Old-Age Assistance and
Azid to Dependent Children, 1940-50

by ELLEN J. PERkINs®

During the decade from 1940 to 1950, the number of persons
benefiting under programs of public aid dropped from 15 miilion
to 6 million, mainly as a result of improved economic condi-
tions, the consequent discontinuance of Federal work programs,
and the development of old-age and survivors insurance and un-
employment insurance. The downward trend in the total bill
for public aid was curbed appreciably by other social and eco-
nomic factors—notably, the increase in the aged and child
population and rising living costs. This article is limited to a
discussion of the two major public aid programs still in opera-
tion—aid to dependent children, which aided about 3 out of
every 100 children in 1950, and old-age assistance, which pro-
vided income for about 20 out of every 100 aged persons. The
article points out how costs for these programs have been af-
fected by social, economic, and population changes from 1940

to 1950.

governments together spent much

larger sums for old-age assistance
and aid to dependent children than
they did in 1940. The largest part of
the added costs was the inevitable re-
sult of higher living costs, the growing
number of old people and children in
our population, and other social and
economic changes. Thus, most of the
extra cost in 1950 resulted from fac-
tors beyond the control both of the
legislatures making public assistance
laws and of the agencies administer-
ing the programs. Only a relatively
small part of the increase refiected
State or Federal action to aid a larger
percent of the aged and child popu-
lation or to improve the level of living
provided for recipients.

Since public assistance is a residual
program for income maintenance,
costs are also affected by what is done
under other programs to provide for
the basic needs of the non-earning
population. Thus, between 1940 and
1950, residual need for old-age as-
sistance and aid to dependent children
was increased by the discontinuance
of the IFederal work program and
certain other Federal aids. On the
other hand, development of the in-

IN 1950, Federal, State, and local
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surance programs tended to reduce
the residual need the public assistance
programs are designed to meet. It is
difficult to determine what the net
effect of these two factors was on the
increase in old-age assistance and aid
to dependent children.

During the decade, all levels of gov-
ernment—Federal, State, and local—
increased their expenditures. The in-
crease in Federal funds that resulted
from the 1946 and 1948 amendments
amounted, in most States, to an aver-
age increase of $10 a month per re-
cipient for old-age assistance and $6
a month per child for aid to depend-
ent children. This additional money
—about $438 million—met almost a
third of the total rise in costs for the
two programs from 1940 to 1950. The
States and localities also put up con-
siderably more money in 1950—almost
three times! the amount in 1940. The
additional money from these sources,
with the matching Federal funds, paid
for the other two-thirds of the in-
crease in total costs over the 10 years.

None of the individual causes un-

1 The net increase in expenditures, par-
ticularly for aid to dependent children,
was actually less than this rate, because
more general assistance funds were used
to supplement old-age assistance and aid
to dependent children payments in 1940
than in 1950.

derlying the rising cost of old-age
assistance and aid to dependent chil-
dren would in itself have resulted in
a startling rise in assistance expendi-
tures. When several factors, each
causing an increase, occur in the same
period, however, their interaction re-
sults in a multiplication rather than
a mere sum of their individual costs.
The combined effect of the several
factors influencing public assistance
during the decade 1940-50 was to
triple old-age assistance expenditures
and almost quadruple those for aid to
dependent chiidren.

The simplified example in the fol-
lowing tabulation may serve to show
how causal factors interact in rais-
ing costs. The example shown assumes
that a State starts with 100 cases,
each getting $10 a month, at a total
cost of $1,000. Adding 50 cases to the
rolls at $10 a month raises costs by
$500 or 50 percent; raising assistance
for the original 100 cases by $5 also
would increase costs by $500 or 50
percent. If both changes occurred at
the same time, however, the total ad-
ditional cost would not be $1,000 but
$1,250—$500 for adding the 50 cases
at $10; $500 for raising payments by
$5 for the original 100 cases; and $250
for giving the 50 new cases the extra
$5. Thus, to find the total increase
in cost (125 percent) of making both
changes at once, we must add not
only the increase in cost for each
change (50 percent plus 50 percent)
but also the increase resulting from

Av- Increase
. llililgf er- | Total
Action recip- | 288 ea
) pay-|pended Per-
ients ment Amount cent
Base period.__.| 100 | $10 | $1,000 |_________|.____
Caseload goes 150 | 1 1, 500 $500 50
up, average
paymentstays
same.
Average pay- 100 15 1, 500 500 50
ment goes up,
caseload stays,
sams,
Caseload and 150 | 15| 2,250 1,250 | 125
average pay-
ment go up.
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their interaction, obtained by multi-
plying the increases for the two fac-
tors together (50 percent times 50
percent, or 25 percent).

The changes that pushed public
assistance costs upward between 1940
and 1950 are shown in table 1. The
effect of some of the factors can be
stated in terms of the percentage in-
creases for which they are responsible.
Data on these factors are shown in
section A of the table. Section B shows
the part of the increase in the forties
which cannot be explained by the fac-
tors included in section A. The factors
that caused the increase shown in
section B are known, but the exact
percent by which each of these in-
dividual factors changed public as-
sistance costs cannot be determined.
Section C shows the effect of inter-
action between factors in section A
and those causing the increases shown
in section B.

Table 1.—Factors affecting public as-
sistance costs, 1940-50

Percentage increase
in costs attrib-
utable to speci-

fied factors

Item N _
Aid to
Old-age depertld—
isti cn
assistance children
A. Separately measurable factors
1. Rise in living costs: partial
effect onaverage payments. 69 69
2. Increase in populationsin
age group “‘atTisk”_ ... 37 17
3. New plans approved for
Tederal matching. ____ .. [ ______ 11
Interaction of factors1-3_._ 25 22
Total increase in costs due
tofactors1-3. . . . ... 131 119

B. Increases not effected by
changes in section A

4. Increase in proportion of

population aided._____..._. 1 38

5. Increase in levels of assist-

QNCC. - - oo 31 29
Interaction of factors 4and

O ® 12
Total increase in costs due

tofactorsdand 5. .. ____._ 32 79

C. Summary X

6, Increase due to factors in

section A__ .. __...... 131 119
7. Other increases (section

32 79

41 94

204 292

18 plans approved 1940-50; includes South Dakota,
for which Federal funds first became available No-
vember 1940.

2 Loss than 0.05 percent.

Without powerful offsetting in-
fluences, the factors in section A would
be expected to increase assistance
costs. Unless other resources cut down
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Table 2.—Old-age assistance: Amount of average payment per recipient and
rank of States, December 1940 and June 1950,' and change June 1950 from
December 1940; percent of total expenditures paid from Federal funds, fiscal
year 1949-50; and rank of States in per capita income, 1950

Average payment per recipient Rank of States in—
. Percent | A verage payment per
State (ranked by June 1950 (adjusted)! gggitti;;gczg Tecipient
. amount of change payments Percen-
inaverage payment Change from rom tage | Per
per recipient, June | Decem- December 1940 Federal hange it
1950 from December{  ber i June |CUBIEE,| caplta
1940) 1940 funds, |Decem- 1950 June |income,
Total fiscal year| ber (ad- 1950 | 195012
1040-60 | 1940 ;8 )11 from
Amount | Percent susie Decem-
ber 1940
‘Washington.________ $22.70 $38.77 | +$16.07 +70.8 43.8 12 2 7 9
Louisiana. __ 12.61 27.85 —+15.24 +120.9 60.3 40 18 1 41
Montana______ 19.05 3154 +12.49 -+65. 6 53.5 28 10 10 10
North Dakota. 16.78 28. 56 —+11.78 +470.2 54.1 33 17 8 28
Florida_.____ 12.50 23.75 | —+11.25 490.0 62.5 41 31 3 34
Michigan__ 16.75 27.65 -+10. 90 +65.1 56.8 34 20 11 12
Missouri__ 14 95 25 74 -+10.79 +72.2 61 4 36 28 6 23
Oregon_.____ 21.40 31.57 ~+10.17 +47.5 51.8 18 9 16 16
Massachusetts. 29. 00 38.71 +9.71 +33.5 43.6 3 3 26 11
Kansas_..._._.__.__ 20.03 29. 50 +9.47 +4-47.3 54,1 24 13 18 25
Oklahoma. . ________ 17.85 26.66 +8.81 --49. 4 56.3 30 23 12 39
Wryoming_ . _ 23.91 32. 58 +8.67 —+36.3 51.6 10 7 24 18
Connecticut. 27.96 36.45 8. 49 ~+4-30.4 46.5 6 5 27 5
Towa. .. ____ 20.72 29.06 --8.34 +40.3 55.0 23 14 20 22
Tennessee _ 10.11 18.35 +8.24 +81.5 66. 1 44 41 5 43
New Jersey.__ 21.01 28.93 +7.92 +37.7 53.8 21 16 21 8
Minnesota .. 21.16 29. 06 —+7.90 +37.3 58.2 20 15 22 26
Arkansas____ 7.87 16.24 —+7.37 +93.6 70.0 51 43 2 48
Rhode Island_. 19.96 27.29 +7.33 --36.7 54.1 25 21 23 14
Colorado. . _.__._._ 31.66 38.67 ~+7.01 -+22.1 39.8 2 4 38 24
Alaska. . __________ 28.22 34.99 [+ +6.77 -424.0 48.6 4 6 34 ®
South Carolina 7.91 14.64 +6.73 -85, 1 71.6 50 44 4 47
Nebraska____ 19.30 25.89 —+6. 59 “+34.1 59.8 26 27 25 19
Hawalii__ 12.96 19.32 -+6.36 -+49.1 63.2 39 39 13 )
Texas..._. 13.77 19.79 ~+6.02 -+43.7 64,7 38 38 19 31
New York. 24,91 30. 62 +5.71 +22.9 50.1 9 11 36 4
Georgia. .. 8.20 13.78 +5.58 -+68.0 72.1 49 45 9 42
Delaware _ 11.42 16. 90 +5.48 —+48.0 67.5 42 42 15 2
idaho___ 22.38 27.81 —+5.43 -+24.3 55.6 15 19 33 29
Maine.__.._______... 20. 82 26.10 -+5.28 +25. 4 61.5 22 25 32 36
Nevada._ . ___..____ 26. 55 31.81 +5.26 -+19.8 .565.1 7 8 39 3
New Hampshire_._. 21.28 26.01 +4.73 +22.2 57.9 19 26 37 30
Vermont. . _____..__ 16. 51 20. 92 —+4.41 -+26.7 64.3 35 37 31 35
Kentucky - I 8.91 13.19 +44.28 +48.0 73.7 47 46 14 45
Maryland. __.__.._. 17.76 21. 90 +4.14 +23.3 61.9 31 35 35 15
Mississippi. .. ... 8.60 12.67 +4.07 +-47.3 74.8 48 50 17 49
Ohio__._______...._ 22.99 27.04 +4.05 +17.6 57.4 11 22 42 13
Utah__ - 22. 58 26. 48 ~+3.90 +417.3 57.9 13 24 43 32
South Dakot 19.30 23.05 43.75 +19.4 62.9 27 32 40 27
California. . .___... 37.87 41.61 3.7 +9.9 40.2 1 1 47 7
Indiana__.._...__.. 18,11 21.32 -+3.21 17,7 62,9 29 36 41 20
North Carolina_..._ 10.12 13.11 +2.99 -+29.5 72.9 43 47 29 44
Wisconsin. . ......- 22.53 25.42 ~+2.89 +12.8 60.0 14 29 44 21
Illinois. . . - 22.05 24.87 +2.82 -+12.8 57.2 16 30 45 6
Alabama R 9.28 12.06 +2.78 +30.0 73.6 46 51 28 46
Virginia _ R 9.95 12.72 +2.77 —+27.8 73.8 45 49 30 37
Arizona___ 28.01 30.30 -+2.29 +8.2 56.3 5 12 48 33
New Mexico 17.16 19.14 -+1.98 ~+11.5 64.1 32 40 46 38
Pennsylvania_ 21.95 22.07 +.12 +.5 60.9 17 34 49 17
‘West Virginia .. 13.99 12,77 -1.22 ~8.7 69. 4 37 48 5 40
Dist. of Col._____.__ 25.47 22.97 —2.50 —4.8 59.3 8 33 51 1

I Adjusted to represent actual purchasing power in
terms of the average value of the dollar during 1940,
based on the consumers’ price index prepared by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics.
the extent of need, recipient rolis for
old-age assistance and aid to depend-
ent children will increase when the
aged and child population is growing.
Similarly, when the cost of living
goes up, unless other income sources
among needy families increase enough
to offset price rises, average assistance
payments must be larger to provide
the same content of living. The ad-
dition of new States to those operat-

2 Ranking among the 49 States for which income
data are available (Department of Commerce, Survey
of Current Business, August 1951).

3 Per capita income data not available.

ing programs also raises national ex-
penditures.

Questions are sometimes raised,
however, about the increases indicated
in section B. Why did the percent
of the population in need grow in a
period of prosperity? Why did the
States provide what looks like a higher
standard of living to assistance re-
cipients in 1950 than in 1940°?

The rest of this analysis deals with
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the increase (32 percent in old-age
assistance costs and 79 percent in
costs for aid to dependent children)
beyond the change that is explained
by cost-of-living rises and population
growth. Although none of the influ-
ences accounting for these increases
is individually measurable, each had
its varied effect among programs as
well as among States. A look at this
variegated pattern of change there-
fore gives a good backdrop for analy-
sis of its several causes.

State Variations in Change

For both old-age assistance and aid
to dependent children, average pay-
ments in terms of 1940 dollars went
up a little less than a third. For re-
cipient rates (that is, for recipients
per 1,000 population in the age group
at risk), the Nation-wide increase for
old-age assistance was only 1 per-
cent, while for aid to dependent chil-
dren? it was 36 percent.

Changes in assistance levels for oid-
age assistance over the 10-year period
ranged from an upward shift of $16.07
per recipient in Washington to a de-
crease of $2.50 in the District of Co-
lumbia (table 2). Nationally, the av-
erage increase amounted to $5.57 per
recipient. For aid to dependent chil-
dren, the change between December
1940 and June 1950 varied from a de-
crease of less than $1.50 in two States
to a rise of $11.13 in Idaho (table 3);
the increase for the United States
was $3.31.

State variation in changes in re-
cipient rates was equally wide. For
old-age assistance a few more States
had decreases than had increases
(table 4). The extremes of variation
occurred in Alabama, where recipient
rates trebled, and in Delaware, where
they decreased by more than one-half.
In more than half the States, however,
the recipient rate changed, upward or
downward, by one-fourth or less of
the 1940 rate. For aid to dependent
children, on the other hand, 14 States
reported decreases and the other 28
increases (table 5). Florida, which
had the largest increase, aided more
than 5 times as many children in 1950
as in 1940, while in New Jersey, which
had the largest percentage decrease,

2 For the 42 States with comparable data
in 1940 and 1950.
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the 1950 rate was less than half the
1940 figure.

When the States are arrayed ac-
cording to the amount of change from
1940 to 1950 in the adjusted average
payments and in recipient rates, cer-
tain facts became evident.

First, the changes for old-age as-
sistance differed considerably from
those for aid to dependent children.
Por old-age assistance, about three-
fifths of the States changed their
rank among States in recipient rates
and/or average payments by as much
as five places. For aid to dependent

children all but five States changed
position significantly for recipient
rates, while two-thirds of the States
maintained about the same position
in 1950 as they had in 1940 for aver-
age payments despite the 29-percent
national increase.

Second, the wealthiest States made
the largest assistance payments in
1940 and had the largest dollar in-
creases from 1940 to 1950. Because
-the 1940 base was comparatively high
in these States, their percentage in-
creases in assistance levels generally
were among the smallest recorded.

Table 3.—Aid to dependent children: Amount of average payment per child
and rank of States, December 1940 and June 1950,! and change June 1950
Jrom December 1940; percent of total expenditures paid from Federal funds,
Jiscal year 1949-50; and rank of States in per capita income, 1950

Average payment per child Rank of States in—
Percent of . L
June 1930 (adjusted)1 |31 to de-) Average rrment per
Statet (rfa%ked by children
amount of change in " -
average payment per Change from pa:} ments Pte‘gggn Pe_g
child, June 1950 fgom Decem- December 1940 Fgggal June | change, ig‘zg};;
December 1940) ber 1940 Total funds, fis-| Decern- %gg() June | 19303
cal year | 1640 | 05y 1950
1946-50 justed) ! from
Amount | Percent Decom-
ber 1940
Idaho_ _____ e e $11.87 $23.00 | 4-$11.13 +93.8 35.0 23 6 1 29
‘Washington _ - 13.43 24,35 --10.92 +81.3 27.5 17 5 3 9
North Dakota._ - 11.23 21.43 +10.20 +90.8 35.0 29 11 2 28
- 19.45 28. 40 +8.95 —+46.0 27.6 3 1 13 7
- 12.83 21.67 —+8.84 +68.9 37.2 18 9 5 18
- 17.04 24, 80 +7.76 +45.5 33.4 5 4 14 16
- 13. 86 21.32 +7.46 +53.8 39.0 16 13 10 8
- 11.76 18.96 —+7.20 ~+61.2 42.0 25 18 7 10
- 14. 54 21.24 -+6.70 +46. 1 37.6 13 14 12 26
__________ 16.61 22.97 -+6. 36 +38.3 34.0 7 7 20 21
Arizona_._.___..____ 11.32 17.67 -+6.35 -+56.1 42.9 28 19 8 33
Nebraska - 14.14 20.45 -+6.31 +44.6 38.2 14 15 16 19
- 11.37 17. 54 +6.17 ~+54.8 39.4 27 20 9 (O]
- 16. 83 22,77 +5.94 ~+35.3 35.5 6 8 21 12
- 16. 25 21,62 5.37 ~+33.0 36 & 8 10 23 14
- 12. 40 17.21 +4.81 --38.8 44.0 21 21 18 24
.......... - 14. 81 19. 56 +4.75 +32.1 36.5 11 16 24 32
- 15.01 19.44 -+4.43 —+29.5 38.4 10 17 26 17
- 5.43 9. 54 +4.11 +75.7 68.7 41 39 4 48
Oklahoma_ .. ._._._ 6.42 10.43 -+4.01 +62.5 65.2 39 35 6 39
Massachusetts______ 23.79 27.56 +3.77 --15.8 27.2 2 2 35 11
Maryland __.__ 11.83 15.53 +4-3.70 -+31.3 46.8 24 23 25 15
Tennessee - 7.33 10.63 +3.30 ~+45.0 66.7 36 35 15 43
Virginia_ __.__..__.__ 6.79 9.98 +3.19 +47.0 64.7 38 37 11 37
New Hampshire ___ 18.20 21.36 —+3.16 —+17.4 37.3 4 12 33 30
Delaware. ... 12.13 14.83 +2.70 —+22.3 52.2 22 24 29 2
North Carolina_..__ 6.85 9.18 +2.33 +34.0 69.7 37 40 22 44
Indiana_.______._.___ 13.87 16.18 +2.31 +16.7 50.7 15 22 34 20
Georgia_ . -.______. 8.47 10.72 +2.25 -+26.6 67.6 35 3 27 42
Missouri.--.__.... 10.24 12.42 +2.18 +21.3 63.8 30 29 30 23
South Carolina..... 5.46 7. 56 -+2.10 +38.5 74.4 40 41 19 47
New York_________. 23.85 25,94 +2.09 --8.8 30.0 1 3 39 4
Florida. . _o._______ 8.69 10. 66 ~+1.97 +22.7 66. 2 33 34 28 34
Louisiana_ .. ___.._. 9.19 11.14 +1.95 ~+21.2 56.3 31 31 31 41
New Mexico_______ 9.15 11.02 +1.87 —+20.4 60.1 32 32 32 38
Alabama._.____ - 4.69 6.54 +1.85 +39.4 74.3 42 42 17 46
Kansas.. - - 12.80 14. 56 +1.76 +13.8 41.6 19 26 37 25
Dist. of Col__ 12.68 14.31 +4-1.63 +12.9 48.0 20 27 38 1
West Virginia_ 8.59 9.78 +1.19 -+13.9 66.0 34 38 36 40
Vermont_-.. - 11.68 11.78 +.10 +.9 65.2 26 30 40 35
Maine.__ - 15.42 14.75 ~. 67 —4.3 54.3 9 25 41 36
Ohio. oo 14.65 13.21 —1.44 -9.8 56.1 12 28 42 13

1 Adjusted to represent actual purchasing power in
terms of the average value of the dollar during 1940,
based on the consumers’ price index prepared by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics.

442 States with approved plans for full calendar
year 1940,

3 Ranking among the 49 States for which income
data are available (Department of Commerce, Survey
of Current Business, August 1951).

4 Per capita income data not available.
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Table 4.—0ld-age assistance: Number of persons aided per 1,000 population
aged 65 and over?! and rank of States, June 1940 and June 1950

Recipient rate per 1,000 population Rank of States in —
Change, June 1950 Recipient rate
State (rankéd by Number from June 1940 per 1,000 population

perpe_ntatge cthanjge in Per

recipient rates, June . f

1950 from June 1940)2 Pe;g‘éﬂt m“é?é.ﬁ%,

h X 3
June 1940| Tune 1950| Number | Percent | June 1940| June 1950 J?nﬁgn%gso 1950
from
June 1940

Alabama.. ..o 150 409 4259 | +172.7 40 8 1 46
Georgia__ . 182 461 +279 -4-153.3 34 3 2 42
Louisiana._ . 274 681 4407 | +148.5 12 1 3 41

rkansas. __ 185 448 -+-263 +142.2 33 4 4 48
Mississippi- 193 429 -+-236 +122.3 31 7 5 49
New Mezico. .- 192 302 110 +57.3 32 13 6 33
South Carolina. 251 366 <4118 +45.8 19 9 7 47
Washington. 269 349 +80 +24.7 14 10 8 9
Texas. .. __. 342 430 --88 +25.7 4 6 9 31
California. __,eeoeeaeo. 254 309 +55 +21.7 18 11 10 7
Rhode Island__...._.. 124 147 423 +18.5 46 39 11 14
Tennessee. __. 237 279 -+42 +i7.7 22 7 12 43
North Caroclina 232 273 441 +17.7 23 18 13 44
Kansas.._._.. 173 201 -+28 -+16.2 36 28 14 25
Kentuecky. . 258 288 +30 “+11.6 17 16 15 45
Vermont ____._ 157 173 +16 +10.2 38 34 16 35
‘West Virginia_ _ 176 193 +17 +9.7 35 29 17 40
Missouri- ... 282 309 -+-27 —+9.6 10 12 18 23
New Hampshire._ 118 129 411 +9.3 47 42 19 30
Florida._ ..o —.o._. 270 202 +22 —+8.1 13 15 20 3¢
Oklahoma. ... ....._. 498 520 -+22 +4.4 1 2 21 39
Colorado- _. 431 437 +6 +1.4 3 5 22 24
Michigan...... 221 222 +1 +.5 28 25 23 12
Massachusetts. 229 223 —6 —2.6 24 24 24 11
Hawail_....._._ 136 129 -7 —5.1 42 41 25 *)
Maine. 171 161 -10 —5.8 37 38 26 36
Idaho.... 2850 263 —17 —6.1 i1 19 27 29
Arizona 342 302 —40 —11.7 5 14 28 33
Oregon._.__ 206 179 —27 —13.1 30 33 29 16
Wyoming. - coomceeoon 269 233 -36 —13.4 15 22 30 18
Connecticut. ... 132 111 —21 —15.9 43 43 31 5
North Dakota. 223 186 37 —16.6 27 30 32 28
Virginfa____.. 114 92 —22 —16.3 ; 48 46 33 37
Wisconsin. . 211 170 —41 —19.4 29 35 34 21

OWa._____ 240 181 —59 —24.6 21 32 35 22
Ohio.____ 226 166 —60 —26.5 26 37 36 13
New York. 128 94 —34 —26.6 45 45 37 4
Nevada_____. 334 242 —92 —27.5 7 20 38 3
Pennsylvania 144 102 —42 —29.2 41 44 39 17
Minnesota. - .o._.___ 294 207 —87 —29.6 9 27 40 26
Nebraska._ ... ._._.___ 262 183 —79 —30.2 16 31 41 19
Illinois. .. - 242 168 —74 —30.6 20 36 42 6
Montana... - 335 232 -—103 —30.7 6 23 43 10
South Dakota. . - 331 220 —111 —33.5 8 26 44 27
Indiana..- . ceco_...o 229 145 —84 —36.7 25 40 45 20
District of Columbia__ 82 50 —32 —39.0 50 50 46 1
New Jersey 109 60 —49 —45.0 49 49 47 8
Utah___.__. 449 239 —210 —46.8 2 21 48 32
Maryland. . - 150 74 —76 —50.7 39 47 49 15
Delaware. ... -______. 131 64 —67 —51.1 44 48 50 2

1 Based on population data for persons aged 65 and
over from Census enumerations. Where tabulations
for 1950 were incomplete, estimates derived from data
available Oct. 1, 1951. .

3 Excludes Alaska; recipient rates not available,

Most of their additional expenditures
were met primarily from State and
local funds. With few exceptions,
among the States in the upper half in
dollar increase in the average pay-
ment, Federal funds met a smaller
share of the bill for old-age assistance
and aid to dependent children in 1950
than in 1940. Increased Federal par-
ticipation, however, may have influ-
enced liberalization of assistance
standards among the richer States.
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3 Ranking among the 49 States for which income
data are available (Department of Commerce, Survey
of Current Business, August 1951).

4 Per capita income d ata not available.

While rises in average payments were
generally largest among these States,
growths in recipient rates were small-
est; 4 out of 5 States with per capita
income higher than the average re-
ported a smaller proportion of aged
persons aided in 1950 than in 1940;
only about 2 out of 5 of these States
gave assistance to a smaller percent
of their child population.

Third, the pattern of change was
reversed in the least wealthy States.

Although their dollar increases in av-
erage payments over the 10 years were
among the smallest, their percentage
rises were among the highest, because
their 1940 payments were low. In
Arkansas, for example, a $4.11 upward
change for aid to dependent children
added almost 76 percent to the aver-
age of $5.43 per child spent in 1940.
Greater Federal participation un-
doubtedly was the chief facilitating
factor in payment rises in the low-
income States. Growth in recipient
rates in these States was large; only
a third of the States with less-than-
average income reported declines
over the decade in recipient rates for
the aged while only a sixth had de-
creases for aid to dependent children.

Factors Exaggerating the
Record

The growth in the number of eligi-
ble persons and the improvement in
standards actually were less than the
record on average payments and re-
cipient counts seems to indicate.
Among the factors responsible are the
nonmeasurable effect of price rises
on average payments, the 1940-50
decrease in the amount of supplemen-
tation of old-age assistance and aid
to dependent children from general
assistance funds, the decrease in arbi-
trary reductions of assistance pay-
ments, changes in recipient counts as
a result of amendments to the Federal
matching formula, and Federal laws
and policies on disposing of applica-
tions. If the effect of each of these
could be measured, it would be found
that the inecrease in recipient rates
would be less than 1 percent for old-
age assistance and 38 percent for aid
to dependent children and that, simi-
larly, States have not revised upward
as much as 31 or 29 percent the assist-
ance standards they deem necessary
for healthful and decent living.

Nonmeasurable effect of rising liv-
ing costs on average payments.—In-
creases of 31 and 29 percent remained
in the old-age assistance and aid to
dependent children assistance levels
after the 1950 averages had been ad-
justed on the basis of a 69-percent
increase in the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics consumers’ price index for all
items. For the lowest income groups,
however, the largest proportion of in-
come—larger than for more fortunate
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groups—goes berforce for food, the
price of which went up 110 percent in
the decade. -To meet the increase
in the cost of living for assistance
families, therefore, a larger increase
than 69 percent would be needed. Ex-
cept for the limitations imposed by
inadequate State and local funds for
public assistance, the larger increase
for food costs probably would have
greatest effect in the least wealthy
States; in these States, payments of-
ten provide for only the most basic
items of need, of which food would
represent the largest part. As it is,
however, States with enough funds to
raise assistance levels commensurate

with living costs were better able to
take into account the greater change
in costs of food. Because it is difficult
to determine what the adjustment for
the 110-percent increase in food
should be, the adjusted 1950 average
referred to in this article has been
corrected only for the combined 69~
percent rise in all items.

Decrease in general assistance sup-
plementation—More States used
general assistance funds to supple-
ment payments under the special
types of public assistance—particu-
larly for aid to dependent children—
in 1940 than in 1950. Further, those
States supplementing payments for

Table 5.—Aid to dependent children: Number of children receiving aid to de-
pendent children per 1,000 population under 18 years of age! and rank of

States, June 1940 and December 1950

Recipient rate per 1,000 population Rank of States in —
State (ranked by
percentage change in Number Change, December | Recipient rate per
recipient rates, Dec- umpe 1950 from June 1940 1,000 population Fer
ember 1950 from June - capita
1940) 2 inc?’me,
June 1940 Deggg{x}ber Number | Percent | June 1940 D“l%%bbe’ 1950 2
Florida .- .- ooommcaa 16 82 +-66 +412,5 30 1 34
Georgla. e 8 35 +27 +337.5 42 18 42
Arkansas_. .. .. .oo_____.__ 16 [34 +53 ) +331.2 34 5 43
Alabama ... ________..__ 15 43 +28 | +186.7 35 11 46
Maine. .. oo 14 38 +24 -+171.4 37 16 36
Hawali_ - ... 24 61 37 | A154.2 23 i 0]
‘West Virginia_ .. ____________ 2 72 443 +148.3 13 4 40
Rhode Island . .. ..____.____.__ 16 39 -+23 +143.8 31 14 14
Missouri. .. _ ... ___..____. 24 55 -+31 | -129.2 22 8 23
New Hampshire . ____...__._ 12 27 —+156 { -+125.0 39 2 30
South Carolina_.._ . ..____.__ 11 23 412 | 4109.1 40 30 47
Virginia_ - ... 10 20 +10 | +100.0 41 39 37
California_____.______________ 22 43 —+21 +95.5 26 10 7
District of Columbia_____.___ 18 35 +17 +94.4 29 17 1
New Mexico. - ... 24 46 +22 +91.7 21 9 38
North Carolina. _.._.___.____ 16 29 —+13 +81.2 33 23 44
Louisiana. .. ___________.____ 42 75 +33 ~-78.6 2 2 41
14 23 ~+9 ~+64.3 36 31 35
34 56 —+22 ~464.7 9 7 43
20 32 —+12 -+60.0 27 20 4
26 41 +15 +57.7 18 13 9
51 74 --23 +45.1 1 3 39
28 38 10 +35.7 15 15 17
16 21 -5 +31.2 32 38 16
14 17 +3 +21.4 38 40 13
18 21 =43 +16.7 28 34 2
38 41 ~+3 ~+7.9 4] 12 33
28 29 —+1 -+3.6 16 24 12
26 25 ~1 —3.8 19 28 11
33 31 -2 —6.1 10 22 10
27 23 —4 —14.8 17 29 25
25 21 —4 —16.0 20 35 26
41 34 ~7 -17.1 3 19 24
40 32 —8 —-20.0 4 21 32
28 22 —6 —21.4 14 32 28
36 27 -9 —25.0 7 26 15
39 29 —10 —25.6 5 25 29
Wyoming. 23 17 —6 ~26.1 25 41 18
Nebraska . _ . 29 21 —8 —27.6 11 36 19
Wisconsin 29 21 ~8 —27.6 12 37 21
Indiana__._. 35 22 —13 —37.1 8 33 20
New Jersey._ - oo co____ 23 10 —13 —56.5 24 42 8

1 Based on population data for persons under age
18 from Census enumerations; where tabulations for
1950 Census were incomplete, estimates derived from
data available Sept. 15,1951, Data for 1940 corrected
for underenumeration of children under age 5; for
1950, uncorrected. 1950 recipient rates and the
change from the 1940 recipient rates are therefore
slightly overstated.
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242 States with approved plans for full calendar
year 1940.

3 Ranking among the 49 States for which income
data are available (Department of Commerce, Survey
of Current Business, August 1951.)

4 Per capita data not available.

both years used more general assist-
ance funds for that purpose in 1940.
By 1850, in all but a few States, recipi-
ents of the special types of public as-
sistance were paid all or almost all
their assistance3 under the special
programs-—even in aid to dependent
children, for which, of all programs,
Federal matching maximums were
farthest from adequacy.¢ Cases re-
ceiving supplementation represented
a minor proportion of the national
total in 1950.

The decrease in general assistance
supplementation affected costs in aid
to dependent children more than in
old-age assistance. Among individual
States, its effect was generally greatest
among those States that had maxi-
mums on aid to dependent children
payments, and had, at the same time,
enough general assistance funds to
provide supplementation. These
States, generally speaking, were in
the middle income group, including
neither the richest nor the Ileast
wealthy.

Decrease in arbitrary reductions
in individual assistance payments.—
Inadequacy of State and local funds
makes it necessary for many of the
least wealthy States to meet less than
100 percent of budgeted need under
the State’s assistance standard. From
19840 to 1950, however, greater Federal
participation and an improvement in
the States’ fiscal capacity have re-
lieved somewhat the stringency of
funds for the public assistance pro-
grams. As a result, increases have been
made in some States in the percent
of total requirements or budgeted
needs met by the assistance payments.
In these States, therefore, increases
in average payments from 1940 to 1950
meant only that assistance came closer
to meeting need as defined under
standards—not an appreciable in-
crease in the standards themselves.

Payments for aid to dependent chil-
dren have always been more limited
by inadequate funds than have pay-
ments to the aged. In the least

3 Except for costs of vendor payments
for medical care, much of which is still
met from general assistance funds.

4As of October 1, 1950, the extension of
Federal matching to assistance payments
up to $27 a month provided to the adult
in families receiving aid to dependent
children substantially increased maxi-
mums for this program.
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wealthy States, however, percentage
cuts in payments have been applied to
all programs in order to make as-
sistance costs fit appropriations. As
State per capita income has increased
with continuing prosperity, the per-
cent of need met has been increased
in some States for both old-age assist-
ance and aid to dependent children.

Changes in recipient counts.—The
change in the Federal formula in 1946
resulted in larger counts of recipients
without changing the number of per-
sons whose needs were covered by the
assistance payment. In that year
the matching provisions were changed
for all programs, and the formula is
now worded so that States may re-
ceive more Federal money if they
count separately every aged recipient
and every child whose needs are met
by the assistance payment. Formerly,
if a payment covered the needs of
hoth the aged recipient and his spouse
and was less than the Federal maxi-
mum, many States counted the pay-
ment as a joint grant and reported
only one recipient. Similarly, in fami-
lies receiving aid to dependent chil-
dren, many States counted only the
number of eligible children necessary
to keep the total payment for the
family from going above the Federal
maximum of $27 for one child and $18
for each additional child. Thus, if the
payment to a family including three
eligible children was $45, only two
children needed to be counted to ob-
tain maximum Federal participation.

Among individual States, the change
in count had its greatest effect among
the lowest income group, where maxi-
mums generally were low and only
one member of an aged couple or only
one or two children in a family needed
to be listed as recipients for maximum
payments to be granted.

Federal laws and policies on appli-
cations.—In 1940, many of the States
with least resources kept waiting lists
of persons and families who were
eligible to receive aid but for whom,
if the States were to continue assist-
ance payments at the prevailing level,
no money was available. These “wait-
ing list” applicants were put on the
rolis only as others moved off. Under
present Federal policy, all eligible re-
cipients must be accepted for assist-
ance and individual assistance pay-
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ments must be cut, if necessary, to
keep expenditures within available
funds. This policy is reenforced by the
1950 amendment to the Federal law
requiring prompt disposition of ap-
plications. Federal action did not, of
course, create need or expand the
States’ definition of need in any way.
It only ensured that all persons eligi-
ble under a State’s definition receive
equal treatment.

The abolition of waiting lists af-
fected assistance rolls for aid to de-
pendent children more than those for
old-age assistance. Few, if any, of the
relatively more wealthy States were
affected. Undoubtedly, however, the
change has been an important factor
in the shift in position of some of the
poorest States from among the lowest
third in recipient rates in 1940 to the
highest third in 1950. Granting as-
sistance to all needy eligible persons
has also contributed to the necessity,
among these States generally, to make
comparatively low payments.

In summarizing these points it
should be noted that almost all the
factors that exaggerated recipient
counts and assistance costs have af-
fected aid to dependent children more
than old-age assistance. In addition,
the poorest States have been the ones
most affected by all factors except the
decrease in general assistance sup-
plementation. :

Factors Increasing Need for
Public Assistance

Beyond the influence of the four
factors just discussed, undoubtedly a
real increase occurred nationally be-
tween 1940 and 1950 in assistance
standards for both aid to dependent
children and old-age assistance and in
recipient rates for aid to dependent
children. These increases, as well as
the slight change in old-age assistance
recipient rates, are the result of a
number of interacting factors—among
them the nonmeasurable effect of ris-
ing living costs on recipient rolls, the
increase in family breakdown during
the forties, changes in the relief and
insurance structure, and the inade-
quacy of 1940 assistance standards,
particularly for aid to dependent
children.

Nonmeasurable effect of rising liv-
ing costs on assistance rolls.—In-

creased living costs, since they are the
primary factor raising assistance pay-
ments, are also an important influence
toward larger assistance rolls. With
any improvement in assistance stand-
ards, inevitably more families become
eligible for aid. To give a highly sim-
plified example: Assume that a State’s
standard for requirements for a needy
aged person added up to $50 a month.
In that State, all aged persons whose
income equaled or exceeded $50 would
be ineligible for assistance. If the State
raised its total requirements to $60,
a new group of the aged would become
eligible—those with income from $50
to $60. In this way, a rise in standards
or an increase in maximums results in
a growth in assistance rolls.

The largest increase in caseloads
for these reasons comes in the lowest
income States, where a large part of
the population is concentrated at the
lowest income levels. In the richer
States, smaller proportions of the
population are at or near assistance
levels in the amount of their income.

Increase in family breakdown.—In
aid to dependent children, caseloads
and costs have been particularly in-
fluenced since 1940 by the increasing
number of broken families in the war
and postwar years. Many forms of
social maladjustment are aggravated
in periods of tension and crisis, when
normal living patterns are disrupted.
As would be expected, therefore, ille-
gitimacy and broken homes due to
divorce and desertion increased dur-
ing World War II and its aitermath.
The number of divorces went up from
264,000 in 1940 to a peak of 610,000
in 1946, and then dropped to 397,000
in 1949. The number of illegitimate
births also rose sharply from 1940 to
1947 but seemed to level off in 1948,
the latest year for which data are
available.

Aid to dependent children is de-
signed especially to help children in
homes where one parent is incapaci-
tated or is absent because of death,
divorce, desertion, or illegitimacy.
The development in the last few years
of survivor benefits under old-age and
survivors insurance and the growth
in Veterans Administration programs
for war orphans have lessened the
need for public aid to children whose
fathers are dead. It is not surprising,
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therefore, that children fatherless be-
cause of divorce, desertion, or illegiti-
macy have represented an increas-
ingly large proportion of the aid to
dependent children rolls.

Public concern over the increasing
proportion of deserted or abandoned
children on the assistance rolls
prompted the Congress in 1950 to re-
quire State plans, effective July 1,
1952, to “provide for prompt notice to
appropriate law-enforcement officials
of the furnishing of aid to dependent
children in respect of a child who has
been deserted or abandoned by a
parent.” The intent of this amend-
ment is not to deny assistance to this
group of needy children in order to
punish their parents for neglect of
their duties. Rather it is meant to
facilitate the process of bringing to
the attention of law-enforcement offi-
cials, for such action as is indicated
under State law, those cases in which
the parent has failed to assume his
legal responsibility.

The exact effect of trends in family
breakdown on aid to dependent chil-
dren rolls and costs cannot be meas-
ured. State differences are also diffi-
cult to determine, since there seems
to be relatively little relationship in
individual States between the rate of
family breakdown and the number of
children in broken families receiving
aid to dependent children. High rates
of divorce, desertion, and illegitimacy
seem to occur in States with stringent
policies on aid to children with living
fathers not in the home as well as in
States with liberal policies.

Changes in the relief and insurance
structure—There is some tendency
to assume that the increased recipient
rates for the special types of public
assistance represent the actual in-
crease between 1940 and 1950 in the
number of persons dependent on pub-
lic funds. The assumption is inaccu-
rate. Much of the increase—particu-
larly in aid to dependent children—
has been a shift of responsibility from
general assistance and other public
aid and work programs. In 1350 the
public assistance rolls included many
persons and families who, under pro-
grams and policies in effect in 1940,
would have received general assist-
ance. Some also might have received
earnings under some of the other pro-
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grams then in operation.’ Thus, the
development of the special types of
public assistance results, in part, from
the abolition of other programs and is,
in part, responsible for the declining
costs of general assistance.

On the other hand, an important
factor in the decrease in recipient
rates, particularly for old-age assist-
ance, has been the development of the
old-age insurance program and the
extension of coverage to dependents
and survivors. Many who would have
once been forced to apply for assist-
ance, especially in the wealthy, indus-
trial States, are now receiving old-age,
dependent’s, and survivor benefits
under old-age and survivors insur-
ance. Delaware, for example, which
had the largest percentage decrease
in recipient rate for old-age assistance
from 1940 to 1950, was among the 14
top States in 1950 in number of aged
insurance beneficiaries per 1,000 popu-
lation. The Ilowest-income States,
being primarily agricultural, have so
far benefited relatively little from old-
age and survivors insurance. Georgia,
for example, which had the third
highest recipient rate for old-age
assistance in June 1950, was among
the 11 lowest States in aged benefi-
ciary rate. Further extension of old-
age and survivors insurance, particu-
larly to agricultural groups, would be
expected to result in decreased recipi-
ent rates in the low-income States.

Inadequacy of 1940 assistance
standards~—For the calendar year
1940, assistance expenditures for aged
persons averaged $19.84 a month or
66 cents a day; averages for aid to
dependent children were lower—
$13.33 a month per child or about 44
cents a day.

Citizen groups, as well as welfare
associations and administrators, had
long expressed much concern about
the obviously inadequate average pay-
ments for aid to dependent children,
and deliberate etforts were made to
raise them. It was to be hoped and

5 In 1940, other programs included sub-
sistence payments certified by the Farm
Security Administration, Federal work
programs (Civilian Conservation Corps,
National Youth Administration, Works
Projects Administration), and other Fed-
eral agency projects financed from emer-
gency funds.

expected, therefore, that if the chil-
dren were to have any real increase
in living standards in the 10-year
period, the rise in individual payments
would exceed that in living costs. For
the fiscal year 1950, the $29.17 average
per child, for 42 States ¢ combined,
amounted to 97 cents a day or, in 1940
dollar value, about 57 cents. In Cali-
fornia, the State paying the highest
average per child for 1950, the amount
totaled $1.65 per day—98 cents in 1940
value. In South Carolina, the lowest
among the 42 States, payments aver-
aged 38 cents per child a day-—in 1940
value, 22 cents. Thus, assistance levels
for aid to dependent children were
still low in 1950 despite the increase,
which looks sizable only in relation
to the low levels of payments in 1940.

The above figures relate assistance
payments to the need of the child
only; in most families, however, one
adult, and sometimes two, have to
meet their needs from the assistance
payment, so that even less than the
amounts indicated is available per
person in families receiving aid to de-
pendent children. In California, for
example, payments are intended to
cover the needs not only of the mother
but also of the incapacitated father,
if he is in the home.

In connection with the increases
from 1940 to 1950 in assistance levels
it is interesting to note that during
the 10-year period, while adjusted
average payments for old-age assist-
ance and aid to dependent children
increased somewhat less than 31 and
29 percent, respectively, national per
capita income payments adjusted for
cost-of-living increases went up more
than 47 percent. Thus the rise in
payments for assistance families,
although starting from a low level—
particularly for aid to dependent chil-
dren—was smaller than the increase
in real income enjoyed by the popula-
tion as a whole.

Summary

On the basis of the data set forth,
several facts are apparent in connec-
tion with the trebling of old-age
assistance costs and the quadrupling

6 States for which comparable data are
available for both 1940 and 1950.

(Continued on page 29)
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Table 9.—Amount of vendor payments for medical care
for recipients of public assistance, by program and
State, June 19511

Aid to the
Old-age Aid to Ald perma- General
State 2 assist- dependent to the nently and assist-
ance children blind totally ance3
disabled
____________________________________ Q)] $37,648
$166, 019 $94,196 $4, 153 ) ®)
____________ 1,710 | e ®)
434,490 41,491 10, 696 $11, 8670 369, 873
275,450 55, 559 9,611 4 130,176
____________________________________ ) 124,838
12,618 52,302
_______ 1,188 522
____________ *) 39, 885
____________ 69, 287
® Q]
________________________________________________ 102,369
(1) 5
____________________________________ *) 4,358
* ®)
________________________ 1) 96, 653
870, 582 358,467 31,965 273,428 5
23,038 8,285 535 1,446 22,239
252,077 7,983 4,133 [coeoa- 432, 360
________________________________________________ 250, 828
____________ 44,361
41 26
............ 5,897
337,950 88, 994

1 For June data excluding vendor payments for medical care, see the Bulletin,
September 1951.

2 Excludes States that either made no vendor payments for medical care for
June or did not report such payments.

3In all States except California, Illinois, Louisiana, Nevada, New Jersey,
and the Virgin Islands includes payments made on behalf of recipients of the
special types of public assistance.

4 No program for aid to the permanently and totally disabled.

5 Data not available.

Table 10.—Average payments including vendor payments
for medical care ond average amount of vendor pay-
ments per assistance case, by program and State,
June 19511

.09
__________________ .81 3.01
______ ()
)

Aid to Aid to the
Old-age dependent Aid to  |permanently| General
assistance children the blind | and totally | assistance *
(per family) disabled
Ven- Ven- Ven- Ven- Ven-
Btate ? dor dor dor dor dor
pay- pay- pay- pay- pay-
All mentsr All ments All ments A'll' ments All ments
assist-|" g assist- for assist-| " " assls for assist- g
8nee | medi-| 88 Imedi-| 28 | medi-| 2% | medi-| 0% | medi-
cal cal eal cal cal
care care care care care
_____________________________________ ) (+) |$45.94] $1.21
$68. 94| $8.35($124. 61/$17. 02379, 54/$13.75{ (%) *) s [Q]
____________ 73.700 2.40|- .o |cmaee]maa|ecaaa (B 5
47.36] 3.69) 99.88| 1.79| 50.52 2.54|$50.81| $8.52| 57.01| 11.82
40.30{ 5.55| 70.29 5.45! 43.05) 5.19] (9 *) {830.23/815.36
51.70] 2.78| 85.68 51.75 17.79

11
. 1.56
859.16(816.13

t For June data excluding vendor payments for medical care, see the Bulletin,
September 1951, All averages based on cases receiving money payments,
vendor payments for medical care, or both.

¢ Excludes States that made no vendor payments for medical care for June
or did not report such payments. Also excludes States for which count of cases
is believed to be incomplete.

31In all States except California, Illinois, Louisiana, Nevada, New Jersey,
and the Virgin Islands averages based on totals that include cases of the
special types of public assistance for which medical bills were paid from general

assistance funds.

for these services.

4 No program for aid to the permanently and totally disabled.
5 Data on vendor payments for medical care not available.
¢ Based on figures that include cases receiving burial only and total payments

7 Not computed because count of cases believed to be incomplete.
8 Based on figures that include cases receiving burial only.

OAA AND ADC, 1940-50
(Continued from page 18)
of those for aid to dependent children
from 1940 to 1950.

1. The increases were, in largest
part, due to a complex of social and
economic change beyond the control
of legislators and administrators, yet
creating greater need for public assist-
ance even in an expanding economy.

2. The increased costs present an
exaggerated picture of what hap-
pened, in that the increase in recipient
counts and in average payments was
larger than the actual growth in the
number of eligible persons and im-
provement in the States’ assistance
standards.

3. At the same time, the facts in-
dicate a real growth in the number of
persons covered by the programs and
a true upward change in the standard
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of living provided assistance recipi-
ents.

Examination of the facts shows
also that most of the factors pushing
costs upward had their greatest effect
in the aid to dependent children pro-
gram and among the States with low-
est fiscal ability. On the other hand,
the factors decreasing costs had their
greatest influence on the old-age
assistance program and among the
wealthiest States. How the effects of
these factors were translated into
changes in the public assistance pro-
grams was determined primarily by
the relative fiscal ability of the States
and differences in community atti-
tudes and living patterns.

This conclusion is strengthened by
two facts: (1) Where necessary to
maintain the program at the relative
level that the State can afford and is

willing to support, many States have
supplemented the maximum pay-
ments in which the Federal Govern-
ment will share with considerable
amounts of State-local funds; (2) the
amount of increase in assistance pay-
ments since 1940 has varied among
the States making such increases ac-
cording to their fiscal ability and com-
munity standards—the richest States,
generally, making the largest dollar
increases and the lowest-income
States, the smallest. Recognition of
this apparently controlling influence
of relative fiscal ability and relative
community living standards strength-
ens the conclusion that, in most
States, the change in public assistance
from 1940 to 1950 was the result of
all the factors mentioned, tempered
by the States’ fiscal ability and atti-
tude toward public assistance.
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