Notes and Brief Reports

Assistance Expenditures
Per Inhabitant, 1957-58*

The $314 billion expended from
Federal, State, and local funds for
assistance payments under all five
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public assistance programs during the
fiscal year 1957-58 amounted to
$18.73 for every person in the Nation.
Per capita expenditures were higher
than those in the preceding year by
$1.30 or 7.5 percent—a yearly rate of
increase that has been exceeded only
twice in the past 10 years, once in
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of Program Statistics and Analysis, Bu-
reau of Public Assistance.

1949-50 (16.8 percent). Substantial
increases in per inhabitant expendi-
tures have been due to amendments
to the Social Security Act that raised
the amount of Federal participation
in public assistance, thereby stimu-
lating the granting of higher pay-
ments to recipients, or to a rise in
unemployment that deprived more
persons of the necessities of life. Both
factors were responsible for the sharp
increase in assistance costs in 1948—
49, but greater unemployment was
the principal cause in 1949-50 and
1957-58.

A comparison of assistance ex-
penditures between years and among
States is easier to see when the

amount of total expenditures is re-
duced to an amount per inhabitant.
Interyear and interstate variations in
the total outlay for assistance pay-
ments depend upon differences be-
tween years and among States in the
average monthly assistance payments
per recipient, the proportion of the
population aided (recipient rates),
and the size of the total population.
In analyzing variations in assistance
expenditures, however, it is desirable
to remove this last factor—differences
in the size of the population—by ex-
pressing costs as an amount. per in-
habitant. It is then possible to study
the effect that variations in recipient
rates and in average paymentis to re-
cipients have on the amounts ex-
pended. The expenditure per inhabi-
tant is derived by. dividing the cost

Chart 1.—Amount espended per inhabitant ! for assistance payments, including vendor payments for medical care’
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& D TO THE BLIND.
CENTS FOR ILLINOIS, 61 CENTS FOR MASSACHUSETTS, AND 61 CENTS FOR NEW YORK.

NN TOTAL PAYMENT. FUESEEETEER VENDOR PRYMENTS.

& ESTIMATED. $/ INCOMPLETE.

& AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED.

& VENDOR PAYMENTS FOR MEDICAL CARE PER INHABITANT OF 30
3

+VENDOR PAYMENTS FOR MEOICAL CARE OF LESS THAN SO CENTS PER INMABITANT.

15



of assistance expenditures for a State
or the country as a whole by the
population of that State or the Na-
tion.

The significant effect that popula-
tion differences have on total ex-
penditures for assistance payments
and the value of per capita expendi-
tures for purposes of interstate com-
parison may be illustrated by an ex-
amination of data for New York and
Alaska. In 1957-58 the State of New
York spent $293,474,000 for assistance
payments for all programs combined,
or 95 times Alaska’s expenditure of
$3,086,000. Differences in the size of
the population make meaningless a
comparison of total expenditures in
these States. When total assistance
payments in each State are divided
by the respective. populations, how-
ever, the cost per inhabitant is found
to be about the same in each State—
$18.27 in Alaska and $18.47 in New
York.

Changes From 1957

Per capita expenditures for assist-
ance went up significantly in 1957-58
for each of the public assistance cate-
gories. The largest relative increases
occurred in general assistance (20.4
percent) and aid to dependent chil-
dren (14.4 percent), and the smallest
in old-age assistance (2.5 percent).
In dollar amounts, the largest rise
took place in aid to dependent chil-
dren; payments went up 59 cents per
inhabitant. and accounted for 45 per-
cent of the total increase of $1.30 per
capita for all categories combined.
Taken together, per inhabitant in-
creases for general assistance (33
cents) and old-age assistance (25

Table 1.—~Average monthly number
of assistance recipients and average
monthly payments, by program,
1957-58

Average monthly |Average monthly
number of payment per
recipients recipient

Program Pgr_ N
Number, | 0388 | 4 i 6ung, Change
1957-58 " | ehange o5y o) from

from 1956-57

1956-57
2,481,954 | —1.2| $60.38 | +$3.16
2,541,959 | +10.7 26.72°} +1.31
108,264 +.9 65,737 4-3.13
295,056‘ +8.8 59.93 | -1.88
979,110 | +33.9 28.81 —2.64

|

cents) accounted for an additional 45
percent. Rises in aid to the perma-
nently and totally disabled of 11 cents
and in aid to the blind of 2 cents
made up the rest of the total increase.
Changes from 1956-57 to 1957-58 in
per inhabitant expenditures for each
program are shown below.

Amount including
vendor payments

Program for medical care Pe;céznt-
Increase
1957-58 195657
All programs._.| $18.73 $17.43 7.5
OAA 10.37 10.12 2.5
ADC.___._...... 4.70 4.11 14.4
AB. ... .49 .47 4.3
APTD ... 1.22 1.1l 9.9
GA_ . 1.95 1.62 20.4

Underlying these shifts in per
capita expenditures were changes
from 1956-57 to 1957-58 in the pro-
portion of the population aided under
each program and the average
monthly payment per recipient. For
two programs—aid to dependent chil-
dren and aid to the permanently and
totally disabled—the primary reason
for the rise in per capita costs was
that more persons received assist-
ance; in the general assistance pro-
gram this was the only factor respon-
sible. The total population grew only
1.8 percent, but greater relative ex-
pansion in the number of recipients
of general assistance, aid to depend-
ent children, and aid to the perma-
nently and totally disabled (33.9 per-
cent, 10.7 percent, and 8.8 percent,
respectively) resulted in increases in
the proportion of the population
aided under each of these programs
(table 1). The upsurge in the num-
ber of recipients of general assistance
and aid to dependent children, the
two programs most sensitive to fluc-
tuations in economic conditions, re-
sulted mainly from the loss of jobs
and the exhaustion of rights to
unemployment insurance benefits.
About 25 percent of the rise in aid to
the permanently and totally disabled
occurred because of the inauguration
of new programs during 1957-58 in
California and Texas and the expan-
sion of programs already in existence
in Hlinois and Pennsylvania. The rate
of growth, however, of this relatively
new Federal-State program, initiated

in October 1950, continued to slacken.

Upturns in recipient rates were ac-
companied by increases of $1.89 in
the average monthly amount of as-
sistance paid to recipients of aid to
the permanently and totally disabled
and of $1.31 to recipients of aid to
dependent children. The average gen-
eral assistance payment per recipient,
on the other hand, declined by $2.64
despite a jump of $4.00 in the average
payment per case. In general assist-
ance the ratio of family cases to
single-person cases rose in 1957-58,
and, although payments to families
run considerably higher than pay-
ments to single persons, they average
less per individual member of the
family than do the payments to single
persons.

In the other two programs, old-age
assistance and aid to the blind, per
capita costs went up because in-
creases in average payments more
than offset a decline in the propor-
tion of the population receiving these
types of assistance. In 1957-58 the
average monthly amounts paid to the
aged and the blind rose by more than
$3 per recipient, but the number of
persons aided continued to decline
gradually in old-age assistance, as a
result of the growth in the number of
the aged who were receiving old-age
and survivors insurance benefits, and
increased insignificantly in aid to the
blind.

The national changes in the per
capita expenditures for assistance re-
flect the preponderance of increases
over decreases in the individual
States. For each program and for all
programs combined, States with
higher per capita costs in 1957-58
than in 1956-57 outnumbered those
with lower costs. Expenditures per
inhabitant for all categories com-
bined went up in all but seven of the
53 jurisdictions. Among programs,
increases occurred most frequently in
aid to dependent children; 48 States
spent more per capita for that pro-
gram in 1957-58 than a year earlier.
The largest number of declines took
place, as might be expected, in old-
age assistance and aid to the blind,
the programs with the smallest pro-
portionate increases for the Nation.
Almost half the States spent less per
inhabitant for the aged. Although
only 14 States decreased expenditures
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for aid to the blind, 16 others spent
the same amount for that program as
they had in the preceding year. The
number of States with increases and
decreases for each program is shown
below.

Number of States with
specified change in expendi-
tures per inhabitant
Program
No
Increase | Decrease change
Total, all pro-
46 [ I,
27 pi 2
48 3 2
23 14 16
35 8 2
37 12 4

1 Excludes California, Kentucky, and Texas,
where first payments were made in October 1957,
September 1956, and September 1957, respectively.

Program and State Variations

The individual States varied con-
siderably in per inhabitant expendi-
tures for each program and for all
programs combined. Virginia and
Oklahoma, with per capita expendi-
tures of $4.98 and $48.25 for all cate-
gories combined, represented — as
they did in the preceding year—the
extremes in the range of costs (table
2). The total outlay for public assist-
ance payments was less than $10 per
capita in six States, $10.00-$14.99 in
10 States, $15.00-$19.99 in 25 States,
and $20.00 or more in 12 States.
States with large expenditures per
inhabitant pulled the national aver-
age up to a level ($18.73) that was
higher than the cost in two-thirds of
the States.

In most States and in the country
as a whole, per capita expenditures
for all categories combined are largely
determined by the amount spent for
old-age assistance, which is the cost-
liest program in 4 out of every 5
States (chart 1). Nationally, assist-
ance payments to the aged amounted
to $10.37 per inhabitant and ac-
counted for more than 55 percent of
total expenditures for all programs
combined. Among the States, costs
ranged from a low of $1.58 in Hawaii
to about 22 times as much in Okla-
homa ($35.05), which was one of four
States spending more than $20 per
inhabitant for that program. One-
third of the States spent less than
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$7.50; anothet third, $7.50-$9.99; and
the remaining third, $10.00 or more.

Nationally, the expenditure of $4.70
per capita for aid to dependent chil-
dren was only 45 percent of the
amount spent for old-age assistance
but exceeded the combined cost of the
other three programs by more than
$1.00. Five out of every 8 States
spent less than the national average

for aid to dependent children. The
lowest expenditure occurred in Vir-
ginia, which was one of nine States
with costs of less than $3.00. Spend-
ing the most--$9.66—was neighboring
West Virginia, one of six States that
spent at least $7.50 for this category.
West Virginia has an unusually high
recipient rate, especially for children
who are receiving aid to dependent

Table 2.—Amount expended per inhabitant ' for assistance payments, in-
cluding vendor payments for medical care, by State and by program, fiscal

years 1956-57 and 1957-58

old Ald to Aldto  |permaseany| General
-age o |permanently| Genera
Total assistance dggﬁx&?ggt the blind | and totally | assistance
State disabled

1956~ | 1857- | 1956— | 1957- | 1956 { 1957- } 1956— | 1957 | 1956~ | 1957~ | 1956~ | 1957-

57 58 57 58 57 58 57 58 57 58 57 58
U. 8.average_..._.. $17.43 [$18.73 [$10.12 1$10.37 [$4.11 |$4.70 |$0.47 1$0.49 [$1.11 |$1.22 ($1.62 | $1.98
Alabama. .. ocooeeoa . 20.20 | 20.81 | 15.47 | 15.94 | 2.93 | 2.99 .23 .23 11.56 ) 1.64 .01 .01
Alaska.. 15.08 | 18.27 5.62 | 6.92| 7.37| 8.33 .31 4210 O (O] 1.88 2.60
Arizona. 16.26 { 15.95 8.90 8.25 | 5.75 6.04 .59 .55 O] O] 1.02 .11
Arkansas__ 17.60 | 22.52 | 12.69 | 17.10 | 2.83 | 3.11 .55 7001 1.58 .23 .03
California_ 26.27 | 20.30 } 17.57 | 18.67 | 6.14 | 7.61 | 1.09 | 1.20 @ [3.07] 147 1.75
Colorado.___ 44.10 ) 41.93 | 34.47 | 31.80 | 4.96 | 5.50 .18 W17 12,20 2.29 ] 2.22 2,17
Connecticut. 15.34 | 16.87 7.75 8.67 | 4.07 | 4.55 .18 L17 1 1.44 | 1.40 (41.90 | 4 2.08
Delaware_____ 8.84 9.71 2.30 2.14 | 3.31 § 3.66 .45 .51 .68 .63 [ 2.10 2.87
Dist.of Colo e .. 8.61 | 11.78 2.26 2.81 | 3.42 | 5.17 .23 .23 ] 2.14 ] 2.62 .56 .95
Florida. ... .._.__.. 16.45 | 16.61 | 10.84 | 10.73 | 4.14 | 4.06 .43 42 75 101 | 4.20 ] 4.39
Georgia. ..ol 19.47 1 20.10 | 13.15 | 13.41 | 3.74 | 3.86 .52 .53 11,90 ¢ 2.12 .16 .18
Hawail _______ ... 11.70 | 11.18 1.60 1.58 1 6.52 | 6.35 W11 L10 | 1,56 | 1.45 | 1.01 1.70
Jdaho. ... __ 15.21 | 15.20 9.36 9.14 | 4.43 | 4.68 .24 L2210 1,13 1.12}45.05| 5.04
THinois_ oo.ooive . 17.09 | 18.34 7.17 7.03 | 4.60 | 5.07 .30 .30 | 1.08 | 1.43 | 3.94 4.51
Indiana._._ ... .. _.____ 8.77 9.50 4.84 4.75 1 2.36 | 2.61 .32 .33 (?) &) 1.25 1.81
JOWA oo e 17.45 | 16.85 } 11.60 | 10.83 | 3.72 | 3.79 .53 51 [O) ® 1.60 1.72
Kansas. .coovoueeoooonn. 19.19 | 19.33 | 13.09 | 12.83 | 3.26 | 3.54 27 27 11.72 | 1.82 .85 .87
KentucKy.coeeoooeooooo 14.99 | 16.26 8.69 8.82 | 5.24 | 5.58 .50 51 3,21 .94 .35 .41
Louisiana_...__...__.._ 42.02 | 43.69 | 30.79 | 30.75 | 6.35{ 7.63 .64 70 | 2.70 | 2.90 | 1.54 1.71
alne. ... ... 17.35 | 19.21 8.05 8.70 | 5.24 | 5.81 .87 37 .66 .96} 3.03 3.37
Maryland.._._...._..__ 6.65 7.05 2.10 2,121 2.71 | 3.00 11 Jd1 11,21 | 1,25 .52 .57
Massachusetts. .. v 27.61 | 20.98 | 18.25 | 19.98 | 4.30 | 4.86 50 .55 1 2.82]2.60(1.74 1.90
Michigan. .. --| 16.20 | 17.74 6.81 6.89 | 3.90 { 4.49 .20 .20 .35 .41 | 3.94 5.75
Minnesota .| 20.64 | 21.64 | 13.60 | 14.02 ) 3.93 | 4.21 .38 .38 .31 .39 | 2.42 2.64
Mississippi.. -] 15.88 | 18.19 | 12.33 | 13.00 | 1.97 | 3.19 94| 1.10 .57 .83 07 .07
Missouri-. .| 27.66 | 28.88 | 19.18 | 19.11 | 4.49 | 5.55 .84 .86 | 2,18 | 2.35 97 1.01
Montana.. -120.24 | 19.76 9.59 8.99 | 4.48 | 4.48 .53 .51 | 1.88 | 1.80 | 3.76 3.98
Nebraska. -] 13.20 | 18.30 7.72 8.28 { 2.32 | 2.38 .49 .60 .58 LT 2.09 1.31
Nevada...__.. -{ 15.05 | 13.65 8.07 7.79 | 2.53 | 3.05 .45 .59 O] (@) |44.00 {42.22
New Hampshire._...._ 12.95 | 13.17 7.90 7.58 | 2.68 | 2.76 .37 37 .58 59 | 1.42 1.87
New Jersey__.___._____ 7.63 8.59 3.30 3.25 { 2.00 | 2.42 .15 .15 .86 .92 11.32 1.85
New Mexico - 17.90 | 19.55 7.18 7.81 | 8.68 | 9.42 W31 .32 11.40 | 1.57 .33 .43
New York._.. -| 16.52 | 18.47 6.04 6.28 | 5.95 | 6.99 .30 .31 262 2.70{ 1.61 2.19
North Carolina._. - 11.15 | 12.28 4.76 4.94 1 3.59 1 4.24 .58 .60 | 1.49 ( 1.72 .73 .78
North Dakota. 2| 17.52 1 18.03 | 11.13 | 11.24 | 3.92 | 4.20 .13 14 1 1.54 | 1.69 . .76
Ohfo__._.__. .1 14.48 | 15.43 8.14 7.71 | 2.19 | 2.43 .31 .31 .61 .69 | 3.23 4.29
Oklahoma. .| 44.35 | 48.25 | 33.35 | 35.05 | 7.15 { 8.53 .84 .87 1 2.331 3.24 .68 .56
Oregon..____ _f 18.23 | 18.95 9.48 9.53 | 3.37 | 4.20 .18 17 | 2.10 | 2.37 | 3.10 2.68
Pennsylvania. -] 10.32 | 11.24 2.81 2.7713.70 | 4.38 | 1.19{ 1.20 .83 .91 | .79 1.98
Puerto Rico..___._...__ 5.59 6.15 1.82 1.78 | 2.67 | 3.26 .07 .08 .96 96 .07 .07
Rhode Island .. ________ 19.54 | 20.66 7.47 7.17 [ 6.04 | 7.09 16 .13 11.88 1 2.18 | 4.01 4.09
South Carolina 10.98 | 11.21 6.83 6.80 | 2.17 | 2.45 37 .37 11.35 ) 1.34 . .25
South Dakota. 15.71 | 16.56 | 8.15 8.39 | 4.00 | 4.57 16 .16 .70 . 2.61 2.61
Tennessee.._. 12.38 | 13.30 7.15 7.53 | 4.22 | 4.49 43 .43 .45 .69 .13 .16
Texas._.. 16.06 | 16.71 | 13.25 | 13.61 | 2.10 | 2.30 .42 .41 (2 |3.08 4.29] ¢.31
Utah.._ 16.62 | 17.26 8.30 8.03 | 4.75 6.35 .22 .22 | 1.78 | 1.81 | 1.57 1.85
Vermont___ 15.82 | 16.64 | 10.22 | 10.15 | 2.82 | 3.15 22 .24 .92 | 1.09 |41.64 | 42.01
Virgin Islands. 13.19 | 12.98 6.25 6.02 | 4.38 | 4.35 27 .23 | 1,03 { 1.07 | 1.26 1.31
Virginia._____ 4.91 4.98 1.75 1.78 | 2.04 | 2.04 .17 .16 .71 .72 .24 .28
‘Washington. .._.....___ 34.16 | 36.18 | 21.64 | 21.45 | 5.47 | 6.94 .36 342,41 ] 2.51 | 4.28 4.94
West Virginia__....._._ 16.08 | 16.57 4.39 4.40 [ 9.09 | 9.66 .26 W25 1 LLT8  1.72 .56 .54
Wisconsin____ 15.07 | 15.56 { 8.73 8.63 | 3.46 | 3.51 .25 .25 41 431 2.221 2.74
Wyoming._ . _.eeeo. 15.13 | 16.06 | 8.78 | 9.79 | 2.68 | 3.17 .16 JA8 1 1,211 1,37 | 2.30F 1.55

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

3 No program.

3 Program not in operation for full year. First
payments made as follows: California, October

1957; Kentucky, September 1956; and Texas, Sep-
tember 1957,

4 Estimated.

$ Data incomplete.
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children because the father is inca-
pacitated. This high rate undoubtedly
reflects the relative importance in the
State’s economy of coal mining and
other hazardous industries, coupled
with comparatively high unemploy-
ment.

The cost per inhabitant of assist-
ance to the blind and to the disabled
was comparatively small, averaging
only 49 cents and $1.22, respectively,
for the United States. Two-thirds of
the States spent less than 50 cents for
aid to the blind, and no State spent
more than $1.20. Although costs for
aid to the permanently and totally
disabled were somewhat higher than
those for the blind, all States spent
less than $3.25, and almost three-
fifths of the 48 States with programs
spent less than $1.50.

The greatest variation among the
States continued to be in their ex-
penditures for general assistance,
largely because of the absence of Fed-
eral financial participation. The cost
per inhabitant in Michigan ($5.75)
was 575 times that in Alabama (1
cent) and almost 200 times that in
Arkansas (3 cents). Almost two~fifths
of the States spent less than $1.00 per
capita.

The distribution of States by size
of per inhabitant expenditures for
each of the assistance programs is
shown below for 1957-58.

Expendi- All

_tures per pro- |OAAJADC|AB|APTD |GA

inhabitant |{grams

Total

number

of States_._| 53 53 53 | 83 48 | 53
Less than

$0.50_ oo 0 0 0136 5] 13
0.50-0.99._.__ 0 0 0|14 13 7
1.00-1.49.____ 0 0 9] 3 10 4
1.50-1.99_____ 0 3 0y 0 g 11
2.00-2.99___.. 0 4 891 0 10 11
3.00-3.99____. 0 1 121 0 1 2
4.00-4.99_____ 1 3 47 0 0 4
5.00-7.49____. 2 7 121 0 0 1
7.50-9.99____. 3 17 6| 0 0 0
10.00-14.99___ 10 9 0| 0 0 0
15.00-19.99.__ 25 ] (U] 0 0
20.00 or more. 12 4 0} 0 0 0

Factors Affecting State
Variation

State variation in expenditures per
inhabitant for each of the programs
and for all programs combined results
from differences among the States in
the proportion of the population
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aided and in average payments, the
two determinants of the cost per in-
habitant. The proportion of the popu-
lation aided and the average payment
per recipient depend in large measure
upon the availability of State-local
funds with which to finance public
assistance, the distribution of income
among the population, and the scope
of the assistance programs estab-
lished by the State. Under the Social
Security Act a State is free to define
need and to establish policies and
procedures governing eligibility for
assistance, such as relatives’ responsi-
bility provisions, lien laws, limitations
on property holdings, and maximums
on assistance payments—all of them
determined by State willingness and
ability to support public assistance.
The degree of community acceptance
of public assistance is reflected in the
State’s willingness to support the pro-
grams, which in turn affects the rela-
tive stringency of policies governing
eligibility for assistance and the level
of the assistance standard. On the
other hand, the best available eco-
nomic indicator of a State’s ability to
support public assistance is found in
its per ecapita income, which also
affects the need for assistance. Un-
fortunately, the greatest need for
public assistance is found among the
lowest-income States, which are least
able to support the programs. Thus,
a State’s per capita income, its fiscal
effort to support public assistance,
and the scope of its assistance pro-
grams interact to affect both the
average payment per recipient and
the recipient rate. In addition, the
proportion of the aged population
that receives old-age and survivors
insurance benefits and the size of the
benefit payments affect old-age as-
sistance recipient rates and average
payments.

The operation of these factors may
be observed in their effect upon the
12 States that spent less than $13 per
capita for all programs combined in
1957-58 and the 12 States that spent
more than $20. Since expenditures
for old-age assistance influence in
large measure the total per inhabi-
tant cost for all programs combined,
the following discussion of the varia-
tion in recipient rates and average
payments is limited to that program.

States with highest expenditures

per inhabitant. — The States that
spent the most per capita for all pro-
grams combined fall into three in-
come groups. Five States are among
the lower third in per capita income,
three are in the middle third, and
four are in the upper third (table 3).
The wide acceptance of public assist-
ance in all 12 States, however, is indi-
cated by their willingness to support
the assistance programs; 10 of them
exerted high fiscal effort in 1957-58,
and two -— Alabama and Georgia —
made an effort about equal to the
median for the country as a whole.
The States were less alike, however,
in other characteristics.

High per capita expenditures in the
five States with low per capita income
were largely the result of compara-
tively high recipient rates—a reflec-
tion, in turn, of their relatively great
need for assistance. Their average
monthly payments per recipient of
old-age assistance in December 1957
were in the lower third, with the ex-
ception of those in Louisiana and
Oklahoma. Louisiana’s average pay-
ment was slightly above the median
for the Nation, and Oklahoma’s was
in the upper third, All five States had
relatively low beneficiary rates for
old-age and survivors insurance in
June 1958, which is also indicative of
greater need for assistance.

In contrast, the four States with
high per capita income owed their
relatively high expenditures per in-
habitant primarily to average pay-
ments that were in the upper third.
Although beneficiary rates under the
insurance program were aiso high in
each State, recipient rates for old-age
assistance in California and Wash-~
ington were high and, in Massachu-
setts, were above the median for the
United States. Rhode Island’s recipi-
ent rate for old-age assistance was in
the lower third, but its rates for aid
to dependent children and general
assistance were comparatively high
and the rate for aid to the perma-
nently and totally disabled was in the
middle range.

The three middle-income States
present a somewhat mixed picture.
High per capita expenditures were
due in Minnesecta to a relatively high
avergge payment coupled with a
medium recipient rate; in Missouri,
to a comparatively high recipient rate
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Table 3.—Selected economic and program data for 12 States with highest
and 12 States with lowest assistance expenditures per inhabitant for all
programs combined, fiscal year 1957-58

Old-age assistance i

Rank in
States grouped by | SeIEenCInte,

per capita income, 1955-57

Rank in
average payment,
December 1957

Rank in aged
0 ASI beneficiary
rate, June 1958

Rank in fiscal
effort, 1957-58 1

‘ Mid- |

dle
third

Up- Low-

per
third

Up-
er per
third | third

Mid- | Low-
third

Up- | Mid-
per | dle
third | third

Low-

er
third

Up- | Mid-{Low-
per | dle er
third | third | third

dle er
third

12 States with highest per inhabitant expenditures for all programs combined

TLower third:

Missouri
Upper third:
California
Massachusetts
Rhode Island.
Washington

Lower third:
North Carolina
Puerto Rico?_____
South Carolina_.
Virgin Islands 2

Middle third:
Virginia__
Hawali.._

Upper third
Delaware__ .
Dist.of Col_ ...
Indiana__.______.....__..
Maryland.______

New Jersey.__.._
Pennsylvania

1 Expenditures for all programs in relation to personal income.
2 Per capita income data not avaflable for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

and a medium average payment; and
in Colorado, to a recipient rate and
an average payment that were both
in the upper third. Old-age and sur-
vivors insurance beneficiary rates in
all three States were either in the
middle range or slightly below it.
States with lowest expenditures per
inhabitant.—The 12 States with the
lowest per capita expenditures like-
wise have representatives from each
of the income groups. Per capita in-
comes were in the lower third in four
States, in the upper third in six
States, and in the middle range in
two States. Fiscal effort cannot be
computed for Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands because precise income
data are lacking for these jurisdic-
tions. Incomes are known to bhe ex-
tremely low in these islands, however,
and fiscal effort is probably high —
particularly in Puerto Rico. Fiscal
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effort to support the assistance pro-
grams is comparatively low in each
of the other 10 States.

The six high-income States have
low per inhabitant expenditures
largely because of their relatively low
recipient rates. New Jersey was the
only State with a comparatively high
average payment. Average payments
in the lower third contributed to the
low expenditures per inhabitant in
Maryland and Delaware. Average
payments were in the middle third in
the other three States. The low re-
cipient rates and the general absence
of high average payments in these
six States reflect in part the fact that
beneficiary rates for the insurance
program are high or above the medi-
an except in the District of Columbia,
which has many aged persons who
draw pensions from the Federal civil-
service retirement system.

Low per capita expenditures for as-
sistance in the four States with per
capita incomes in the lowest third, on
the other hand, were caused mainly
by comparatively low average pay-
ments. Recipient rates were above
the median in North Carolina but
were in the highest third in the other
States in this group, as might be ex-
pected from their low-income posi-
tion. Beneficiary rates were com-
paratively low in all four States.

Hawaii and Virginia—both middle-
income jurisdictions — had relatively
low recipient rates combined with
comparatively low average payments
and beneficiary rates about equal to
the median for the country. Low per
capita expenditures in Virginia re-
flect in part a relatively low assist-
ance standard, and in Hawaii they
result partly from the small propor-
tion of the total population that is
aged as well as the comparatively
low recipient rate. In 1950, only 4.1
percent of Hawaii’s total population
—about half the proportion for the
United States—was aged 65 and over.

Vendor Payments for Medical
Care

Medical care provided through as-
sistance payments may be paid for
either in the money payment to the
recipient to enable him to purchase
his own care or directly to the vendor
of the medical service, In 1857-58,
vendor payments for medical care for
all programs combined amounted to
more than $320 million, or $1.84 per
inhabitant—up 15 cents or about 9
percent from per capita expenditures
in the preceding year.

A change at the beginning of 1957~
58 in the provisions for Federal par-
ticipation in vendor payments for
medical care brought about shifts by
many States in the methods of pay-
ing for care. Irom the inception of
Federal participation in payments to
vendors of medical care under the
special types of assistance in October
1950 until July 1, 1957, the Federal
Government shared in the combined
cost of payments to vendors of medi-
cal care and of money payments to
recipients up to the monthly maxi-
mums on individual payments. For
the fiscal year 1957-58, however, the
States could claim Federal matching
for payments to medical vendors sep-
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arately from money payments to re-
cipients, in amounts up to an aver-
age of $6 per adult recipient ($3 in
Federal funds) and $3 per child re-
cipient ($1.50 in Federal funds). In
an effort to obtain the maximum
amount possible under the revised
formula, some States changed their
procedure for paying for one or more
types of care. Other States made
payments to vendors of medical care
for the first time in one or more cate-
gories. In 1957-58, all but nine States
used vendor payments in one or more
programs. About the same proportion
of States—roughly 7 out of every 10
—made vendor payments under each
program; in earlier years far more
States had made such payments from
general assistance funds than from
funds of any one of the other pro-
grams.

The increase from 1956-57 to 1957-
58 in total per inhabitant expendi-
tures for payments to vendors of
medical care probably would have
been greater than it was if the Fed-
eral provisions for sharing in such
payments had not been changed.
Some States making vendor pay-
ments substantially higher than the
new average maximums shifted from
vendor payments to money payments
for some types of medical care in
order to obtain the maximum possi-
ble Federal funds. In addition, in
1957-58, the Commissioner of Social
Security approved a policy that per-
mitted States to “split” the cost of
nursing- and convalescent-home care
between a money payment to the re-
cipient for his ordinary living ex-
penses in the home and a payment
to the operator of the home for medi-
cal needs; formerly, the full cost of
such care was in the form of a single
vendor payment to the operator of
the home.

Among programs, the largest per
capita expenditures for vendor pay-
ments were from old-age assistance
and general assistance funds (table
4). Expenditures from old-age assist-
ance funds amounted to 92 cents, or
half the total per inhabitant for all
categories combined. Although the
per capita expenditure (48 cents)
from general assistance funds was
much smaller, it accounted for one-
fourth of total general assistance
payments. In contrast, vendor pay-
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ments for medical care constituted
only about 8 percent of total assist-
ance payments for the four special
types of public assistance combined.
An unknown, though substantial,
amount of vendor payments from
general assistance funds, however,
was spent on behalf of recipients of
the special types of public assistance.
At least 11 percent of total vendor
payments from general assistance
went for medical care for recipients
under the special programs.

Table 4.—Number of States with
specified amount of expenditures
per inhabitant for vendor pay-
ments for medical care, by program,
fiscal year 195758

Expendi-
tures per
inhabitant | Al
for vendor | pro-
payments |grams
for medical
care

OAA|ADC| AB [APTD| GA

Average, (
all States_| $1.84| $0.92! $0.25/$0.03

Total
number
of States.. 53 53 53| 53 48 53

$0.17|$0.48

No vendor
payments 9 17 18 15 15 15
Vendor
payments 44] 36 35

Less than

$0.50._ 8
0.50-0.99_ 7
1.00-1.49. 2
1.50-1.99_ 4

2.00or
more.__ 23
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&
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—
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»
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Under each assistance program, per
capita expenditures for vendor pay-
ments for medical care were small in
relation to total expenditures in most
States. Vendor payments amounted
to less than 50 cents per inhabitant
in three-tenths of the States making
such payments under old-age assist-
ance, in three-fourths of the States
under aid to dependent children, in
almost half the States under general
assistance, in gll the States under aid
to the blind, and almost all the States
under aid to the permanently and
totally disabled. Vendor payments
amounted to as much as $2 or more
in seven States under old-age assist-
ance and in 23 States under all pro-
grams combined.

eI s rorera

Blue Cross Provisions for
Aged Persons, Late 1958*

An estimated 6 million persons
aged 65 and over—about 40 percent
of the population in this age group—
have hospitalization insurance. The
79 Blue Cross plans in the continen-
tal United States! estimate that their
enrollment includes about 3.5 million
persons who have passed their sixty-
fifth birthday. Approximately 400,000
aged persons are enrolled in inde-
pendent plans. The others—at least
2 million persons—have only insur-
ance company policies. Some persons
who are members of Blue Cross or
independent plans also have insur-
ance company policies.

Blue Cross plans are thus the major
source of prepaid protection against
the costs of hospital care among the
population aged 65 and over. As the
ratio of their aged members to
younger members has increased, Blue
Cross plans have developed a variety
of ways of coping with the problem
of the impact of the relatively higher
costs on the older segment of their
enrollment. Blue Cross membership
has been obtained by aged persons in
one of four ways, listed in the order
of their numerical importance: (1)
“left-employ” (“left-group” or “group
conversion”) contracts, (2) nongroup
contracts, (3) group contracts cover-
ing aged persons still at work, and
(4) group contracts that include re-
tired as well as active employees.
Wives are generally included under
their husband’s contract as depend-
ents, and widows are permitted to
continue their membpership in Blue
Cross plans on a group conversion or
nongroup basis after their husband’s
death.

Most of those in the higher ages
who are enrolled in Blue Cross plans
originally obtained their membership
through their place of work, On re-
tiring they converted their coverage
into a “left-employ” contract, which

* Prepared by Agnes W. Brewster and
Ruth Bloodgood, Division of Program Re-
search, Office of the Commissioner. Data
were developed from plan summaries in
the Blue Cross Guide, January 1958, and
revisions reported by the Blue Cross Asso-
ciation in December 1958,

1 Data exclude the Puerto Rico Blue
Cross plan; Canadian plans have also been
omitted.
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