.
1Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male

primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children.
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When the present analysis was

made, the Works Progress Adminis--

tration’s maintenance budget3 ap-
peared to lend itself to the analysis
better than any other budget then
available. This budget has been de-
scribed as furnishing less than the
health and decency level which skilled
workers may hope to obtain, but more
than a “minimum of subsistence”
or emergency level, which is estimated
to cost about 70 percent of the ex-
penditure required for the mainte-
nance level* Compared with other
budgets described as “maintenance,”
the WPA budget made neither the
highest nor the lowest allowances
for living., Estimates of the cost
of the WPA budget, moreover,
had been published for the seven large
cities in which beneficiary surveys had
been made in 1941-425 and for dates
near the midpoints of the survey years
(table 1) ¢

8 Works Progress Administration, Quan-
tity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and
Emergency Standards of Living, Division
of Soclal Research Bulletin, Series I, No.
21, 1936; and Intercity Differences in Costs
of Living in March 1935, Division of Social
Research Monograph XII, 1937. From
time to time in subsequent years, esti-
mates of the cost of the “maintenance
budget” were made by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. A description of the
method is given in Changes in Cost of
Living in Large Clities, 1913—41, BLS Bulle-
tin No. 699, pp. 12-13. The cost of the
budget in the survey citles for the ap-
proximate midpoint of the survey years
was taken from the following publications
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics:
Changes in Cost of Living, Serial Nos. R.
1254, p. 17; R. 1346, p. 18; and R. 1391, p.
18; and Cost of Living in 1941, Bulletin
No. 710, p. 36.

¢+ At the WPA malintenance level an em-
ployed man (laborer), his wife, and two
children (a boy aged 13 and a girl aged
8) “live in a 4 or 6-room house or apart-
ment with water and sewer connections.
Their dwelling is in at least a fair state of
repair and contains an indoor bath and
toilet for their exclusive use. They have
gas, ice, electricity, and a small radio, but
no automobile. They read a daily news-
paper, go to the movies once a week, and
enjoy other simple leisure-time activities.
Their food is an adequate diet at mini-
mum cost.”” No allowance was made for
savings other than small life insurance
policies. The emergency budget provided
more exclusively for physical wants.
(Works Progress Administration, Inter-
city Differences in Costs of Living in
March 1935, Division of Social Research
Monograph XII, 1937, p. XIIL)

s The cost of the WPA maintenance
budget has not been published for the
middle-sized cities in the Ohio survey.

Table 4.—Percentage distribution of beneficiary groups by the percent that income and
imputed rent formed of the cost of a maintenance budget, four surveys

) Male primary beneficiaries Female Widows
Percent that income and imputed rent pri- Aged | with en-
formed of the cost of & maintenance Non- | Married, | Married, | J87¥_ | widows| _titled
g Total!| mar- | wifeen- | wife not | JF1S children
ried titled | entitled
Philadelphia and Baltimore
508 153 163 179 95 18 129
100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | *100.0 100.0
I S PO I b VR0 T (R PRI ERRIpRin
4.7 3.9 1.2 8.4 201 |oooeoo 5.4
18.1 15.7 14.7 22.9 18.9 *16.7 34.9
17.2 13.7 22.7 15.1 24.3 *11.1 26.4
16.7 18.4 18.4 12.8 17.8 *27.8 13.9
10.6 7.2 16.0 8.4 7.4 *11.1 7.8
14.8 15.0 14.1 15.6 12.6 *16.7 5.4
11.6 17.6 8.6 10.1 13,7 | *1L1 3.9
5.9 8.5 4.3 5.6 3.2 *5.6 2.3
St. Louis
550 150 180 197 91 43 120
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0
a2l 53| 2.2°
25.3 30.0 27.2
17.8 16.7 18.4
13.6 11.3 17.1
7.3 1.4 8.9
10.7 11.3 10.6
11.6 12.7 10.0
7.5 11.3 5.6
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta
Total number ... __._._.____ 564 113 139 270 53 28 183
Total pereent .. ____._______ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | *100.0 100.0
Lessthan 25 .. 1.6 |- W7 206 |cccmefemceaas 3.3
2549 19,0 18.6 10.8 20.0 11.3 *14.3 23.0
50-74. 23.2 25.7 25.2 20.0 34.0 *17.9 27.9
75-99____ 15.2 17.7 15.8 15.6 11.3 *28.6 16.4
100-124_ . 9.9 8.8 10.8 10. 4 13.2 *17.9 13.1
125-149__ 8.0 5.3 13.7 7.0 7.5 *10.7 5.5
150~199__ 8.3 8.0 9.4 7.8 5.7 *3.6 4.9
200-299__ 8.7 7.1 6.5 11.5 7.5 *7.1 4.9
300 or m: 6.0 8.8 7.2 5.2 9.4 |aemeaaee 1.1
Los Angeles
Total number_____ ... ..o ... 758 203 216 323 1868 69 134
Total percent.__ ... ______ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0
Lessthan 25 ool 1 U PO R 1 2 SRR U, .7
25-49 2.1 L5 fecccanas 3.7 1.6 1.4 3.7
50-74. 11.7 14.8 4.6 13.9 10.2 13.0 20.9
7599___ 20.8 25.6 19.0 18.9 12.9 14.5 12.0
100-124. 17.3 16.3 23.2 14.5 28.5 17.4 17.2
125-149. 14,0 13.8 20.9 9.3 15.1 17.4 11.2
150-199. 14.4 11.8 15.7 15.5 14.5 20.3 16.7
200-299___ 12.7 10.8 10.8 15.5 12.4 7.2 13.4
300 or more 6.9 5.4 6.0 8.4 4.8 8.7 5.2

*Percentage distribution based on less than 30

cases.

tIncludes beneficiary groups consisting of male
p}l;imary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children.

¢ After the present analysis was under-
taken, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, at
the request of the Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, began work on a new budget for
a family of the same composition as that
represented in the WPA budget. This
budget is described in “The City Worker’s

Family Budget,” Monthly Labor Review,
February 1948. The Social Security Ad-
ministration also undertook the prepara-
tion of a budget for an elderly couple 1liv-
ing by themselves, which is described in
this issue. These budgets were not avall-
able for possible use in this analysis,
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The WPA budget was priced
for a single family type—an employed
laborer, his wife, and two children (a
boy aged 13 and a girl aged 8). To use
this budget in appraising the re-
sources of beneficiary groups of dif-
fering composition and living ar-
rangements, it was necessary to
establish the cost of living of each
beneficiary group at a level corre-
sponding to that described for the
4-person family for which the budget
was designed. This conversion was
accomplished by means of require-
ment scales which were specially com-
puted for this purpose or derived from
scales constructed by other agencies.’
As examples of the results of this con-
version, the maintenance budgets
computed for beneficiary groups of
the major types in typical living
arrangements are shown in table 2.

In the following analysis, three dif-
ferent approaches have been used in
determining the extent to which the
beneficiaries had economic security
as measured by the cost of the WPA

maintenance budget at about the.

middle of the survey year in the city
where the beneficiary lived. First,
the total income of each beneficiary
group during the survey year has been
compared with this level (tables 3 and
4) ; debts incurred by the family and
its use of savings, as well as poten-
tial help from relatives in the house-
hold, are also taken into considera-
tion (tables 5 and 6). Second, to ap-
praise the extent to which the bene-
ficiaries had a maintenance level of
living without resort to public assist-
ance or private aid, their nonrelief in-
come is also evaluated in terms of the
standard budget (table 7). Third, a
further comparison has been made
between the cost of the maintenance
budget and independent income avail-
able to beneficiaries from permanent
sources, sich as 12 months’ insurance
benefits, retirement pay, and invest-
ments (tables 8-10). These sources
differ from nonrelief income in that
they exclude earnings, gifts, unem-

7 A description of the method by which
the cost of the WPA maintenance budget
as published for 1941-42 was adapted to
families of differing composition is given
in the article, “Techniques for Estimat-
ing the Cost of Living at the WPA Mainte-
nance Level for Families of Differing Com-
position,” Social Security Bulletin, March
1947, pp. 9-13.

Table 5.—Percent of bencficiary groups with sufficient spendable fundst for at least a
maintenance level of living, four surveys

Male primary beneficiaries
TR agen | it
ge wi
Survey area Non- | Married, | Married, brgggg. widows| entitled
Total #| mar- wife wife not claries children
ried | entitled | entitled

Philadelphia and Baltimore 66.7 72.5 69.9 9.8 61.1 | *72.2 46.5
St. Ly 59.5 58.0 62.2 59.4 49.5 67.4 55.8
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta__..| 44.5 39.8 51.8 46.3 47.2 | *46.4 37.2
Los AngeleS. ooccacmccmeammmeecroeacacoee 74.8 70.4 84.7 72.1 87.1 85.5 68.7

*Percent based on less than 30 cases.
1 Represents total money income, imputed rent,

and assets used and debts incurred for current livmg.

ployment compensation, and sporadic
income that cannot be expected to re-
cur periodically throughout the in-
sured period. Independent income
available from relatively permanent
sources is used in this analysis as a
sort of index to the beneficiaries’ se-
curity under circumstances of com-
plete retirement on their own inde-
pendent incomes.

In addition to evaluating the bene-
ficiaries’ security as provided by total
income,; nonrelief income, and in-
dependent income from permanent
sources, the sources of income of
beneficiaries at relatively low and
relatively high economic levels are
described (tables 11 and 12). Finally,

2 Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male
prizgrary beneficlary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
c en.

the special situation of the Negro
beneficiaries in Birmingham, Mem-
phis, and Atlanta is examined briefly
(table 13).

Total Income and Other Resources

A third to three-fifths of the aged
beneficiary groups, the proportions
varying with the survey area, did not
have enough income ® to equal the cost

8 Represents old-age and survivors in-
surance benefits, retirement pay, union
penslons, veterans’ pensions, interest and
dividends, net rents, earnings, unemploy-
ment compensation, workmen’s compen-
sation, private insurance and annuity
payments, gifts, public assistance and
private relief payments, other miscellane-
ous cash receipts, and imputed rent.

Table 6.—Effect of pooling family income on proportion of beneficiary groups living at or
above the maintenance level, four surveys

Male primary beneficiaries Femal
Survey area . rfumrg' ‘egg? W\;gg]:vs
Non- | Married, [ Married, beneﬁ- o entitled
Total1| o heq| wife | wife not | ciaries | °%3 | children
entitled | entitled

Percent of beneficiary groups with below-maintenance incomes
who would have had at least maintenance living if family
income were pooled

Philade]phm and Baltimore.......______ 17.1 13.1 16.8 2.7 21.1 *22,2 23.3
St. Louis .. 145 1.3 15.0 17.3 22.0 18.6 16.7
Birmingham Memphis, and Atlanta._._ 12.4 8.8 15.1 13.3 20.8 | *21.4 12.0
Los Angeles. . .o oimmeaaioaas 8.6 7.9 5.1 10.8 4.8 13.0 1.9
Percent of beneficiary groups with at least maintenance incomes

who would have
income were pooled

ad less than maintenance living if family

3.9 8.5 2.5 1.7 7.4 *5.6 Lé
2.2 2.0 2.2 2.0 7.7 9.3 5.8
3.4 3.5 5.0 3.0 1.9 *7.1 2.7
2.0 2.0 2.8 L6 4.3 14 3.0
Net increase in percent of beneficiary groups who would have
had at least maintenance living (table 3) if family income were
pooled
Phlladelphm and Baltimore.:.co.o...... 13.2 4.6 14.1 19.0 13.7 | *16.7 21.7
___________________________ 12.4 9.3 12.8 15.2 14.3 9.3 10.8
Birmlngham, Memphis, and Atlanta._ 9.0 5.3 10.1 10.4 18.9 | *14.3 9.3
LoS ANZeleS. .- oo mecacmcmmememacaee 6.6 5.9 2.3 9.3 .5 11.6 9.0

*Percent based on less than 30 cases. |
1Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male

primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children.
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Table 7.—Percent of beneficiary groups with sufficient nonrelief income, including and
excluding old-age and survivors insurance benefits, for at least a maintenance level of

living, four surveys

Male primary beneficiaries

Survey area
Total!

Non- | Married,
mar- wife
ried | entitled

Married,
wife not
entitled

Fe-
male
pri-
mary
benefi-
ciaries

Aged
widows

entitled
children

Including old-age and survivors insurance benefits

Philadelphia and Baltimore.....__....... 58.3 64.7 60. 1 51.4 52.6 | *72.2 33.3
(ST P77 11 RN - 49.8 47.3 511 50.8 37.4 55.8 40.0
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta...._ 40.6 38.1 47.5 41.5 43.4 | *39.3 29.5
Los Angeles .o meaeo 54.6 40.9 59. 3 60.4 47. 60.9 61.2
Excluding old-age and survivors insurance benefits
Philadelphia and Baltimore. 31.1 37.3 25.2 32.4 25.3 *29.2 14.0
8t. Loui! 3L.5 3L.3 25.0 39.1 11.0 37.2 12.5
Birmingham 24.5 19.5 20.9 30.0 26.4 *7.1 10. 4
Los Angeles. 34.7 21.7 20.6 46. 4 30.1 34.8 33.6

*Percent based on less than 30 cases.
1 Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male

of the maintenance budget (tables 3
and 4). Roughly two-thirds of the
widow-child beneficiary groups in
three survey areas did not have in-
come large enough for the mainte-
nance level. In Los Angeles, bene-
ficiaries of this type were better off
chiefly as the result of larger earn-
ings. In the three southern cities the
very large majority of the Negro bene-
ficiaries of each type had less than
maintenance income.

Among the various types of aged
beneficiaries, the proportions with at
least maintenance incomes ranged
from 58 to 76 percent in Los Angeles,
52 to 72 percent in Philadelphia-Balti-
more, 38 to 56 percent in St. Louis, and
38 to 48 percent (white and Negro

primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled

children.

combined)
_’I‘he corresponding propor-
for widow-child beneficiary

cities.
tions

in the three southern

groups were: Los Angeles, 63 percent;
St. Louis, 40 percent; Philadelphia-
Baltimore, 33 percent; and the three
southern cities, 30 percent.

The foregoing figures are based on
the total income of the beneficiary

groups regardless of source. Earnings,
income from assets, unemployment
compensation, and other types of in-
come are included along with the
value of imputed rent, public assist-
ance, and old-age and survivors in-
surance benefits. The level of living
of some beneficiary groups, however,
was not fully reflected in the amount
of their current incomes. Some were

Table 8.—Percent of beneficiary groups with sufficient independent income available
Jrom permanent sources, including and excluding old-age and survivors insurance
benefits, for at least a maintenance level of living, four surveys

Male primary beneficiaries

Female

ri- Widows
s nrx’a Aged | with
urvey area Non- | Married, | Married, beng‘x- widows e}xlxltli&led
Total 1 i wife wifenot | &% children

married| ontitled | entitled | C18F1eS

Including old-age and survivors insurance benefits

Philadelphia and Baltimore_._________ ~..| 38.8 43.8 42. 31.8 35.8| *38.9 15.5
St. Lowmis. oL 34.0 313 38.3 33.5 23.1 44,2 16.7
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta. 21.5 21.2 30.2 18.5 24.5 | *21.4 10.9
LosAngeles_ .. ... 31L.4 23.2 40.7 31.0 23.7 4.9 23.1
Excluding old-age and survivors insurance benefits
Philadelphia and Baltimore..__._._._._._ 19.1 21.6 16.6 20.7 9.5 *1L1 3.1
St. Dowis - oo 19.6 20.7 16.7 22.3 3.3 30.2 3.3
Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta. 10.6 8.8 12,2 11.5 15.1 *7.1 1.1
Los Angeles. .. ooooooilol 17.7 11.3 19.4 20.7 9.1 17.4 8.2

*Percent based on less than 30 cases.
1 Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male

primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children.

using up their assets; others went into
debt. In addition, the economic situa-
tion of the beneficiary groups in some
instances was improved and in some
instances worsened by the circum-
stances of relatives or others in the
same household.

When assets used and debts in-
curred for current living are added to
total money income and imputed rent,

“the proportion of beneficiary groups

shown to have had spendable funds
in the survey year at least equal to the
cost of a maintenance budget was in-
creased somewhat, as shown by
table 5.

As compared with current income,
savings and credit are more likely to
be used to pay for items not included
in the maintenance budget, such as
heavy medical expense. As a result,
the proportions in table 5 probably
overstate the relative number of bene-
ficiary groups who were able to live at
or above a maintenance level on their
total spendable funds—that is, in-
come and savings and credit used.

The comparisons made thus far
have dealt only with the beneficiary
groups’ own spendable funds and
needs. Many of the beneficiary groups
of each type, however, were living in
joint households with other persons,
usually relatives. As many as half or
more of the male primary beneficiary
groups in Philadelphia-Baltimore and
the three southern cities, and a sub-
stantial proportion of those in Los
Angeles and St. Louis, were living in
such joint households. In general, a
larger proportion of the aged widows
and widow-child beneficiary groups
than of primary beneficiary groups
shared households with others.

For the beneficiaries who lived in
joint households the cost of the main-
tenance budget was reduced by the
economies of living in a larger family.
Some also benefited from the higher
incomes of the relatives in the house-
hold, but others probably shared their
incomes with the relatives. Assuming
that persons in joint households
pooled their incomes, a sizable propor-
tion of the beneficiary groups whose
own incomes were too small to provide
a maintenance level of living could
have lived at that level. A smaller
proportion of beneficiary groups whose
own income was at or above the main-
tenance level were living with rela-
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tives whose incomes were so low that
the combined income of both sub-
families was below the requirements
of a maintenance level of living for
the entire family (table 6). Conse-
quently, it appears that aid from oth-
ers in the household may have in-
creased considerably the proportion of
beneficiary groups who lived on at
least a maintenance level.

The actual extent of this gain may
have been somewhat less than that
indicated in table 6, because the as-
sumption that all the income of all
members of the family was availabie
to meet family expenses probably did
not correspond to the facts in some
cases. Relatives in the household
were apparently a less important re-
source to nonmarried men and to all
types of beneficiaries in Los Angeles
than to beneficiaries of other types
and in other survey areas.

It would be difficult to estimate the
proportion of beneficiary groups
whose total resources—current in-
come, imputed rent, assets used, credit
used, and help from others in the
household—permitted them to live at
or above the maintenance level. It is
probably sufficient merely to indicate
that the level of living of a sizable pro-
portion of the beneficiaries was im-
proved by financial aid from relatives
with whom they lived and by use of
assets and credit. Consequently the
number at or above the maintenance
level in the survey year was definitely
larger than that indicated by their
current incomes alone (shown in
table 3). Nevertheless, even after
supplementing their independent in-
comes (including insurance benefits)
with public assistance, use of assets
and credit, and aid from relatives, a
comparatively large proportion prob-
ably lived below the maintenance
level. These proportions vary with
type and survey area, but they
roughly represent half the benefi-
ciaries surveyed in the southern cities,
two-fifths in St. Louis, a fourth in
Philadelphia-Baltimore, and more
than a fifth in Los Angeles.

Nonrelief Income

Although the actual level of living
of the beneficiary groups was deter-
mined by the spendable funds they
could muster from all sources, in eval-
uating the operation of a social insur-

ance program intended to relieve de-
pendency, that part of their income
that came from nonrelief sources de-
serves special consideration.

As g rule, recipients of public or pri-
vate aid included in the surveys did

not have a maintenance level of liv-
ing. Consequently, in most surveys
the exclusion of relief payments from
beneficiary group income did not ma-
terially reduce the proportion of ben-
eficiaries whose incomes equaled or

Table 9.—Percentage distribution of beneficiary groups by the percent that independent
income available from permanent sources’ formed of the cost of a maintenance budget,

Sour surveys

Male primary beneficiaries Fe-

. . . male Widows
Per&en{t that independent mco}ne avgll; pri- Aged witgll en-
able from permanent sources formed o s : h A titled
the cost of a maintenance budget Total 2| Non- Mav;’rirrx:d, %ﬁ.g;f&’ Roset s widows| ohitdren
married| ontitled | entitled | ciaries

Philadelphia and Baltimore

Total number.. ..o o oo 508 153 163 179 95 18 129
100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | *100.0 100.0
........ 12 6.1 63|01 23
16.3 6.8 28. 5 15.8 *11.1 20.9
25,5 28.2 23.5 23.2 *33.3 4.2
14.4 21.5 10.1 18.9 *16.7 17.1
12.4 14.7 7.3 13.7 *16.7 8.5
6.0 8.0 3.4 4.2 *5.6 2.3
6.5 9.2 1L1 11.6 *5.6 A |
12.4 6.7 5.0 6.3 *5.6 .8
6.5 3.7 5.0 | *5.6 1.6

- 8t. Louis
Totalnumber.._____._.________.___.. 550 150 180 197 91 43 120
Total pereent. ... ____._______ 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Tessthan 25 o .. 5.8 8.0 1.1 7.1 O ) O 3.3
2549 23.3 17.4 13.9 36.0 32.9 11.6 30.8
50-74 20.9 27.3 25.6 12.7 24.2 32.6 39.2
75-99 - 16.0 16.0 21.1 10.7 12.1 1.6 10.0
100-124 8.5 5.3 13.2 7.1 7.7 2.3 7.6
125-149 5.1 2.0 5.6 6.6 8.8 11.6 3.3
150-199 6.7 6.0 7.8 6.6 6.6 7.0 3.3
200~ 8.8 9.3 7.8 9.6 f________ 16.3 . 2.5
300 or more 4.9 8.7 3.9 3.6 |-ccoeee 7.0 foeeei o

Birmingham, Memphis, and Atlanta

Total number.. ... ___________... 564 113 139 270 53 28 o 183
Total pereent ... _______._ 100.0 { 100.0 100.0 100.0 { 100.0 | *100.0 100.0
9.0 .9 4.3 14.8 3.8 |- 9.8
36.2 32.7 20.1 42.2 32.1 *14.3 38.8
22,0 26.5 29.5 16.7 32.1 *53.6 26.8
1.3 18.6 15.8 7.8 7.6 *10.7 13.7
7.3 7.1 10.1 5.9 5.7 *3.6 7.1
3.4 2.7 7.9 1.9 3.8 *7.1 2.2
4.6 4.4 4.3 4.8 5.7 *3.6 1.1
3.0 3.5 2.2 3.7 5.7 *7.1 -.5
3.2 3.5 5.8 2.2 3.8 |ocice e
Los Angeles
Total DUMber. . _.....o.ooo__..... 758 203 216 323 186 69| - 13
Total percent. ... ___________.__ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
4.4 1.4 11.1 5.4 _____.__ 2.2
24.6 10.2 30.0 27. 4 7.2 4.7
34.0 3L.9 14.6 30.1 26.1 35.8
13.8 15.8 13.3 13.4 21.8 14,2
2.0 13.9 6.5 10.8 13.0 9.0
7.4 6.0 5.9 3.2 13.0 ..2.2
5.9 8.3 6.2 3.8 14.5 6.0
5.4 8.3 7.8 3.2 2.9 3.7
2.5 4.2 4.6 2.7 1.5 2.2

*Percentage distribution based on less than 30
cases.

1 Represents retirement pay, union pensions,
veterans’ pensions, private annuity payments, 12
months’ old-age and survivors insurance benefits,

income from assets, and the imputed income from
an owned home. . :

2 Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male-
primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children.
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Table-10:—Percent of be‘nqﬁcidry groups with specified average moﬁtbly wage who had
sufficient independent income available from permanent sources for at least a main-
‘tenance level of living, four surveys combined

. . -
. Male primary beneficiaries Female Widows
N C pri- Aged with
.Average monthly wage Non- | Married, [ Married, §’§’§. v(:é:vis— entitled
Total!| mar- | wife en- | wife not | JPho0 children
) ried titled entitled | C13T€
Total .. 31.2 29.9 38.4 28.2 26. 4 39.9 16.1
Less than 7.8 3.9 *12.5 8.3 8.7 *0 *0
25.00-49.99 9.7 10.2 17.9 5.6 15.6 *33.3 2.8
50.00-74.99.__ 17.9 21.9 25.3 11.2 32.8 35.9 5.6
75.00~99.99___ 30.4 33.0 29.5 30.5 50.0 20.0 5.1
100.00-149.99___ 52.9 62.0 56.9 45.2 *83.6 44.7 12.9
150.00-199.99___ 68.8 | " *77.8 67.9 67.6 *75.0 *45.0 18.2
200.00-249.99 84.3.] *76.9 *95. 5 79.4 | *100.0 { *100.0 50.0
250.00 or more $0.9 | *100.0 *95.0 85.7 |oo__. *100.0 77.4

*Percent based on less than 30 cases,
1 Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male

exceeded the cost of a maintenance
budget. Nevertheless, there were in
each survey area .a few beneficiaries
with maintenance incomes who had
received public assistance during the
year. Their number was negligible in
the three southern cities, St. Loulis,
and Philadelphia-Baltimore, but in
Los Angeles it was substantial,
chiefly because of California’s liberal
public assistance policy.’ The propor-

¥ There were four major reasons for the
large proportion of beneficiary groups in
Los- Angeles recelving assistance (chiefly
old-age assistance payments) and having
rhaintenance or larger-than-maiptenance
incomes:; (1) For two. beneficiary types,
the relieflevel was higher than the main-
tenance level used in this analysis. The
statutory amounts guaranteed for assist-
ance plus other income for couples aged
65 -or over ($960) and single aged women
($480) may be compared with the budget
estimates at a maintenance level shown
in table.2. (2) In April, May, and June
1941, recipients of old-dge assistance in
California were permitted to have smalil
amounts of earnings without a reduction
in. the regular assistance payment. A
number of the beneficiary groups who,
with their assistance payments, had
larger than a maihtenance income had
such earnings. Also, a few beneficiary
groups reported receiving from persons
outside the. household gifts that had not
been taken into'consideration by the De-
partment of Social Welfare. (3) Food and
cotton stamps had not been counted as
part’ of the public assistance allowance
but were granted over and above the cash
payment. If receipt of stamps was re-
ported by the heneficiaries, however, the
stamps were evaluated and entered as in-
come in the survey year. (4) Finally,
there were some instances where a mem-
ber of the beneficiary group had consid-
erable earnings during part of the year
and received public assistance during
the remaining months. .

‘

pri_n&:rzry beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
en. :

tion of beneficiary groups in that city
whose total incomes at least equaled
the cost of a maintenance budget but
who would have had less than sa
maintenance income if public or pri-
vate assistance were deducted, was as
follows:

Nonmarried men________
Men with entitled wives
Men with nonentitled wives._..__..

2

Female primary beneficiaries___.___ 28.
10
1

Aged widows ..
Widows with entitled children______

When public assistance payments
and the small amount of private aid
are excluded, a majority of benefici-
aries in Memphis - Birmingham-
Atlanta and St. Louis and slightly less
than half in the other two survey
areas did not have sufficient nonrelief
income to meet the cost of mainte-
nance requirements (table 7). Be-
cause of the difference in relief stand-
ards in the four survey areas, varia-
tions among surveys in the proportion
of beneficiaries with a maintenance
level of living are smaller when relief
payments are excluded from the com-
parison than when they are included.

Old-age and survivors insurance
benefits appear to have been a con-
siderable factor in raising the non-
relief incomes of beneficiary groups
above the maintenance level. When
benefits are deducted, the remaining
income from nonrelief sources was
equal to or above the cost of a mainte-
nance budget for only 20 to 39 per-
cent of the aged beneficiary groups of
most types in most of the survey areas
and for no more than 14 percent of
the widow-child groups in three sur-

vey areas. For all types of beneficiary
groups eXcept men with nonentitled
wives, the insurance benefits added at
least half again as many to the num-
ber who had nonrelief incomes equal
to the cost of the maintenance budget.
In the following instances, .they
doubled or tripled the number:

Beneficiary Group and Surveys

Men with entitled' wives—All.
Female primary beneficiaries—Philadel-
phia-Baltimore and St. Louis.

Aged widows—Philadelphia-Baltimore
and Birmingham-Memphis-Atlanta.
Widows with entitled children—Philadel-
phia-Baltimore, St. Louis, and Birming-

ham-Memphis-Atlanta.

Ihdependem Income Available
From Permanent Sources

In the long run, a beneficiary’s eco-
nomic security depends on the amount
of income he can count on year after
yvear. Not all of the nonrelief income

- of beneficiary groups, however, came

from such reasonably permanent
sources. Receipts such as earnings,
unemployment compensation, and
gifts from persons outside the house-
hold may not continte indefinitely.

On the other hand the independent
income from some sources would con-
tinue to be received as long as the
beneficiary lived; from other sources it
would continue provided an economic
catastrophe did not occur or the bene-
ficiary did not use up his capital assets.
The kinds of income that can be re-
garded as both independent and rea-
sonably permanent consist principally
of retirement pay, veterans’ pensions,
private annuities, interest and divi-
dends, imputed rent on owner-occu-
pied dwellings, net rents from rental
real estate, and 12 monthly benefits
from the old-age and survivors insur-
ance system. From one viewpoint, the
total amount of such income is the
real measure of the economic security
of the beneficiary group. It may be
thought of as constituting the bulk
of independent retirement income. Of
course, other types of independent in-
come—that is, not gifts or relief pay-
ments—are received by retired per-
sons. Driblets of earned income, lia-
bility insurance benefits, and similar
receipts will be encountered in any
sample of retired aged persons not



Bulletin, February 1948

19

especially selected to exclude those
with such income. Such receipts
would tend to increase the proportion
of beneficiaries who, if retired, would
have had enough income for a mainte-
nance living,

The proportion of beneficiary
groups who had enough independent
income from more or less permanent
sources to provide a maintenance level
of living is relatively small, even when
their old-age and survivors insurance
benefits are added (tables 8 and 9).
For the aged beneficiaries interviewed
in three surveys the proportion ranged
from 23 to 45 percent. In the three

southern cities the corresponding
range was from 18 to 30 percent. Of
the widows with entitled children,
only 11.to 17 percent in three survey
areas and 23 percent in Los Angeles
had a maintenance income or better
from independent, permanent sources.
These figures indicate that roughly a
fourth to a half of the aged benefici-~
aries and half to two-thirds of the
widow-child beneficiary groups whose
actual incomes from nonrelief sources
were_at or above the maintenance
level would have fallen below that
level if they had not had some earn-
ings, gifts, unemployment compensa-

Table 11.—Percent of beneficiary groups at two economic levels with funds from
spectfied sources, four surveys combined

Male primary beneficiaries .

Female Widows
B iclevel and f fund hary | Aged | with
conoinic level and source ol fundas Non- Married, M&fl’l‘led, beneg- widows| egtli(g_ed
Total 1 : wife en- | wife not | =% children
married] “tifled | entitled | claTies

Beneficiary groups with spendable
funds equal to less than 70 per-

Percent of beneficiary groups with income from specified sources

cent of the cost of a maintenance
budget:
Number of beneficiary groups.._.___.
Assets used for living expenses__________.

Debts incurred for living expenses.
Imputed rent.. . . ..

Old-age and survivors insurance benefits .
Retirement pay. oo oo oaoao.
Veterans’ pensions.
Income from assets.._.__._.__. [
Other independent, permanent income 2__
Earnings.._____ .. ____ 41,

Covered employment.._.

Noncovered employment 3_
Unemployment insurance

insurance ¢ . ... 1,
Gifts____.______ 11.9
Public assistance. 13.5
Private relief__. .9
Other income. ... oo 11

209 59 20 140

5.7 102 |oeeen. 14.3

12,4 6.8 17777 19.3

249 68 5.0 7.1

100.0 | 100.0 | *100.0 100.0

E3F: N FRR S A

- I M 7

9.6 | 220 ) 30,0 15.0

a2 36.6 ) 421773005 o T 5.0

18°1 10.8 139 | 10,2 |-eo o, 18.6

21.9 2.0 349 | 237 %0 28.6

3.8 15.1 120 68|l 7

__________ 1.4

8.6 118 X 14.3

19,0 8.6 44| 18.6] 0 143

1.0 3. 19
10 2,

Beneficiary groups with spendable
funds equal to at least 150 percent

Percent of beneficiary groubs with income from specified sources

of the cost of a maintenance budget:
Number of beneficiary groups..._....
Assets used for living expenses

Debts incurred for living expenses. - -
Imputedrent . .. ...

Old-age and survivors insurance benefits.
Retirement pay____________ o 30.
Veterans’ pensions..._._ ... ... 6.
Income {rom assets... ... ___.__..._...__.
Other independent, permanent income 2.
Earpings ... ______.___. e

Covered employment.___.__....__.__._.

Noncovered employment 3_______.__.._
Unemployment insurance_.....____._._._

— 'S
.Lopoe BREGRR
O =JOD O~ PIOoOUD

234 254 358 145 74 145
38.0 40.6 31.8 38.6 59.5 53.8
8.5 13.4 14.5 13.1 9.5 28.3
40.2 73.2 68.2 33.1 73.0 583.1
96.6 97.2 93.6 97.9 | 100.0 100.0
27.8 31.9 31.8 20,0 {- e feae
3.4 3.9 8.9 1.4 2.7 5.5
53.4 70.5 66.5 62.8 75.7 7.7
6.0 6.3. 4.7 4.8 2.7 11.7
37.2 37.8 55.9 47.6 25.7 60.0
28.6 20.5 31.8 25.5 1.4 43.4
12.8 20.9 33.8 28.3 25.7 24.8
25.2 14,6 18.7 24,8 foeeos 2.1
2.1 2.4 5.0 .7 9.5 25.5
3.8 7.9 5.9 13.8 17.6 3.4
3.8 3.5 1.4 9.0 |
Al I 3% PN S 7
1.3 .4 .8 1.4 2.7 2.8

*Percent based on less than 30 cases.

1Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male
primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children. IS

2 Represents payments from private annuities, in-
surance, trusts, union pensions, and workmen’s
compensation that were expected to continue for the
lifetime of the recipient.

3 Includes work relief wages from the Works

Progress Administration and the National Youth
Administration. .
. 4 Represents workmen’s compensation, disability
insurance, private accident insurance, and death
benefits payable for a limited number of years, and
the portion of lump-sum death payments used for
living expenses.

tion, and other independent income
that could not be depended on.

On the other hand, only 10 to 20
percent of the aged beneficiaries of
most types and less than 10 percent of
the widow-child beneficiary groups
would have had a maintenance in-
come from dependable nonrelief
sources if they had not received old-
age and survivors insurance benefits
(table 8). The insurance benefits
added at least half again as many to
the number of beneficiary groups with
such an income.

There was a close positive relation-
ship between the proportion of bene-
ficiary groups with sufficient inde-
pendent, permanent income for at
least a maintenance level of living and
the average monthly wage on which
the benefit amount was based (table
10). One reason for this situation, of
course, is the fact that the old-age
and survivors insurance benefit was
usually the chief component of that
income. A direct relationship, how-
ever, also existed between average
monthly wages and permanent, inde-
pendent income from sources other
than old-age and survivors insurance:

When the average monthly wage
was less than $100, indicating low
wage rates or short-term covered em-
ployment before entitlement or death,
most of the beneficiary groups did not
have enough permanent income from
all independent sources, including
benefits, to achieve a maintenance
level of living. On the other hand,
among beneficiary groups whose bene-
fits were based on an average monthly
wage of $100 to $149, about 60 percent
of the nonmarried men, men with en-
titled wife, and female primary bene-
ficiaries and 45 percent of the men
with nonentitled wife and the aged
widows had enough such income for a
maintenance level. When the average
monthly wage was $150 or more, the
situation of aged beneficiaries was
considerably better. When it was
$150 to $189, two-thirds to three-
fourths of the aged beneficiaries had
at least a maintenance income from
independent, permanent sources, as
did the great majority when the bene-
fits were based on an average monthly
wage of $200 or more. The relative
number of beneficiary groups in these
higher intervals of average monthly
wage was, of course, small.
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Economic Level and Sources of
Income

The spendable funds of 665, or 19
percent, of the 3,529 beneficiary
groups in the four 1941-42 surveys
amounted to less than 70 percent of
the cost of their maintenance re-
quirements. Presumably, they were
living below an emergency level. On
the other hand, more than 1,200 bene-
ficiary groups (35 percent) had spend-
able funds that equaled at least 150
percent of the cost of the maintenance
budget. The various sources of in-
come had widely different significance
for these two contrasting groups of
beneficiaries (tables 11 and 12).

For beneficiary groups with less
than emergency-level incomes, the
major source of spendable funds was
old-age and survivors insurance.
Those benefits, which they all re-
ceived, provided on the average from
62 percent (men with nonentitled
wives) to 95 percent (aged widows) of
the total spendable funds of these
beneficiary groups. Except in the
case of aged widows and female pri-
mary beneficiaries, earnings ranked

_second as a source of funds. From
30 to 45 percent of the beneficiaries of
each type except aged widows reported
some employment, usually of short
duration. Their earnings accounted
for 7-12 percent of their spendable
funds. Third in importance was pub-
lic assistance, which was received by
5 percent of the aged widows, 9 per-
cent of the entitled couples, and 14 to
19 percent of the other four types. It
contributed, on an average, the fol-
lowing proportions of the funds avail-
able for living at this low level:
women primary beneficiaries, 10 per-
cent; nonmarried men and men with
nonentitled wives, 7 percent; widows
with entitled children, 6 percent; men
with entitled wives, 2 percent; and
aged widows, less than 1 percent. In-
come imputed to home ownership
and the use of assets were relatively
unimportant to these beneficiaries be-
cause few had homes or other assets.
Gifts also added little to their level of
living, and-little credit was used.

Benefits from old-age and survivors
insurance were important also for
beneficiary groups whose spendable
funds amounted to at least 159 percent
of the maintenance budget. Of these
beneficiaries, 94 to 100 percent, ac-

cording to type, received at least some
insurance benefits during the survey
year. The benefits constituted, on
the average, 20 to 23 percent of the
spendable funds of all types except
married men with nonentitled wife,
who received only 12 percent from
this source. Among these relatively
prosperous beneficiary groups, how-
ever, the proportion employed was
larger, for four types, than for the
corresponding groups that had less
income than was required for. the
emergency level. As a result of this

situation and the relative time spent
at work, earnings were on the aver-
age the largest source of spendable
funds for four types—female primary
beneficiaries, 31 percent; married
men with wife not entitled, 27 per-
cent; widows with entitled children,
25 percent; and nonmarried men, 24
percent. Earnings were also a major
source—though not the chief source—
for married men with entitled wife
(17 percent), but they were a rela-
tively minor source for aged widows
(6 percent).

Table 12.—Percentage distribution of average spendable funds of beneficiary groups at
two economic levels, by source of funds, four surveys combined

Male primary beneficiaries

Female

¢ ‘Widows
Economic level and source of funds | - mary | Aged | with
conomic fevel and source Non- | Married, | Married, | pP2%¥ | widows| entitled
Total!| mar- wife wife not ciaries children
ried | entitled | entitled
Beneficiary groups with spendable Percentage distribution of funds
funds equal to less than 70 per-
cent of the cost of a maintenance
budget:
Anrerage amound of funds._ _____..____ $378 3246 8428 3370 3265 2210 661
Total percent__._____.___________._ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Assets used for living expenses_. . ____.____ 1.4 L5 .9 15 3.8 {cao. 2.3
Debts incurred for living expenses. . Ls .4 .6 1.8 2.6 |ceoacan. 1.9
Imputed rent. .. ieinean 4.1 6 3.8 5.6 .8 1.8 2.2
Old-age and survivors insurance benefits_| 67.87] 74.7 80.4 61. 5 68.1 95.2 75.0
Retirement pay. - . 1.

Veterans’ pensions___...__...
Income from assets . -
Other independent, permanent income2.._
Earnings____ ... -
Covered employment._________
Noncovered employment 3
Unemployment insuranee.............._.
‘Workmen’s compensation and private

Private relief.___....._........__.____""
Otherineome._______________________l_1

Beneficiary groups with spendable
funds equal to at least 150 per-
cent of the cost of a maintenance

Percentage distribution of funds

budget:

Average amount of funds__________..
Total pereent. - ... ... ..

%
S
£

—

$1,201 $1, 991
1

22,365
100.0

81, 162
100.0

8
)

100.0

Assets used for living expenses________...
Debts incurred for living expenses
Imputedrent. . ________..___

Old-age and survivors insurance benefits.
Retirement pay. .o __.__
Veterans’ pensions .. .
Income from assets
Other independent, permancnt income 2__
Earnings___ ...

Covered employment.___

Noncovered employment 3__
Unemployment insurance
Workmen’s compensation and private

[arwy
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Public assistance____
Private relief._______
Other income. .. ... o______________.
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! Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male
primary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children. . .

3 Represents payments from private annuities,
insurance, trusts, union pensions, and workmen’s
compensation that were expected to continue for the
lifetime of the recipient.

3 Includes work relief wages from the Works Prog-

ress Administration and the National Youth
Administration.

¢+ Represents workmen's compensation, disability
insurance, private accident insurance, and death
benefits payable for a limited number of years, and
the portion of lump-sum death payments used for
living expenses.

5 Less than 0.05 percent.
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Unlike those living at a low level,
a majority of each type among the
relatively prosperous beneficiaries had
at least g little income from assets,

and on the average they received a,

substantial part of their spendable
funds from this source. The propor-
tion that income from assets formed
of total spendable funds was particu-
larly large for married men whether
the wife was nonentitled (22 percent)
or entitled (17 percent), and for aged
widows (20 percent). It was a less
important yet considerable source for
nonmarried men (11 percent), female
primary beneficiaries (10 percent),
and widows with entitled children (8
percent). From 12 to 14 percent of
the spendable funds of these relatively
well-to-do men beneficiaries of the
various types, but only 6 percent of
the funds of the women who were
primary beneficiaries, was received as
retirement pay. From 28 to 32 percent
of the men and 20 percent of the
women primary beneficiaries at this
economic level had such income.

In the relatively prosperous group,
the incomes of half to three-fourths
of all beneficiary groups but nonmar-
ried men and female primary benefi-
ciaries included the value of imputed
rent. It was also included in the in-
come of two-fifths of the nonmarried
men and a third of the female primary
beneficiaries. This source of income
accounted for 8 to 11 percent of the
funds available to men beneficiaries
and widows with entitled children at
this level. The corresponding figure
was as high as 15 percent for aged
widows and as low as 6 percent for fe-
male primary beneficiaries.

Use of savings was also of conse-
quence in sustaining the relatlively
high level of living of these benefici-
aries. Sixty percent of the aged wid-~
ows and 54 percent of the widows
with entitled children used some
of their assets for living during the
survey year. For other beneficiary
types the proportion using assets
ranged from 32 percent (married men,
wife not entitled) to 41 percent (mar-
ried men, wife entitled). The assets
used comprised on the average 19 and
17 percent, respectively, of the spend-
able funds of the more prosperous
aged widows and widows with entitled
children, and from T to 11 percent of
the spendable funds of similar bene-

Table 13.—Percent of white and Negro beneficiary groups with sufficient income for
at least a maintenance level of living, Birmingham, Mempbhis, and Atlanta

Male primary beneficiaries
Female Widows
. . primary Aged with
Total 3 Non- Marlriled, M{afmed, benefi- widows | entitled
. otal i wife wife not | ciaries children
Specified source ! married | ontited | entitled
2 o 2 o g o 2 o 2 <3 g (=] 3 o
Z|le|lEZ|B E|B|E|B|2|B|3 8|28
Elz |z |z |a|Blz|Bia|B|2|” &
Total income.. ... __._..___ 57.0; 9.5] 51.4) 16.3] 57.4; 12,9 60.9] 7.3| 50.0 *0)*45. 5/*16. 7] 45.7| 1.5
Independent income avail-
able from permanent
SOUICeS .. _aoo oo cmacamooe 31.3] 2.2/ 329 2.3[ 37.0] 6.5/ 28.2] 1.0| 28.3 *0]*27.3) *0 | 17.2} 0

*Percent based on less than 30 cases.
! Includes imputed rent.

ficiaries of the remaining four types.
Workmen’s compensation and private
insurance payments provided a sig-
nificant proportion of spendable funds
only for aged widows (9 percent) and
widows with entitled children (10 per-
cent). Gifts were substantial in rela-
tive amount only for aged widows (7
percent) and female primary benefi-
ciaries (4 percent).

Negro Beneficiaries

The incomes of Negro beneficiaries
in Birmingham, Memphis, and At-
lanta are shown by the survey data to
have been on the whole much lower
in relation to the maintenance budget
than those of white beneficiaries in-
terviewed in those cities. To a slight
extent the differences may result from
less complete reporting by the Negro
beneficiaries. Because Negro workers
in the South tend to be less regularly
employed than white workers, rela-
tively more of the Negro respondents
no doubt found it difficult to remem-
ber the occasions and amounts of
their income from employment. Also,
since all the interviewers on the sur-
vey staff were white, the Negro bene-
ficiaries may not have discussed their
resources as freely as they would have
done with a person of their own race.
The differences in resources between
the two racial groups, therefore, may
have been somewhat smaller than the
data indicate, but they were undoubt-
edly substantial.

Of the 190 Negro male primary ben-
eficiary groups in the three southern
cities, only 10 percent had total in-
comes equaling or exceeding the cost
of the maintenance budget (table 13).
The corresponding proportion for the

2 Includes beneficiary groups consisting of male
pﬁgﬁary beneficiary, nonentitled wife, and entitled
children,

374 white male primary beneficiary
groups was 57 percent. Of the Negro
men, 72 percent, as against 22 percent
of the white men, had total incomes
below even the emergency level. Al-
most none of the aged widows, widows
with entitled children, and women
primary beneficiaries who were Ne-
groes had maintenance incomes.
Among the white beneficiary groups of
these types, almost 50 percent had
incomes at least equal to the cost of
a maintenance level.

Negro beneficiaries in the three
southern cities were particularly dis-
advantaged as concerns independent
income that could be counted on as
permanent. Only 4 (1% percent) of
the 270 Negro beneficiary groups of
all types, in contrast to 28 percent of
the white beneficiary groups, had
enough such income to meet the
maintenance requirements. A similar
situation existed even at an emergency
income level. Only 8 percent of the
Negro as compared with 46 percent of
the white beneficiary groups had
enough permanent, independent in-
come to meet the cost of a bare sub-
sistence or emergency budget.

Conclusions

The comparisons of income with the
cost of requirements for a mainte-
nance level of living are, of course,
limited in their significance. The limi-
tations arise partly from the nature
of the standard used. They are also
a consequence of the characteristics
of the survey data, which relate to a
particular period of time and to an
early stage in the operation of the
old-age and survivors insurance sys-
tem. Under other economic condi-
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tions and with entitlements and bene-
fit amounts based on employment and
earnings over a working lifetime, the
results might be considerably differ-
ent. Today, beneficiaries who are
living on retirement income undoubt-
edly are faced with critical financial
problems because of the sharp in-
crease in consumers’ prices.

The comparisons indicate that
nearly half of the beneficiary groups
interviewed in the 1941-42 surveys
probably did not have income sufii-
cient for a maintenance standard at
1941-42 prices. Their current situa-
tion was relieved somewhat by such
expedients as the use of assets, incur-
rence of debt, and help from relatives
in the household. If the test of eco-
nomic security is the amount of inde-
pendent, permanent income available,
more than two-thirds of the benefici-
aries of every type probably did not
have security at a maintenance level.

There is a considerable variation in
the extent to which the resources of
the various beneficiary types met the
requirements for a maintenance liv-
ing. Although, the rankings differ
somewhat by survey area and also by
kind of income, the data appear to
justify the conclusion that on the
whole the male primary beneficiaries
whose wives were entitled to benefits,
and perhaps the aged widows, tended
to be better off in the survey year than
the beneficiaries of any other type.
At the other extreme, the beneficiary
groups who as a whole had the least
‘adequate resources were the widows
with dependent children.

As might be expected, the widely
differing economic circumstances of
the beneficiaries appear to have been
related to their levels of living before
entitlement. This conclusion is sup-
ported by the close positive relation-
ship between independent, reasonably
permanent income and the size of the
average monthly wage. Workers who
had received relatively large taxable
wages were more likely to have the
means for a comfortable retirement,
-or to leave their survivors well pro-
vided' for, than those whose wages
were relatively small. Thus, the in-
surance benefits were not sufficient to
make possible a maintenance level of
living for beneficiary groups whose
contributions to the insurance system
were small and who had not made

other provisions for the future. It is
significant, however, that a relatively
large proportion of the beneficiaries
in all but the highest average monthly
wage classes did not have sources of
income they could count on to pro-
vide a maintenance level of living in

retirement. The insurance benefits
substantially improved the economic
well-being of almost all the bene-
ficiaries, and they materially
increased the number having suf-
ficient income for a maintenance level
of living.

Budgeting To Meet Total Needs

By Evalyn G. Weller*

IN pISCUSSING the problem of meet-
ing total needs of public assistance
recipients, it should be emphasized at
the beginning that this paper is con-
cerned only with ways of meeting their
financial needs. More specifically we
are limiting the discussion to total fi-
nancial needs that must be met in
order that needy individuals can at-
tain a minimum living standard of
reasongble adequacy. This definition
in terms of reasonable adequacy im-
plies that the public welfare agency
has a positive responsibility, to the as-
sistance applicant and to the commu-
nity, in determining clearly what con-
stitutes reasonable adequacy and
what, in a public assistance program,
constitutes total need.

In the early days of the public as-
sistance program under the Social Se-
curity Act, determination of the needs
of public assistance applicants pro-
ceeded on a completely individual ba~
sis. The technique of “good budget-
ing” in the traditional sense meant
that the worker determined with every
applicant each of the items needed

~and thus set up his individual budget.

Sometimes the agency took responsi-
bility for providing the worker with a
Budget Guide that included a list of
goods and services that people usually
require. A thoughtful consideration
of this former way of budgeting was
given in a report recently issued by the
Bureau of Public Assistance?

*Consultant, Bureau of Public Assist-
ance. This article is adapted from a
paper presented at .the North Carolina
Public Welfare Institute, Raleigh, Octo-
ber 21, 194%.

*Elma H. Ashton, Money-Giving in So-
cial Work Agencies—in Retrospect and in
Prospect, Public Assistance Report No. 11,
February 1947.

Since those early days we have
taken several steps. In the old-age
assistance program, for example, some
State welfare agencies have been and
are working with a statutory defini-
tion of need in terms of a fixed sum
of money that they believe all persons
eligible for assistance must have when
the assistance payment is added to
the value of their own income and
resources. .

There are advantages in this stat-
utory type of standard. It can oper-
.ate as a guarantee to all needy people
that they will have a specified sum of
money to live on. This advantage can
be maintained when the statutory
definition of need is in the form of a
minimum sum. The agency can then,
under the law, establish a policy that
makes it possible to meet the addi-
tional needs or expenses that arise
in people’s lives because of their par-
ticular circumstances. Obviously,
when the statutory definition of need
is only a specified sum, unrelated to
cost-of-living data and the individual
needs of people, problems are created
and it becomes difficult to carry out
the objectives of the assistance pro-
grams.

For the past several years the Bu-
reau of Public Assistance, its regional
staff, and the staff of a number of
State agencies have been working to
arrive at a satisfactory policy base
for the administration of the need
provisions of Federal and State laws,
which can be utilized by all public
assistance agencies. We. have kept
constantly in mind the basic necessity
in a public welfare program of having
that policy define clearly the agency’s
understanding of its purpose and
-function—egetting money to needy



