State Variations in Per Capita Social Insurance
and Public Aid Payments in Relation
to Total Income Payments’

Benefits under social insurance and related pro-
grams and public aid payments accounted for 3.0
percent of all income payments to individuals in
1942 ! (table 1). The total amount of social insur-
ance benefits has increased in every year, oxcopt
1941, since the programs established under the
Social Security Act came into operation. This
rise may be expected to continue as an increasing
proportion of the working population acquires
insured status under old-age and survivors insur-
ance. The 1942 increase took place despite
exceptionally favorable employment conditions
which impelled many eligible aged workers to defer
their retirement, and despite a sharp decline in
unemployment benefits in the latter part of the
year.

In contrast to the trend of social insurance
payments, the volume of public aid has decreased
in each year since 1938. Major declines in general
assistance and in earnings under Federal work
programs have more than offset a slight rise in
payments under the three special types of public
assistance—old-age assistance, aid to the blind,
and aid to depeadent children.

The ratio of social insurance bencfits or public
aid payments to total income payments to individ-
uals in a given year depends, of course, not ounly
upon the volume of benefits and payments but
also upon the level of total income payments.
The rise in national income payments sinco 1938
has been accompanied by noticeable gains in the

*Prepared In the Division of Coordination Studies, Bureau of Research and
Statistics, by Franklin M. Aaronson, Jacob Fisher, and Ida C. Merriam.

1 Data from Income Paymecnts Division, Department of Cominerce.
8oclal Insurance and related payments (for convenionce, shortened to *‘social
fnsurance payments’’ in this discussion) represent paymente under old-age
and survivors insurance, rallroad retirement, civii-service retirement, other
Federal retirement (primarily noncontributory retirerent systems for rogular
personnel of the Army, Navy, Coast Guard, Public Health Servico, and
members of the Federal judiciary), State and local government rotiresnont,
veterans’ ponsion, 8tate unemployment componsation, raliroad unempioy-
ment {nsurance, and workmen’s compensation programs. FPublic aid pay-
ments represent assistance payments under the old-age assistance, aid to
dependent children, afd to the blind, and goneral assistance programs;
earnings under the WPA, NYA (excluslve of out-of-school work program
after June 19042), CCC, and othor Federal work projects; and payments to
individuals under the Farm Socurity Administration and surplus commodity
programs, All data relate to tho continental United 8tates cxcept those In
table 1, which include payments to individuals in Alaska and Hawall and
pay of the armed forces outside the Unlted States.
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proportion received in the form of wages and
salaries and entreprencurial income and by de-
clines in the proportion derived from public aid,
which has decreased in absolute amount, and from
social insurance payments, which have increased
in absolute amount.

The significance of social insurance and relief.
payments to individuals is scen in a useful per-
spective when viewed in relation to total income
payments. Itach of the aggregates, all social
insurance payments and all public aid, is made up
of two major segments. One segment consists of
payments to persons who are outside the labor

Table 1.—Total income payments, social insurance and
related payments, and public aid payments, 1938-421

[In milllons)
Soctal insurance | 8ocial insurance
and public aid and related Publ:lcwl::(tlspny-
payments payments
l’l‘otnl
ncotne
Year pay- Percent Percent Peroont
ments of total of total of total
Amount |income] Amount |income| Ainount | Income
pay- pbay- pay-
ments ments mentis
1938...... 00, 135 $4, 031 7.0 $1, 520 2.3 $3,102 4.7
1030.... 70,829 4,857 6.4 1,010 2.3 , 41
1940. 70,472 4,470 5.9 1,801 2.4 2,075 3.8
1041. 02, 229 4, 002 4.4 1,737 L9 2,328 2.8
1942......]115,470 3,470 3.0 1,823 1.6 1,047 1.4

t Includes paytnents to persons outside continental Unlted 8tates; for
components of total Incomo payments, sce table 1, p. 54.

force—the aged, the permanently and totally,
disabled, survivors, dependent children—and to
persons whose right to benefits continues irre-
spective of current employment, such as partial
disability benefits under workmen’s compensation
laws or to veterans. The second segment con-
sists of payments to persons who are currently or
ordinarily a part of the labor force and whose
need for aid or right to benefits results from lack
of current job opportunities or from work-con-
nected accidents and injuries that are only tempo-
rarily disabling.

The neced for payments of the first type is
present in good times and in bad. In a year
such as 1942, some benefit payments to aged per-
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gons or widows will be suspended because the bene-
ficiaries return to employment; other persons
eligible to retire will postpone doing so; some
persons will leave the public assistance rolls as
relatives become able to support them or they
themselves find employment when job quali-
fications are relaxed. Within the limits of exist-
ing program provisions, however, payments of
this type will continue in relatively steady
volume, little influenced by changes in the total
amount of income payments in a year.

Payments of the seccond type, on the other
hand, fluctuate markedly with changes in the
Jevel of employment and hence with changes in
total income payments. IExcept for workmen’s
compensation, which tonds to increase as more
persons are employed or more man-hours worked,
the volume of payments of this second type—
unemployment benefits, work program ecarnings,
much of general assistance—is large when total
income payments are low and decreases as total
income payments rise. As a result of the com-
bined effect of relatively steady payments to
persons outside the labor force and benefits or
assistance which partially fill in the gaps in
earnings when employment is difficult to find,
both total social insurance payments and total
public aid will constitute a relatively larger pro-
portion of total income payments when national
income is low than when it is high.

At any given time or over a period of time,
these general relationships may be obscured or
modified by the immaturity, the inadequacy, or
the complete absence of particular social insurance
or rclief programs. Because of the recency of
the adoption of old-age and survivors insurance,
the fact that persons who have already left the
labor market and are unable to return to em-
ployment cannot qualify for retirement benefits,
and the anticipated increase in the proportion of
aged persons in the population, the amount of
payments under this program may be expected
to increase for many years to come. These
increases, however, are likely to be sufficiently
gradual to have little effect on changes from one
year to the next in the ratio of social insurance to
total incomo payments although they will have
an important offect over a longer period. The
amount of unemployment componsation and of
workmen’s compensation payments is greatly
influenced by the limitations of coverage and
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benefit provisions of oxisting State laws, The
volume of relief payments will be affected both
by the extent of need and by the availability of
funds for this purpose. ‘

The ratio of social insurance and of relief pay-
monts to total income payments varies greatly
among the States. These variations stem partly
from differences in the character of the economy or
in the proportion of the State’s population in the
labor force or in the dependent age groups, and
partly from substantial differences in legislation,
program coverage, and adequacy of benefits or

Table 2.~Per capita income,! social insurance, and
public aid payments, by State, 1942 -

Social insurance Pablic ald pay-
paymeonts ments
o
capita

Btate income Percont Percent

payments| Per of total Per of total

capita | income | capita | income
payments payments
$852 $13. 46 1.58 $12.26 1.44
480 5.86 1.22 6.00 1,28
832 16.14 1.94 10,14 2.30
514 6.17 1.20 8.84 1.72
1,167 21,89 1.85 15. 64 1,34
785 13.58 1.73 20. 45 8.87
Connecticut. 1,206 12,96 1.00 6.87 .83
Delawaro..____._..__.. 1,186 11,74 .99 5.34 .45
District of Columblia.. 1,104 31.43 2.70 8.59 48
Florlda....coeeooo..... 0655 12.18 1.86 11.09 1.83
Qeorgla. . oo, 498 -6.67 1.34 7.62 153
daho........o........ 7 9,32 1.23 16.22 2.14
IMinols_..._..... ... 979 16.08 1.64 15.76 1.61
Indlana. ... coooooa... 827 12.41 1.50 11.18 1,38
OWB. euoeeccaceacanaan 823 8. 1.00 11.60 1.41
Kansas.___. 814 10. 34 1.27 13.19 1.62
Kentucky 477 8.87 1.88 8. 1,712
Loulsian 534 7.85 1.47 10.47 1.96
Maino... 786 11.48 1.46 11.00 1.40
Maryland. 1,077 14.43 1.4 5,82 .54
Massachusetts........ 1,024 16. 69 1.63 18.23 1.78
Michigan_.._......... 960 15.46 1.61 11.00 1.24
Minnesota._ - 761 13.39 1.76 16.97 2.23
M lsslssli)pl .- 407 4.80 118 7.48 1.83
Missourl. . . 762 11.28 1.48 13.03 1.71
Montana.. .- 860 14.71 171 10.09 2.22
Neobraska._........... 774 8.51 1.10 14.24 1.84
Novada.._.._..._...... 1,352 16. 49 1.22 .22 .83
Now Hampshire...... 719 12.87 1.72 11.94 1.68
New Jersoy........... 1,304 18.39 1.41 , 48 .08
New Meoxico.......... 858 8.59 1.54 16.18 2,00
Now York. _.......... 1,108 23.34 2.11 18.20 1.88
North Caroliua........ 23 5.28 1.01 5.86 1.12
North Dakota......... 721 6.42 .89 12,76 L
|11 (- SR 09567 16.31 1.60 12. 44 1.30
Oklahowna... 598 7.65 1.28 10.26 3.22
Oregon. ..... 1,046 15. 17 1.45 11.40 1.00
Pennsylvania 894 13.77 1.54 11.89 1.33
Rhode Island 1,016 8.20 1.80 10.16 1.00
South Carolina..._..... 459 5.83 .27 7.99 1,74
Bouth Dakota......... 725 5.98 .82 15.23 2.10
Tennessee. ....oceeeu.. 402 8,01 1.81 7.83 1.83
Toxas. .. 677 7.31 1.08 12.39 1.83
Utah.... 850 11.05 1.30 20.23 2.38
Vermont 08 9. 1.41 8.38 1.2
Virginia. 8. 87 1.23 3.90 .56
Washington. . - 1, 166 16.79 1.44 . 00 1.80
West Virginfa......... 598 10, 41 1.74 12.92 2.16
Wisconsin............. 786 11.95 1.82 2.58 1.60
Wyoming...ocaeuoao.. 883 9.89 1.12 10.68 1.21

1 Based on total inoome payments of $114 billion in continental United
States; all paymonts by State of residence of roclglenu, oxcopt State unem-
ployment insurance paymeits, which are attributed to Stato by whioh
payment is made.
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relief payments under State-administered pro-
grams. Limitations in the coverage of Federal
programs, such as the exclusion of agricultural
workers and sclf-employed persons from coverago

Chart 1.~—Social insurance and public aid payments as
percent of total income payments, by State,! 1942
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1 Ranked by 1942 per capita income.

20

under old-age and survivors insurance, also affect
the volume of payments in individual States,

Whereas in 1942 social insurance payments con.
stituted 1.6 percent of total income payments in
the United States, the proportion varied among
the States from 0.8 percent in South Dakota to
2.7 percent in the District of Columbia (table 2),
Public aid, which accounted for 1.4 percent of total
income payments in the United States, ranged
from 0.5 percent in Delaware, the District of
Columbia, Connecticut, and Maryland to 34
percent in Colorado. Social insurance and public
aid combined, 3 percont of total income payments
for the United States, ranged from 1.4 percent in
Delaware to 5 percent in Colorado.

The relative importance of social insurance and
of public aid payments also varied greatly among
the States. In 1942 the amount of public aid
payments in the United States was 91 percent of
the amount of social insurance paymonts. Tor
individual States the comparable percentages
ranged from 18 in the District of Columbia to 256
in South Dakota. The 10 States? in which the
percentage of relief payments to social insurance
payments was highest are all agricultural States,
With two exceptions—Colorado and Utah—Iless
than 46 percent of the persons employed in the
census week in 1940 in each of these States were in
industries covered by old-age and survivors in-
surance. On the other hand, with one exception
they are not the States which in 1042 ranked
lowest on the basis of per capita income; most of
them fall in the middle third of the States ranked
by 1942 per capita income. In the poorest States,
both social insurance and public aid payments,
particularly those financed in any large measuro
by State and local funds, are limited and tend to
be of more nearly equal importance in relation to
total income payments. The States in which
social insurance payments in 1942 were substan-
tially greater than public aid are primarily the more
highly industrialized States, in scveral instances
States with higher than average per capita ox-
penditures for unemployment benefits or with
extensive rotirement systems for Governiment
employees.

The proportion which social insurance and
public aid payments are of total income payments
in any State affords no indication of the absolute

1 South Dakota, Oklahoma, North Dakota, Colorado, New Mexico, Utab,
Idaho, Texas, Nebraska, Mississippl,
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amount of such payments or of the amount per
capita.? Thus while social insurance constituted
1 porcent of income payments in both Connecti-
cut and North Carolina, social insurance pay-
ments per capita amounted to $13 in the former
and to $5 in the latter State. Similarly, Alabama
and California each had 1.3 percent of its 1942
income payments in the form of public aid, but
-

1 Por capita figures basoed on the total population resident in the Statos In

1942, Including mombors of the arned forces stationod in tho continental
United States, ns estimated by tho Dopartment of Commerco,

Table 3.—Rank of States by per capita income pay-
ments, per capita social insurance payments, per
capita public aid, and by percent of total income pay-
ments in form of social insurance and of public
aid, 1942

Rank by—

o Pt

or of total of total

Stato ch )eilitt caplta | Incomo | Pc",'a Incomo
b e | social [pnyments il |paymonts

»aymonts fnsurance| in form Dnld in form

pay paymonts| of social of public

insuranco ald
Novada. . .ooocooa... 1 8 37-38 20 43
Now Jersoy 2 4 27-28 36 44
Connecticu 3 10 456-40 43 47
Delawaro.. 4 24 47 48 49
California. ... . ] 3 ] 12 33
Washington........... 4] (] 20 2 10
District of Columblia.. 7 1 1 47 48
Now York............ 8 2 2 13 31
Maryland............. 0 15 20-30 40 40
POROMN e e ceocanannnn 10 13 26 28 41
Massachusotts........ 11 7 16 7 17
Rhode Island......... 12 5 8 34 42
Inois....ceemeoooooe 13 10 14 11 28
Michigan............. 14 11 16 25 37
lo........... 18 12 17 21 358
Ponnsylvanla 16 10 18-10 20 34
Wyoming. 17 30 41 32 38
Montana. . 18 14 13 [1] 7
Utah...... .. 10 27 31 3 4
Arlrona._.____._...... 20 9 3 5 5
Indiana 21 20 21 30 32
Towa.... 22 38 456-40 27
Kansas. . 23 20 33-34 10 24
Wisconsin. 24 23 20 26
afne..... 25 25 24 31 30
Colorado.............. 20 17 1t 1 1
Nebraska............. 27 37 42 15 12
Missourd. . 28 26 22 17 22
Minncsota 29 18 ] 8 ]
Idaho....... . 30 32 35 0 0
Bouth Dakota......... 31 45 490 14 10
North Dakota__.._.... 32 43 " 48 10 18
Now Ilampshire. ... .. 33 21 12 24 23
Vermont..._...... ... 31 31 27-28 37 39
Virginia. .. . 35 30 36 49 45
Toxas. .. K 41 43 22 13-15
Florlda.... 37 22 4-8 23 13-16
Oklahoma. 8 40 32 4

West Virginia. .- 39 28 10 18 8
Now Moxico........... 40 3s 18-19 10 3
Loulsfana. ._.________. 41 30 23 33 11
North Carolina . 42 48 44 45 40
Arkansas...... 43 41 30 35 20-21
QGeorgla. .. . 44 42 20-30 40 27-28
Tonnessco. - 45 33 7 4] 27-28
Alabama....._..._.__. 40 40 37-38 44 30
Kentueky............. 47 34 4-5 38 20-21
8outh Carolina........ 48 47 33-34 39 19
Misslssippl....._...... 40 40 40 42 13-16
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per capita public aid payments amounted to $6 in
the first State and to $15.64 in the second.

It is impossible in a single article to examine
in detail the varying significance of social insur-
ance and relief payments for individual States.
This article is devoted primarily to an analysis
of the relation which obtained in 1942 between
State per capita payments for these purposes and
State per capita income payments, with an
attempt to indicate the major causes of variation
among the States in thet year and with a brief
examination of changes from 1939 to 1942.

State Variations in Per Capita Payments for
Social Insurance Programs

TFor the United States as a whole, payments
under social insurance programs in 1942 amounted
to $13.46 per capita (table 4). Of this amount
$8.46 was paid under retirement, disability, and
survivor programs, $2.62 under unemployment
insurance programs, and $2.38 under workmen's
componsation,

Among the States, per capita social insurance
payments varied widely, ranging from a low of
$4.80 in Mississippi to $31.43 in the District of
Columbia; they exceeded $15 in 13 States and
in 20 States were less than $10. There appears
to be a fairly consistent relation between per
capita income payments and per capita payments
for social insurance. In 1942, of the first 12

. States ranked by per capita income, 8 were also

among the first 12 by per capita social insurance
payments; of the lowest 12 States by per capita
income, 8 were among the lowest by per capita
social insurance. payments (table 3). This cor-
relation results primarily from the fact that in
general the industrial States have the highest
per capita income payments and also the highest
proportion of covered employment and wages.
Considerable variation among the States in
per capita social insurance payments results
from the fact that certain programs depend
wholly on State legislation. In some States
these programs are extensive, while in others
no comparable program is in operation. For
example, Idaho has no retirement program for
State and local government ecmployees, and
Mississippi has no workmen’s compensation law.*

¢Somo workmon's compensation payments aro mado In Mississippi,
howovor, largoly to omployeos of out-of-8tate employors who cloct to carry
insuranco for all their workors,
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There are marked differences, moreover, in
the type of benefits provided under State legis-
lation. Some State and local retirement sys-
tems provide for retirement only, others for
retirement and disability payments, still others
for retirement, disability, and survivor payments.
Under the State workmen’s compensation pro-
grams the type of injury compensated also varies:
1 State pays no death benefits; 20 States provide
no compensation for occupational disease; and
in only 10 States is the coverage of occupational
disease fairly comprehensive.

There is consequently considerable variation

among the States in the range of per capita pay-.
ments for the different programs (table §). For
the United States as a whole, per capita payments
were highest under the veterans’ program, but the
range in these payments among the States was less
than for any other program, The other payments
which bulked large—State unemployment com-
pensation, workmen’s compensation, and State
and local government retirement payments—all
showed a considerable range from low to high
State.

The relative importance of payments under one
or another of the social insurance programs con-

Table 4.—Per capita social insurance payments, by State and program, 1942

Retiromont, disabllity, and survivor payments

State Total Old-ago Rallroad Civil- Other State and surance | men’scom.
Total and sur- retire- servico Federal | local gov- [ Vetorans' aymonts! pensation

vivors ment retire- rotire- ornment ponsions | P

{nsurance ment ment retiremoent

$13.46 $8. 46 $1.02 $0. 96 $0.01 $0. 51 $2.17 $3.10 $2.62 $2.38
5. 86 4.05 .87 . 850 .20 .33 .10 2.35 1.14 .07
16. 14 10. 96 .79 .79 .40 .79 .60 7.80 1.00 4.18
6.17 5.12 .35 .60 .18 .38 .18 3. 52 .55 .80
21.89 12.33 1.17 .93 .71 1.27 2.068 8.87 4.00 4.7
13. 88 10. 68 .90 1.82 .62 .45 1.34 85.72 .80 2.2
12.96 8. 41 1.52 .81 .39 .39 2.04 2.96 1.80 2.78
11.74 8. 54 1.42 2.14 .72 1.07 1.07 2.12 .78 1.42
31.43 20. 47 .72 .47 10.70 4.18 3.80 0.63 1. 41 3.88
12.18 8. 57 .98 .82 .01 .01 .44 4.83 2.27 1.34
6.67 4.64 .49 .53 .34 .46 .28 2,54 1.38 .85
9.32 4.76 .63 .83 .20 [ PO, 3.10 1.86 2.7
16.06 0.22 1.27 1.17 .50 .20 3.42 2.54 4.82 2.02
12.41 8. 41 1.06 1.81 .62 .42 1.25 3.85 2.75 1.2
8. 6.36 .69 1.48 .65 .41 .87 2.78 .98 .80
10. 34 7.38 .62 1.60 .79 .87 .16 3.604 1. 14 1.82
8.87 6.35 .71 .82 .32 . 40 .11 3.93 .92 1.00
7.85 4.18 .51 .39 24 .20 .47 2.37 2.03 1.64
11.48 8.28 1.30 .04 .83 .7 1.07 3.43 1.42 1.78
14. 43 10.33 1.02 1.28 1.39 1.18 2.25 3.21 1.95 2.18
16. 69 11.07 1.62 .63 02 3 4.23 3.04 2.67 2.05
Michigan 15.46 6.14 1.04 .60 .31 .25 1.67 2.27 7.40 1.92
Minnesotsa. .. 13.39 0.16 .82 1.38 .63 .29 2.17 3.87 2.32 1.9
4.80 4.01 .2 .40 13 .18 [©) 3.03 .76 N
11.28 7.18 .86 1.18 .70 .42 .30 3.60 2.22 1.88
14.71 8.21 .76 1.83 .38 .19 1.15 4.20 2.48 4.02
8.51 6.34 .56 1.21 .49 .32 .00 2.80 .96 1.21
16. 49 6.74 .74 .4 1.50 Q) 3.6 2.24 7.81
12.37 8.81 1.67 1.26 1. 47 .84 (?) 3.87 1.08 1.88
18.39 10. 26 1.68 .12 .51 .44 4.21 2. 42 4.10 3.07
8.59 6.19 .40 .80 .20 .40 (O} 4.30 1.00 1.40
23.34 13.77 1.82 .79 .70 54 7.65 2.87 5.11 4.48
5.28 3.45 .83 .33 .19 .20 .08 2.03 .83 1.00
6. 42 4.30 .34 .87 .34 A7 .81 2.36 .84 .19
15.31 9.82 1.32 1.29 .82 .38 2.82 3. 62 2.11 3.38
7.65 4.85 .44 .41 .27 .14 .14 3.28 1.30 1.70
15.17 9.25 1.11 L1 .50 .46 .83 5.18 1.67 4,28
13.77 9.7 1. 51 1.91 .87 .30 2. 51 2.82 1.86 2.80
18.29 9. 85 1.65 .40 .82 1.10 2.7 2.87 0. 42 2.32
5.83 3.80 . 80 .36 .20 .35 .18 2.34 .94 1.00
5.98 4.93 .34 .68 .81 17 @ 3.23 .51 .81
8.901 6.20 .54 .75 .44 .30 .78 3.30 1.03 .78
2.31 4.65 .80 .85 .26 .52 .18 2.64 .04 2.02
11.08 5.78 .87 .80 .38 .48 1.05 2.20 1.93 3.34
0.84 7.81 1.15 1.16 .87 .88 * 4.00 .87 1.18
8.87 6.32 .65 .00 .99 .86 .41 2.45 .90 1.2
16.79 10.33 1.19 1.14 .86 .02 2.05 4.17 1.39 8.07
10. 41 5. 52 1.12 1.02 .27 .22 .48 2.41 1.24 3.08
11.95 7.7 1.04 .98 .46 .29 1,98 3.03 1.42 2.76
Wyoming.... 9.89 6.33 .79 1.19 .32 .73 (O] 3.30 1.98 1.88
! Represents payments under State unemployment compensation and accounted for 5 cents per caplita; the highest per capita payment in any 8tate

raflroad unempﬁayment insurance; for the Unlfed States, the Jatter program under the railroad program was 40 cents in “Pcomlng.

1 Not computed; total amount iess than $50,000.
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Chart 2.—Per capita social insurance and public aid payments, by program and State,! 1942
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sequently varied considerably among the States
in 1942 (table 4 and chart-2). In the District of
Columbia, civil-service retirement payments over-
shadowed those under all other programs. In New
York, per capita payments under retirement sys-
tems for State and local government employces—
almost twice those in any other State—as well as
relatively large per capita unemployment and
workmen’s compensation payments, account for
the State's ranking of second in per capita social
insurance payments. Per capita workmen’s com-
pensation payments well above the national
average were important in determining the ranking
of Arizona, California, Montana, Nevada, Oregon,
and Washington, as well as New York. Unem-
ployment compensation payments far outweighed
all other social insurance payments in Michigan
and Rhode Island, and were important in Cali-
fornia, Illinois, and New Jersey, as well as in New
York.

While there is no consistent pattern of relative
importance of one or another type of social insur-
ance payment among the States with relatively
high per capita income, in many States with low
per capita incomes the veterans’ program was
responsible for a strikingly large part of all social
insurance payments. Ifor the United States as
a whole, veterans’ payments represented 23 per-
cent of all social insurance payments; in Missis-
sippi they accounted for 63 percent, in Arkansas,
South Dakota, and New Mexico for more than
50 percent, and in 15 additional States ® for more
than 35 percent.

The causes of State variations in per capita
social insurance payments are thus to be found

§ Arizona, Colorado, Oklahoma, Vermont, South Carolina, Alabama,

Qeorgia, Florlda, North Carolina, North Dakota, Tonnessco, Texas, Wyo-
ming, Kentucky, Kansas,

partly in the uneven development of certain
State programs, partly in the limited coveragy
of old-age and survivors insurance and unemploy-
ment compensation and the unequal proportion of
covered workers in industrial and in predom.
inantly agricultural States, partly in the unevep
incidence of unomployment in 1942, and, in
combination with these factors of variability,
the substantial size and the relatively lesser
variation among the States in per capita voterang’
payments.

Coverage

Since eligibility for benefits under social insur-
ance programs is based on the employment
record of the beneficiary or the person on whose
account survivor payments are made, the exteat
of coverage of these programs is a basic cause of
variation among the States. The more even
distribution of per capita vecterans' payments
reflects the fact that for recent wars members of
the armed forces have been drawn in more or
less the same proportion to population from all
States, as well as the fact that veterans’ benefits
are not related to previous wages of the individual,

Most of the social insurance programs in opera-
tion today exclude certain cmployment from
coverage, on the basis of cither industry or occu-
pation. The size of the excluded groups varies
from State to State for two rcasons. Ifor pro-
grams which are federally administered, such as
old-age and survivors insurance, the type of work-
er excluded is the same in all States and the varia-
tion arises from differences in the industrial and
occupational structure of the States. Thus the
exclusion of agricultural workers results in rela-
tively small coverage in States where agriculture

Table 5.—Range in per capita social insurance payments, by program, 1942

Per caplta payment
Program Low State 1tigh State !
United Low Iligh
States Btate Btate !
Total, all Programs. - - ... iceceeceacaamaunn $13.46 $1.80 $23.34 | Mississippl..... ... ... . ... New York.
Total retlremont.dlsahlllt{,and survlvors.. 8.46 3.45 13.77 | North Carolina ... ... ... ....._. Now York,
Old-age and survlvors Insurence. . ..._.. . 1.02 .27 1.67 [ Mississlppl.... ... New Hampshire,
Rallroad retirement ... .........._.... . .06 .33 2.14 | North Carolina. . _.......... ... ... Delawnare.
Civil-service retirement........ .61 0 1.47 | Nevadn .o ... ool Now Hampshire.
Other Federal retirement e .51 0 1,60 | ldaho. ... ___. -{ Nevada.
State and local government retirement.. R 217 {eaecaea-- 7.66 | Do._.......... Now York.
Veterans’ pensions..... - 3.19 2.03 7.89 | North Carolina .| Arlzona,
Unemployment Insurance. N 2.62 .81 7.40 | South Dakota.. -1 Michigan.
‘Workmen's compensation. .. . 2.38 .04 7.61 | Mississippi Nevada,

1 Excludes District of Columbia in which concentratlon of benefits pald to rotired Fedoral employces causes extremely high per capita paymonts (sce tablo 4).
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is a major industry. Ior State-administered
programs, additional differences in coverage are
due to variation in the State laws or to the
absenco of a particular type of legislation.
Differences among the States in the proportion
of workers covered under the State unemploy-

Table 6.~—~Percent of employed workers covered by the
old-age and survivors insurance and State unemploy-
ment insurance programs and percent of State and
local government employees covered by retirement
systems

Percont of employed | Percont of
workers covered, | Stateand
March 1940 local govern-
Mment em-
Stato ployces cov-
Old-age | Stateun- | orod by ro- -
and sur- employ- tiromont
vivors in- | ment in- | systems, Jan-
surance surancoe uary 1042
Total oot 150.9 140.0 40.0
Alabama. .. . .. .. ... 41.3 31,1 5.8
Arizona. .. -- 52.8 40.9 32,1
Arkansas. . 30.7 24.2 39,3
Callfornin. 4 51.6 76.4
Colorado . 53,7 36.5 27.0
Connecticut. 78.4 68.5 09. 4
olaware. .. ... iiiiiiiaoL. 63.9 062.2 14.8
District of Columbin.. .. _.____.__. ) O] 31.1
Flotlda. ... .. ... ... .. ...... 54.0 37.5 50.0
Qeorgla. ool 42,8 32.1 14.3
Idaho....... 43.8 35.5 0
inols...... 68.9 00. 4 51.7
Indinna.... 62.4 49.9 32.2
OWR . oeoc ettt eeeaeiaeanns .43.6 20,1 5.4
Kansas. ... ... ........ 44.2 24,6 20.5
Kentueky..... ... ... 44,1 30.6 46.9
Louisiana . 45.1 36.2 33.7
Maine ... 64,0 48.4 50.5
Maryland. 64.9 54.1 60. 4
Massachusetts 78.1 60.8 65.7
Michigan. ... .. ... .. 70.8 69. 2 47.3
Minnesota ... ... 49,4 3.1 43.68
Mississippi 20. 6 15.5 1.8
Missour 54.8 41.9 5.5
Montana 45.8 34.2 35.3
Nebraska.. 40.0 2.1 4.4
Nevada. ... ... ... 55. 4 54.1 24.2
Neow Hampshiro. ... ... ... ... 71.1 50.0 7.9
NewJersey. ... ... .. 76.3 59.0 5%. 6
New Mexico. ... .. .. ... ... 43.3 33.7 57.6
New York.... . 72.17 65.0 76.7
North Carolis 40.5 37.4 4.3
North Dakota. . 27.9 12.3 37.8
MO e 08.8 a1. 4 73.2
Oklahoma. ... . .......... ... .. 44.5 21.6 2.4
OFegON . .. e i 8.5 44.9 7.0
Pennsylvania. ... 73.5 71.2 6.1
Rhode Island. .. 79.8 73.2 62.1
Bouth Carolina. 42.2 32.3 4.4
8outh Dakota 33.3 15.4 1.7
TeNNeSSe0. < oo oo e 46,6 32.06 14.9
(2 7,1 TP 45.8 311 36,0
tah. . ... 57.6 49.9 33.0
Vermont. . . . 52.8 35.8 10.8
Virginta. ... ... 51.3 30.0 36,7
Washington .. .. 01,7 4.7 3s.1
West Virginia . . 660.4 54.8 45.8
Wisconsin........_. - .. 55.5 41.4 35.3
Wyoming . . ..o 42,7 35.6 4.0

' Includes Dstrict of Columbia. Number in emmployment covered by 8tate
unemployment insuranco and 8tate and local retirement s(f'nloms distributed
by place of employment; old-age and survivors insurance data distributed by
place of residence. Because of diserepancles In percont shown as covered by
old-age and survivors Insurance and 8tate unemployment insurance in Dis-
;rlct of Columblia, soparate figures for District are not presented for these

programs.
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ment compensation program are, as in the. case
of old-age and survivors insurance, due primarily
to the effect of the exclusion of agricultural labor,
although the exclusion of small firms of varying
sizes in different States is an important additional
factor. Variations in coverage under workmen’s
compensation and under retirement systems for
State and local government omployces, on the
other hand, are due primarily to differences in the
scope and character of State legislation,

If the ranking of the States in per capita old-
age and survivors insurance payments is compared
with the proportion of workers covered under that
program (table 6), there is evident a very close
relationship between the amount of per capita
payments and the extent of coverage. The rela-
tionship is less close for State unemployment
compensation, where marked variations in the
incidence of unemployment among covered work-
ers greatly affect the volume of benefit payments.
In State and local retirement systems the rela-
tionship is, in some cases, not yet fully developed,
because of the recency of adoption of a retirement
system, and is also affected by differences in wage
rates and benefit provisions,

The effect on per capita social insurance pay-
ments of variations in coverage can be illustrated
by comparing the size of these payments with the
concentration of covered employment in differ-
ent States. IExcluding payments under tho voter-
ans’ program, for which coverage has a different
significance, 14 States in 1942 had per capita
social insurance payments in excess of $10, 23
States had payments between $5 and $10, and 12
States had paymeonts of less than $5 (table 7).

The varying weights in total social insurance
payments as well as differences in the range of the
different types of social insurance payments are
apparent in the varying proportions of old-age and
survivors insurance, unemployment compensa-
tion, railroad retirement, and State and local re-
tirement benefits paid in the three groups of States.

Under all programs shown (and probably also
for State workmen’s compensation programs)
there is a close relationship between the concen-
tration of benefit payments and of covered employ-
ment. However, the concentration of payments in
the top 14 States oxceeds that for covered employ-
ment. The reason is to be found, at least in part,
in the differences in wage levels among the States.
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Benefit Provisions

A second cause for variation among the States
in per capita social insurance payments is the
charactor of the provisions which determine the
size of individual benefit payments. Under all
except the veterans’ program, the size of the benefit
is related to wages earned in covered employment,
Since wage levels vary from State to State, this
factor gives rise to considerable differences in the
volume of benefit payments. The range of varia-
tion due to this cause is narrowed, however, by
the influence of maximum and minimum provisions
affecting size of benefit.

The effect of the weighting of the old-age and
survivors insurance benefit formula in favor of the
low-wage workers can be scen in the circumstance
that the 14 States with total social insurance pay-
ments of more than $10 per capita had 67.3 percent
of the covered wages but only 64.7 percent of
benefit payments under old-age and survivors in-
surance, while the 12 States with per capita social
insurance payments under $5 had 10.1 percent of
the covered wages and 10.6 percent of the benefit
payments (table 7).

Duration of benefits.—The volume of per capita
social insurance payments in the States is also
affected by variations in the length of time for
which the different benefits are payable. Retire-
ment, nonoccupational disability, and survivor
payments are usually made from the occurrence
of the risk until death, or for the duration of the

disability, or until the surviving child reaches g
specified age. The duration of these benefits has,
therefore, little or no effect in producing State
differences in the amount of payments. Under
unemployment insurance, however, and under
the majority of workmen’s compensation laws,
there is a definite limitation on the maximum
period of time during which payments can be
made or on the total amount of money payable
for a claim. Under the State unemployment
compensation laws the over-all maximum is usu-
ally 16 wecks but many individual workers are
entitled to fewer weeks; under the railroad unem-
ployment insurance program the maximum dura-
tion of benefit payments is 100 days for all workers
and in all States. Under workmen’s componsa-
tion laws the variations are considerable; the
limitations differ with respect to temporary and
permanent disability and for survivors, but the
range in maximums is in general from 200 to 500
weeks. '

For unemployment compensation the existence
of a maximum limitation on the duration of benefit
payments—oven though the maximum varies
from State to State—is a factor which, on the
whole, tends to reduce differences in per capita
unemployment compensation payments, since
duration provisions will limit the amount paid
in a State with considerable unemployment, thus
reducing the difference betweon payments in
such a State and in one with little unemployment.

Table 7.~Percentage distribution of benefit payments, covered employment, and covered wages under old-age
and survivors insurance, railroad retirement, and State and local government retirement systems, and State
unemployment insurance, in States with specified per capita social insurance payments

Porcentage dlstribution
1043 " Old-ago andns::xgcvlvors Insur- Rallroad retiromont Btato “"‘r‘elgfg:n%%"i‘""""’m State unemployment [nsurance
per capita
payments for social bf%':‘?e'
insurance ! of States Covored Coverod Workors
B‘;,":f.‘_t employ- | Covered nﬁ’:;{"’ employ- | Covered B;’,ﬁ;’,{"’ (c’l‘r’l‘;ﬁ';’;,{ Cv?xgzgd n;ﬂ‘;‘_“ with | Covered
- g . Ll
ments, sfl‘;s'w”gé‘k' Voo | ments, [ SO S0 Wao" | ments, |ees, Jan- [ January | ments, crodlt wi‘agﬁ"
’ (]
1042 1040 1942 1040 1042 ory 1942 1942 1942 1941
Total......... 49 100.0 100.0 100.0 ‘ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
114 64.7 59.9 67.3 85.7 51.3 52.3 86.3 2.7 78.4 74.0 60.6 08.4
123 4.7 25.6 22.6 32.6 32.8 32.0 12.3 19.2 16.3 18.0 26.2 22.3
12 10.6 14.5 10.1 11.8 16.9 15.7 1.4 8.1 5.3 7.4 14.2 9.3

1 Excludes veterans’ pensions. Covercd em&loyees for old-age and sur-
vivors insurance and railroad retirement, from 1040 census data; for Stato and
local government retirement systems for January 1942, from speclal study;
for 8tate unemployment compensation, from State reports. Covered wages
for old-age and survivors insurance, from reported data for 1939; for raliroad
retirement, f[rom Commerce data for 1939; for State and local government
retirement systems for January 1942, from speclal study; for Stato unomploy-
ment compensation, from State regoru.

3 California, District of Columblia, Illinols, Maryland, Massachusetts,
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M(claigan Montana, Nevada, New Jersoy, New York, Ohlo, Iennsylvania,
Rhode Isfand Wmfnlngton.
3 Arizona, éo!omdo, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, lLouisiana, Maline, ﬂﬂnncsotn. Missour{, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, Oregon, Tonnessce, Utah, Vormont, Virginia, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming.
¢ Alabama, Arkansas, Qcorgln, Kentuckg, Mississippl, Noew Moexlon,
'l;{orth Carolhm, North Dakota, Oklahomna, 8outh Carolina, South Dakota,
0XAS.
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Relative Importance of Different Social Insur-
ance Programs

The variation among the States in per capita
gocial insurance payments in 1942 reflected the
relative unimportance of payments under old-age
and survivors insurance resulting from the imma-
turity of that program. Whereas many State
and local retirement systems and workmen’s com-
pensation programs had been in existence for 20
years or more, monthly benefits had becn payable
under the old-age and survivors insurance pro-
gram only since 1940 and many workors eligible
to retire in 1942 had not done so, presumably

because of favorable employment opportunities,
As the number of persons receiving benefits under
this national program increases, however, these
payments will assume greater relative weight in
payments under social insurance programs.

An exténsion of the coverage of the old-age
and survivors insurance program to include agri-
cultural workers and other groups now excluded
would reduce the differences among the States in
per capita social insurance payments, and, because
of the character of the old-age and survivors in-
surance benefit formula, would increase the rela-
tive weight of such payments in States with low

Table 8.—Per capita public aid payments,! by State and program, 1942

Ald to de- Other Federal

State Total Old-age pondent Ald to the Qoneral WPA work and sur-

assistance children blind assistance rlus commod-

ty programs?
........................................... $12.20 $4.44 $1.18 $0.10 $1.35 $3.74 $1.33
............................................ 4 6.00 .81 .35 .03 .09 3.47 1.25
.................. . 10. 14 7.97 1.82 .34 1.30 4.14 3.87
................. o 8.84 1.39 .87 .08 .15 4.18 2.47
........ 15.04 9.21 1.10 .53 .04 2.93 .93

y 26. 45 16.18 1.01 .22 1.88 4.48 1.81
- 6.87 3.45 .04 .04 .08 1.30 .39
Nolaware. ... b 34 1.30 N S, .50 2. 52 .83
Distriot of Columbia 8. 89 1.32 .87 .14 .87 2.60 .39
11.09 3.48 .77 .23 .20 5.59 1.63
7.02 2.18 .39 .00 .14 3.35 1.47
16.22 5.99 2.35 .17 .43 8.35 1.93
15.76 5.91 1.09 .34 2.89 4.45 1.08
11.16 4.73 1.53 .19 .04 3.19 .58
11.60 5.93 .20 .21 1.12 2.75 1.30
N 13.19 4.91 1. 56 .23 1.08 3.73 1.68
Kentucky... - 8.20 2.36 1,07 ) 3,17 4.07 1.53
Loulslana. ... .o eeae... V 10. 47 2.29 1.85 .11 .55 3.74 1.93
Maino.._.... 11.00 4.78 1.08 .34 1.49 1.56 1.77
Maryland.._..._...._. 5.82 1.93 1.07 N .87 1.43 .43
Massachusotts 18.23 7.05 1.80 .08 2,01 5,50 1.13
Michigan. .. 11.90 3.88 1.88 .08 1.41 3.48 .19
Minnesota. . 16.97 6.34 1.37 .13 .63 5.04 2.46
Mississipp - 7.45 1.30 2 .08 .02 3.74 2.04
{issouirl. . 13.03 5.15 1.20 .20 .69 4.85 1.12
Montana...._...._.. 19.09 6. 41 1.77 .18 .85 7.18 2.72
Nebraske. . ..o i 14. 24 5.84 1.52 .18 .57 4.84 1.92
Noevadn. .. ... i 11.22 6.11 .24 .00 .58 3.38 .82
Now Hampshiro. .. .. . ... ... 11.94 4.19 1.00 .20 1.83 3.49 1.23
NeW JOrR0Y @ -« o ee e et e e - 8.48 1.89 .73 .08 .17 4.07 . 67
Now MoOXICO. .« oo - 16.18 2.07 1.69 .11 .33 8.36 3.63
Now York.... 15.26 3.02 1.29 .07 5.01 4.13 1.74
North Carolina . 86 1.34 .56 .12 .10 2.87 1.17
North Dakota. 12.76 3.57 1.59 .08 .68 4.20 2.68
Ohlo_ ... . 12.44 5.90 .78 .14 1.18 3.53 .08
Oklahoma..... ... ... ... ....l.lll..ll] 19. 26 8.43 2.24 .26 .22 4.83 3.28
OFCBON.. .. s 11.40 5.61 1.01 .15 1.02 2.27 1.34
Ponnsylvania. ... ...l 11.89 2.84 2.45 .51 1.31 3.88 .00
RhodeIsland. ... ... ... .. .. ... ...._........ 10.16 2.88 1.07 .04 2.16 3.08 .95
South Carolina..._....... . ... .. ... .. . ........ - 7.99 1.32 .39 .05 .12 4.73 1.38
Bouth Dakota..... ... ... . i 15.23 5.73 1.07 .08 .76 4.45 314
Tennosseo. ... ......cooeeoo..... 7.583 1.80 1.09 .08 1.08 8.10 1.34
112 4. 12.39 6.13 .41 .13 12 3.68 1.93
Utah...________. 20. 23 8.20 3.2l .10 1.78 4.77 2.11
Vermont. ..... 8.38 3.13 .70 .12 .87 2.39 1.08
Virgmin....... 3.90 .83 .41 .00 .20 1.01 .79
Wmhlnf.ton_. 20. 99 13.92 1.34 .23 .03 2.62 1.95
Wost Virginia 12.902 2.60 2.41 .15 .86 5.80 1.10
Wisconsin... 12. 58 4.99 1.7 .18 1.46 3.05 1.19
Wyoming. .... 10. 68 4.27 .18 .18 .70 2.73 1.68

! Data differ from thoso on pp. 43-44 of Bulletin, July 1043, bocauss popula-
tlon baso includes meinbers of armed forces stationed In United States
expenditure datn are based on rovised reports, and the carlier study was bnsed
on 8tates with plans approved by tho Soclal Socur"té Doard.

Ropresents payments to Indlviduals under CCC, NYA (oxcluding ex-
penditures under the out-of-school work program for .fuly-Dooombor), othor
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Foderal work projects, and surplus commodltf programs and subsistenco
payments of the Farm Sccurity Administration for January-June. Pay.
ments under the surglus commodity programs constitutod 54 percent of the
total for the United States,

1 Estimated.

¢ Amount not computed no program in operation prior to Decomber 1942,
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total per capita income payments. The addition
of disability and medical care benefits to this
program would further increase the size of per
capita payments which vary relatively little from
year to year—and much less than most social
insurance payments from State to State—with
changes in the level of total income payments or
the size of per capita income payments.

State Variations in Per Capita Public Aid
Payments

Payments in 1942 under public aid programs
in the continental United States amounted to
$12.26 per capita, or 1.4 percent of all income
payments (table 2). Among the States, income
per capita from this source varied from $3.90 in
Virginia to $26.45 in Colorado. In 4 States®
public aid payments comprised as little as 0.5
percent of all income payments. Colorado’s resi-
dents, at the other extreme, received 3.4 percent
of their income in the form of public aid.

In contrast to social insurance payments, there
was little relationship in 1942 between per capita
income payments and per capita public aid for
the wealthier States. Ouly 3 States were among
the top 12 in rank for public aid as well as for
income paymeats; but of the 12 lowest States on
the basis of per capita income payments, 7 were
also among the 12 lowest in per capita public aid.

Since these payments were made under a num-
ber of different programs in 1942, variations in
per capita payments reflect differences among the
States in the relative importance of the scveral
programs included in the total and in the range
in per capita payments under each program
(table 9).

As in the case of social insurance payments,
there were marked variations among the States
in the relative importance of the several public
aid programs (table 8). For the country as a
whole, the old-age assistance program ranked
first in total amount of payments, followed by
WPA. This was also the most common pattern
among the States, slthough in 15 States this
relationship was reversed. WPA was the princi-
pal source of payments in 5 additional States,
but with other Federal work, Farm Seccurity Ad-
ministration, and surplus commodity programs,
second in size. A significant clue to some of the

¢ Connectlcut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland.
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factors influencing these relationships is afforded
by the ranking of the States by per capita income
paymonts. Among the first 10 States by this
measure, old-age assistance accounted for the
principal program in 6 States, WPA in 3 States,
and general assistance in the remaining State,
WPA, on tho other hand, was the principal pro-
gram in all 10 States ranking from 40 to 49 in the
array by per capita income; in 5 of these States,
other Iederal programs constituted the second
largest scgment. The poor States tend to em-
phasize programs involving the largest proportion
of Federal participation.

Differences among States in per capita pay-
ments under a given program reflected the vary-
ing influence of the pattern of need, fiscal ability,
State policy and legislation, program maturity,
conditions of eligibility, and standards of assist-
ance. These factors are diflicult to assess quan-
titatively. Some indication of their relative im-
portance, State by State and program by program,
may be obtained, however, from an examination of
such measures as recipient rate and size of average
payment.

Recipient Rate

Low recipient rates? in some States aro associ-
ated with the absence of Federal or State participa-
tion in financing. In 1942 general assistance pro-
grams were financed entirely from local funds in
14 States,® of which 9 had recipient rates and
10 had per capita expenditures for general assist-
ance below that of the median State. In some
of these States a varying proportion of countics
made no provision at all for general assistance.
Three States® in 1942 administered aid to depend-
ent children without Federal participation. These
States ranked 46th, 48th, and 49th, respectively,
in recipient rates and in por capita expenditures
for aid to dependent children. County option

1 The recipient rate measures the relation of the number of recipients to tho
population at risk. The reciplent rato is obtained for old-age assistanco by
dlviding the number of reciplents by the population aged 65and over, and for
ald to dependent children, by dividing the number of children recelving ald
under this program by the population under ago 18. The absenco of reliable
data on the number of blind persons nceessitates use of a reciplont rato in the
aid to the blind program based on total population, ‘Theso threo are the
standard reclpient rates. For the purpose of this artlclo, reciplent rates were
also computed for general assistance and WPA, the former on the basis of
the rolation of general assistance cases (not persons, for whom data are not
avallabic) to total population, and the latter on tho basis of the rolation of
nonadinistrativo employees to total population.

¢ Callfornia, Florida, Georgla, Idaho, Indiana, Kontucky, Mississippl,
Nebraska, Now Hampshire, North Carolina, S8outh Dakota, Tonnessco,
Toxas, Vermont. Idaho’s State contribution was $200.

¢ JIowa, Nevada, Kontucky.
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Table 9.—Range in per capita public aid payments, by program, 1942

Por capita payment
Program Low Stato High State
United Low High
Btates Btate Stato
Total, 8]l PIOGIAMS ... .. iieiiicciirecanns $12. 20 $3.90 $20.45 | VIrgInta. ool Colorado.
.ago assistanco. .. .. ........... 4.44 .81 16,18 | Alabama..._._ .. .. ........... Colorado
(A)}g ?godepondom childron 1.18 .07 3.21 | KontueKY.uu. o ueeeoioiiiaoannacaacn- .
Ald to the llxllnd ------------------ v ég ----- s 5 8? lv)iollamro.l. ........ gall(o?iak.
1 ASSIStANCO. .o vune e .- . . 2 RLIECH Y] R ew York,
(]onorfl. .......................................................... 3.1 1,30 8.35 | Connoctlcut....ooeee e aeeaannnn New Maexico.
Othor Fodoral work and surplus commodIty programs.........._ 1.30 .33 3.03 | DolaWaro. -« o e oo oo oo e eemeens Do.

programs in somoe of these States kept recipient
rates low; in others the development of the pro-
gram was inhibited by inadequate funds. In the
development of the program of aid to dependent
children under the Social Sccurity Act, the States
which were slow to qualify for Federal aid were
by and large poor States.

Conditions governing eligibility for assistance
markedly affect recipient rates. Citizenship,
residence, property, and income qualifications and
the emphasis placed on responsibility of relatives
vary widely among the States. High recipient
rates in the old-age assistance program in some of
the Rocky Mountain and West Coast States are
related to a basis for determination of need which,
in effect, extonds eligibility to all persons whose
income falls below a prescribed minimum. A simi-
lar policy oexplains the high recipiont rates in the
State-financed “blind pension” programs in Illi-
nois, Missouri, and Pennsylvania, The proportion
of the population under age 18 in receipt of aid to
dependent children is affected by the definition of
a dependent child and also by the maximum age
through which such aid is provided, whether 13
yoars as in Texas, 15 years as in 13 States, 16
years as in Michigan, 17 years as in 31 States, or
optional with the counties up to 20 years as in
Wisconsin. Differences in the interpretation of
need constituted, in general, the most important
single factor in State variation in general assistance
recipient rates, although eligibility reauirements
concerning employability, family composition,
sottloment status, receipt of other forms of aid in
the household, citizenship, and responsibility of
relatives also influenced the rate.

For the WPA, national policy in the assignment
of State quotas based on need and the tendency of
some of the poorer States to meot noncatoegorical
need primarily through WPA rather than general
assistance are reflected in an inverse relationship
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by and large between WPA recipient rates and
State per capita income. In 1942 this pattern was
affected by the necessity to complete projects of
military importance in some States and by the in-
fluence of large construction projects in some of
the more sparsely sottled Rocky Mountain States.
Thers is no significant relation between recipient
rate and per capita income payments in old-age
assistance and aid to dependent children. The
existence of a relatively large number of pending
applications in the poorer States suggests, however,
that the recipient rate in these States is lower than
it would be if adequate resources were available.
In December 1942, the poorest thivd of the States
in terms of per capita income accounted for 31.3
percent of recipients of old-age assistance, but for
62.7 percent of all applications awaiting disposition
at the ond of that month. These States, similarly,
accounted for 32.5 percent of the cases receiving
aid to dependent children, but 68.0 percent of the
applications for such aid awaiting disposition.
The relation of recipient rate and fiscal re-
sources is also evident in the contrast betweon
WPA and general assistance recipient rates in
relation to per capita income. Note has already
been made of the tendency of the poorer States
to have a high recipient rate in WPA, in which
State and local sponsors’ funds accounted for only
some 30 percent of project expenditures in 1942,
In general assistance, on the other hand, which
is financed entirely out of State and local funds,
low recipient rates and low per capita income are
found in close association. State differonces in
the relation of these two programs, both of which
have dealt with the ncedy who fall outside the
categories specified in the Social Security Act,
illustrate the influence of State resources upon the
treatment of persons with approximately the
same characteristics. Between 1935 and 1943,
shifts from one program to the other in response
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to expansions and contractions ia WPA was a
common phenomenon in all but the poorer States;
n the latter, reductions in WPA rolls were less
frequently followed by an increase in general
assistance recipients.

Average Payments

Lack of Federal and State participation in
financing was, in some States, associated with
both a low recipient rate and a low average pay-
ment to recipients. Eleven of the 14 States in
which gencral assistance depended wholly on local
resources showed an average payment below that
of the median State. The 3 States in which there
was no Federal participation in aid to dependent
children ranked 16th, 38th, and 45th in average
payment. :

The averago assistance payment is affected also
by the measurement of requirements and resources
of the applicant. In the Rocky Mountain and
West Coast States, the practice of basing the pay-
ment upon a flat amount minus other income of the
recipient results in relatively large average pay-
ments for old-age assistance. In other States the
size of payment is influenced, among other factors,
by the number of requirements recognized, by the
money value placed on these requirements, and
by the value imputed to the applicant’s resources.
State practices with respect to maximum pay-
ments are not uniform and contribute in no
small measure to the diversity observable in

table 8.

Of considerable significance in the interpretation
of size of average payment is its close assocation
with State per capita income. In States with a
relatively high per capita income the average pay-
ment in all programs tends to be large; a small aver-
age payment is the general rule in poor States.
Division of financial responsibility among the
several levels of government, assistance standards,
and per capita income are, of course, all closely
related. One-hundred percent locally financed
programs in general assistance and restrictive
standards of assistance in all four programs are
more likely to be found in low than in high per
capita income States.

The link between per capita income and aver-
age payment suggests that the level of assistance
is affected by the income level of the population as
a2 whole. This connection may be traced most
clearly in the WPA program, in which the wage
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rates were consciously designed to take intoaccoung
regional differences in wage rates in private
employment, although by 1942 some distortion iy
the regional earnings pattern had resulted from
exemptions in some States from the 130-hours-per-
month ceiling, in order to speed completion of
projects of military value. In the assistance pro-
grams the relationship is emphasized in the poorer
States by the inadequacy of State funds for thig
purpose and the resultant limitations upon sizg of
payment and number of recipients. Differences
in program emphasis in poor States, it may be
noted, affect primarily the number of recipients;
States tend to show approximately the same rank
in average payment in all four assistance programs,

Influence of Per Capita Income

The material cited offers ample ovidence of the
diversity of factors influencing per capita pay-
ments for public aid. The pattern which emerges,
however, is not entirely without design. More
than casual significance attaches to the direct
association of per capita income and averago
payment in the four public assistance programs
and in WPA and to the tendency of the recipient
rate in the poor States to be high for WPA but
low for general assistance. There is, it may be
noted, relatively greater variation among the
States in per capita payments under the general
assistance program (State-local financed) than
under the special types of public assistance (in
which the Federal share is never higher than
50 percent) and greater under the latter than
under the largely federally financed WPA pro-
gram. With few exceptions the largest singlo
program among the States with a low per capita
public aid payment was WPA, while the largest
single program among the States with a high per
capita public aid payment was generally old-age
assistance. These observations emphasize the
influence of State economic capacity and fiscal
ability in determining the level of per capita
expenditures in all but the largely or completely
Federal relief programs. The effect of Fedoral
participation, on the other hand, has been to
weaken the downward pull upon per capita
public aid expenditures of lack of resources in tho
poorer States and by the same token to disturb
a tendency which might otherwise have been
noted for a closer tiec between per capita income
and per capita public aid expenditures.
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Changes in Relation of Per Capita Income,
Social Insurance, and Public Aid
Payments, 1939-42

The relationships between social insurance,
public aid, and total income payments in the
different States which have been examined in the
previous pages were those obtaining in a ycar of
relatively full employment. The magnitude of
socinl insurance and public aid payments, the
relative importance of payments under different
programs, and the relation of these payments to
total income payments will all vary for the
country as a whole and among the States in peri-
ods of lesser economic activity, as will bo evident
from a brief examination of per capita income,
gocial insurance, and public aid payments in 1939.
Nevertheless, many of the underlying relation-
ships already discussed were operative before the
war and persisted despite the great increase of
income payments in recent ycars.

From 1939 to 1942, per capita income pay-
ments for the country as a whole increased 58
porcent (table 10). Among the States, increases
in por capita income ranged from 13 percent in the
District of Columbia (and 31 percent in New
Hampshire, the State with the next lowest per-
centage increase) to 122 percent in North Dakota.'
Over the same period, per capita social insurance
payments for the United States increased 10.5
percent, while per capita public aid payments
decreased 45 percent.

As would be expected, the major factor under-
lying these latter changes was the substantial
decrcase in insurance benefits and relief payments
to unemployed persons. Ior both social insur-
anco and public aid this decrease was offset, in
whole or in part, by an increase in payments
under programs—newly coming into operation
or into more oxtensive operation during the
period—which provide benefits or assistance to
persons not part of the labor force. The 10.5-
percent increase in per capita social insurance
payments was the result of a substantial increase
in workmen’s compensation and retirement, dis-
ability, and survivor payments which more than
offset a 22-percent decline in per capita unem-
ployment insurance payments. In the case of
public aid paymeonts, percentage deccreases of

19 For an analysls of changes §n 8tate Incomoe payments 1039-42, seo Creamer,
Danlel, and 8chwartz, Charles F., “Stato Incomo Paymonts In 1842,"" Surrey
of Current Business, Juno 1943, pp. 10-22,
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Table 10.~Per capita income, social insurance, and
public aid payments, 1939 and 1942, and percentage
change, 1939-42

§ Percontage
‘Cypo of payment 1030 1042 chango
.from 1939
Per capita incomo paymeonts..._...._..... $530.00 | $852.00 +58.1
Per capita social insurance payments..... 12.18 13.46 :tlo. [
Rotirement, disability, and survivor.... 7.01 8.46 20. 7
0Old-ago and survivers Insurance...... .11 1.02 +827.3
Railroad retirement......cceeeee...... .81 .08 18,8
Civil-gervice retirement....._......... .48 .01 27,1
Other Federal rotiroment. ............ .38 .61 34.2
Btate and local government retire-
MeNb. e cecuacccnnvencennnenns 2,10 2,17 3.8
Volerans' penslons.......... 3.13 3.10 1.9
Workmen's compensation...... 1,83 2.38 -+30. 1
Unemployment Insurance. ...._. 3.34 2.62 -2],8
Per capita publio ald payments.... 22,42 12.28 —48.8
Old-age assistance. .......coc.... 3.20 4.4 35,0
Ald to dependent childre .88 1.18 37.2
Ald tothe blind..._..... , 18 19 18.8
QGeneral assistance.. .. 3.67 —~63.2
Ao eierceeccceecaceaenaaaas 11,90 3.74 -68,7
Other Federal work and surplus com-
modity programs.......ceceoceaaaenn. 2.48 1,36 —48.2

more than 060 percent in per capite genoral
assistance and WPA payments were partially
offset by increases in paymeoents for the three
categories of public assistance—old-age assistance,
aid to dependent children, and aid to the blind.

Thore was no State in which the porcent of
total income payments received in the form of
social insurance or of public aid was not smaller
i 1942 than in 1939. The extent of variation
among the States in these percentages was some-
what less in the carlier ycar. The ranking of the
States with respect to the percent of total income
payments in the form of social insurance and the
percent in the form of public aid followed a
reasonably similar pattern in the 2 years. In a
number of States, changes in rank reflected a more
or less than average increase in total income pay-
ments from 1939 to 1942. For rank on percent
of total payments in the form of social insurance,
greater than average deolines in unemployment
insurance payments were also significant; and
rank on percent of total payments in the form of
public aid was affected by greater than average
declines in WPA or genoral assistance and in a
few cases greater than average increases in old-
ago assistance payments. Although for the United
States as a whole and for many States the relative
importance of public aid and social insurance pay-
ments was reversed from 1939 to 1942, the rank-
ing of the States with respect to the ratio of
public aid to social insurance payments was
reasonably similar in the 2 years, with most
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changes accounted for by changes in the unemploy-
ment compensation and work relief programs.
While, for the United States as a whole, per
capita social insurance payments increased 10.5
percent between 1939 and 1942, there were 9
States !* in which they were smaller in 1942 than
in 1939, in almost every case primarily because
of a more than average decline in unemployment
insurance. Per capita public aid payments de-
creased from 1939 to 1942 not only for the United
States as a whole but for every State except Texas.

11 Colorado, District of Culumbia, Idaho, Maine, Novada, New Moexico,
Oregon, Ponnsylvania, Wyoming.

In that State, per capita old-age assistance pay.
ments increased 118 percent botween the 2 years
and new programs for aid to dependent childrey
and aid to the blind were inaugurated, while thy
decline in gencral assistance had very little effect
on the total because it was relatively meager to
start with.

In 1939, when per capita social insurance and
public aid payments together amounted to $34.60,
about 62 percent of the total represented pay.
ments to unemployed persons and their families—
that is, payments under unemployment insuranco,
WPA, general assistance, and other Federal work

Table 11.—Per capita income and per capita social insurance payments, by State and program, 1939

Retirement, disabllity, and survivor paynients
Soclal }Jnmn- Work-
Income oca Clvil- State and oyment’ nen's
State Insurance 0ld-ago Other nsurance, compen.
paymonts LSt motar | am | Marond | servico | voier |loealtot:|vetoranspay!' | il
survivors! retire. ;i pensions | monts nym
insurance| ™Mont Inent ment r::g;ﬁ ! pryments
b XL T IR $539 $12.18 $7.01 $0. 11 £0.81 $0.48 $0.38 $2.10 $3.13 £3.34 I .83
242 5.22 3.20 .02 .48 7 .24 L0 2,28 1. 57 ]
461 16.00 9.73 ) .60 .41 .60 .60 7.52 3.23 3.04
246 5.60 4.58 .05 .42 18 .32 .15 3. 49 .08 .10
741 19. 86 11. 41 .15 .89 67 1.18 2.7 8.78 A7l 2.7
505 15.00 9. 34 .10 1.20 .45 .35 1.20 6.92 3.23 2.43
764 11.69 6.88 .18 .46 ) .38 2.60 2.08 2.08 1.8
71 10.95 7.17 ® 2.2 .39 W77 1.18 2.02 3.01 R
1,031 36.981 29.28 .21 .62 11,34 4.43 4.04 8.04 2,27 5.3
442 10.08 7.12 .04 .15 .80 .80 .44 4.20 1. 99 €n
200 5.39 3.80 .06 .41 .20 .32 .20 2.52 1.19 43
411 10. 23 3.80 Q) .58 20 .20 PR 2.88 4.23 214
671 11. 64 7.65 .13 1.01 47 .20 3.20 2. 55 2.21 1.08
405 11, 34 7.13 .10 1.20 80 .25 1.19 3.80 3.07 LUy
4GS 7.90 8.05 .00 1.22 A1 .23 .33 207 2. 11 .80
333 8.62 6.30 .04 1.34 61 ) 18 3.72 1.3t 0
297 8.32 5.35 .06 .7 24 .30 A2 3.02 1.78 L1
354 7.72 3.75 .04 .30 .18 .18 .40 2.80 2.55 1.42
474 11,52 0. 54 .09 .88 .83 .48 .05 3.32 3.70 1.3
Maryland. ... . 0634 13.82 9.00 .13 1.2 1.20 .89 2.28 3.30 3.23 1.8
Massachusetts.. .. ... il 719 16.25 9.92 14 .68 .79 .43 4.03 3.905 4.60 .13
Miehigan. . i 891 14,07 5.20 12 .63 .30 .18 1.7 2. 42 7.21 1.60
Minnecsota.. 4907 11.63 7.41 10 .14 .45 .20 1.00 3.53 2.83 1.3
Mlaqissl?pl 201 4,28 3. 60 04 .30 .14 1o (O] 2.9 .08 (U]
fssouri.. 480 8. 51 5.93 10 .97 .88 .24 39 3.05 1. 51 1.07
Montana. 515 11.48 6.80 15 1.08 .15 .15 93 4. 34 1. 44 32
Nebraska. 397 7.38 5. 40 .91 .44 .32 83 2.82 1.07 .91
Nevada. 707 20. 25 6. 44 (O] .92 0 .02 (1) 4. 60 7.37 0.44
New Hampshire 518 11,29 6.36 22 1.04 1.04 060 O] 3.16 3.20 1.04
New Jorsey..... . 816 4.77 8.40 16 1.08 .49 33 4.08 2.8 3.60 27
New Mexico..c.ceennanan reecceccamcnana. 31 9.00 5.76 (O] .88 .20 38 (O] 4.060 2.40 (]
New York. ..o s [, 804 20.74 11,01 18 04 .50 32 7.00 2.33 6.03 3.7
North Carolina. . 308 4.59 2.77 (1] .25 .16 10 .07 2.04 1.26 .88
325 5.92 4.2 (O] .62 .16 (] .46 2.96 .04 .78
003 14.11 8. 14 12 1.00 42 30 2.7 3. 80 3. 80 2.471
340 7.21 4.01 03 .31 20 17 14 3.16 1.87 1.33
544 16. /7 7.72 11 .82 .40 54 .76 5.00 3.81 4. 14
b8 15.43 7.60 .18 L A7 24 2.30 2.70 5.60 2.7
078 17.83 8.20 13 [i]} . 08 2.71 3.39 8.20 1.4
South Carolina._ ... ... . ...... 261 5.09 3.34 05 20 .21 31 .10 2.35 117 .68
South Dakota. ... ... .. ... 351 4.18 3.09 ® .40 .32 14 (O] 2,17 A3 .46
b ] (L VPPN 205 7.61 5.43 .08 02 .38 .27 77 3.3+ 1.02 N
P OXAS . e v cmecemcacvrccccsmacamannaananann 401 6.82 3.89 04 48 o 40 20 2.53 1.72 1.2
{7\ | LR 443 10. 41 5.14 1) .93 .18 35 03 2.75 3.10 2.17
Vermont .o ool 483 8.63 6. 42 ) L1 .82 58 (O] 3.01 1.49 .8
Virginla. ool 402 8.04 5.39 08 .80 .80 .60 .40 2. 53 1.73 N
‘V&shlnf ........ 588 15.76 0.00 A2 1.00 .70 .76 2.08 4,30 3.50 3.12
West V 378 9. 11 3.97 A1 .79 .15 .23 .42 2,27 2.27 2.87
Wisconsin. . 485 9.31 6.20 . 10 .82 .39 24 1.85 2.80 .21 1.84
Wyoming. e iiaeaeas 567 12,47 5. 01 (O] .79 .40 40 *) 4.02 4.82 2.4

1 Represents payments under State unemployment insurance throughout
year and under railroad unemployment {nsurance July-December.
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1 Not computed; total amount less than $50,000.
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and surplus commodity programs. Workmen’s
compensation payments, the bulk of which go to
persons who are normally in the labor force and
only temporarily unable to work, constituted 5
percent of the total. Payments to aged or dis-
abled persons and to dependent children under the
various programs—old-age and survivors insur-
ance, railroad retirement, Federal, State, and local
government retirement, veterans’ pension, old-age
assistance, aid to dependent children, and aid to
the blind—represented 33 percent of the total.
In 1942, on the other hand, when per capita social
insurance and public aid payments amounted to
$25.72, this latter segment accounted for 56 per-

coent of the total, workmen’s compensation pay-
ments for 9 percent, and payments going primarily
to the unemployed represented only 35 percent.
As tho earlier discussion has suggested, this shift
in the relative importance of the different seg-
ments resulted in part from changes in social
security needs reflecting changing economic con-
ditions, partly from the development of now
programs (in 1939 for example, only lump-sum
payments were made under old-age and survivors
insurance) or the modification of practices and
standards under established programs.

The shift in the relative weight of payments
made primarily on account of unemployment was

Table 12.—Per capita public aid payments, by State and program, 1939 .
Ald Oth{:r Fel(‘l-
o~ Old-ago to Ald to General . cra’ wor

State Total depondent WPA and surplus

assistanco children the blind assistanco commogny

programs !
Total il $22.42 $3.29 $0. 80 $0. 16 $3. 07 $11.90 $2.48
Alabama 12. 63 .08 .20 .02 .10 8.23 3.31
Arizonn. 25. 40 4,060 1.84 .18 1.01 10, 93 0.87
Arkansa, 14,08 .01 .20 02 .10 10,04 4,01
California . e 20, 27 7.56 1.04 .50 6.97 11,11 2.00
Colorado.................... e 32,93 12.37 1.52 .16 2.07 14.76 2,07
Connectieut....._......... .. .... 10.71 2,90 .46 .08 4.05 10. 48 1.76
Delaware........ .. ... ...... 12, 50 1.54 I P 1.54. 7.17 1,54
Distriet of Columbla. ... . ... 25,05 1,55 .72 .21 .72 13.60 8.35
Florida 18.78 3.00 .49 .22 .36 12,24 2.39
Qoorgla 12.04 .87 .32 .03 .14 7.905 2,73
Idaho. . 22.80 4.23 .73 .10 .78 11,92 4.07
1linols 28,72 3.89 .27 .34 6. 11 15. 90 2,15
Iydian 23.01 3.81 1.63 .16 2.43 13. 01 1.08
Iowa 16,77 4.90 .28 .14 2.43 [} 1.69
Kansas 17.73 2.9 1.03 .15 1.88 8.85 2.83
Kentueky. .............. ..... 13. 66 1.08 W03 | .18 0.66 2.23
Louislana. ... ... 15,22 1,68 120 07 .67 8.80 2.83
aiNe..eo. e 16. 50 3.85 71 .38 3.32 5.93 2.01
Maryland. ... i 11,41 2.03 1. 58 .13 1.40 5. 51 .70
Massachusetts........... e 33.20 0.20 1.73 07 5.10 18.19 1,94
Miehlgan ... o el 24.04 3,01 1.18 00 3.43 16,25 2.01
Minnesola . . ... iiiieiiiieaea.- 28. 18 5.01 1,19 10 4.567 13. 52 2,89
l\[(sslssl‘)plu R 11,84 .78 O] 02 .02 7.74 3.28
Missour 22,80 4,67 .63 .20 1.17 12.93 3.30
Montana 34,20 4.79 1,24 05 1.80 18.80 7.52
Nobrask 21.83 3.85 1,18 .08 1,07 12,11 3,57
Novada. .. - 22.03 6, 44 ) ® .92 10,97 4.060
New Iampshire......_.. 20. 66 2.47 38 .16 4,03 10, 86 1,80
N oW J TS0y . e oo e eaaa 2. 76 1,63 .08 .08 4,41 14, 09 1,96
New Mexico. ... ... .. 21,24 L13 .76 07 .87 12.99 5,93
New YorK. . oo e 27,42 2.41 1,53 .08 9,17 12. 54 1,00
North Carolina. ... . . iiiiaaa.. 90.30 111 43 .00 .12 5,33 2.31
North Dakota........... e 26, 59 2,80 1.24 .03 1.560 11,18 9.78
Ohio...... -- 20, 61 4.68 72 A2 2.90 19. 2.17
Okiahoma 23,09 0.36 1.05 17 .31 11,22 3.08
Oregon. ... 20, 40 4.73 7 1 1.74 10. 46 2.61
Pennsylva! 28, 86 2.06 1.12 47 9.42 13. 80 1,80
Rhodeo Island. ... 24.00 2,10 .88 (O] 4.95 13,97 2.10
Bouth Carolina.. ... .. ... 14,00 1.23 .42 .05 .16 10.12 2.92
South Dakota. ... ... iiiiiieaiaan 30.20 5.09 . G0 07 1,23 12.95 10.32
D ONNESSCO0- - - o ot e ceaeeean 11.30 1.30 74 00 .12 6. 40 2.062
D eXAS. . . iiaeieieall 12,31 2.81 [C I .20 06.73 2,567
Utah. e 27.60 6.20 2.39 .13 2.57 14.00 2,22
L8110 11 15, 65 2,80 .63 10 2,22 8.89 L1
VirgInda. e ieeeieaaa 8, 44 .60 12 04 .38 4,01 2.41
Washington. ... . ieeiieaans 27.70 5.904 1,03 23 2.00 15.35 3.12
West Virginia. 18, 22 1,47 .91 .11 .83 11,38 3.52
Wisconsin..... 25, 51 3.83 1.65 .14 3,08 13.20 2.62
W YOI - e emaenaaaas 21,72 3.03 1.19 .00 1.59 0.24 6.01

t Represents payments to Individuals under CCO, NYA, other Federal
work projects, surplus commodity programs, and subsistonce paymeonts of
the Farm Security Administration.
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? Amount not computed; total expenditures for program for year In Missls-
sippl $8,078, Novada $33,548, and Texas $10,207.
3 Amount not computed; total exponditures for program for year in Novada
$3,138, Rhodo Island $3,000.
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more marked in the case of public aid than of
social insurance payments. In 1939, payments
under the WPA, general assistance, and other
Federal work and surplus commodity programs
constituted 81 percent of all public aid; in 1942,
53 percent. Unemployment insurance represented
27 percent of all social insurance payments in
1939 and 20 percent in 1942. For both the public
aid and the insurance payments, there was less
variation among the States in 1939 than in 1942
in the proportion of all public aid or all social
insurance payments going to unemployed persons.
In 1939, public aid payments of this type as a
percent of total public aid payments ranged from
57 percent in Colorado to 95 percent in Arkansas;
in 1942 the range was from 26 percent in Washing-
ton to 80 percent in Alabama. Unemployment
insurance in 1939 constituted 15 percent of all
socia] insurance payments in South Dakota and
51 percent in Michigan; in 1942 the range was
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from 9 to 47 percent, with South Dakota agaip
the low and Michigan the high State.

While payments to unemployed persons ang
their families thus fluctuated, primarily in pe.
sponse to changing cconomic conditions, bot)
insurance and assistance payments to the aged, to
the disabled, and to dependent children increased
in absolute amount and as a percent of all socia]
insurance or all public aid payments. A furthe
steady growth in payments of this type may bo
anticipated as the old-age and survivors insurancg
programn reaches maturity and as the proportion
of aged persons in the population increases,
Extension of the coverage of old-age and survivors
insurance, inclusion of new risks such as dis-
ability, or provision for increased Federal par-
ticipation in the financing of public assistance in
the poorer States would still further increase the
flow of such payments and their importance in
relation to all income payments,

Social Security



