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mm 3.-Persons aged 66 and over receiving old-age assistance b receiving or eligible to receive old-age, survivors, and disa- 
ility insurance bene$ts, per 1,000 aged popuhtion, June 1940- 

June 1959 

Number per l.ooO aged population 1 

End of June- Eligible for OASDI * 

““leg 
Total 

1940- _ - _ __ __ _ _ ___ __ ___ _ __ _ __ __ _ _ __ __ __ 
1941. _-_-__-_ ___-_____________________ 
1942-...------..---------------------- 
1~3..------.-.-.-.------------------- 
1844-.---.-..---.--.------------------ 
1945- --_--_--------__-___ _______-_-_-_ 
1946-.----.---.-....------------------ 
1947-.----.-...-.--.------------------ 
1848---..--.--.-....------------------ 
1949..------.-----.------------------- 
1950-.----..-.--....------------------ 
1951..~.-.-___--._--------~------~---- 
1952.--.-.---_-__--------------------- 
1953.-.-.--..--.---------------------- 
1954- _ - _ -_______----__--_------------- 
1955-.---.-..---.--------------------- 
1956~~.~~~~~~~~~~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
1957-..-.-.-__-_---.------------------ 
1958.-.-------.----------------------- 
1959. _ ________________________________ 

2 
104 

:Fi 
175 
195 

;ki 
245 

3”: 
422 
459 
490 
520 
691 

2: 
710 

7 

2 

zt 

ii 
106 
126 
149 
170 
235 

E 

:!i 
454 

iii 
627 

I I I 

1 Includes Alaska and Hawaii and, beginning 1951, Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands. 

2 The difference between the total number and the number receiving bene- 
flts represents the number of persons who could have drawn benefits except 
for employment. 

3 See footnote 2, table 1. 

, rom either program or from both represented 
tl per 1,000 aged persons in the United States 

table 2). Louisiana was the leading State, with 
860 per 1,000 ; the District of Columbia had the 
lowest proportion (509 per 1,000). 

In June 1959 there were four times as many 
beneficiaries of old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance as there were recipients of old-age as- 
sistance. For a growing number of old-age assist- 
ance recipients, the assistance payment supple- 
ments their old-age, survivors, and disability in- 
surance benefit. Those receiving both an insurance 
benefit and an assistance payment represented 
about one-fourth of the total old-age assistance 
caseload. Ten years earlier the number of old- 
age assistance recipients who also received an old- 
age, survivors, and disability insurance benefit 
represented about one-tenth of the total old-age 
assistance caseload. 

The relative importance of the two programs 
varies considerably among the States. Louisiana, 
for example, had the highest proportion receiving 
a payment from both old-age assistance and old- 
age, survivors, and disability insurance (152 per 
1,000)) the highest proportion receiving old-age 
assistance (572 per 1,000)) and the lowest pro- 
portion (excluding Puerto Rico and the Virgin 

Islands) receiving old-age, survivors, and disabil- 
ity insurance (440 per 1,000). At the other end 
of the scale, New Jersey, which had the lowest 
old-age assistance rate (38 per 1,000)) had the 
third highest old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance rate (740 per 1,000) , 

In addition to the 9.‘7 million aged persons 
who were receiving old-age, survivors, and dis- 
ability insurance benefits, 1.4 million (8.9 percent 
of all persons aged 65 and over) could have 
drawn benefits except for employment (table 3). 
Estimates of the number of aged persons eligible 
for these benefits are not available by State. 

Expenditures for Assistance Payments 
From State-Local Funds, 19X4-59* 

In 19.58-59, fiscal effort exerted by the States 
and localities to support all five public assistance 
programs combined rose slightly for the country 
as a whole. It declined in more than half the 
States, however, despite generally larger outlays 
for assistance payments from State and local 
funds. The relationship between the State and 
local share of assistance payments and personal 
income is used here as a rough indication of the 
fiscal effort made by States to finance public as- 
sistance.l 

For the United States, expenditures for assist- 
ance payments from State-local funds amounted 
to 48 cents per $100 of personal income in 195& 
59, or 4.1 percent more than the 46 cents expended 
in the preceding year (table 1). This upward 
shift in fiscal effort reflects a greater proportion- 
ate increase for the Nation in total expenditures 
from State-local funds for assistance than in per- 
sonal income. All but a few States experienced 
a rise in personal income, and most of them 
boosted the State-local outlay for assistance pay- 
ments. Fiscal effort for public assistance went 
down in a majority of States, because the non- 
Federal share of assistance payments declined in 

*Prepared by Frank J. Hanmer, Division of Program 
Statistics and Analysis, Bureau of Public Assistance. 

1 In this note, expenditures for assistance payments 
from State and local funds for the fiscal years 195758 
and 1958-59 are related respectively to personal income 
for the calendar years 1957 and 1958. Alaska and Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands are excluded from the 
analysis because personal income data are not available. 
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some States and increased less, percentagewise, 
than personal income in others. 

EXPENDITURES FOR ASSISTANCE 
PAYMENTS RISE NATIONALLY 6 

Percentage shifts in expenditures for assistance 
payments from State and local funds were usu- 

PERSONAL INCOME LOWER IN SOME AREAS 

From 1957 to 1958, personal income for the 
United States rose 2.4 percent, or $8.4 billion, 
but not all sections of the country fared equally 
well. A recession in manufacturing and mining 
hit hardest in the Great Lakes, Mideast,2 and 
New England States, and a countercyclical spurt 
in farm income was mainly responsible for above- 
average increases in personal income in the Plains 
States and in the Southeast and Southwest. Though 
total personal income declined in the Great Lakes 
region, it would have dropped even more there 
and would also have fallen below the 1957 level 
in New England and the Mideast had it not been 
for increases in government disbursements for 
wages and salaries, old-age, survivors, and dis- 
ability insurance benefits, and especially unem- 
ployment insurance benefits. Nationally, larger 
government disbursements contributed $7.1 bil- 
lion toward the net increase of $8.4 billion in the 
various components of personal income that oc- 
curred in 1958. 

TABLE I.---.%penditures for public assistance payments from 
State and local funds in relation to personal income and amount 
expended per inhabitant, by State, 1958-59 1 

- 

Percentage 
change in- 

Expenditures from State and 
local funds for assistance 

state Personal 
income, 

1958 
from 
1957 

- 

3 
f 

-- 

I 1- Expendi 

FllE 
State 

ind local 
unds fol 
assist- 

ace. 19% 
59 from 
1957-58 

‘er $100 of personal 

- 

1957. 
58 

incmie 

- 
I 

a 
95s 
59 

Percent. 
age 

change, 
1958-59 

from 
1957-58' 

Per in- 
Iabitant, 
1958-59 

_- 
+7.4 

- 

1 

-- 

-- 
+4.1 $9.88 

Alabama __________ 
Arls0Ila. - _ _-_--___ 
Arkansas __________ 
California _________ 
Colorado ._________ 
Connecticut a---- 
Delaware...-.-- 
Dist. of Co1 _______ 
Florida 4 ___________ 
Georgia ____________ 

-9.8 
-9.7 
-5.5 

$2 

'r:::: 

3::: 
('1 

Q.4E 

-2 
.35 
.58 
.65 

1.21 
.42 
.19 
.22 
.3a 
.41 

1.48 
- 

.36 

.29 

.50 

12 
.47 
.19 
.25 
.27 
.39 

-13.8 
-18.5 
-11.3 

$34:: 

3% 
+-‘;.; 

-4.8 

4.86 
5.57 
6.08 

17.45 
25.54 
13.18 

5.22 
6.M 
5.07 
5.83 

The factors affecting personal income in the 
different geographic regions are naturally re- 
flected in the changes in income in the individual 
States from 1957 to 1958. Personal income went 
up in 1958 in all except four States, but upward 
and downward shifts were generally small (table 
2). Personal income fell-by less than 5 percent 
-in Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and West Virginia, 
which depend heavily upon mining or the manu- 
facture of durable goods. Personal income rose 
less than 5 percent in 33 States, including nine 3 
where the increase was less than 2.5 percent. Of 
these nine States and the four with a drop in 
personal income, all but Louisiana and West Vir- 
ginia were located in the three regions hit hardest 
by the industrial recession. In contrast, personal 
income climbed 7.5 percent or more in six States: 
mainly as a consequence of the boost in farm 
income. 

Hawaii ____________ 
Idaho 6 ____________ 
Illinois. _ _ _________ 
Indiana. __________ 
Iowa ______________ 
Kansas- ___________ 
Kentucky _________ 
Louisiana.. _______ 
Maine. ____________ 
Maryland ___.______ 

+6.2 
-15.3 

+$:i 
-4.3 
-2.5 
+2.7 

-13.8 
-3.9 

+11.6 

- 

- 1 

-- 

i % -- 

, 

, 

, 

, 

.3a 

.43 

.45 

.24 

.48 

.54 
.32 

1.12 
.52 
.I4 

.31 

.33 

.51 
.26 
.45 
.47 
.32 
.95 
.48 
.15 

t1.1 
-21.5 

+$:i 
-8.0 

-12.1 
-.4 

-15.5 
-7.1 
+6.1 

8.21 
9.45 
4.44 

14.95 
8.24 
3.24 

Massachusetts-.-- 
Michigan __________ 
Minnesota------.-- 
Mississippi-- _ _ ____ 
Missouri ___________ 
Montana. _________ 
Nebraska __._______. 
Nevada-. _ ________ 
New Hampshire _ 
New Jersey. _______. 

:E 
.68 
.39 
.52 
.58 
. 33 
.22 
.40 
.22 

.78 -2.6 

:lE +7:: 
.37 -3.6 
.51 -2.3 
.52 -10.6 
.28 -15.8 
.21 -5.5 
.35 -11.0 
.26 +16.8 

18.56 
13.90 
13.10 
3.92 

10.31 
9.93 
5.23 
5.43 
6.67 
6.44 

New Mexico _______. 
New York _______ -_ 
North Carolina.-- 
North Dakota-.-.-. 
Ohio ______________. 
Oklahoma _________ 
Oregon ____________. 
Pennsylvania-...... 
Rhode Island ._____, 
South Carolina-- 

.38 

.44 

.27 

.68 

.38 
1.32 

.59 

.28 

.60 

.24 

.36 

.49 

.27 

.54 

.45 
I.09 
.57 
.33 
.62 
.22 

-4.8 

+:":i 
-20.4 

+:;:; 
-3.2 

+:E 
-11.9 

6.68 
12.78 

3.70 
9.11 
9.82 

18.94 
11.36 

7.03 
12.18 

2.63 

South Dakota.--. 
Tennessee. ________. 
Texas 4 ____________. 
Utah ___.__________. 
Vermont 4 _________. 
Virginia ___________. 
Washington . .._____. 
West Virginia __.___. 
Wisconsin. __ ______. 
Wyoming ..________. 

.47 
.24 
.28 
.50 
.42 
.OQ 

1.06 
.30 
.49 
.40 

.41 

.25 

:2 
.39 
.09 

..06 
.32 
.49 
.41 

-12.0 

+I!:; 
-11.6 

-8.1 
-2.4 

+.1 

$5 
$3.3 

6.78 
3.66 
5.07 
7.81 
6.72 
1.44 

22.33 
4.33 
9.50 
8.58 

‘Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maryland, New 
York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 

’ Connecticut, Illinois, Louisiana, New Jersey, New 
York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and WL- 
consin. 

’ Arizona, Florida, Kansas, Mississippi, New Mexico, 
and North Dakota. 

- 

1 Expenditures are for fiscal years 1957-58 and 1958-59 and exclude amounts 
spent for administration; they are related respectively to personal income for 
calendar years 1957 and 1958. 

2 Computed from unrounded ratios. 
8 Data on income for Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands not 

available. 
4 Data for general assistance expenditures estimated. 
5 Increase of less than 0.05 percent. 
6 Reporting of general assistance expenditures incomplete. 
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a lly greater than those in personal income in most 
% tates and in the country as a whole. In all 50 

States combined, expenditures for assistance pay- 
ments from State-local funds in 1958-59 rose 7.4 
percent ($119 million) from the amount spent in 
the preceding fiscal year. The rise occurred 
mainly because the economic recession of 1958 
brought about an increase in the number of re- 
cipients of general assistance and aid to depend- 
ent children-the programs most responsive to 
fluctuations in the economy. Unemployed fathers 
had to apply for general assistance after exhaust- 
ing their unemployment insurance benefits. In 
addition, some estranged fathers were unable to 
continue support payments to their families be- 
cause of unemployment. The recession also af- 
fected adversely the employment opportunities of 
mothers in broken homes who otherwise might 
have been able to support their children without 
recourse to aid to dependent children. In 1958- 
59 the States and localities as a whole increased 
expenditures for State-local funds for aid to de- 
pendent children by almost 17 percent and for 
general assistance, which is financed entirely from 
State-local funds, by more than 25 percent. 

a 
Larger outlays for assistance in the wealthier 
dustrialized States accounted for most of these 

increases. More than 80 percent of the increases 
in expenditures for general assistance ($70.8 mil- 
lion of the net increase of $86.3 million) and 
about half the rise in the non-Federal share of 
assistance payments for dependent children ($27.1 
million of the $53.6 million net increase) were 
concentrated in seven States.5 These States con- 
tained about 36 percent of the total population 
under age 65. The rate of State and local ex- 
penditures was also influenced by the 1958 amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act that raised Fed- 
eral participation in assistance during the last 3 
quarters of 1958-59. About one-third of the 
States replaced some State-local funds with part 

. of the additional Federal funds obtained under 
the amendments. 

In 1958-59, expenditures from State and local 
. funds for assistance payments under all five pro- 

grams combined rose in 32 States and declined 
in 18. Shifts amounted to 5 percent or more in 
about two-thirds of the States in both groups. 
Increases ranged from less than yZO of 1 percent 

’ Connecticut, Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, New 
York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 

b 
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TAEZLE 2.-Number of States with specified change in personal 
income and in expenditures for public assistance from St& anil 
local funds, 1958-59 from 196748 

I Increase I Deweast 

Total number of States--ma 46 32 4 18 
--- 

o-2.4.-------------.-------------- 2.5-4.9------_---------- -_-_-__--_ 2: i 3 1 : 

6.0-7.4..---.-----.--------------- 
7.&g.Q-*----_-_------------------ 

i 7 8 
4 

10.0-12.4...---.------------------ i : : 
4 

12.6-14.9 __-_-___-__-------------- 15.0ormore.-...------.---------- 1 7 0 : 

in Georgia to 23 percent in Michigan, which was 
one of seven States 6 with a rise of at least 15 
percent. Decreases amounted to as little as 0.2 
percent in Massachusetts and as much as 15.3 per- 
cent in Idaho. 

STATE FISCAL EFFORT IN 1958-59 

Changes From 1957-58 in Fiscal Effort 

Despite generally larger expenditures from 
State-local funds in 1958-59, slightly more than 
half the States made less fiscal effort for public 
assistance in that year than in 1957-58. Fiscal 
effort declined in 18 States that reduced expendi- 
tures from State-local funds and also in 10 States 
that raised the outlay from their own funds pro- 
portionately less than the increase in personal 
income. Fiscal effort went down by less than 5 
percent in nine States but by 15 percent or more 
in six States. 

The 18 States in which fiscal effort declined 
because of a reduction in expenditures from State 
and local funds generally have (1) less-than- 
median per capita incomes and (2) higher-than- 
median expenditures per inhabitant from State- 
local funds. Of this group, 13 States had made 
fiscal effort greater than the median for the 
United States in 1957-58 and 11 continued to 
make above-average effort in 1958-59 despite the 
reduction in the non-Federal share of assistance. 
Moreover, 14 of the 18 States were in the lower 
half when the States are ranked according to per 
capita income in 1958. Expenditures per inhabi- 

“The other six States were the District of Columbia, 
Illinois, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 
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Wapenditures per inhabitant from Bta.te and local funds 
for public assistance in relation to personal income, by 
Mate, fiscal year 195839 

tant from State-local funds in 1958-59 were 
above the national average in all but eight of the 
18 States. Average monthly assistance payments 
in old-age assistance and aid to dependent chil- 
dren, the two largest programs, were greater 
than average in about half of them. Of the seven 
States with fiscal effort less than the average in 
1958-59, however, five made below-average 
monthly payments to recipients. 

In contrast, fiscal effort went up in 1958-59 in 
22 States and generally rose more in the high- 
income States that were most affected by the eco- 
nomic recession. In 18 of these States the rise 
in the outlay for assistance from their own funds 
was greater, percentagewise, than the rise in per- 
sonal income. Four States increased their assist- 
ance expenditures while personal income fell. 
Fiscal effort went up less than 5 percent in 10 
States but rose 10 percent or more in eight States, 
including four with an increase of more than 15 

’ Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Michi- 
gan, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 

from 1957-58 to 1958-59. 

Total.--..._-_--..---------------------------- 
-- 

o-z.4 ---_-___-__-_____----------------------------- 
2.5-4.9 __-______________-__------------------------- 
5.0-9.9 ____________________------------------------- 
lO.O-14.Q ________________________________________--- 
15.0 or more _______________________________________ 

State-to-State Variations, 1958-59 

The individual States varied widely in their 
fiscal effort for public assistance in 1953-59 
(chart). Colorado’s high expenditures of $1.25 
for every $100 of personal income was almost 14 
times Virginia’s low of 9 cents. Virginia was one 
of 14 States where the non-Federal share of as- 
sistance was less than 30 cents per $100 of per- 
sonal income, in contrast to four States where it 
was 90 cents or more. In 35 of the 50 States and 
in the Nation as a whole, however, the State-local 
share of assistance amounted to less than 50 cents 
per $100 of personal income, as shown below. 

Fiscal effort Number of States Q , 
Less than 30 cents--_--------------------- 14 
30-49 cents _____________-_-----__________ 21 
50-69 cents _________-_-__________________ 10 
70-89 cents _____________-------________ 1 
90 cents or more--_--__------__----------- 4 

FACTORS IN STATE VARIATIONS 

The States varied in expenditures per inhabi- 
tant for assistance payments from State and local 
funds even more than they did in fiscal effort. 
The range was from $1.44 in Virginia to $25.54, 
or almost 18 times as much, in Colorado. Nine 
States expended less than $5 per inhabitant from 
their own funds, and nine States had expendi- 
tures of $13 or more. Expenditures per inhabi- 
tant from State and local funds amounted to 
$5.00-$6.99 in 1’7 States, $7.00-$X99 in five States, 
$9.00-$10.99 in six States, and $ll.OO-$12.99 in 
four States. 

There is a close relationship between expendi- 
tures per inhabitant from State and local funds 
and fiscal effort (chart). The States that expend 
relatively large amounts per inhabitant tend to 
have high fiscal effort, and States with compara- 
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tively small per capita expenditures tend to have 

e ow fiscal effort. 
Expenditures per inhabitant are determined 

by the amount that the State legislature is willing 
and able to appropriate for public assistance pay- 
ments. When there is widespread support for 
and community acceptance of public assistance, 
the legislatures tend to be more liberal in their 
appropriations than when there is less community 
support for the social values of the assistance 
programs. A State’s ability to secure tax rev- 
enues to finance the programs is another impor- 
tant factor in the amount appropriated for public 
assistance. The wealthier States have greater 
fiscal ability than the low-income States to finance 
the assistance programs, but unfortunately the 
need for assistance is greater in the low-income 
States. Thus, a State’s relative income position, 
as reflected by its per capita income, becomes an 
important factor in determining both the need 
for assistance and the ability of the State to meet 
that need to the extent that it is willing to do so. 

The willingness and ability of the States to 
support public assistance are reflected in the scope 
of the programs they set up. Under the Social 
Security Act each State is free to determine who 

8 hall be considered in need by establishing an as- 
sistance standard that defines the quantity, qual- 
ity, and cost of the items it holds necessary for 
decent and healthful living. In addition, States 
may establish other policies and procedures sur- 
rounding eligibility determination and the size 
of the payment-lien laws, for example, relatives’ 
responsibility provisions, or maximums on the 
assistance payments to individual recipients. The 

level of the assistance standard coupled with 
other policies governing eligibility determines the 
proportion of the population that will be found 
in need of assistance (recipient rate) and the size 
of the average payment per recipient. 

A reduction in fiscal effort for public assistance 
is not necessarily inconsistent with the program 
objectives of equalization of assistance standards 
and financial effort in proportion to the per capita 
income of the State. Some States, for example, 
make fiscal effort that is greater than would be 
expected from their per capita income position. 
When additional Federal funds are made avail- 
able for assistance payments as a result of liberal- 
izations in the formula for computing the Federal 
share, a low-income State that has been making 
greater-than-average effort to make monthly pay- 
ments that are above the average for the Nation 
may wish to relieve the State and local tax burden 
for public assistance by reducing expenditures 
from State-local funds. A reduction in the out- 
lay for assistance from these funds might well 
be questioned, however, in a State making less- 
than-average fiscal effort and also having average 
monthly payments to recipients that are com- 
paratively low. 

The same expenditure per inhabitant from 
State and local funds requires much greater fiscal 
effort in a low-income State than in a high- 
income State. An expenditure of $17.45 per in- 
habitant in California, for example, represented 
68 cents per $100 of personal income, but the 
same per capita expenditure by Mississippi would 
require almost two and one-half times as much 
fiscal effort ($1.66 per $100 of personal income). 
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