Notes and Brief Reports

Assistance Expenditures
Per Inhabitant, 1952-53*

In the fiscal year 1952-53, expendi-
tures per inhabitant for the five
public assistance programs combined
amounted to $16.17—an increase of 66
cents or 4.3 percent from the amount
spent in 1951-52. The most substantial
increase (44 cents) was for old-age
assistance (table 1), but aid to the

* Prepared in the Division of Program
Statistics and Analysis, Bureau of Public
Assistance. Fiscal-year data on expendi-
tures per inhabitant are carried regularly
in the Bulletin; analysis of the 1951-52
data appeared in the May 1953 issue. State
and local expenditures for assistance in
relation to income payments will be
shown in an early issue.

permanently and totally disabled had
proportionately the greatest increase
(31.9 percent).

Federal, State, and local govern-
ments spent a total of $2,524 million
for the assistance programs, a rise of
$131 million or 5.5 percent from the
expenditures for the previous fiscal
year. Federal funds in 1952-53 were
larger by $144 million, primarily as a
result of the 1952 amendments to the
Social Security Act. The amendments,
which became effective October 1,
1952, raised maximums on the
amounts of individual assistance pay-
ments in which the Federal Govern-
ment participates and increased the
Federal share of the payments within
the new maximums. The States and
localities, as a group, maintained their

outlays for assistance at about the
same level in 1952-53 as in the previ~
ous year. State funds for public as-
sistance for the Nation as a whole de-
creased $11 million, or 1.1 percent, and
expenditures from local funds dropped
$2 million or only 0.7 percent. Some of
the States, of course, spent consider-
ably smaller sums from their own
funds than in 1951-52, while others in-
creased State and local expenditures.

With the additional Federal funds
provided in & period of generally de-
clining caseloads in old-age assist-
ance, aid to dependent children, and
general assistance, the States were
able to meet need more nearly ade-
quately. Most States with maximums
on assistance payments raised them;
some States that had been making
percentage reductions in assistance
payments because of inadequate funds
eliminated the cuts or restored part of
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Table 1.—Public assistance expendi-
tures per inhabitant, 1952-53 and
1951-52 :

Expenditures per
inhabitant
Amount in-

Program cluding vendor
payments for Per-
medical care | centage

change
1952-53 | 1951-52
All programs_________ $16.17 | $15.51 +4.3
Old-age assistance ____._._ 9.96 9. 52 +4.6
Aidtodependentchildren_ 3.54 3. 50 +1.1
Aidtotheblind._._..__._ .41 .37 1 410,
Aid to the permanently
and totally disabled . . .91 .69 | +31.9
General assistance . . ______ 1.35 1.43 —5.6

the payments; and, in addition, many
States revised budget allowances up-
ward to reflect current prices.

The cost per inhabitant rose for all
assistance programs except general
assistance, where the decline reflected
primarily a drop in caseloads during
the year. Fewer aged persons and
fewer children received assistance
during 1952-53, but larger average
assistance payments offset reductions
in expenditures resuiting from the
decline in recipients; between June
1952 and June 1953, the average pay-
ments for old-age assistance increased
by $3.55 and for aid to dependent
children by $1.41 per recipient. Both
the number of persons aided under
the programs of aid to the blind and
aid to the permanently and totally
disabled and the amounts they re-
ceived were larger in 1952-53 than in
the preceding year. The number of
blind recipients increased slightly be-
tween June 1952 and June 1953, and
the average payment rose by $3.82.
The program for the disabled—the
newest of the federally aided pro-
grams—was still in the process of ex-
pansion; the number of persons with
permanent and total disabilities who
were aided increased by a fifth during
the fiscal year 1952-53, and their aver-
age payment went up $2.13.

If the States had taken maximum
advantage of the additional Federal
funds made available under the 1952
amendments, their expenditures from
State and local funds would have de-
creased only to the extent that as-
sistance caseloads declined. Average
monthly payments per recipient would
have increased by $3 per recipient for
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aid to dependent children and by $5
for the other programs. For a variety
of reasons, however, some States in
the months following the amend-
ments raised assistance payments less
than the maximum amounts possible
under the amendments, and one or
two reduced payments. State and local
expenditures in these States declined
at a greater rate than recipient rolls,

and any increase in their total ex-
penditures per inhabitant for assist-
ance resulted from the increase in
Federal participation. In some other
States, caseloads declined to such an
extent that total expenditures per in-
habitant were less in 1952-53, even
with the additional Federal money,
than they were in the preceding year;
most of these States did not increase

Table 2.—Amount expended per inhabitant ! for assistance payments, includ-
ing vendor payments for medical care, by State and by program, fiscal years

1951-52 and 1952-53

old Ald to Aid srmanctly | General
-age id to permanently enera;
Total assistance dg ﬁr&gggt the blind and totally assistance
State disabled

1951-52(1952-53]1951-52{1952-53|1951-52

1952-53/1951-52(1952-53|1951-52/1952-53|1951~52{1952-53

U.8. average _[$15. 51 {$16.17 | $9.52 | $9.96 | $3.50 | $3.54 | $0.37 | $0.41 | $0.69 | $0.91 (3§1.43 | 2$1.35
Ala . 9.90 | 10.78 | 6.46 | 6.99 | 2.54 [ 2.71 14 16 .75 91 01 01
Alaska 13.89 { 11.63 | 8.23 | 6,17 | 4.54 | 423} 3.05 14 *) ) 107 1.09
Ariz__ 15.75 | 16.06 | 10.38 | 10.40 | 4.05 | 4.23 60 57 O] * 72 86
Ark__ 11.85 | 15.96 | 8.05 ) 11.04 | 3.17 | 4.07 .32 .46 .01 .09 30 3C
Calif 20.21 | 28.54 1 19.84 | 19.76 | 6,80 | 6.31| 1.01| 1.05 ) *) 1.56 1.42

Jolo__ 41.17 1 43.37 1 32.96 | 34.97 | 433 | 4.27 .19 19| 150 1.76 | 2.19 2.18
Conn 13.48 | 11.89 | 7.78 | 6.76 1 3.60 | 3.04 .14 15 Q) O] 1.68 1.94
Del___ 572 6.32| 1.88| 228 213| 226 36 41 .19 24| 116 1.13
D, C. 6.75 [ 7.00| 201 2.02 | 298| 2.96 20 .20 .95 | 1.19 61 63
Fla. . ___..._.._. 14.97 | 15.24 | 10.59 { 10.73 | 3.53 | 3.64 54 56 Q] Q] 31 31
Ga_._ ... 13.63 | 16,21 | 9.65111.30 | 3.44 | 3.04 34 .42 ) .29 20 .16

X . 6,381 872 11 L1 1141 1,371 2,64 2,11
4.78 | 4.30 22 .21 79 .80 1.41 1.52
3.46 | 3.61 31 .32 .19 .39 1 2.87 2.86
1.89 | 1.85 23 .23 *) (O] .83 .90
2.41| 2.93 36 .40 ) ) 1.14 1.18
2,34 2.25 20 .22 .75 96 | 1.96 1.96
3.63 1 5.02 33 .36 *) * 28 .31
5771 5.76 37 L300 2.44| 2 99 1.14
4.35 | 4.55 37 .37 O] O] 3.51 3.19
2,16 | 2.27 11 .11 .57 .73 .72 .64
3.8¢ | 3.77 31 .35 .59 1,79 2.68 2.01
4.28 | 4.12 18 .19 .11 .18 2.81 2.44
3.23% 3.12 31 .32 *) *) 1.47 1.87
1.29 | L57 38 .49 .08 .14 .06 .06
3.49 | 3.58 45 .52 1.41) 1.84 .88 .89
413 4.51 61 .67 116 1.49( 2.95 2.98
2.40 [ 2.08 42 .41 (*) (O] @) (3)
5.08| 8.07) 5.15( 6.16 [Q] *) 4.42 3.89
3.7 3.51 38 .39 (@] 101 155 131
24| L27 .11 W12 .12 .30 | 1.07 .96
13§ 6.00 .31 .30 L30| 1.39 .53 .30
01| 4.75 .25 27| 163 1.92 2.14

R S i i
=3
©

8. 43

43.07 | 25.07 | 31,91 76

16.96 | 9.86 | 10.00 65

9.15| 3.56| 3.41 50

___________ 3.90 | L02f 171 84
............ 17.65 | 6.86 | 7.75| 4.72
10.31 | 6.20| 7.14 | L.57

14951 9.16 | 9.10| 8.36

12.30y 6.79 | 7.91 | 3.65

13.98 | 10.92 | 11.91 | 1.24

17.00 | 8.90 | 9.01{ 5.37

13.231 879 9.06| L76

7.42| 3.33| 3.95| 1.86

3.8 | 1.54 | 1,56 1.44

.......... 29.86 | 21.06 | 20.58 | 4.61
15.66 | 4.21 | 519 | 592

14,831 9.39| 9.62| 3.34

1417 | 9.67 ¢ 9.34) 2.23

8.49 .70 92 .28 1.28 .49 .47
2.62 .20 19 .89 113 ] 2.99 3.02
3.09 81 .91 .55 .56 1 1.20 1.18
1.60 02 04 .13 46 14 .09
5.23 .16 .19 .17 43 | 4.53 4.05
1.60 .25 .31 .66 96 .27 .30
3.70 .15 .15 .10 25| 1.68 175
3.83 .38 .44 ") (O] .11 12
1.48 .34 .37 ) O] .20 .22
5.06 .22 .22 1.48| 153 | L16 1.18
2.16 .25 .25 .25 .32 L30 1.4
1.90 22 .25 L1l 17| 108 1.15
1.53 .16 .16 .32 42 .25 .22
4.83 .31 .32 159 1.82 2.04 2.31
8.04 .21 .26 .33 .98 1 102 1.19
3.31 .27 .27 .21 .26 129 1.38
2.10 .21 .20 LO03| 1.02| 1.45 1.51

1 Based on population data from the Bureau of the
Census; excludes Armed Forces overseas.

2 Excludes Nebraska; data for 1952-53 not available.

3 Approved by the Social Security Administration
for Federal participation beginning November 1951.

¢ No program approved by the Social Sccurity
Administration.

5 Program administered under State law without
Federal participation.

6 Approved by the Social Security Administration
to receive Federal participation beginning May 1,

953.
7 Less than 14 cent.
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Table 3.—States with increases in total expend@tures per inhabitant for the
special types of public assistance, by change in amount of State and local

funds, 1952-53 from 1951-52 *

Change in State and local funds

Program

Increase

All programs._ . __ .o
, Mont.,

Wis.

Old-age assistance_ . ______ ... ...
N.Mex.,

Aid to dependent children______._.

Aidtothe blind ... .. ..
Fla., Ga.,

A aaa AMich
iV1838.,

Pa., R.I,
W.Va.

Aid to the permanently and totally
disabled.

Miss., Mo.,

W.Va,, Wis.

Ariz., Ark., Colo., Del,, D.C,, Ga.,
I, Iowa, Kans., Ky., Miss.,

N.C., N.Dak.,
Oreg., R.IL, 8.C., Tex., W.Va,,

Ariz., Ark., Colo., Del., Ga., Il
Kans., Miss., Mo.,

Okla.,, R.JI., S.C,

Tenn., Tex., W.Va., Wis.

Ariz., Ark,, Hawaii, Iowa, Ky.,
Miss., Mont., N.Mex., N.Dak.,
Okla., R.I., S.Dak., Tex.,, Vt,,
Wash,, W.Va.

Alaska, Ark., Calif., Conn., Del.,
., Iowa, Kans,,
Mont., 1\?;:7\‘?1(1.]",“1:4:"1", Okla.,
S.C., Tenn., Tex.,

Ala,, Colo., Del., D.C., Hawaii,
Idaho, Ill., Kans., Md., Mich.,

N.Méx., N.Y,, N.C.,, N.Dak.,
Ohio, Okla., Oreg., R.I,, 8.C,,
8.Dak., Utah, Vt., Va., Wash,,

Decrease or no change
Ala., Fla, Hawaii, La., Md,
Mass., Minn., 8.Dak., Tenn.,,
N.J., N.Mex., Vt., Va., Wash.
Ohio, Okla.,

Ala, D.C.,? Fla,, Hawaii,? Idaho,?
Iowa,? La.? Mass,? Minn,,
N.H., N.Y., N.C.? N.Dak.,?
Oreg.,2 Utah,? Vt., Va.

Ala., Del.,? Fla., Ill.,, Maine, Md.,
Mo., N.J.,?2 N.C, Ohio, 8.C,,
Tenn., Va.2

Mont., N.J.,

Ala, Ky.? La.,? Mo., N.H,, N.C,,
N.Dak., Ohio, Wash.2

Minn,, Miss.,

La., Pa.
Mont., N.J.

¥ ! Excludes Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands,
which were not affected by the 1952 amendments,
and Nevada for aid to dependent children, which is
administered under State law without Federal par-
ticipation.

average payments to the fullest pos-
sible extent.

Thirty-nine of the 53 States had
larger outlays for public assistance
per inhabitant in 1952-53 than in
1951-52 (table 2). In 12 of these
States,! State and local expenditures
declined from 1951-52 to 1952-53, and
the increase in total expenditures per
inhabitant was due entirely to the ad-
ditional Federal money. Of the re-
maining 27 States with increases in
total expenditures per inhabitant, 13 2
reported rises of more than 10 per-
cent. Arkansas, Mississippi, Oklahoma,
Puerto Rico, and West Virginia had
increases of more than 25 percent.

In 14 States 3 expenditures per in-
habitant declined—in Alaska and

1 Alabama, Florida, Hawaii, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Vir-
ginia, and Washington.

2 Arkansas, Delaware, Georgia, Ken-
tucky, Mississippi, Missouri, Oklahoma,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, West
Virginia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands.

3 Alaska, California, Connecticut, Idaho,
Indiana, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, Ne-
vada, New Hampshire, New York, Pennsyl-
vania, Utah, and Wyoming.

20

2 No significant change in State and local funds.

3 Excludes Arkansas, Georgia, Massachusetts,
and New Hampshire, which initiated programs
after June 30, 1951.

Connecticut by more than 10 percent
—despite the increases in Federal
funds. All these States except Alaska
spent less from State and local funds
for the five programs combined in
1952-53 than in 1951-52. Each of them
spent less from their own funds for
the special types of public assistance,
and seven also spent less for general
assistance. Twelve of the 14 States
had fewer recipients on the rolls at the
end of the fiscal year than at the be-
ginning.

Program Expenditures

Expenditures for the four special
types of public assistance amounted to
$2,312 million, or 91.6 percent of total
assistance expenditures. For old-age
assistance, costs totaled $1,581 million
or 62.6 percent of the total; for aid to
dependent children, $562 million or
22.3 percent; for aid to the blind, $64
million or 2.5 percent; for aid to the
permanently and totally disabled,
$104 million or 4.1 percent; and for
general assistance, $212 million or 8.4
percent.

As in earlier years, the national
average of assistance expenditures per

inhabitant in 1952-53 was heavily in-
fluenced by expenditures in a few
States with relatively large public as-
sistance costs. Fewer than a third of
the States spent more per inhabitant
forallfive programs combined thanthe
national average of $16.17; the me-
dian State—Wisconsin—spent $14.83
per inhabitant. The three States with
the highest per inhabitant expendi-
tures were Colorado ($43.37), Okla-
homa ($43.07) ,,and Louisiana ($35.97) .
These States, and the other States
with high expenditures per inhabi-
tant, give aid to relatively large
proportions of their populations,
particularly among the aged, and
also make above-average payments.
Thirty-seven States (including Alaska,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands) had expenditures less than
the national average; 27 of these
States had per capita expenditures
ranging between the national average
and $10.00, and the remaining 10
States less than $10.00. The States
making the lowest expenditures gen-
erally aided a smaller proportion of
their populations or made compara-
tively low payments, or both.

Within each assistance program,
expenditures per inhabitant varied
considerably among the States. For
old-age assistance, Colorado’s high of
$34.97 was 22 times greater than Vir-
ginia’s low of $1.56. The national
average was $9.96, somewhat higher
than the $8.58 spent by Ohio, the
median State. For aid to dependent
children, more than half the States
spent more per inhabitant than the
national average of $3.54. Expendi-
tures per inhabitant in the 52 States
receiving Federal funds ranged from
the high of $8.49 in Oklahoma to the
low of $1.27 in New Jersey. The na-
tional average of 41 cents for aid to
the blind was the smallest expendi-
ture in any of the five assistance pro-
grams; California had the highest ex-
penditure per inhabitant ($1.05) and
Puerto Rico the lowest (4 cents). For
aid to the permanently and totally
disabled, the expenditures per inhabi-~
tant amounted to 91 cents for the
country as a whole; among the 39
federally aided programs, costs per
inhabitant ranged from Louisiana’s
high of $2.53 to a low of 9 cents for
Arkansas. Thirty-five of the 39 pro-
grams have been in operation for the

Social Security



last two fiscal years; three States4
started operations some time after
July 1, 1951, and one State—Georgia
-—at the beginning of 1952-53.

The range in general assistance
costs continued to be the widest of
the five assistance programs. The
cost per inhabitant in Rhode Island
($4.05) was more than 400 times that
in Alabama (1 cent) and almost 70
times that in Mississippi (6 cents).
The distribution of States by size of
per inhabitant expenditures for each
of the assistance programs for the
fiscal year 1952-53 is shown below.

Expenditures
per OAA|ADC | AB |[APTD]| GA
inhabitant !

Less than $0. 50- 0 1 46 16 14
0.50-0.99 - 0 0 6 9 7
0 2 1 7 12
3 7 0 6 6
4 11 0 1 9
2 13 0 0 3
1 10 0 0 1
00-7.49. . . 7 7 0 0 0
7.50-9.99___ ___ 18 2 0 1] 0
10.00-14.99. ___. 11 0 0 0 0
150ormore.. ... 7 0 0 0 0

! Based on population data from the Bureau of the
Census; excludes Armed Forces overseas.

Most of the increases from 1951-52
to 1952-53 in expenditures per inhab-
itant for old-age assistance, aid to
dependent children, and aid to the
blind were due to the additional Fed-
eral money made available under the
1952 amendments. For aid to the per-
manently and totally disabled, how-
ever, 30 of the States expended more
money from State and local as well
as from Federal sources. In a few of
the States that spent less State and
local money in 1952-53, the decline
was due primarily to the fact that
they aided fewer recipients than in
the preceding year. From September
1952 to June 1953, four States (Ala-
bama, the District of Columbia, Ken-
tucky, and New Hampshire) raised
average payments for old-age assist-
ance, and three States (Georgia, Ore-
gon, and Tennessee) raised the aver-
ages for aid to dependent children by
the full amount possible with the
additional Federal money. Their ex-
penditures from State and local funds,
however, declined because of the rela-
tively large drop in number of recip-
ients. For the other States in this

4 Arkansas,
Hampshire.

Massachusetts, and New
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Table 4.—States with no change or decrease in total expenditures per inhabi-
tant for the special types of public assistance, by change in amount of State
and local funds, 1952-53 from 1951-52!

Change in State and local funds

Program
Increase

Decrease or no change

All programs

Old-age assistance

Aid todependentchildren_______._

Aid to the blind

Aid to the permanently and totally
disabled.

Alaska, Calif., Conn,, Idaho, Ind., Maine,

Mich.,, Nebr.,, Nev.,, N.H,, N.Y. Pa.,
Utah, Wyo.

________ Alaska, Calif.,, Conn., Ind., Ky., Maine,
Md., Mich., Nebr., Nev., Ohio, Pa.,

S.Dak., Wash,, Wyo.

Calif., Colo., Conn., D.C., Ga., Idaho, Ind.,
Kans., La., Mass., Mich,, Minn,, Nebr.,
N.H,, N.Y,, Oreg., Pa., Utah, Wis., Wyo.

Ariz., Colo.,? D.C.,? I1dabo, Ind.,2 Maine,?
Nebr., N.Mex,, Oreg., S8.Dak.,2 Vt.,2 Va,,2
‘Wis,, 2 Wyo.

Wyo.

! Excludes Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands,
which were not affected by the 1952 amendments,
and Nevada for aid to dependent children, which is

group, expenditures were smaller not
only because, in most instances, case-
loads were declining but also because
the additional Federal money re-
placed some State and local funds
formerly used for the programs.
Tables 3 and 4 show, for the four
special types of public assistance, the
change in expenditures for State and
local funds underlying the changes in
total outlay per inhabitant from 1951
52 to 1952-53.

Vendor Payments for Medical
Care

During the year, vendor payments
for medical care amounted to $154.4
million, or 6.1 percent of total assist-
ance expenditures. General assistance
funds continued to be an important
source for financing vendor payments.
Expenditures from these funds took
care of about a third of all vendor
payments, though they represented
only a tenth of total assistance ex-
penditures in all programs combined.
At least a fifth of the vendor pay-
ments from general assistance funds
were made on behalf of recipients of
the special types of public assistance;
the exact proportion remains in doubt
because some general assistance ex-
penditures for vendor payments -—
about 30 percent of the total-——cannot
be allocated by program.

Twenty-three of the 41 States us-
ing vendor payments for remedial or
medical care met at least half the

administered under State law without Federal par-
ticipation.
2 No change in total expenditures per inhabitant.
3 No significant change in State and local funds.

costs with general assistance funds;
the remaining 18 States used funds
from the special types of public as-
sistance to defray most of the vendor
payment expenditures. Twelve States
made no vendor payments from any
assistance funds, but money for med-
ical care may have been provided
directly to the recipient as part of his
assistance payment. In three of these
States medical care was provided
largely by the State health agency.
A distribution of States by amount of
vendor payment for medical care per
inhabitant is shown below.

Expenditures
per inhabitant
for vendor
payments for
medical care

OAA[ADC | AB |APTD| GA

Total num-
ber of
States .__{ 83 53 53 39 52

No vendor
payments____ 29 30 32 21 13
Vendor pay-
L J 24 23 21 18 39

1.50-1.09_ .- 1
2.00 or more__ 3

o0

—
=
N
—_
-
©w©
v
'
'
'
cocoo
[ Rl =)

Soo

For the country as a whole, vendor
payments for medical care for all
programs combined amounted to 97
cents per inhabitant in 1952-53 and to
78 cents in 1951-52. Costs were small
in all the programs, amounting to 47
cents per inhabitant for old-age as-
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sistance, 33 cents for general assist-
ance, 9 cents for aid to dependent
children, 7 cents for aid to the per-
manently and totally disabled, and
1 cent for aid to the blind. To meet
the cost of vendor payments, old-age
assistance funds were used by 24
States, aid to dependent children
funds by 23 States, aid to the blind
by 21 States, aid to the permanently
and totally disabled by 18 States, and
general assistance by 39 States.

Old-Age Benefits, January-
June 1953

Benefits awarded.—During the first
half of 1953, old-age benefits were
awarded to 428,900 persons—more
than double the number to whom
awards were made in the first 6
months of 1952 and almost equal to
the record number awarded in the
first 6 months of 1951. Less than the
normal number of awards were made
in January-June 1952, however;
many workers deferred filing applica-
tions for benefits until after June
19852 in order to acquire 6 quarters of
coverage after 1950 and thus qualify
for higher monthly benefit amounts
through use of the new-start formula.
The number awarded in the first half
of 1953 was swelled by many awards

Table 2.—Number and percentage distribution of old-age benefits awarded in
January-June 1953, by computation method, amount of benefit, and sex

of beneficiary

[Based partly on 10-percent sample]

Total Male Female
Amount of monthly benefit
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total ... 428, 903 100 309, 347 100 119, 556 100
$25.00. <o e 57,453 13 28, 552 9 28, 901 24
25.10-34.90 41,836 10 21,494 7 20, 342 17
35.00-44.90 34,087 8 20, 788 7 13, 299 11
45.00-54.90 38,013 9 25, 345 8 12, 668 11
55.00-64.90 84,745 20 58, 740 19 26,005 22
65.00-74.90 63, 724 15 52,623 17 11,101 9
75.00-84.90 50, 611 12 46, 269 15 4,342 4
85,00 oo 58, 434 14 55, 536 18 2,898 2

New-start formula__.___..___ 301,824 100 225,244 100 76, 580 100
$25.00. oo e 8, 676 3 2,810 1 5, 866 8
25.10-34.90._ 28,009 9 13,328 6 14,681 19
35.00-44.90. _ 18, 362 6 10, 046 4 8,316 11
45.00-54.90_ . 18,710 6 11, 220 5 7,490 10
55.00-64.90. . 66, 476 22 43,807 19 22, 669 30
65.00-74.90_ _ 53, 323 18 42,995 19 10,328 13
75.00-84.90_ 49,834 17 45, 502 20 4,332 6
8500 e 58, 434 19 55, 536 25 2, 898 4

Conversion table. _._._.__.__ 127,079 100 84,103 100 42,976 100
$25.00. 0 48,777 38 25, 742 31 23,035 54
25.10-34.90._ 13,827 11 8, 166 10 5,661 13
35.00-44.90 . 15,725 12 10, 742 13 4,983 12
45.00-54.90_ 19,303 15 14,125 17 5,178 12
55.00-64.90_ 18, 269 14 14,933 18 3,336 3
65.00-74.90. - 10, 401 8 g, 628 11 773 2
75.00-77.10_ L. 77 1 767 1 10 O]

! Less than 0.5 percent.

to self-employed persons who, after
January 1, 1953, could for the first
time become entitled to full-rate
benefits based solely on self-employ-
ment income. Another reason for the

Table 1.—Number, percentage distribution, and average monthly amount of
old-age benefits awarded in January-June 1953, by computation method,

age, and sex of beneficiary

[Based partly on 10-percent sample]

Total Male Female
Age! Avera Average Average
Num- Per- 8¢ Num- Per- 8¢ | Num- Per-
N monthl monthly monthly
ber cent amounty ber cent |goni| ber cent | L oC Y
Total ... ... 428,903 100 | $56.91 | 309, 347 100 | $61.57 | 119, 556 190 $44. 85
6566 ..o 178, 165 42 54.86 | 123,080 40 60.45 55,085 46 42. 35
67-69.._. 105,848 25 60.34 | 77,726 25 64.76 | 28,122 24 48.13
70-74. .. 85, 287 20 57,08 62, 531 20 61.21 22, 756 19 45.74
7519 ... 46, 680 11 57.80 | 36,049 12 61.05 10, 631 9 46. 76
80andover__..______.__ 12,923 3 52.70 9, 961 3 54. 58 2, 962 2 46. 35
New-start formula._| 301, 824 100 | $63.99 | 225,244 100 | $68.38 | 76,580 100 $51.08
6566 . . _.oooo._coo.-| 90,597 30 67.65 | 67,475 30 72.47 | 23,122 30 53. 56
-| 85,485 28 65.67 | 63,393 28 70.30 | 22,092 29 52.37
-l 72,146 24 61.02 { 52,049 24 65.59 | 19,197 25 48. 42
-} 41,865 14 60.31 | 32,359 14 63. 85 9, 506 12 48,26
11,731 4 54..98 9,068 4 56. 99 2, 663 3 48.13
Conversion table___| 127,079 100 | $40.08 | 84,103 100 | $43.32 | 42,976 100 $33.74
65-66. ____.____._._____.| 87,568 69 41.62 | 55,605 66 45.86 | 31,963 74 34.25
-1 20,363 18 37.98 14,333 17 40.24 6,030 14 32.61
-1 13,141 10 35. 44 9, 582 11 36. 98 3, 559 8 31.29
- 4,815 4 35.95 3, 690 4 36. 53 1,125 3 34.08
1,192 1 30. 26 893 1 30.18 299 1 30.47

! Age on birthday in 1953.
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larger number of awards in 1953 is
the growth in insured population as
a result of the extension of coverage
provided by the 1950 amendments.

About 70 percent of the old-age
benefits awarded in January-June
1953 were computed under the new-
start formula—that is, they were
based on earnings after 1950, and the
new benefit formula was used to de-
termine the amount (table 1). The
benefits for the remaining 30 per-
cent of the persons were determined
by applying the 1939 formula to earn-
ings after 1936 and increasing the
result through use of the conversion
table. Awards to women represented
one-fourth of the benefits computed
under the new-start formula and one-
third of the benefits determined by
use of the conversion table.

Insured persons who upon reach-
ing age 65 are disabled, retired, or
unable to obtain employment or who
are currently working in noncovered
employment usually file applications
for benefits immediately. Such per-
sons are unlikely to have enough
quarters of coverage after 1950 to
qualify for a benefit computation
under the new-start formula. Old-age
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