Notes and Brief Reports

Assistance Expenditures
per Inhabitant, 1950-51

In the fiscal year 1950-51, expendi-
tures for public assistance payments
from Federal, State, and local funds,
excluding vendor payments for medi-
cal care, represented $15.03 per in-
habitant, or about 2 percent (37 cents)
less per capita than they did in the
preceding fiscal year. The changes
for the year are given below.

Expenditures per inhabitant
Amount excluding
vendor payments
Program for medical care Per-
centage
Fiscal | Fiscal | change
year year
1949—50 1950-51
Allprograms...| $15.40 $15.03 —~2.4
Old-age assistance._ _ 9.51 9.36 ~1.6
Aid to dependent
children_..__._... 3.4 3.63 +5.5
Aldtotheblind_. .. .34 .35 +2.9
Aid to the perma-
nentlyandtotally
disabled. .o oo_|acociono- W20 foo
Generalassistance. . 2.11 1.49 —29.4

Costs went down for both general
assistance and old-age assistance.
The drop in general assistance costs
was 62 cents per inhabitant, or more
than a fourth, and was largely the re-
sult of the generally favorable employ-
ment conditions and the transfer of
former general assistance cases to the
new Federal grant-in-aid program for
the permanently and totally disabled,
which went into operation October 1,
1950. The decrease for old-age assist-
ance—Iless than 2 percent—reflected
both the improved employment oppor-
tunities and the liberalizations in the
old-age and survivors insurance pro-
gram, effective October 1, 1950, which
lessened the need for supplementary
assistance among old-age and survi-
vors insurance beneficiaries.

More than half the decreases in
costs for general assistance and old-
age assistance was offset by an in-
crease in per inhabitant expenditures
for aid to dependent children (19
cents) and for aid to the blind (only 1
cent) and by the expenditures under
the new program of aid to the perma-
nently and totally disabled, which
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amounted to 20 cents per inhabitant.
Costs for aid to dependent children
went up in spite of a declining case-
load—Ilargely because of the increase
in average assistance payments when
Federal matching was extended, be-
ginning October 1, 1950, to assistance
granted to one needy adult in a family
receiving aid to dependent children.
The 1950 amendments to the Social
Security Act also expanded the defini-
tion of assistance payments to include
payments to vendors for remedial or
medical care provided under public

assistance programs. Since Qctober 1,
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1950, Federal matching has been
available for such vendor payments
within the maximums on individual
assistance payments of $50 per month
for old-age assistance, aid to the blind,
and aid to the permanently and totally
disabled and, for aid to dependent
children, $27 for the adult, plus $27
for one child and $18 for each addi-
tional child. Few States, however,
availed themselves in the fiscal year
1950-51 of the opportunity to obtain
Federal funds for vendor payments
for medical care.

Payments to vendors for medical
care amounting to 50 cents or more
per inhabitant are shown in the ac-
companying chart. These amounts
do not, however, represent total pay-
ments for medical care because many
States include all or part of the cost
of medical care in money payments to
recipients. Although 38 States re-
ported vendor payments from general
assistance funds, only 15 of them also
made such payments from funds of
the four special types of public assist-
ance, and in only eight States were
the vendor payments for medical care
made from old-age assistance funds
larger than those from general assist-
ance funds.

General assistance funds are fre-
quently used, however, to pay for
medical care costs incurred on behalf
of recipients of the other public assist-
ance programs. Medical care pay-
ments to vendors in Nevada, for ex-
ample, represented 83 percent of that
State’s total expenditures per inhabit-
ant for general assistance, but general
assistance funds were being used to
provide medical care for all public

assistance recipients. Nevada was on
of five States in which the combine
cost of vendor payments for medica
care for all five public assistance pro
grams amounted to more than $2 pe
inhabitant.

When vendor payments for medica
care are included in assistance ex
penditures for both years, the tota
expenditures per inhabitant for thi
five public assistance programs shov
a decline from $16.04 in the fiscal yea:
1949-50 to $15.69 in 1950-51. In th
fiscal year 1950-51, State per capit:
expenditures varied from $1.14 i
Puerto Rico to $41.85, or 37 times a:
much, in Colorado. Twenty State:

snent more, ner capita, than the na.
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tional average, 32 spent less, and ir
one State (Utah) expenditures were
equal to the average for the Nation as
a whole.

About one-fourth of the States
spent at least $17 per inhabitant fo1
public assistance, including vendo:
payments for medical care, and a like
proportion spent less than $10. The
13 States spending less than $10 fall
intfo two groups-—eight low-income
States with low average assistance
payments and, in general, above-
average recipient rates (Alabama,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina,
Puerto Rico, South Carolina, the Vir-
gin Islands, and Virginia); and five
States above average in fiscal ability
and in assistance payments but with
relatively low recipient rates (Dela-
ware, the District of Columbia, In-
diana, Maryland, and New Jersey).
Similarly, the 13 States with the high-

Table 1.—Distribution of States by
amount of assistance expenditures
per inhabitant,! including vendor
payments for medical care, and by
;pec:ﬁed programs, fiscal year 1950~

1

Expenditure per| Old-age de?)le(xlxggnt General
inhabitant assistance | " j e | assistance
Less than $0.50.. - 0 2 13
0.50-0.9" 1 1 9
0 5 10
4 3 5
3 11 8
1 9 3
2 10 2
9 11 2
14 1 1
12 0 0
15.00 or more....... 7 0 0

1 Based on population figures, excluding Armed
Forces overseas, from the Apnl 1950 enumeration
made by the Bureau of the Census.
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est expenditures per inhabitant can be
classified in two groups—eight States
above or near average in per capita
income, in which monthly payments
usually were high and recipient rates
for public assistance generally were
above average (California, Colorado,
Idaho, Kansas, Massachusetts, Mon-
tana, Oregon, and Washington), and
five States, all but one of which were

below average in income and generally
had high recipient rates (Arizona,
Florida, Louisiana, Missouri, and
Oklahoma). Among the last group,
average monthly assistance payments
were below the median for aid to de-
pendent children in all States and for
old-age assistance in two of the five
States.

There was likewise considerable

difference among the various assist-
ance programs. Of the total per capita
expenditure of $15.69 for assistance,
including medical care, for all pro-
grams combined, the largest part—
$9.59 or more than 60 percent—was
for old-age assistance; $3.70 or about
25 percent was for aid to dependent
children; $1.84 or more than 10 per~
cent went for general assistance; and

Table 2.—Amount expended per inhabitant ! for assistance payments, excluding vendor payments for medical care,
by State and by program, fiscal years 1949-50 and 1950-51

Aid to the
X perma-
Total Old-age assistance Ald tc%glg?glrlzdent Aid to the blind nently1 land General assistance
totally
State disabled 2
1949-50 1950-51 1949-50 1950-51 1949-50 1950-561 1949-50 1950-51 1950-51 1949-50 1950-51
United States......- $15.40 $15. 03 $0. 51 $9.36 $3.44 $3.63 $0.34 $0. 35 $0. 20 $2.11 $1. 49
Alabama. 8.99 9. 59 6.40 6. 50 2.04 2.34 .13 .13 .61 .42 .11
Alaska_ __ 12.21 12, 86 8.62 8.55 3.23 3.96 ® ® ®) .36 .35
Arizona._ . 17.03 19.01 10.28 11.69 5.01 5.65 81 .82 (%) .93 . &6
‘Arkansas. 13.73 15.47 9,55 10. 50 3.63 4.39 .34 .87 0] .21 .21
California. . 29.69 30. 56 21. 58 21.02 4.70 6. 80 .93 1.01 ¢ 2.48 1.72
Colorado. . . 36.88 40.35 31.16 34,15 3.92 4.36 .20 .19 .17 1.60 1.48
Connecticut. 11.40 12.23 6. 55 7.22 2.82 3.58 .08 11 ®) 1.95 1.32
Delaware 5.48 5.45 175 177 1.64 1.88 .25 .33 .07 1.84 1.40
District of Columbia. . _. 5.33 5.94 1.74 1,81 2.35 2.69 .17 .18 .34 1.07 .92
FIOTiAS - o e oooooeeeem 17.66 18.30 11.76 11.38 4.99 5.99 .59 .60 ® .32 .33
GeOrEif o cecoeeeacecmemae 10. 05 11.76 7.61 8.46 2.01 2.83 .24 .28 ® .19 .19
Hawali .- oooooeeeee 12.61 14.63 1.91 1.88 6. 82 7.81 .89 .10 .31 3.79 4.53
16.16 16.46 10. 64 10.47 4.70 5.03 .22 .22 .25 .60 .49
14.10 12.84 7.56 7.10 3.31 3.07 .28 .28 .02 2.4 2.37
8.80 8.61 5.62 5. 64 2.07 2.23 .22 .22 {3) .89 .62
13.43 13.99 10. 94 11.07 1.64 2.07 .30 .34 [©) b6 .81
16.74 16.17 12.18 12.13 2.75 2.50 .25 .21 .53 1.56 .80
9.04 9.82 5.34 5.65 3.19 3.64 .20 .23 3) .31 .30
37.60 34. 47 25, 51 24.92 7.37 6. 04 .34 .36 1.65 4.38 1.50
14.14 15.15 8.24 8.62 3.07 4.03 .38 .39 ) 2.45 2.11
6.04 6.17 2.22 2.26 2.53 2.53 .10 .10 .13 1.19 1.16
23.13 23.30 15.92 16.37 3.68 3.79 2B .26 ) 3.30 2.88
16. 62 14,87 8.60 8.48 4.42 4,33 17 .18 .02 3.43 1.86
14.68 14.12 10.11 9.80 2.81 2.85 .25 .26 ) 1.51 1.21
8.48 8.18 6. 56 6.42 1.49 1.32 .39 .38 .01 .04 .06
23. 00 23.63 16.93 17.43 4.08 3.96 4,36 4,34 .60 1.64 1.30
17.74 18.567 12.23 12. 64 3.86 4.02 .58 .63 .51 1.08 .77
12.95 12.70 9.42 9.24 2.72 2.64 .31 .38 ® .50 .44
- 11.38 11.92 10.39 10. 86 4.12 4.08 £,13 4.15 3) .74 .83
New Hampshire 12.54 12.95 7.18 7.51 3.09 3.7 .34 .35 ® 1.93 1.35
New Jersey. oot 5.75 5.28 2.87 2.80 1.13 1.22 .10 .10 @) 1.65 1.16
New Mexico. 11.87 13.25 6.13 6.70 4.68 5.31 .30 .32 .36 .76 .56
New York___... 15.00 14.85 5.15 5.10 4.73 4,78 .19 .20 .81 5,02 3.96
North Carolina._ 6.07 6.79 3.7 4.06 175 2.08 .37 .43 .04 .18 .18
North Dakota.. 12.53 13.11 8.19 8.66 3.561 3.62 .11 .11 .15 .72 .57
(e S 12.87 11. 80 8.82 8.31 1.26 1.62 .26 .26 .06 2.54 1.65
Oklahoma. 34,81 32.75 27.11 24,46 6.41 6.97 .75 .70 @) .54 .62
Oregon._.... - 15.89 16.13 9.62 9.87 2.79 3.23 .18 .20 .42 3.30 2.41
Pennsylvania. 13.72 11.21 4.07 3.73 b.42 4.51 €N 5.70 .18 3.52 2.09
Puerto Rico 8- . ______|..._..______ 114 |ememeol -3 238 fomeoceees .02 1 T 2
Rhode Island . . _..cne..o 18.14 16.36 7.10 6.96 4.82 4.74 .13 .15 U
South Carolina._ 7.48 7.65 5.24 5. 62 1.52 1.28 .25 .23 O .25 6: 2? 42
South Dakota. 11.79 12.54 8.66 8.90 2.58 3.05 .14 .15 () .41 .44
. 12.03 7.08 7.28 3.93 4.27 .33 .37 (%) .10 .11
13.27 11.71 11.48 1.24 1.30 .38 .35 () .14 .14
15. 69 8.12 8.01 5. 55 5.35 .18 .18 1.07 2.14 1.08
erm _ 11,056 7.43 7.89 1.64 1.78 23 .23 .04 1.37 1.11
Virgin Islands 3,95 foeee 2.21 feeeo___. W81 [ .17 .10 oo 66
Virginia._... .26 3.68 147 1.55 1:24 1.48 16 17 g T 39 .34
‘Washington.____________ 37.08 34.75 23.97 22.95 7.09 6.66 .30 .32 .78 5.72 4. 04
9.69 11.41 3.92 4.24 4.97 6.22 .17 .20 .02
12.45 1218 7.65 7.74 2.95 3.08 22 .23 115 16 16
12. 96 13.92 9.58 10.05 2.17 2.50 .21 .23 .58 1.00 . 56
1 Based on population figures, excluding Armed Forces overseas, from the April 5 Approved by the Social S i ini i icipati
1950 enumeration made by the Bureau of the Census; for 1949-50, population dgt,a beginl;nri’ug Februyary 1951. ecurity Administration for Federal participation

preliminary.

3 Program initiated October 1950 under Social Security Act Amendments of

19560,

3 No program approved by the Social Security Administration.
¢ Program administered under State law witbout Federal participation.
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. 8 For October 1950-June 1951; Dbrograms for special types of public assistance
initiated October 1950 under Social Security Act Amendments of 1950.

7 Less than 14 cent; program not yet approved for Federal participation by the
Social Security Administration.
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Amount expended per inhabitant ! for assistance payments, including vendor payments for medical care, fiscal year

1950-51
OLD-AGE ASSISTANGE AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN GENERAL ASSISTANGE ABY  APTDY/
DOLLARS DOLLARS OOLLARS DQLLARS DOLLARS
[¢] 2 4 6 8 [{] 12 14 16 18 20 o 2 4 & 8 [o] 2 4 6
us. A 9.59° 3.70" NN 1.84° pumw— 0.35° 0.21° Uusaw
CoLO. 34.15 4.36 2.98 . NE] AT COLO.
LA 24.92 6.04 | 1.50° .36 1.65 LA,
OKLA.  24.46 6.97 .62 s .70 Q OKLA.
WASH  22.95 6.66 757 32 c .78 WASH.
CALIF.  21.02 €.80 1.75° p— 1.0t [+] CALIF.
MO. $17.43 3.96 NS 1.32° . %.34 .60 MO
MASS, 16.64* 3.84° S 3.29° —— .26 o] MASS.
MONT. 12.64 4.02 | 2,95 ST 63 S5t MONT.
KANS, 12,13 2.50 2.04 TN .21 53 KANS.
ARIZ. 11,69 5,65 | .85 ym .82 [} ARIZ.
MINN 11.56 2.96° pE—— 173 .26* o} MINN
TEX 1i.48 1.30 [ A4 B .3s o TEX.
FLA. 11.38 5.99 | 33 @ .60 0 FLA.
lowa t1.o7 2.07 |p—— 110 - .34 Q 1OwWA
NEV 10.86 %.08 4.98 SYTIIITINNTTTNNN &8 o NEV.
ARK, 10.50 439 [N 3o0* m 37 Q ARK.
IDAHO 1047 5.03 PR 1.02 .22 25 IDAHO
NEBR §10.36 2.72° |— 57 . 39° ] NEBR.
wYO. 10.05 2.50 [NESRREN .73 23 58 wYQ.
OREG. 9.87 3.23 pEE——— 3.60 NS .20 A2 OREG.
N.DAK. 8.96° 3.68° VNN 98° pEm 2* I15*  N.DAK
S. DA, 8.90 3.05 p——— R 15 [+ S. DAK.
WIS, 8.84 3.29° . .25° AT WIS,
MAINE 8.62 4.03 | 3 I .39 o MAINI
N.H. 8.60 4.15° MESSEREENN 71 .40* [} N.H.
OHIO 3.57* 1.64° pEm— 2.26 NS .27 .08 OHIO
ALASKA BS5S 3.96 [N 35 = [+ [} ALASKA
MICH, B8.48 4.33 2.89 NI .18 .02 MICH.
GA. B8.46 2.83 NE:] & .28 ] GA.
CONN. B8.28 4.00* N 2.07 13 o CONN,
UTAR 8.01 $.35 N 1.08 s .18 t.07 UTAH
VT 7.89 .78 | [N .23 04 vT.
L. 7.66 3.12° IEREEEES 2.78° N .29 03°* Lt
TENN. 7.28 4.27 | Nl 37 Q TENN,
Rl 6.98 4.74 pEEREEREEENES 5.13 N 15 3 R.L
N, MEX, 6.70 5.31 U .90 .32 .36 N. MEX.
ALA. 6.50°* 2.34° (NS NERE | A3 51 ALA.
MISS. 6.42 132 | .05 .38 Q1 MISS,
IND. 8.41 2.39° 93¢ .25° [+] IND.
N.Y 5.72 N e — 5.05° [N 4.10° EEE——— .22° 89* NY
KY. 5.65 |EMEEESEEESIRINN 3.64 |[ENEREENNS 30 m .23 ] KY.
8.G 5,62 | |.28 . 32° 23 .25 S.C
W.VA. 424 EEESEE— 6.22 SRS 131 N .20 02 W.VA,
NG, 4.06 [N 2,08 | 46° .43 Q4 NG
PA. 3.92° |E—————— 4.69° P 2.20° pumaEmg 72" ML N
NJ 2.80 |E——— 1.25° il 1.39° e o o N. &
MD, 2.26 pEm——— 2,53 PN 1,15 P to A3 MD.
Vot 2.21 paE——— .81 . 66 mm T 10 V.l
HAWAIL 1.88 |— 7.81 5.93 NSRS 10 .3 HAWAN
0.C. 1.81° FEN—_— 2.69° mm—— .92 pmm [1:d .34°  DC
DEL. 1.77 1.90° pmm——— 1.40 33 .07*  DEL.
VA 1.55 148 pEm 35 | (x4 .14 VA,
P.R. 53 38 - 20 p o2 o eR

TQTAL PAYMENTS.

! Based on population figures, excluding Armed Forces overseas, from the April
1950 enumeration made by the Bureau of the Census.

2 Aid to the blind.

less than 5 percent—35 cents and 20
cents, respectively—for aid to the
blind and aid to the permanently and
totally disabled.

Variations among the States in
per capita expenditures for the four
federally supported programs were
large, but not nearly so large as those
for general assistance, which is fi-
nanced entirely from State and local
funds. Per capita expenditures in
the State with the highest expendi-
tures were, for general assistance,
150 times those in the State making
the lowest per capita expenditures;
but for aid to dependent children the
ratio was 98 to 1, and for old-age
assistance it was 64 to 1. More was
spent for old-age assistance, how-
ever, than for any other public as-
sistance program in all but six States;
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ESTTSY VENDOR PAYMENTS FOR MEDICAL CARE.

“ VENDOR PAYMENTS FOR MEDICAL CARE OF LESS THAN 50 CENTS PER INHABITANT.

3 Aid to the permanently and totally disabled.

4 Program administered under State law without Federal participation.

5 Less than 14 cent.

in these six, expenditures for aid to
dependent children were largest.

New Canadian Programs
for the Aged

Canadian income maintenance pro-
grams for the aged took a new form
in January 1952, when payments
were first made under two Federal
laws passed in 1951. The Old Age
Assistance Act provides for needy
persons between the ages of 65 and
70; the Old Age Security Act pro-
vides pensions to all Dominion resi-
dents aged 70 and over, regardless
of their need.

In this new and broad pattern the
Canadian program achieves objec-
tives first proposed about 1945. In

1943, the Marsh Report! had en-
visioned a contributory system of
old-age, invalidity, and survivors in-
surance with a flat-rate Dbenefit.
Other proposals by Canadian au-
thorities had emphasized, respec-
tively, social insurance? and social
assistance,® but in neither case was
the new program foreseen.

At the Dominion-Provincial Con-
ference of 1945, however, Govern-

1 L. C. Marsh, Report on Social Security
for Canada. Prepared for the Advisory
Committee on Reconstruction, House of
Commons Special Committee on Social
Security, Sess. 1943, Ottawa, King's
Printer, 1943.

? Harry M. Cassidy, Social Security and
Reconstruction in Canada, Toronto, Ryer-
son Press, 1943.

3 Charlotte Whitton, The Dawn of Am-
pler Life, Toronto, Macmillan Co., 1943.
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