Response to Recipiency Under
Public Assistance and SSI

by Thomas Tissue *

This research focuses on the atutudes, perceptions, and program
preferences of aged and disabled persons who receirved public as-
sistance 1n 1973 and supplemental security tncome payments 1n
1974 The Social Security Admunistration gathered the data 1n a
nationwide survey of the low-income aged and disabled Most
respondents did not feel embarrassed or bothered about receiving
public assistance 1n 1973 and were generally satisfied with therr
treatment by the welfare agency Response to SSI 1n 1974 was
even more favorable Satisfaction with agency performance re-
mained at a high level and feelings of embarrassment generally
declined SSI was preferred over public assistance by most re-
spondents Admunistrative efficiency and the size of cash benefits
apparently were more important constderations than the degree of

stigma percerved

Poverty, stigma, and burcaucratic red tape have been
recurring themes 1n the critical discussion of public as-
sistance 1n America The extent to which the welfare
system can, should, or does eliminate poverty has com-
manded most of the attention As 1t has attempted to
meet economic need, however, 1t has been accused of
shaming and embarrassing recipients, mishandling their
cases, and consistently violating their privacy, au-
tonomy, and dignity ' Though 1t may be true, as Lewis
Coser claims, that ‘‘the very granting of relief, the very
assignment of the person to the category of the poor, 1s
forthcoming only at the price of degradation of the per-
son who 1s so assigned,’'? a widespread suspicion exists
that welfare’s public reputation and style of doing busi-
ness have created an additional element of discomfort
for those who must rely upon its benefits

When the new supplemental secunty income (SSI)
program was established, 1t promised to alleviate at least
part of the ‘‘welfare problem’’ encountered by the needy
aged, blind, and disabled In January 1974, adult wel-
fare caseloads were shifted from State and local control
to this new Federal system of income maintenance 3 The
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Federal program guaranteed a mimmum income to every
eligible recipient regardless of place of restdence It also
assured all transferred individuals that their SSI benefits
would be at least as large as those they would have re-
cerved from public assistance had the program switch
not occurred

Subjectively, the SSI program aimed for a reduction
in welfare stigma—the label of moral inferionty at-
tached to poor people supported by public aid 4 The
principal tactic was to put a4 great deal of distance be-
tween the new program and its much maligned prede-
cessor The 85I program avoided the words *‘welfare’’
and ‘‘public assistance’’ 1n 1ts title and 1n the publicity
surrounding 1ts establishment Words such as
“‘caseloads,’”” ‘‘clients,”” and ‘‘caseworkers'’ did not
appear 1n the operating vocabulary of the new pro-
gram

The SSI program was not intended to cover that por-
tton of the total welfare population receiving aid to
families with dependent children (AFDC} Instead, 1t
was concerned only with those whose age or infirmity
allowed them special exemption from popular hostlity
and suspicion As one observer has noted, ‘‘the dis-
abled, the aged, the blind are regarded as occupying a
special moral place 1n soctety—a place where the nor-

“Bernard Beck, *‘Welfare as a Moral Category,’" Social Prob-
lems, winter 1967, and John P Alston and K Imogene Dean,
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Recipients and the Causes of Poverty,”” Social Service Review,
1972
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mally assumed relation between dependency and de-
moralization 1s either 1noperative or urelevant *’3

Finally, admimstrative responsibility for the SSI pro-
gram was assigned to the Social Secunty Admimistra-
tion, an established agency with a history of disbursing
insurance benefits rather than welfare payments and a
beneficiary population that included nch and mddle-
income persons as well as the poor Some observers ex-
pressed concern for the public image of the social insur-
ance programs It seemed likely, however, that joint
administration of the old-age, survivors, and disability
mnsurance (OASDI) program and SSI by a single agency
would blur the distinction between the two programs
and thus work to the reputational advantage of the
latter §

Procedurally, SSI was organized as a straightforward
and businesslike operation Welfare departments had
been accused of digging too deeply into the personal
lives of recipients and of forcing them to accept un-
wanted service or advice as a condition for receiving
cash benefits The use of an individualized budget ap-
proach to benefit calculation required the welfare
worker to make an exhaustive examunation of the recip-
tent’s needs and expenditures The procedure was not
only a source of annoyance to recipients but also intro-
duced an element of subjectivity and unpredictability
mnto the basic payment process itself It was alleged that
few clients understood how their grants were calculated
or the amounts to which they were legally entitled As a
result, most of them approached the agency as supph-
cants rather than as cttizens with nights 7

In fairness to the welfare establishment, 1t should be
noted that much of this kind of criticism was based on
anecdotal evidence or scattered empirical data
Nevertheless, the SST program seemed designed to
avoid such difficulties The Commuissioner of Social Se-
cunity announced® that *‘social secunity will work to-
ward a sophisticated kind of referral system But not be-
yond that There 1s no intention for us to perform as a
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primary service agency '’ The Social Securnity Admun-
1stration also would not concern itself with details of a
recipient’s personal life that were not germane to the
calculation and delivery of his cash benefits The SSI
program would employ ‘‘a matter-of-fact, non-
manipulative bureaucratic mode that simply certified
eligibility and proceeded to make a regular payment
With such an approach, no attempt would be made to
exert 1nfluence or control over the life style of the
recipient *®

The rules for adnunistering the program were explicit
and nationally uniform Instead of calculating financial
need on a case-by-case basis, a presumptive need stand-
ard was to be applied to all cases 1n the Federal system
This approach obviously could speed up processing
And, as has been suggested, 1t could also help a great
deal 1n reducing the social stigma of recipiency !% In
any event, speed, consistency, and impersonal effi-
ciency were to be hallmarks of the new admimstrative
style

In retrospect, how well did the new system work out
for the recipients themselves? A detailed analysis of
SSI'’s financial impact, published earlier this year, dem-
onstrated unspectacular yet consistent improvement !
In the first year of the program’s operation, compara-
tively few persons were moved out of poverty by 85I
but most of the transferred individuals did experience an
increase 1n cost-adjusted income As intended, the
greatest 1ncome Increases accrued to persons who had
been the poorest before SSI was implemented

This article was prepared as a complement to the
analysis of SSI's financial impact It 1s based on the
reported perceptions of persons who have received both
public assistance and SSI payments It deals with their
feelings of embarrassment and discomfort under the two
programs, their evaluation of agency efficiency and tact,
and their general preference for public assistance or 51
as a vehicle for meeting their income needs Was receipt
of public assistance as degrading and unpleasant as 1s
commonly supposed, and, 1f so, did SSI represent an
improvement or sumply more of the same under a differ-
ent name?

Methodology

The Survey of the Low-Income Aged and Disabled
(SLIAD) was a two-stage panel survey designed to
evaluate many aspects of the SSI program During the
last 3 months of 1973—the period immed:ately preced-
tng the implementation of the program—detailed per-
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Table 1.—Adult assistance recipients Number of respondents in 1973 and number of 1973/1974 respondents as
percent of those responding in 1973, by type of recipient and State

0QAA
Item

gm Cahfornia | Georgia [ Mississippt | New York | Texas Re;?'é"g“

Number (in thousands)
Respondents m 1973 1 665 258 81 77 98 173 978
Respondents i both 1973 and 19747 1225 185 63 &0 | 129 716
Proportion of total respondrng 1n 1973 074 072 078 078 073] 075 073

AB/APTD

MNumber (1n thousands)
Respondents in 1973 1,158 202 41 29 151 31 703
Respondents 1n both 1973 and 1974 788 149 27 20 107 18 455
Proportion of total responding 1 1973 068 074 066 070 o7l 057 066

! Nonproxy respondents reinterviewed 1 1974 who recerved PA 1n 1973 and 1974

sonal interviews were conducted with 17,551 aged,
blind, and disabled persons who had been selected by
the Social Secunity Admimistration to represent various
segments of the nomnstitutionalized SSI target popula-
tion Nearly 16,000 members of the oniginal panel were
reinterviewed 1n late 1974 12

The analysis 1s restricted here to a special subset of
SLIAD’s mmtial public assistance samples It includes
only persons who (1) received old-age assistance
(OAA), aid to the permanently and totally disabled
(APTD), or aid to the blind (AB) when interviewed 1n
1973, (2) recerved SSI at the time of the 1974 interview,
and (3) were interviewed 1n person rather than by proxy
m both years The latter point 1s 1mportant because
proxy respondents were not asked to answer the attitudi-
nal questions that form the substance of this report
Roughly three-fourths of the 1973 OAA recipients and
two-thirds of the APTD/AB recipients met all of these
special criteria (table 1) The excluded portions of these
caseloads do not represent noninterview loss or sample
attntion 1n the usual sense Many 1ndividuals were re-
Jected because their experience was not relevant to the
research question at hand That 1s, some recipients died
or entered institutions shortly after the 1973 mnterview,
some recerved SSI payments only briefly or not at all,
and some were physically unable to give opinions

With respect to basic demographic characternistics, the
study subsamples match well with the total survey
populations from which they were drawn At the na-
tional level, each subsample was nearly identical with
the total 1973 population 1n terms of sex, race, marital
status, place of residence, homeownership, poverty
status, age, and education (table 2) The national sub-
samples can be assumed to be representative of the pub-

12For a discussion of the survey s design and sampling plan, see
Erma Barron, Survey Design, Estimation Procedures, and Sam-
phing Varfability (SLIAD Report No 5), Office of Research and
Statistics, Social Secunty Admimstration 1978 An overview of
the survey’s intent can be found 1n Thomas Tissue, *“The Survey of
Low Income Aged and Disabled An Introduction,’’ Social Secu-
rity Bulletin, February 1977

lic assistance populations that recerived OAA or AB/
APTD 1n 1973 and were subsequently transferred to the
SSI program The spectal utility of these subsamples
lies 1n the fact that they include only those persons who
experienced both aid programs directly and were able to
respond to questions about recipiency tn both situations
It should be noted that the welfare questions were not
asked retrospectively That 15, respondents were asked
about public assistance while they were receiving 1t 1n
1973 and asked about SSI while they were SSI recip-
tents in 1974 These data were merged 1n a single record
only after both waves of interviews were complete

The original samples were drawn to provide inde-
pendent estimates for five key States—California,
Georgia, Mississippi, New York, and Texas—and the
rest of the United States Each of the key States main-
tained a relatively high cascload, several had especially
interesting program features (New York’s lien law, for
example, and Texas' constitutiona! prohibition against
certain kinds of payments), and, as a group, they of-
fered a useful mx of State “‘types ’ The data on dual-
year respondents 1n table 2 show that New York recip-
1ents were predominantly unmarned, lived almost ex-
clusively 1n very large cities, and had relatively low
poverty rates In Mississippi, only one-third of the re-
cipients were white, a sizable group were married, and
virtually none lived 1n large cities Texas recipients
were most likely to have monthly incomes below the
poverty line, and Califormia had the highest proportion of
whites on the rolls

Because the estimates are based on sample data, they
may differ from the results that would have been ob-
tained 1f all members of the population had been sur-
veyed The standard error 1s a measure of sampling
variability that 1ndicates the amount by which sample
estimates vary, by chance, from results theoretically
obtainable from a comparable survey of the entire
population

Standard errors of the difference between percentage
estimates are presented m tables 4-10 to provide a way
of assessing changes that occurred from 1973 to 1974 1If
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Table 2 —Demographic characteristics 1973 respondents and 1973/1974 respondents, by type of recipient and State

1973/1974 respondents
Characterishe 1973 re-
spondents gm Cahfortia | Georgia | Mississippt | New York | Texas R:;n:; nSd e
OAA
Total number (in thousands) 1 665 1,225 185 63 60 1 129 716
Percent
Women 70 71 68 70 66 76 69 n
Whute 3 72 84 &0 36 65 ki 74
Marmned 27 28 29 34 41 11 30 7
Living in large cites of 100,000 or more persons er suburbs of large cities 29 28 49 10 3 69 21 24
Owning their homes (solety or jontly) 31 32 29 40 45 2 47 31
With nuclear famuly monthly income below poverty level 68 70 6 87 76 51 95 81
Median
Age 74 73 73 73 73 73 74 73
Years of education 7 7 8 5 6 7 [1 6
95 percent confidence interval
Age 7475 7314 73-74| T73-T4 72-74 72-14| 74-76 73-15
Years of education 7 &7 8-9 56 ¢ 7-8| 5-7 &7
AB/APTD
Total number (1n thousands) 1,158 788 149 27 20 107 18 466
Percent
Women 57 61 62 62 65 60 63 60
White 67 66 74 54 32 55 6! 68
Marnied 22 3 27 31 35 15 27 22
Living in large cites of 100,000 or more persons or suburbs of large cites 41 42 50 16 7 n 32 k3
QOwning thewr homes (solely or jontly} 15 16 17 23 33 1 30 17
With nuclear family monthly mncome below poverty level 75 15 35 89 89 70 9 88
Median
Age 54 55 56 57 58 53 56 55
Years of education 8 8 L] [ 7 9 7 8
95 percent confidence interval
Age 53-55| 55-56 56-58| 56-59 5768 53-55) 8548 54-57
Years of education 8-8 8-9 11 -7 [ ] 8-9 ¢6-8 3-8
» -
the absolute difference between percentage estimates 15 Fmdmgs

greater than twice the standard error of the difference, 1t
1s statistically significant at the 95 level In other
words, a difference of the size observed can be expected
to occur by chance fewer than 5 times out of 100
chances 1f the true difference 1s zero

The standard error of the difference 1s computed as
follows

ap =o'y + 025 — 2045

where D 1s the difference between percentage estimates,
0?4 15 the vanance of the first estimate, o2g 15 the var-
1ance of the second estimate, and o4 15 the covariance
of both estimates If I 1s greater than 2o then estimate
A and estimate B are statistically different at the 95
level

The standard errors of differences between percent-
age estimates other than those comparing 1973 and
1974 may be approximated by equating o,p (the
covariance term) to Zero Approximate standard errors
for estimated percentages are given in table I They pro-
vide an indication of order of magnitude rather than the
precise standard error for any specific item Standard
errors for values not specifically shown may be obtained
by linear interpolation

Assistance Characteristics in 1973

Of the OAA recipients studied, only 14 percent had
teceived welfare payments before the opening of their
current case Sixty-four percent had received aid con-
tinuously for 5 years or longer, however Forty-seven
percent had spoken to someone from the agency on the
telephone duning the preceding year, and 60 percent had
met with an agency employee face to face duning that
time The median nuclear-farmly welfare payment (that
1s, the amount recerved by the respondent and his
spouse/minor children, if present) was $80 1n the 1973
study month

By contrast, persons receiving AB/APTD were more
likely to have had previous expenience with welfare
agencies (24 percent had received aid 1n the past) but
had been receiving aid for & shorter period of time since
the opening of their current case (only 46 percent had
recetved benefits for 5 years or longer) They were more
likely than OAA recipients to have had contact with the
welfare agency 1n the previous year, both on the phone
{69 percent) and 1n person (78 percent) Their median
amount received was considerably higher than that of
the older recipient group

6 Social Secunity Bulletin, November 1978/Vol 41, No 11



Table 3.—Assistance characteristics Number and percent of 1973/1974 respondents, by type of recipient and State
[Numbers 1n thousands]

Charactenstic g::::g Califormia | Georgia | Mussissippr { New York | Texas lt,efml?:gder
OAA
Total number 1225 185 63 60 71 129 716
Recerving aid before current case opening
Number reporting 1169 174 62 59 67 127 679
Percent 14 13 11 6 16 7 17
Receiving aid for 5 years or more since current case opening
Number reporting 1155 174 50 59 65 123 675
Percent 64 60 65 62 47 67 66
Spoke with caseworker 1n preceding year—

By telephone .
Number reporting 1000 163 51 52 52 109 574
Percent 47 71 48 30 47 36 43

In person
Number reporting 1120 169 60 58 61 121 651
Percent 60 39 63 74 64 49 61

Receiving menthly welfare payment 1

Number reporting 1198 180 63 60 68 128 700

Median amount $80 5107 $64 $72 $95| $48 $82

95-percent confidence interval T8-83| 101-115{ 359-72 70-74 88-105 | 40-59 76-86

AB/APTD
Total number 788 149 27 20 107 18 466

Recerving mid before current case opening

Number reporting 764 145 27 20 103 18 451

Percent 24 24 16 13 20 17 26
Recerving aid for § years or more since current case opening

Number teporting 759 144 27 20 103 17 447

Percent 46 45 45 41 43 37 47
Spoke with caseworker in preceding year—

By telephene
Number reporting 673 138 24 18 88 16 390
Percent 69 81 61 41 62 60 67

In person
Number reparting 744 143 27 20 97 17 440
Percent 78 72 8t 82 79 70 80

Recerving monthly welfare payment 5
Number reporting 175 147 27 20 108 18 458
Median amount $113 $172 $37 §15 SIS0 394 $104

95-percent confidence nterval

110-117 | 166-176 [ 82-96 74-77| 150-168 | 90-99 98-111

State-by-State comparisons 1n table 3 yield scattered
items of interest In California, recipients were most
likely to talk with their caseworker on the telephone, 1n
New York, the OAA caseload contained more recent
welfare arnivals than did those of the other States Of
somewhat more 1mmediate interest perhaps, the data
bring out the expected differences 1in payment level be-
tween the two most populous States and the three pre-
domtnantly rural Southern States Clearly, California
and New York were paying their adult recipients—both
aged and disabled—much more than were Georgia, Mis-
sissippi, and Texas

Perception of Stigma

Stigma here 15 confined to three special aspects of re-
cipient discontent Feeling bothered by one’s aid status,
being embarrassed to tell friends or relatives that one 1s
a recipient, and percerving commurnuty disrespect or dis-
dain for assistance program participants Except for the
program referent (the welfare program wm 1973, SSI n
1974) 1dentical questions were asked during each inter-
view wave The questions and their precoded response
categones appear 1n tables 4, 5, and 6

When the 1973 responses of OAA and AB/APTD re-
ciptents 1n these tables are examined separately, a
number of distinct patterns emerge Fuirst, a hierarchy 15
apparent among the items themselves Within each aid
category, more persons were ‘‘bothered’ than ‘‘em-
barrassed’’, perceptions of community censure were
rarest of all Clearly, the most common dimension of
dissatisfaction with public assistance recipiency 1n 1973
was one that did not rely solely on the real or imagined
opinions of others

Second, the disabled felt worse about their situation
than did the aged Nationally, they were markedly more
likely to be bothered by their welfare status, reluctant to
disclose thetr recipiency to others, and pessimistic about
the community's opinion of them With few exceptions,
these basic aged/disabled response differences persisted
within the States when they were considered individu-
ally

Third, recipients 1n the best-paying States—California
and New York—were the most troubled about receiving
atd The specific differences produced by State com-
parisons within each aid category, particularly with re-
gard to the perception among the aged of community
disrespect, are often too small to be statistically sigmifi-
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Table 4.—Response to whether bothered by receipt of
welfare/SSI payments ! Number reporting and percent
answering ‘‘yes’’ among 1973/1974 respondents, by
type of recipient and State

[Numbers in thousands]
OAA/SSI AB APTD/SSI
State Response 0— 1 grandard | Response 0 | qundand
error of error of
OAA | 831 AB/APTD, | SSI,
1973 | 1974 | GTerence [ 1gyy | o7y |dfference
United States
Number reporting 1,171 1,147 7641 739
Percent 30 14 09 44 25 10t
Cahforma
Number reporting 175] 1N 1441 139
Percent 41 20 216 34 33 215
Georgia,
Number reporting 62| oo 27| 26
Percent 7 17 472 4] 23 260
Mississippt
Number reporting ]| 58 200 20
Percent 15 7 150 28 15 258
New York
Number reporting 66 67 104 101
Percent » 19 394 49| 26 282
Texas
Number reporting 126 120 18 17
Percent 28 13 178 43 26 iy
Remander of U §
Number reporting 6821 671 451 ] 435
Percent 28 13 144 41 23 140

1%Are you ever bothered by the fact that you have had to accept aid from (the
welfare agency/S5I)? ' Oyes D no

cant, but the direction of the relationship 1s consistent
throughout Overall, recipients from the low-paying
Southern States had a less difficult ttme adjusting to
welfare status than did those mn Califorma and in New
York

Finally, most persons did not report negative reac-
tions to welfare recipiency m 1973 Even among the
disabled, less than half were bothered by receipt of aid,
only one-third were embarrassed to tell others about 1t,
and one-fifth perceived disrespect in the community
The rates were even lower for the aged Dissatisfaction
with recipient status certainly did exist before the im-
plementation of SSI but 1t was far from umversal If
credence can be placed in survey responses such as
these, 1t simply 1s not true that all or even most aged and
disabled welfare recipients felt troubled or humihated by
the experience 1n 1973

Nevertheless, SSI appears to represent a real step
forward 1n terms of reducing client discomfort As table
4 shows, the proportton of the aged who were bothered
by SSI status was less than half that bothered by welfare
status a year earlier An appreciable rate of decline oc-
curred among the aged 1n each of the States A similar
pattern 1s evident among the disabled, both nationally
and within the five key States

Table 5 reveals an even more impressive decline n
the proportion of recipients with feelings of embarrass-
ment Here the rates dropped from 22 percent to 9 per-
cent among the aged, and from 34 percent to 14 percent

among the total disabled population Comparable re-
ductions 1n the prevalence of embarrassment occurred
within each of the States in both major aid categories

The decline 1n the perception of community hostility
or contempt was more modest than that observed for
being bothered or embarrassed (table 6) Disabled New
Yorkers and both the aged and disabled 1n California
perceived a marked decline 1n community disrespect,
but only minor differences were observed elsewhere It
should be kept in mind that the recipients’ opinion of
their reputation 1n the community was such that com-
paratively little room for improvement was left under
the SSI program

One of the side effects of SSI's overall reduction 1n
negative response to aid status 1s an attenuation of the
patterns noted earlier for 1973 To some extent, the dis-
abled 1n 1974 continued to be unhappier than the aged,
and Califormians and New Yorkers rematned marginally
more discontented than the others At the same time,
however, the absolute percentage-point differences be-
tween high and low States were smaller 1n 1974 than 1n
1973 for both aid programs and all three stigma ques-
tions In other words, where one lived seemed to make a
greater difference under the separate State programs in
1973 than 1t did under the unified Federal program in
1974 Simuilarly, the differences between the aged and
disabled tended to dimirush 1n the 1-year period, both

nationally and within States ¢

Table 5.—Response to whether embarrassed to tell
friends or relatives about receipt of welfare/SSI pay-
ments ' Number reporting and percent *‘very’’ or
**somewhat’’ embarrassed among 1973/1974 re-
spondents, by type of recipient and State

[Numbers in thousands]

OAA/SSI AB APTD/SSI
State Response to— Standard Response to— Standard
0AA [ss1 | frerel lap/aprD, | ss1 0;;“ of
1973 1974 |difference [yg7q 7 | g7 | difercnce

United States

Number reporting 1,172 {1 148 763 | 740

Percent 22 9 085 34 14 0389
Calfornia

Number reporting 175 | 172 144 140

Percent k% 17 193 43| 20 199

a.

Number reporting 62| s 27| 26

Percent 17 8 163 25 B 244
Mississippt

Number reporting 60 59 20 20

Percent 10 4 108 15 6 145
New York

Number reporting 67 67 041 1N

Percent 41 16 256 40 19 234
Texas

Number reporting 127 121 18 17

Percent 18 6 1% 7 11 179
Remasnder of U §

Number reporting 682 | 669 451 | 435

Percent 20 7 133 31 12 125

1* Would you feel embarrassed to tell your fnends or relatives that you are (get
ung welfare/recerving $§1)? * O very embarrassed O somewhat embarrassed
O not embarrassed 1 don t know
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Table 6 —Response to whether people 1n community
have less respect for welfare/SSI reciptents ! Number
reporting and percent answering ‘‘yes’’ among 1973/
1974 respondents, by type of recipient and State

[Numbers in thousands]

OAA/SSI AB-APTDVSSI
State Response to— Standard Response to— s
0aA |ss1 | emorof | ApapTD | SST | emorof
1973 |1974 |difference |~ yo73 | 1974 difference

United States

Number reporting 1169 11,217 764 | 181

Percent 11 7 074 24 13 035
Califorma

Number reporting 174 | 184 144 | 147

Percent 17 9 171 7 15 198
Georgia

Number reporting 62 63 27 27

Percent i2 8 209 14 12 114
Mississippt

Number reporting 60 59 20 20

Percent 7 5 130 12 7 137
New York

Number reporting 66 " 103 | 106

Percent 14 9 213 26 13 17t
Texas

Number reporting 127 | 128 18 18

Percent 7 7 158 15 11 188
Remartnder of U §

Number reporting 680 | 712 452 | 463

Percent 11 6 115 19 12 113

' As far as you can tell how do people 1n this community seem to feel about
persons who receive (public welfare/SSI)? Do they seem to have less respect for a
person because he needs and uses thus kind of help® (O yes O ne O don t know

Agency Treatment

Recipients gave the pubhlic assistance agencies much
higher marks for administration than might have been
anticipated on the basis of the system’s reputation for
client care (tables 7, 8, and 9) Among the aged, 77
percent felt that the agency had always treated them
with respect and courtesy A stmular proportion (76 per-
cent) felt that they had always been paid on time, and an
even greater majority (85 percent) were convinced that
they had always been paid the correct amount The dis-
abled were somewhat less likely to cite courteous treat-
ment {67 percent) or prompt payment (68 percent) They
were equally satisfied with the accuracy of the payment
85 percent reported that they had always received the
night amount

Compared with the others, welfare recipients in New
York were less often convinced that they had been
treated courteously, and both New Yorkers and Texans
were comparatively less pleased about the punctuality of
their payments Although the differences are shight,
Mississipprans seemed to be most satisfied with the
overall performance of their agencies

For the aged, the shift to SSI produced little net
change nationally 1n the area of agency treatment Per-
ception of courteous treatment remained at the same
high level, and only a slight decline was seen 1n the
proportion of recipients who reported that their checks
always contained the full amount to which they were

entitled The proportion of persons reporting the prompt
arnival of checks showed tmprovement, attributable

Table 7.—Response to whether treated courteously by
worker ! Number reporting and percent answering ‘‘al-
ways™ among 1973/1974 respondents, by type of re-
cipient and State

[Numbers in thousands]

OAA/SS1 AB APTLYSSI
St Response to— Standard Response to— Conn s
oA, | ss1 | ST0rof upinprp, | ss | fmorof
1973 | 1974 |Bifference |75 003" | 1g7s | difference

United States

Number reporting 1,973 |1 145 765 | 740

Percent 7 79 145 67 76 129
Califorma

Number reporting 175 | 170 144 1 140

Percent 74 ) 2.52 63 72 22
Georgla

Number reporting 62§ 60 7! 2%

Percent 84| 86 191 801 83 210
Misstssipp

Number reporting 60 50 20 20

Percent B8 84 110 83 86 246
New York

Number reporting 67 67 04 ] 101

Percent 67 n 306 59 66 313
Texas

Number reporting 127 [ 121 13 17

Percent 9 80 356 80 8O 301
Remainder of U S

Number reporting 682 | 669 453 | 435

Percent % 79 228 | 19 194

! “Thunking back on your expenence with the (welfare department/SSI program)
have you been treated with courtesy and respect?”’ [1 always Omost of the hme
O only some of the tme O never O don t know
Table 8.—Response to whether received welfare/SSI
checks on time ! Number reporting and percent an-
swering *‘always’’ among 1973/1974 respondents, by
type of recipient and State

[Numbers 1n thousands]

OAA/SSI AB APTDV/SSI
State Response to— Standard Response to— Standard
0AA [ss1 | Frorof dapiaprp [ssr | emorof
1973 [1974 | Gfference 1755075 | g7y | difference

United States o

Number reporing 1,173 [1 148 765 742

Percent 16 83 147 681 77 130
Califormia

Number reporting 175 | 172 144 ] 140

Percent 85 81 267 72 71 265
Georgra

Numbet reporting 62 1] 27 26

Percent 83 84 173 82 83 223
Mussissippt

Number reporting 60 59 20 0

Percent 86 85 1384 78 82 157
New York

Number reporting 67 67 104 | 12

Percent 3] 81 270 61 78 246
Texas

Number reporting 127 1 120 18 17

Percent 0 87 257 62 82 289
Remainder of U §

Number reporting 682 | 670 452 | 437

Percent 75 83 234 67 79 193

¢ Thinking back on your expenence with the (welfare department/SSI program)
have you gotten your checks on time” * [ always £ most of the tme O3 only some of
the tme [) never O don t know
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Table 9.—Response to whether received correct amount
i welfare/SSI check ! Number reporting and percent
answering ‘‘always’’ of 1973/1974 respondents, by type
of recipient and state

[Number in thousands]
OAA/SST AB APTD/SSI
State Response to— s Response o— s
oaa |sst | emorof [apiprp, |ssp | emorof
1973 |1974 | tifference 1 ygq3 " | g7y | difference

Total United States

Number reporting 1,172 {1,145 765 139

Percent 85 82 128 85 83 100
Califorma

Number reporting 175 | 172 144 | 140

Percent 80 82 242 83 79 263
Georgia

Number reporting 62 59 27 26

Percent 87 85 275 89 84 190
Mississippt

Number reporting 60 58 20 20

Percent 9 86 344 92 86 248
New York

Number reporting 67| 67 104 | 101

Percent 85 79 260 &5 87 174
Texas

Number reporting 1271 119 18 17

Percent B6 | 83 442 83 7% 283
Remander of U §

Number reporting 681 | 670 452 | 435

Percent 85 82 189 85 B4 140

1 Thinking back on your experience with the (welfare department/SSI program)
does the (welfare/SSI) check include the full amount to which you are entitled”
O always [ most of the time T only some of the tme [CInever O don’t
know

mostly to the increased rate of satisfaction in New York
and Texas, and 1n the grouped States that formed the
“remainder of U S *” category

The disabled percerved more consistently courteous
treatment from SSI than from welfare, and better per-
formance with regard to the prompt delivery of checks
As was the case among the aged, however, they found
no general improvement in the accuracy of the payment
computation The disabled 1n New York stll said that
they encountered high rates of rudeness under SSI, but
the States with the least favorable assessments of wel-
fare generally made the greatest gains with respect to
their approval of SSI

Overall, the most interesting aspect of the findings on
agency treatment would appear to be the absence of per-
cerved abuse under public assistance Under the circum-
stances, SSI seems to have done about as well as could
be expected—holding to the mgh welfare standard n
most cases and 1mproving on 1t here and there

General Rating and Program Preference

Nearly half the aged (48 percent} and disabled (45
percent) welfare recipients reported that the public as-
sistance agency was doing 2 ‘‘good’’ job 1n meeting
their needs tn 1973 (table 10) The SSI program did
better than that for both groups it 1974 Among the
aged, program ratings went up substantially in Georgia,

Texas, and the residual State category As far as the
disabled were concerned, SSI received a decidedly
higher endorsement than had public assistance
everywhere except 1n California, New York, and
Mississippl

Viewed separately, the 1974 ratings suggest that SS1
recetved a cooler reception in New York than it did
anywhere else The proportion of aged who assessed
881's performance as good ranged from 56 percent to 58
percent 1n the other four States and 1n the remainder of
the country, but SSI got a good rating from only 47 per-
cent of the aged in New York Among the disabled,
SSI's good ratings ranged from 51 to 61 percent
elsewhere, but only 36 percent of the New Yorkers gave
the new program a comparably high evaluation

Table Il reports the responses to the only question
that called for a direct comparison between the two aid
programs Recipents were asked at the end of the 1974
interview to compare SSI with 1ts public assistance
predecessor and decide which was the better program
Nationally, SSI won easily More than half the recip-
tents 1n each aid category picked SSI outright, approxi-
mately a third could not choose, and only a small
minority—6 percent of the aged and 8 percent of the
disabled —~found public assistance preferable to SSI
Once agamn, however, New Yorkers lagged behind
Along with therr counterparts in Califorma, the aged in
New York were least likely of the OAA transferces to
prefer SSI to public assistance Among the disabled,

Table 10.—Overall rating of welfare/SSI program !
Number reporting and percent rating programs ‘‘good’’
among 1973/1974 respondents, by type of recipient and
State

[Number 1n thousands)

OAA/SSI AB APTDY/SSI
State Response 00— | g ondarg | ROPOMC 00— | 1o idard
OAA, [ss1 | emorof |Ap/APTD |SSI | emror of
1973 [1974 |difference [ 3973|1974 |difference

Total Unuted States

Number reporting 1164 |1 147 760 | 740

Percent 48 56 157 45 55 119
Califorma

MNumber reportung 174 | 172 143 | 140

Percent 57 57 242 47 51 2714
Georma

Number reporting 62 60 27 26

Percent 39 56 294 38 52 298
Mussissippt

Number reporting 39 59 20 20

Percent 52 56 in 48 57 543
New York

Number reporting 67 | 66 102 | 100

Percent 48 47 190 34 36 145
Texas

Nurnber reporting 125 | 120 17 17

Percent 43 58 im? 44 59 232
Remainder of U 8

Number reporting 677 | 670 450 1 436

Percent 47 57 246 47 61 174

1 All things considered, what kind of a job 1s (welfare/SSI) doing to meet your
needs”' O good O far Opoor O muxed O dontkoow
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Table 11.—Preference for welfare or SSI program ' Number and percentage distribution of 1973/1974 respondents,

by type of recipient and State

OAA/SSI
Preference

l'sjt':::g Califorma | Georgia | Mississipp1 | New York | Texas R:fm:; nsd “r

Total number reporting (in thousands) 1,21% 185 63 60 71 128 712
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 ] 100 100

551 15 better 57 49 61 63 48 65 59
About the same can t decide, don t know 37 43 35 29 k1 32 16
SS1 15 worse 6 8 4 8 13 3 5

AB APTDVSSI

Total pumber reporting (n thousands) 783 147 21 20 107 18 463
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

SSI 15 better 64 61 67 74 50 67 67
About the same can t decide, don t know 28 31 28 21 28 b1l 28
$51 15 worse 8 g 5 ] 22 6 4

L+ From your point of view does $SI seem to be better, about the same, or
worse than the old public assistance programs?
New Yorkers stood apart from all the others in their
comparatively low endorsement of the new program In
fact, nearly one-fifth of them preferred the AB/APTD
program to SSI

Reasons for Choosing SSI

Why did a majonty of recipients prefer 8517 A large
part of the answer 1s money Table 12 summarnizes the
reasons recipients themselves gave for making this
choice Among those who preferred SSI, the disabled
were somewhat more receptive than were the aged to the
new program’s administrative efficiency and 1ts personal
treatment of them, but the amount of the benefit was by
far the most frequently cited reason for selecting SSI

Does that mean that sigma and agency administrative
style are 1rrelevant to program preference? Not entirely,
perhaps, but 1t 13 obvious that efficiency matters more
than reputation Table 13 relates various aspects of pro-
gram response and experience to the rate at which SSI
was chosen over public assistance Feeling bothered,
embarrassed, or discredited in the community bore little
direct relation to program preference Persons who per-
cewved an SSI stigma were generally no less likely than
others to prefer the new program to the old one In fact,
a slight negative relationship existed between the com-
munity opinion variable and SSI preference among the
disabled

A favorable reaction to the SSI style of conducting
busingss did seem to matter The belief that one had
been treated courteously and paid promptly and accu-
rately produced consistently higher rates of SSI selec-
tion 1n each mapor category The amount of 1ncrease 1n
the cash payment was also associated with an SSI
preference—the greater the increase the greater the
Iikelihood that 1ts recipient would prefer SSI to public
assistance

Considered jointly, net increase 1n payment and de-
gree of satisfaction with 8SI's administrative procedures
had a cumulanive effect on preference rates (table 14)
Clearly the most satisfied recipients were those who ex-
perienced the greatest cash increase and the most favor-
able response to the manner 1in which their case was
being administered

Summary and Observations

These findings have a decidedly positive tone overall
Most aged and disabled welfare reciprents did not feel
embarrassed or troubled about recerving ard 1n 1973 and
very few of them thought that other people denigrated
their worth simply because they received welfare pay-
ments The vast majonty felt that their agencies treated
them with respect and processed their payments effi-
ciently Nearly half of them gave the agency the highest
rating possible—good, rather than fair or poor—when
asked to assess 1ts overall success n attending to their
needs

Though welfare was better appreciated than had been
anticipated onginally, SSI achieved an even higher de-

Table 12.—Reasons for choosing SSI over welfare
Number and percent of 1973/1974 respondents, by type
of recipient

Reason QAA/SSI | AB APTD/SSI

Total number reporting
(in thousands) 696 499

Percent !
Amaount of payment 78 68
Adminstrative efficiency 14 21
Services available 12 11
Personal treatment given

applicants, beneficianes 10 16
Aftitude of personnel 6 10
Agency’s reputation 6 6

1Respondents could check more than 1 reason
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gree of approval The three indicators of stigma showed
significant declines following the transition to the new
program, and SSI’s admimistrative ratings were as

Table 13.—Respondents choosing SSI over welfare
Number and percent of 1973/1974 respondents, by
reactton to SSI and change 1n monthly payment and type
of receipt

[Numbers 1n thousands]
OAA/SSE AB APTDY/SSI
Reaction to SSI and chang N
n monthly benefit Number umber
Y reporting Parcent reporting Percent
Total 1219 57 783 64
Bothered by receipt
Bothered 164 60 185 67
Not bothered 981 61 552 67
Embarrassed to tell fnends
Very somewhat 101 58 105 65
Not at all don t know 1046 61 634 67
Perceive community disrespect
Yes 81 61 98 70
No don’t know 1,134 57 681 63
Treated courteously
Always 906 64 564 71
Less than atways, don t know 238 49 14 55
Pad
Promptly
Always 952 62 513 69
Less than always don’t know 194 52 168 60
Accurately
Always 939 64 616 70
Less than always, don’t know 205 45 121 51
Change 1 monthly payment
No gain includes loss 53 37 177 48
Ganed
$1-24 294 52 149 59
25-49 kXx7) 65 196 70
50 or more 297 74 241 76

favorable as {(and occasionally better than) those given
to the public assistance system SSI got more *‘good™
ratings than did welfare and was the clear choice when
recipients were asked to pick the system they preferred
From the perspective of needy persons who had expen-
enced both programs, SSI represented a definite step
forward

The data also raise a number of analytical questions
that are more difficult to resolve with the information
available here Why, for instance, did aged and disabled
welfare recipients respond so favorably to the pre-SSI
aid programs? Perhaps they expected so little that they
were happy with anything they got from the agency,!?
or maybe the poor themselves have not been as sensitive
to the indignmity of recipiency as outside observers and
advocates of change have been ' Without discounting
either of those explanations entirely, 1t 1s possible to
suggest another that emphasizes the difference between
the adult and children’s asststance programs and the
poor fit produced by an attempt to lump them together
into a single welfare 1mage

In the first place, the aged, blind, and disabled have a
claim to popular sympathy and understanding that 1s not
enjoyed by other classes of the dependent poor Recip-
tents of OAA and AB/APTD were predominantly old
{even among the disabled, the median age nationally
was 54), unable to work, destitute, sick, and solitary
They were the *‘truly needy’” 1n that their dependency

135cott Briar, op cit
14Nathan Glazer, *‘Beyond Income Maintenance—A Note on
Welfare in New York City,'* The Public Interest, summer 1969

Table 14.—Respondents choosing SSI over welfare Number and percent of 1973/1974 respondents, by agency treat-

ment, change 1n monthly payment, and type of recipient

[MNumber in thousands])

Change 1n monthly payment
Gained
No gain
Agency treatment $1-24 $25-49 $50 or more
Number Number Number Number
reporting Percent reporting Percent | porting Percent reporting Percent
OAA/SSI

Treated courteously

Always 174 43 218 58 253 0 213 b

Less than always, don’t know 67 28 53 43 61 64 48 67
Pad promptly

Always 195 41 229 55 268 Tl 233 79

Less than always, don’t know 47 28 45 53 41 59 48 7
Paid accurately

Always 1m 42 225 57 7 T 246 n

Less than always, don’t know 70 30 47 46 43 &0 35 64

AB-APTD/SSL

Treated courteously

Always 119 54 105 65 145 16 184 52

Less than always, don’t know 49 42 33 53 39 64 46 66
Paid promptly

Always 127 52 108 63 143 75 182 81

Less than always don’t know 41 46 32 55 4] 67 49 71
Pad accurately

Always 131 55 13 63 158 5 201 81

Less than always, don’t know 37 32 26 55 25 64 19 63
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was seldom attributable to failure of will or character
Instead, they were victims of social factors or personal
calamities beyond their control and personal responsi-
bility No one chooses to be old or physteally maimed,
and not even the toughest-minded welfare cntic disputes
the basic claim of such persons to assistance of one sort
or another Commenting on the percerved legitimacy of
their needs, Gilbert Steiner points out that ‘‘no quid pro
quo for relief payments can be demanded of these
groups Just becoming a victum of blindness, disability
or old age represents the recipients” part of the barter It
may not be a fair trade, but it 15 entered into 1n good
faith by both sides *’ 15

Adult assistance recipients also may not have received
the same agency treatment accorded their AFDC peers
Even before the implementation of the SSI program,
many States had formally separated the social service
and income-maintenance functions for large segments of
their adult assistance caseload Services, casework in-
tervention, and special agency contact, under such an
arrangement, occurred only when the adult assistance
tecipient himself specifically requested them Other-
wise, the chent-agency relationship consisted of little
more than a recurring monthly payment and an annual
recertification of eligibility As table 3 shows, 40 per-
cent of the aged and 22 percent of the disabled recip-
1ents 1n late 1973 had not met a single agency employee
face to face in over a year Furthermore, the kinds of
rough treatment for which welfare agencies have re-
cetved the bitterest critictsm—bed checks, midnight
raids, coercive famuly planning, ‘‘suitable home™’
standards of eligibility—have not been at all promnent
in the discussion of adult assistance '¢ In other words,
the needy aged, blind, and disabled, though numerous,
constituted a curiously marginal part of a public assist-
ance phenomenon that 1s often considered and debated
as if 1t were an AFDC question alone If such persons
found recipiency less degrading than might be antici-
pated on the basis of the general welfare literature, the
reason may lie mn the fact that the old and incapacitated
have always been treated more sympathetically than
their AFDC counterparts and have been subjected to a
great deal less abuse, tnterference, and public
ndicule

The bases for regional variation in response to welfare
rectpiency are also open to speculation Obviously, the
welfare programs themselves differed a great deal from
place to place even within a single aid category No
single payment standard or financial formula was
applied nationwide California and New York paid their
recipients a great deal more than did Georgia, Missis-
sipp1, and Texas Mississippl, however, imposed a very

15Gilbert Steiner, Social Insecurity The Politics of Welfare,
Rand McNally, 1966, page 113

16Joe¢ R Feagin, Subordinating the Poor Welfare and Ameri-
can Beliefs, Prentice Hall, 1975

low marginal tax rate on other forms of income, which
allowed recipients to keep most of the nonwelfare
money they could obtain States also had a free hand 1n
designing the administrative aspects of the welfare pro-
gram Some ran the system themselves, others delegated
operational responsibility to their counties Unquestion-
ably, the admmstranve procedures applied to a given
case differed a great deal from one purisdiction to
another, as did the atthitudes of workers and informal
styles of program operation In other words, response to
welfare status and the agency could be expected to vary
across the country because each State’s reciprents were
responding to a different welfare program

It 15 not likely that program variation 1s the whole
story, however The personal charactenistics of recip-
1ents can be expected to play a part, too Compared with
Southerners, recipients 1n the North mote often were
urban and better-ecducated They were less likely to be
poor, having higher welfare payments and more income
from nonwelfare sources as well Urban recipients were
generally healthier and better-housed than those living
n rural areas 7

With these distinctions 1n mind, the California and
New York caseloads can be viewed as a welfare elite of
sorts—in regard to hife chances, personal history, and
current level of iving That persons who had 1t the best
resented welfare recipiency the most 1s a paradox,
perhaps, but 1t 15 consistent with the findings of earlier
studies An analysis of the McLain pension movement
in Califorma concluded that ‘“Those who have some
hold upon the matenal foundations of respectability are
more likely to sustain the aspiration and resent the
loss '"'® The most privileged recipients revealed the
greatest ‘‘status anxieties '’ Another study found that
older men whose self-descriptions were least congruent
with a dependent role—those with few health problems,
the capacity to work, and a youthful self-image—were
most embarrassed about receiving OAA % If 1t 1s true
that rectpiency 1s most easily legitimated or justified to
oneself under conditions of greatest privation and
Iifelong absence of opportumity, 1t 1s hardly surprising
that reciptents 1n Georgra, Mississipp1, and Texas could
accept welfare status with more equanimity than those 1n
New York and Califormia

By design, SSI eliminated the adrminsstrative vanatton
that had existed from State to State under public assist-
ance All cases were transferred to the Social Secunty
Administration, to be processed identically regardless of

7John L. McCoy and David L Brown, *‘Health Status Among
Low-Income Elderly Persons Rural-Urban Differences,’’ Social Se-
curity Bulletin, June 1978, and Sylvester Schicber, Housing Conds-
tions of Aged Welfare Recipients, paper presented at annual meet-
ing of Eastern Economics Association, Apnl 27, 1978

"8Frank Pinner, Philip Selznick, and Paul Jacobs, *‘Summary and
Conclusions Old Age and Political Behavior'* 1n Social Welfare In-
stitutions (Mayer N Zald, ed ), Wiley and Sons, 1965, page 171

Wlarry L Wells, **Welfare Embarrassment,’’ Gerontologist,
summer 1972
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location or previous welfare custom All recipients
would deal with new workers operating within a new
standard bureaucratic system Procedurally at least, SSI
was a unified Federal program from which State and
local governments were largely excluded The
hypothesis that regional vanation in the response of re-
ciprents would diminish with the introduction of a single
Federal program has been borne out by the findings of

this study The range of response attributable to place
did decline for each of the outcome variables examined
here It would have been surprnising if these differences
had vanished entirely The personal charactenistics of
recipients did not change simply because SSI supplanted
the assistance programs, and 1t does not seem likely that
generic dissatisfaction with the public dependency role
can be eliminated by adjusting or tinkering with the aid

Table I.—Approximate standard errors of estimated percentages of all OAA and AB/APTD recipients
[68 chances out of 100]

Estimated percentage
Size of base
1or99 | 2 or 98 l 5 or 95 | 8 or 92 | 10 or 90 | 15 or 85 ] 20 or 80 | 25 0r 75 | 30 or 70 | 35 or 65 | 40 or 60 | 50
United States, OAA and AB/APTD
50,000 075 107 169 212 236 283 ap 347 369 386 397 400
75 000 62 88 139 175 195 234 264 2388 307 320 331 340
100,000 54 17 122 153 170 2058 232 25 2 6% 282 291 2%
150,000 44 63 100 127 141 170 192 209 222 23 239 243
200 000 38 55 38 11 124 149 169 184 196 205 211 215
250 000 35 50 79 101 112 136 154 169 180 189 195 20t
300 000 32 45 73 %0 103 125 142 155 165 172 178 182
350,000 30 42 68 86 96 117 133 145 154 162 167 171
400,000 28 40 64 g1 91 110 125 137 146 153 158 162
450,000 26 8 61 77 86 105 119 131 13% 146 151 1354
500 000 25 36 58 T4 83 101 115 126 135 142 147 152
750,000 21 30 49 62 70 85 97 107 114 120 125 129
1,000,000 18 26 43 55 62 76 87 95 102 108 112 116
1,250,000 16 24 39 50 56 69 79 87 93 98 101 105
1,500 000 15 22 36 47 52 64 74 81 87 91 95 S8
1 750 000 14 20 34 44 49 61 69 76 82 86 89 93
Calitorma OAA and AB/APTD
2,500 360 506 784 974 1076 1278 14 29 154 16 32 1697 17 41 1774
5 000 254 356 552 6 BS 756 897 10 02 1082 11 43 11 88 12 19 124
7,500 207 290 449 557 614 728 513 878 927 9463 987 1004
10 000 179 25t 388 4 80 530 628 700 756 798 828 8 49 864
25,000 113 157 242 299 329 389 413 4 66 491 50 521 528
50 000 79 110 168 207 228 268 297 319 336 347 355 359
75 000 64 B9 1136 167 183 214 237 254 267 276 281 284
100,000 55 77 116 142 156 182 201 215 2126 233 237 238
125 000 49 68 103 126 138 161 177 189 197 203 207 208
150 000 45 62 93 114 124 144 159 169 176 181 184 184
175 000 4] 57 86 104 114 131 145 154 160 164 167 166
200 000 38 53 80 96 105 122 133 141 147 151 152 152
225 000 36 50 74 90 98 113 124 131 136 139 141 140
250 000 kS 47 70 85 92 106 118 122 127 129 131 129
275,000 32 45 64 80 87 100 109 115 119 121 122 12t
Georgia OAA and AB/APTD
2,500 185 262 412 516 573 6 86 ™ 338 890 9 9 56 9 B0
5 000 132 187 295 3T 411 493 5 56 605 643 672 692 710
71,500 108 154 243 305 3139 408 4 60 501 533 587 575 590
10,000 94 134 212 267 297 357 403 4 40 4 68 4 89 505 519
25 000 60 86 138 175 195 236 268 92 in 327 338 348
50 000 44 63 101 128 144 175 19 218 233 244 25 261
75,000 36 52 84 108 121 147 168 184 197 207 215 222
100,000 32 46 5 95 107 131 149 164 176 185 192 199
Massissipp1, OAA
2,500 247 349 546 683 157 905 1017 11 04 1171 1221 12 56 12 85
5 000 175 249 1% 4 B8 541 648 729 792 841 877 903 9125
7 500 144 203 3N 401 443 534 601 6.54 694 7125 747 7 66
10,000 128 177 279 350 388 4 66 525 571 607 634 653 670
25 000 BD 114 180 227 253 3 3y 375 399 418 431 4 44
50,000 57 82 131 165 184 223 25 276 294 308 319 328
75,000 47 68 108 138 154 186 212 232 247 260 Z 68 2m
100,000 41 59 95 121 136 165 187 205 319 230 238 246
Mississippt AB/APTD

2 500 154 117 ) 421 4 66 554 6121 672 711 741 761 776
5000 109 154 13 2498 329 302 4 39 473 50 524 538 549
7 500 89 125 195 243 269 320 359 388 411 428 439 448
10 000 77 109 169 211 233 27 3n 336 356 370 380 388
25 000 49 69 107 113 147 175 196 213 225 234 241 245
50 000 35 49 76 94 104 124 139 1 50 159 166 170 174
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Table I.—Approximate standard errors of estimated percentages of all CAA and AB/APTD recipients—Continued

{68 chances out of 100]

Estimated percentage
S1ze of base
1 or 99 ] 2 or 98 I 5 or 95 [ 8 or 92 | 10 or 90 | 15 or 85 ] 20 or 80 IZSorTS lsuor'.'o I 35 or 65 !4001'60 | 50
New York OAA and AB/APTD
2 500 282 196 616 767 848 10 09 1130 1223 12 94 13 46 13 83 14 11
5 000 199 2 80 436 542 599 713 798 864 914 951 976 996
7 500 162 229 355 442 489 581 651 T04 T 45 716 795 812
10,000 141 198 308 383 423 503 563 609 645 671 6 89 703
25 000 89 125 194 241 267 317 355 ig4 4 06 423 434 442
50,000 63 88 137 170 188 224 250 270 2 86 297 305 31t
75 000 51 72 112 139 153 182 204 220 233 242 248 25
100 000 44 62 97 120 132 157 176 190 20! 209 214 218
125 000 40 56 36 107 118 140 157 170 179 186 191 195
150 000 36 51 79 98 108 128 143 155 163 170 174 177
Texas OAA
2 500 316 4 46 697 8 69 963 11 49 12 90 13 98 14 82 15 44 15 88 16 24
5000 224 316 495 619 6 85 319 920 998 10 58 1103 1135 1t 61
7 500 183 259 406 507 563 673 7 56 821 871 908 934 956
10 000 159 225 353 441 4 89 585 658 715 759 792 215 834
25 D00 101 144 22 284 315 378 4 26 464 493 514 530 544
50,000 72 103 163 204 227 274 309 337 358 374 3 86 3497
75,000 59 84 134 169 188 227 257 2 80 298 312 3 332
100,000 52 74 117 148 165 199 226 247 263 275 284 293
125,000 46 66 106 134 149 180 205 234 238 250 258 266
150 000 43 61 97 123 138 1 66 139 206 220 231 239 246
175 000 40 57 91 115 128 136 177 193 206 216 224 231
Texas AB/APTD
2,500 127 180 283 355 KR 472 5131 577 613 6 40 659 676
5,000 90 128 203 2.55 283 340 384 418 4 44 464 478 491
7 500 4 106 167 210 234 282 318 347 369 386 398 409
10 000 65 92 146 184 205 247 279 I 324 339 350 360
5 000 42 60 96 12t 135 164 186 24 217 228 236 243
50,000 30 43 10 89 100 122 1139 152 163 171 177 183
All other States
2,500 363 513 803 1004 1113 1330 1494 16 22 1720 1794 18 45 18 B9
5 000 258 365 573 717 795 952 1071 11 63 12 35 12 89 13 27 13 59
7500 21 299 470 590 654 784 883 960 10 20 10 65 1095 1124
10 000 183 260 410 514 570 6 84 7 839 89l 9131 959 984
25,000 117 167 265 333 17 4 47 505 550 586 613 632 6 50
50 000 84 120 192 242 270 327 370 404 431 4 52 4 67 481
75,000 L2 99 139 202 2125 273 310 339 362 380 393 4 06
100,000 &0 87 140 178 199 2 41 274 kR 321 337 349 360
250 000 39 57 94 120 135 165 188 207 2 2y 242 2 51
500 000 29 42 70 %0 102 126 144 1359 171 180 187 195
750,000 24 a6 60 77 87 108 124 137 1 48 156 162 169
1,000,000 21 32 53 69 T8 97 112 124 134 141 147 153

programs themselves To the extent that these feelings
and the extra-program conditions that give rise to them
are distributed unevenly across the country, 1t 1s reason-
able to predict at least some regional vanation 1n the
response of recipients, regardless of the program struc-
ture or aegis under which aid 1s distributed

A final point should be made about the sigmificance of
stigma and 1ts place in the evaluation of a program such
as S5I Undemably, money was the major 1ssue 1n the
federalization of the adult assistance programs
Moreover, the ongoing success of SSI will always be
determined with primary reference to the amount of aid
it distributes, the level of living 1t sustains, and the
speed and efficiency with which 1t accomplishes indi-

vidual case processing Recipients themselves appear to
base their program preferences on the bread-and-butter
15sues of cash increases and administrative efficiency
These prionties are easily understood by a population 1n
which poverty was and 1s even now the rule Neverthe-
less, feelings of digmity and self-respect do matter and
are legitimate benchmarks by which to assess the per-
formance of any public program They are particularly
important 1n evaluating one that deals with a segment of
the population that has nowhere else to turn for the
necessities of life That SSI did manage to reduce the
negative feelings of recipients while accomplishing 1ts
major financial objective ts an important and basically
decent accomplishment
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