PART 11
PUBLIC-AID PROGRAMS AND THE PEOPLE

The stimulus to the development of the public-aid programs whose evolution and
character have been described in Part I was obviously a concern for the welfare of
people. In evaluating the consequences of the public-aid policies of the last 10 years,
it is of the first importance therefore to determine how nearly this basic objective
has been attained.

Four aspects of public-aid policy as it affects the welfare of the economically
insecure or unemployed population call for attention and will be dealt with in succes-
sive chapters. Chapter VI will inquire whether, as a result of the many new programs
and greatly expanded scope of public-aid provision, the Nation can now be sure that
needy persons can secure some form of public aid wherever they reside and for as
long as their need continues. Chapter VII is concerned with the adequacy of the
public aid that is received. It will seek to determine the level of living that is made
possible for those who receive socially provided income from the different programs.
Chapter VIII deals with the conditions surrounding the receipt of public aid. It
will inquire whether the process of securing public aid is calculated to enhance or to
damage the applicant’s self-respect and sense of independence.

Public-aid policy has already recognized that the human problems arising from
inadequacy of private income or from unemployment are not solved merely by the
assurance of adequate physical maintenance under conditions which do not destroy
self-respect. The worker who is unable to secure employment needs in addition the
opportunity to work and to make his contribution as a productive citizen. Accord-
ingly, Chapter IX seeks to determine the extent to which the Nation has succeeded in
meeting the other-than-maintenance needs of those who lack income or jobs.

Because this study is concerned with the over-all effects of a series of simultane-
ously operating programs, it was necessary to study the effects of public-aid policies
as of a specific period of time. Accordingly, the analysis in the following chapters

refers to the year 1940. It is believed however that, because the basic outlines of '

public provision have changed so little in the interim, what was true of 1940 is also
true of 1942. The number affected may for the time being be smaller, but the basic
strengths and weaknesses remain.
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CHAPTER VI
IS PUBLIC AID AVAILABLE TO THE NEEDY POPULATION?

The very number and variety of the public-aid pro-
grams Which have been developed since 1933 make it
obvious that it has been the tacit, if not the expressed,
will of the American people to assist all persons who
cannot maintain themselves or are in danger of being
unable to do so. Hence it is pertinent to inquire
whether this mandate is being carried out, whether
some form of public aid actually is available to all needy
persons, either through the specialized programs or
through general relief,

This question is even more pertinent from the point
of view of the man in need of help. Today such a
man finds himself confronted with a variety of pro-
grams, each with its own objectives and consequently
its own eligibility requirements. Is every needy per-
son, regardless of where or what he may be, able to
obtain help? Or are there people who cannot fulfill
the requirements of any program and thus find them-
selves without recourse to any form of public aid? In
view of the lack of private social agencies in many
communities, inability to obtain public aid may be a
very serious situation.

Limitations of the Special Programs

Access to minimum security provided by the special
public-aid programs is limited by the exclusion of
many persons due to eligibility restrictions, by the in-
complete operation of certain programs, and by the fre-
quent discontinuity of such aid as is available.

Eligibility Restrictions

All of the special programs are available only to
those who can satisfy certain conditions, the general
object of which is to restrict the benefits of each pro-
gram to the group for which they are deemed for one
reason or another to be peculiarly appropriate. The
most important of these requirements are indicated in
Appendix 13.1

Even if all the special programs were equally avail-
able in all parts of the country, needy persons could
qualify for aid only if they could satisfy the special
eligibility requirements of any given program. Aliens,

1 This appendix should be consulted to amplify the discussion which
follows, since only a few broad types of restrictions resulting from eligi-
bility requirements can be discussed at this point. It should also be
noted that Appendix 13 in itself is limited to a presentation of only the
principal eligibility requirements of the special programs, because many
of the detailed legal and administrative provisions do not lend them-
selves to tabular analysis,

however needy, are barred from the Work Projects
Administration, the National Youth Administration,
and the Civilian Conservation Corps programs, and in
some States, from the special public assistances,

Although residence requirements for old-age assist-
ance, aid to the blind, and aid to dependent children
have become more liberal since the passage of the Social
Security Act, they still constitute a barrier to receipt
of some of these special types of aid. While the Act
limits the length of residence which States may require
of applicants for public assistance, this limit is high
for old-age assistance and aid for the blind—5 years’
residence in the State during the 9 years immediately
preceding the application and continuous residence
therein for 1 year immediately preceding the applica-
tion. The significance of these restrictions is suggested
by data from a number of sample areas which indicate
that, during specified periods in 1937 and 1938, from 1.5
percent to 7.4 percent of the applicants for old-age as-
sistance were rejected because of inability to satisfy
residence requirements.?

Although both the WPA and the NYA programs
do not legally require residence in a given locality,
there is some evidence that in certain States the local
agencies certifying for employment by the WPA and
on the NYA out-of-school program have applied
residence requirements similar to those used for gen-
eral relief.? The CCC permits local agencies to select
nonresidents, including transients, provided that the
existence of fully qualified dependents is properly
established in the State of residence. But a transient
applicant with no dependents is advised to return to
his State of legal settlement to make application for
enrollment.*

Age constitutes a barrier to receipt of aid through
some special programs. Thus all needy persons in the

?The areas included Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, New Jersey,
Tennessee, Wisconsin, the Distriet of Columbia, and Cook County, Illi-
nols, (Data procured from Division of Public Assistance Research, Bu-
reau of Research and Statistics, Social Security Board.)

The Board has called attention to this situation and has recom-
mended “carefully worked out reciprocal agreements” between States.
(Third Annual Report of the Social Security Board, 1988, Washington,
1939, p. 108.) See also Lansdale, Robert, and others, The Administra-
tion of Old-Age Assistance, Chicago, Public Administration Service,
1939, pp. 80-81.

8 Bee ch. IX,

- 4At one time homeless transient men were not accepted because it
was believed that the program would be of more benefit to whole fam-
ilies than to single individuals., (Summary Report of the Director of
Emergency Conservation Work * * * April 1938 to June 80, 1985,
Washington, 1935, p. 12.)
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higher age groups are denied access to old-age assist-
ance until they reach the age of 65. On the other
hand, young persons are ineligible for the NYA pro-
grams if they are above the age of 25 and for the
CCC if they are older than 23; while boys below the
age of 17 are excluded from the CCC and both boys
and girls below the age of 18 are excluded from the
National Youth Administration out-of-school work
program.®

Only employable persons are eligible for WPA em-
ployment. Only those who possess no physical or men-
tal characteristics which would make it impossible
or inadvisable for them to attempt hard physical work
are eligible for enrollment in the CCC. Only those
who have earned certain specified sums in covered em-
ployment can hope to benefit from the social insur-
ances.

No attempt is here made to suggest that all of the
above restrictive eligibility requirements should be re-
moved. If the special programs are to provide for the
groups of persons whose needs seem to require spe-
cialized forms of assistance, more, rather than less,
attention must be paid to defining the group for which
each program can best provide. But the more care-
fully the specialized programs are thus restricted, the
greater is the likelihood that there will remain groups
of needy people to be cared for by some general un-
specialized program.

Furthermore, the more precise and detailed the eligi-
bility requirements for the various special programs,
the greater may be the danger that the very process of
determining eligibility will take time during which
some general service may have to provide for the
applicants’ needs.® On the other hand, the more gen-
eral and loose the eligibility conditions, the greater is
the probability that there will be time-consuming dis-
putes between agencies as to their responsibility for
individuals, so that here, too, applicants may for a time
be denied aid.

The preceding paragraphs have indicated that a con-
siderable number of persons have been unable to benefit
from the specialized programs because they could not
meet eligibility requirements. No attempt can be made
to give an estimate of the total number of persons so
excluded because the requirements vary among areas and
not all programs are in operation in all places.

Incomplete Operation of the Special Programs

Even if a person can meet the eligibility require-
ments for aid from the program which seems best

" With certain exceptions noted in ch. IV.

° Cases are not uncommon in which difficulties have been experienced
in establishing the age or residence status of applicants for the special
publie assistances,
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suited to his needs, he may be unable to obtain aid
because that program is not in operation in his com-
munity. Not all the programs are fully in operation or
adequately financed in all parts of the country.

Social insurances—The unemployment insurance and
old-age and survivors insurance systems are indeed Na-
tion-wide in the sense that an individual who can satisfy
the requirements listed in Appendix 13 can be assured of
receiving the benefits specified in the law.” On the other
hand, there is no provision at all for workmen’s
compensation in one State (Mississippi), while the
occupational diseases for which compensation is pay-
able are severely restricted in many others.

Special public assistances—The other special pro-
grams are available in differing degrees in different
parts of the country. In June 1940 there were eight
jurisdictions which did not provide aid to the blind by
programs aided by Federal funds® There were also
nine jurisdictions with aid-to-dependent-children pro-
grams not qualifying for Federal grants-in-aid.
Whereas in January 1940 in the States with programs
under the Act the number of children aided per 100
population under 16 was 2.5, it was only 0.5 in States not
taking advantage of Federal participation. This was
due in part to the fact that in some States not participat-
ing under the Social Security Act, State legislation is
still permissive with the counties and the burden of
financing falls upon them.?

But even within the States qualifying for Federal
aid for one or more of the special assistances there is
a wide variation in the extent to which the programs
are developed—a variation which can hardly be ex-
plained solely by differences in the extent of need
among the States. In 6 of the 49 jurisdictions admin-
istering old-age assistance in June 1940, recipients ex-

7In the first years of payment of unemployment insurance benefits
there were, however, long delays in securing payment. The faect that
a substantial number of persons in covered employments may prove to
have earnings inadequate to qualify for benefits (see ch. VIII below) ia
not relevant at this point, gince the question under discussion here con-
cerns the numbers of persons who, though legally eligible, are unable to
secure publie aid. '

8 Alaska, Delaware, Tllinois, Kentucky, Missouri, Nevada, Pennsylvania,
and Texas.

? Connectieut, Illinois, Towa, Kentucky, Mississippi, Nevada, South
Dakota, Texas, and Alaska,

10 Spcial Security Board, Division of Public Assistance Research,
Memorandum on the People Who Need Financial Assistance, revised,
Washington, 1940, p. 9. (This memorandum will be referred to subse-
quently in this chapter by title only.) It is estimated that, if the pro-
gram were in operation with Federal aid in all States, some 149,000
additional children under 16 would be provided for. In the case of aid
to the blind, however, the situation might be reversed by Federal aid to
all Btates. “There would be an addition, of course, by reason of pro-
grams in States which do not now administer aid to the blind. On the
other hand, 4 States now operating programs not under the Social
Security Act have less restrictive eligibility requirements, and 3 of these
States have very large recipient loads. Conformity to the definition of
eligibility under the Act would result in removing from the rolls persons
now being aided."” (Ibid., p. 64.)
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ceeded 400 per 1,000 estimated population 65 years and
over; in 30 States the ratio was between 200 and 400;
in 12 States it ranged from 100 to 200; while in 1 State
it was less than 100.** Similarly, of the 43 jurisdic-
tions administering aid-to-the-blind programs with
Federal grants-in-aid, the difference among the 7
States in which recipients represented less than 25 per
100,000 total population, the 16 in which the number
ranged from 25 to 49, and the 21 in which the propor-
tion was over 50 per 100,000 population*? cannot be
explained solely in terms of the differential incidence
of blindness. The same situation prevails in the case
of the 41 jurisdictions administering aid-to-dependent-
children programs. While recipients in June 1940 ex-
ceeded 30 per 1,000 population under 16 years in 17
States, in 12 States the proportion was between 20 and
29, and in 12 other States it was less than 20.'

Because of the absence of data concerning the num-
bers of the potentially eligible groups, it is impossible
to indicate the extent to which the special programs
fail today to provide for all the persons who could
meet the legal eligibility requirements.!* Estimates
can, however, be made of the extent to which, because
of legal eligibility requirements and other factors, cer-
tain programs fail to provide for definable groups of
needy persons.’®

It has been estimated by the Social Security Board
that in 1940 in the country as a whole, nearly 60 percent
of the population over 65 were not self-supporting,
or supported by-spouses, with at least minimum ade-
quacy.* It can be estimated that in April 1940 the
old-age assistance program reached a little less than
22 percent of the estimated population of 65 years and
over.” Similarly it has been estimated that between
5.5 and 6.5 percent of the children under 18 in the United
States are needy and in broken homes, or are in need be-
cause of the mental or physical incapacity of a parent.*®
Even when allowance is made for the needy dependent
children who are known to be in foster homes and chil-

1 Social Security Bulletin, 11T (August 1940), 48, table 6.

2 Ibid., p. 60, table 8,

18 Ihid., p, 49, table 7.

4 However, studies in individual States indicate that considerable
numbers of such persons are not benefiting from the special programs.
Thus a study in Michigan in March 1939 showed that 58 percent of the
recipients of general relief over 65 years of age were apparently eligible
for, but not receiving, old-age assistance, In New Jersey the corre-
sponding percentage in November 1937 was 54, while in the fall of 1939
it was estimated that in Illinois the percentage was 28. (Memorandum
on the People Who Need Financial Assistance, p. 85, table G-5.)

5 Such estimates cannot be made for aid to the blind because of the
unreliability of information relating to numbers of the blind and the
absence of a uniform definition of blindness.

1 Memorandum on the People Who Need Financial Assistance, p. 11,

1 Calenlated from Appendix 10 below and Sixteenth Census of the
United States: 1940, Series P-5, No. 1, Washington, January 30, 1941,
p. 1.

3 Memorandum on the People Who Need Financial Assistance, p. 16,
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dren receiving benefits under old-age and survivors
insurance, the proportion of needy children in broken
homes or with incapacitated parents who would be
eligible for aid to dependent children is estimated to be
not less than 5 or 6 percent of all children under 18 in
the United States.’* Yet the total number of children
receiving aid to dependent children in January 1940
constituted only 1.9 percent of all children under 18.2

Further indirect evidence that the special assistances
are failing to provide even for all of those who could
probably meet the prevailing eligibility requirements
might be indicated by data regarding pending applica-
tions. Data regarding applications cannot be accepted
as a direct measure of the extent to which persons fail
to receive forms of aid for which they would appear to
be eligible, since some of the applications may be made
by persons who would prove on investigation to be in-
eligible. Nevertheless experience has shown that, over
a period of time, about two-thirds of the applications
for old-age assistance and aid to the blind and about
seven-tenths of those for aid to dependent children are
approved when acted upon.® On the assumption that
the ratio of applications approved to total applications
disposed of would be the same as in past periods, the
reduction of these pending applications would in June
1940 have increased the number of old-age recipients by
9 percent; of children receiving aid to dependent chil-
dren by 13 percent ; and of recipients of aid to the blind
by 8 percent.** Reports from agencies with unusually
large proportions of pending applications indicate that,
in the majority of instances, approval of applications
was limited by shortage of funds. It should be noted
that-applications pending may even represent an un-
derestimate of the failure of given programs to provide
for all those legally eligible, since if it is known that
funds are inadequate many persons will not even apply.

Work programs—The WPA also failed to provide
for all persons who could meet legal eligibility require-
ments. Recent studies in four States have indicated that,
of the cases receiving general relief-in which there was
an employable member, between 41 and 74 percent of
such persons were eligible and available for WPA em-

1 The latest FPederal census of children receiving eare in institutions
and in foster homes was made in 1933. In January 1935 their number
was estimated at about 250,000. (Ibid., p. 16.) As of June 30, 1940,
19,120 orphans were in receipt of survivors' benefits, (Computed
from data supplied by 1he Bureau of Old-Age and Burvivors’ Insurance,
Social Security Board.)

2 Memorandum on the People Who Need Financial Assistance, p. 16.

= Ibid., p. 21.

2 Ibid., p. 65. It is significant that the largest proportion of all
pending applications in the country was to be found in the States in
the Boutheast region (46.0 percent in old-age assistance; 46.8 percent
in aid to dependent children, 58.1 percent in aid to the blind) ; i. e,
in the States where average income per capita is lowest. (Ibid., p. 28,
table 9.)
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ployment.* It is also known that in many parts of the
country, especially in the Southeast and Southwest,
large numbers of workers who have been certified for
WPA employment are awaiting assignment.** The
WPA has estimated from time to time for the country
as a whole the numbers of workers who are eligible
for WPA employment but who are not employed on
projects either because of limited Federal quotas or
inability or unwillingness of local sponsors to devise
projects or supply sponsors’ costs. These numbers
have ranged at various times from 600,000 to 1,330,000.%°

The youth programs also do not serve all those who
might be potentially eligible. The probable extent of
the need unmet by these programs will be discussed in
Chapter IX.

The estimates of the Farm Security Administration
indicate that there may be over 1.3 million farm opera-
tor families eligible for standard loans who have not
as yet come under the program or who have been
granted emergency loans only.?®

Discontinuity of Aid from Special Programs

Even though a person in need is accepted by one of
the special programs, it does not follow that. he is
assured of security. From time to time persons sup-
ported by one or another of these programs have been
denied aid because the program was temporarily in-
terrupted. In some of the programs such interrup-
tions have been due to financial stringency; in others
they arose from specific provisions in the law. They
are not, however, characteristic of all public-aid
programs.

For example, payments to retired workers under
the old-age insurance systems continue until death.
It is true that no payments are made for periods
during which beneficiaries have earnings of $15 or more
per month from covered employment. Such an inter-
ruption is based on the principle that reentering the
labor market in covered industries indicates that the
beneficiary has given up his retirement status and there-
fore should not benefit from a program one of whose
major objectives is to make retirement from gainful
employment possible by providing adequate compensa-
tion. Furthermore, it seems not unreasonable to assume
that a worker will not voluntarily relinquish his right to
benefits unless the earnings expected by him from his
job are at least equal to or actually exceed his benefits.

= These States were Illinols, New York (excluding New York City),
P’ennsylvania, and Wisconsin. Figures do not include aliens or second-
ary wage earners in families where 1 member was already employed by
WPA. (Ibid., p. 90, table G-8.) e

# Sea ch. IX,

# Bee ch. IX.

* Information from Planning and Control Section, Rural Rehabilita-
{ion Division, Farm Security Administration. See also ch, IX.
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Moreover, benefit payments are resumed when earnings
from covered employment cease in the case of railroad
benefits or fall below $15 per month in the case of
old-age and survivors insurance. A more important
interruption to receipt of insurance benefits arises from
the fact that under old-age and survivors insurance
payments to widows under 65 years of age cease when
the youngest dependent child reaches the age of 18
(or 16 if not attending school regularly).*

Lack of continuity is more marked in unemploy-
ment compensation. Benefits are at best payable for
short periods, which in the case of persons with low
earnings in the base year may be only 3 or 4 weeks.
Moreover, however large the wages standing to the
credit of an insured worker, after having drawn ben-
efits for the maximum period in any one benefit year,
he can utilize his remaining credits only after the start
of a new benefit year.

In the special assistances the administrative arrange-
ments in connection with the grant of Federal funds
appear to have prevented a stoppage of payment to
persons once accepted for these aids as long as they
continue to be eligible.?® The only stoppage on record
was in the State of Georgia in May 1939, when some
16,000 persons were dropped from the special-assist-
ance rolls owing to the exhaustion of State and local
funds.?®

Nor have individual recipients been denied aid in
the few cases in which the Social Security Board has
temporarily withdrawn Federal funds because of a
failure by the State to conform to the requirements of
the Social Security Act. Such action occurred in re-
gard to Ohio in September 1938 and Oklahoma in
March 1938, but in both cases the State assumed finan-
cial responsibility for payments to individuals during
the period for which Federal funds were not
available.?®

2 Thus a widow of 80 years of age at'the time of death of her husband
with two children, 6 and 7 years old, receives the widow's current bene-
fit until she reaches the age of 43. She will then have to wait until she
reaches the age of 65 to qualify for a widow's insurance benefit, which
she can claim only if her husband was fully insured at the time of his
death,

% Fach State ageney having an approved assistance plan submits to
the Bureau of Public Assistance, Social Becurity Board, quarterly esti-
mates of expenditures. The Bureau then reviews and analyzes the
State's requests for Federal funds, together with supporting material—
documentary evidence of sufficiency of appropriations to support the
categorical programs and certifications of availability of State funds for
matching purposes—and recommends that the Board approve grants in
amounts determined to be the Federal Government’s share under the
Social Security Act.

® Social Security Board, Current Activities Report of the Regional
Eepresentatives of the Bureau of Public Assistance, July 10, 1939,
Washington, 1939,

# In Ohio, after a hearing in September 1938, the Board found that
the administration of the Ohlo old-age assistance plan falled to conform
with the reguirements of the Federal law. No funds were certified
to the State for the month of October. The State took action to bring
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TABLE 13.—Involuntary separations of workers from employ-
ment on WPA projects*® in the continental United States, by
month, July 1938-August 1940
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Interruptions to receipt of aid have been more evi-
dent in regard to the WPA and the NYA out-of-school
work programs. Since July 1939 no worker can be
continuously employed on WPA projects for more
than 18 months, however great his need or competence
as a worker. While it is true that after the lapse of
30 days he again becomes eligible for employment, if
needy, there may be no project immediately available,
or the quota may not allow his reemployment. In any
case, if he is in need during the month of noneligiblity,
he must seek aid from the local general relief system.

The most significant measure of such interruption
or termination of WPA employment is the data on
rates of involuntary separation of workers from WPA
employment. As Table 13 shows, the trend has been to-
ward an increasing proportion of discharges and
layoffs, even if the separations following the 18-months
rule are not considered. It is also clear that sizable
layoffs have ocurred at irregular intervals. For in-
stance, about 750,000 workers were separated from

the administration of its program into conformity with the Federal law
in November, and grants were resumed at that time.

In March 1938, the Board withdrew its grants for old-age assistance,
ald to the blind, and aid to dependent children in Oklahoma. After a
hearing, grants were resumed in April, but Federal participation was
allowed only in those cases which the agency found to be eligible after
reinvestigation
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WPA employment in the second quarter of 1936: %
and 550,000 in April-July 1937 In July and August
of 1939, 783,000 workers were dropped as a result of
the 18-months clause; and from July 1, 1939 to Feb-
ruary 1, 1940, 1,089,000 certified project workers were
dismissed for the same reason.®®

There has also been an increase in the number and
proportion of youth leaving the NYA out-of-school
work program because the project closed or because
of reductions in the quota in some States, necessitated
by the distribution formula in the 1941 appropriation
act. The resultant facts are shown in table 14. While
not all of the youth laid off the NYA projects would be
needy in the more restricted use of the term, a signifi-
cant proportion of them are known to come from relief
families and to be contributing from their NYA earn-
ings to family support. Hence in these cases a layoff
from the NYA means an increased need for public aid
for the family from some other source.

TABtE 14.—RKeparations from the NYA out-of-school work pro-
gram because no job was available on the program August
1939 through July 1940

Percent of
Year and month Number | total sepa-
ratlons
1939:
AUGUSE .o eeeeeemcmmmmmm e smmmmm i mm s nsm s e e 1,878 10.6
Beptember. .. EE RS S P 2,957 12.5
October. . oo e eeccmeaneem e m s 2,614 10.3
MOV - o evecceciacracnmmmmesmm s = mm e 2,015 9.5
DECEMDET. e oo ceenoacemcamcesmrmammasmemccecssanmanas 3, 205 17.2
1040:
January...... 9, 300 28.4
February 11, 863 34.2
March. 18, 936 43.1
ADHL oo ieccmecmecmecsssssmmmceessasemananaan 18, 206 37.8
T RSO R 21, 099 41.8
b T SO S ~ 21, 750 47.0
b 717 AU 7,028 117.5

1 T'o this should be added those who were separated because the quota was re-
duced—8,287, or 20.6 percent of the total separations, making a total of 38.1 percent

Source: Monthly statistical tables issued by the Division of Finance and Statistics,
National Youth Administration.

Limitations of General Relief

It is evident from the foregoing pages that at all
times certain classes of needy persons have been and
will be unable to benefit from any of the special pro-

81 Works Progress Administration, Division of Socinl Research, Survey
of Workers Separated from WPA Employment in Eight Arcas During
the Second Quarter of 1936, Research Bulletin, Series 1V, No. 3, Wash-
ington, 1937, p. v.

22 Roberts, Verl I, Survey of Workers Separated from WPA Employ-
ment in Nine Areas, 1987, Works Progress Administration, Division of
Soeial Research, Washington, 1938, p. ix. These separations were partly
voluntary resignations. The actual proportion of voluniary separa-
tions is not shown, but only a total of 387 percent of the cases inter-
viewed in the sample areas, as reported in Table 6, p. 14, could be con-
strued as probably voluntary.

3 Work Projects Administration, Division of Research, Effects of the
18-Months Provision (Section 16 (b)) of the 1039 Relief Act, Washing-
ton, June 20, 1940, p. 3. By November more than half of those dis-
missed were again receiving publie aid, and large numbers were living on
surplus commodities,
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grams, while at certain times or in certain areas groups
of people will in practice be denied access to them. To
the extent that failure to utilize these measures to the
full is attributable to lack of funds or to inadequare
local interest in making these types of aid more widely
available, changed financial methods and the slow
process of social education may in time remedy the
situation. Until these obstacles to a more even and
complete development of the special programs are
overcome, there will be little or no decrease in the
numbers of needy people theoretically eligible for onc
or another of these programs, for whom only a general
unspecialized relief system can provide. Furthermore,
insofar as the exclusions are attributable to eligibility
provisions whose object is to limit these special pro
grams to persons for whom they are uniquely appro-
priate, it must be expected that there will always be
a large number of needy people who cannot be pro-
vided for by one or another of these specialized meas-
ures. It is therefore of the utmost importance to
inquire how far the existing State and local general-
relief systems serve as an adequate system of residual
public aid. .

A survey of the general-relief systems of the country
in the year 1940 indicates all too clearly that they fail
to perform this function. In some parts of the country
there is no provision for local general relief, while
very generally there are legal restrictions, administra-
tive policies, or inadequacies of funds which result in
the denial of aid to groups of needy persons.

Absence of Provision
for Public Relief

There are still some sections of the country in which,
there is no provision for local public general relief **
Sometimes this is due to lack of machinery for pro-
viding general assistance, sometimes to lack of funds.
For example, 5 Texas counties have no public agen-
cies for giving general relief, although private agencies
are subsidized from public funds.?* In addition, neither
the city of San Antonio nor Bexar County in which
it is situated makes any provision for general relief.
The city expends small sums for pauper burials, and
the county operates a county farm and pays admin-
istrative expenses incidental to certification for WPA,
CCC, and NYA employment and for surplus com-
modities; but direct relief is lacking.® In Tennesses
only 65 of the 95 counties of the State grant general

™ See appendix 22 for details of organization for administering and
financing general relief,

*The counties are Jefferson, Smith, Kl Paso, Milan, and MecLennan,

3 American Public Welfare Association, Public Welfare Rurvey of
San Antonio, Tezas, Chicago, 1940, p. 52.
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relief, and in South Carolina 6 of the 46 counties do
not regularly give general relief. In 7 counties in
Kentucky private agencies, subsidized from public
funds, have the sole responsibility for relief, while 19
counties give no general relief. Mississippi uses pri-
vat® agencies in 4 counties to administer general-relief
funds, but in many of the other counties no general
relief is available.>

Restrictions on Eligibility

Although there may be public provision for giving
relief in their communities, sizable groups of mneedy
people may find themselves barred from aid by eligi-
bility requirements for general relief, Among these
groups, depending upon the locality, are aliens, persons
without legal settlement, employable persons, farmers,
and persons living in families or households receiving
aid from other programs.

Aliens—In some areas aliens are legally ineligible
for general relief.” Two States (Delaware and South
Carolina) have laws excluding all noncitizens from
relief. Connecticut allows aliens to receive relief only
by vote of the inhabitants of a town or by consent
of its justices of the peace and selectmen, while two
counties in Maryland refuse relief to noncitizens. In
Montana, aliens found to be illegally within the United
States are not eligible for relief from State funds. In
California the program for aid to employable persons
denies such aid to aliens, if otherwise eligible, who
cannot prove that they entered the United States prior
to July 1, 1924 or that they entered legally thereafter.
In Ohio an alien is ineligible for general relief until
he has declared his intention of becoming a citizen or
has satisfied the local agency that he will apply for
naturalization papers within 60 days from the date of
application for relief. Pennsylvania also bars aliens
who have not filed their declaration of intention to

® While comparable data are not available for all States during 1940,
in December 1939 the following States reported to the Social Becurity
Board that general relief was not provided in certain counties :

Number of counties for
which no general

relief was

Staie: reported
L C1T e T O ) 7
GOOTEIR v sasnnar coonnu oy s 18
Migslasinpt- oo o oo o e T 49
NEBPIRER e = oot prea e = = T 2
North Carolina________________ __ _____ T
South Caroling— . ______________________ G
SouthDakota__________ __________________ 3
Texas - B34

(Social Security Board, Bureau of Research and Statistics, Trends
in Public Assistance 1933-1939, Bureau Report No, 8, Washington, 1940,
pp. 57-98, table 42.)

# See appendix 18; and Lowe, Robert C., State Publio Welfare Legis-
lation, Works Progress Administration, Division of Research, Research
Monograph XX, Washington, 1939, pp. 54-62, table 2 and footnotes.
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become citizens within 2 years previous to January 1,
1940.

Even where there are no legal provisions, however,
many localities in practice require citizenship as a con-
dition of eligibility for general relief. Information
secured from 57 widely scattered cities in October 1940 *°
showed that in 13 cities citizenship enters into the de-
termination of eligibility for general relief. In 7
cities, full citizenship is required; in 6, aid is extended,
usually on a temporary basis, when first papers have
been applied for or obtained. Five of the 13 cities re-
port that, even if the family of a noncitizen were them-
selves citizens, relief would not be granted, although in
emergencies exceptions might be made.

There appears also to be considerable diversity of
practice even within States. Where reports were ob-
tained from more than one city in the same State, it
was found that one city in each of three States reported
a citizenship requirement, whereas the other cities re-
porting in each of these States did not. Furthermore,
the disapproval of such policies by responsible State
agencies does not always succeed in eliminating these
practices.** Where the administration of general re-
lief is purely or mainly a local responsibility, discrimi-
nation against aliens appears to be more common.*

Persons lacking legal settlement—In the second
place, and much more important in terms of numbers
of persons affected, local relief is usually denied to per-
sons not possessing legal settlement in a given State or
subordinate political unit. It is particularly im-
portant to note that, as indicated in Chapter ITI, these
requirements have tended to become more stringent, at

® The 59-cities study of the adequacy of general-relief payments de-
seribed in eh. VII and appendix 16; 2 cities did not report concerning
citizenship requirements.

«© Thus in Arizona, where the local agencles operate as agents of the
State department, it is reported that “aliens are considered eligible for
relief under State policy, and some are given relief in all counties; and
in most counties are assigned on an equal basis with citizens. Two or
three of the mining counties are less willing to see publie relief given to
aliens, and aliens in those counties must, perhaps, demonstrate a little
more need than citizens in order to be given assistance. Although this
latter attitude is not accepted with favor by the State Department, and
is not always accepted by the county office concerned without reserva-
tions, some recognition is nevertheless given to strong community attl-
tudes so long as no great deprivation results therefrom.” (Letter to
the National Resources Planning Board from Arizona State Department
of Social Security and Welfare.)

4 The following excerpts from letters from relief agencles to the Na-
tional Resources Planning Board indicate the types of discrimination
practiced. “There have been only a few actual cases called to our atten-
tion in which the question of citizenship was involved {n determining
eligibility for relief. However, in one of the largest southern countles,
relief has been denied to persons refusing to declare their intention to
become ecitlzens and it is our impression that this policy has been fol-
lowed in some other parts of the State.” (Letter from Division of
Public Assistance, Wisconsin State Department of Public Welfare.)
“It has been the practice in cases of need to grant and treat aliens the
same as local cases, but when it is determined that they will be on relief
for a long period of time, to start proceedings to have them deported.”
(Letter from Wayne Township Trustees, Fort Wayne, Ind.)
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least for those moving between, rather than within,
States.**

Some settlement laws designate periods of residence
for both the State and local units, while others stip-
ulate a length of time during which the applicant
must reside in either the State or local unit. Table
15, based on information as of January 1, 1941, shows
that 21 States have both State and local requirements,
and 15 States have specified periods of local residence
only. In 4 States there are State residence require-
ments but no local residence requirements.

In eight States there are no general statutory pro-
visions for legal settlement in order to qualify for
general relief. However, in one of these (Florida)
the law establishes residence requirements for certain
counties; in two other States (Louisiana and Washing-
ton) under the rule-making power of the State public
welfare agency, State residence requirements have been
established; while, in Maryland, Baltimore City has
established its own residence requirements. It should
be noted, however, that State and local practices have
resulted in the use of a specified period of residence

@gpe ch. III for definition of legal settlement. Persons without
sufficient residence status to meet the qualifications of State laws dealing
with legal settlement have been variously designated as migrants,
transients, nonresidents, unsettled persons, migratory workers, migra-
tory casual workers, ete. However, it was only during the period
1933-35, when the FERA established definitions for three types of
unsettled persons that certain terms were generally accepted in dealing
with this group of people. Since that time, more concern has bezen
given to characterizing the migration movements which have influenced
large numbers of persons to cross State lines. In 1937, for example, the
U. 8. Department of Labor defined migration of two main types:
(a) “Migration for permanent relocation in response to major economic
changes such as industrialization, drought, and depression,” and
(¥) “Continual migration from job to job in response to geasonal or
frregular fluctuations in the demand for labor." (U. 8. Department of
Labor, Migration of Workers, Preliminary Report of the Secretary of
Labor, Pursuant to §. Res. 298 (T4th Congress), Washington, 1938,
vol. I, p. iil.)

Persons in the first of these two groups have been called “removal”
migrants and “depression” migrants, while those in the second group
are known as “constant” migrants or “seasonal wanderers.” Of these
two groups, it has been said that “the difference is that removal mi-
grants are presumably going to some destination for settlement., They
are not making migrancy an occupation.” (Anderson, Nels, “High-
lights of the Migrant Problem Today,” in Proceedings of the National
Conference of Social Work, 1940, New York, Columbia University Press,
1940, pp. 110.) For a discussion of the characteristies of the second
group see Webb, John N., The Migratory-Casual Worker, Works Progress
Administration, Division of Social Research, Research Monograph VII,
Washington, 1937.

It has also been pointed out that “available information on the size
of the migrant population is scanty, not only because of the lack of a
system by which the data could be secured but also because of the many
types included in the term ‘migrant.’” (Ryan, Philip E,, Migration and
Social Welfare, New York, Russell Sage Foundation, 1940, pp. 28-24.)

For the purposes of the following discussion, the nonresident or un-
gettled person is considered to be any person who may be ineligible for
local general relief because he cannot meet the residence qualifications
imposed by laws dealing with legal eettlement in any area in which he
may seek such assistance. A person who might otherwise be described
as a transient, migrant, migratory worker, ete., would therefore be in-
cluded in the term nonresident as used herein. For a discussion of
types of nonresidents, see Ryan op. ¢it., pp. 14-16 ; and Anderson, Nels,
Men on the Move, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1940, pp. 9-132.
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TaBLE 15.—Combined effects of Stale and local residence requirements under Slale stalutory provisions establishing legal settlement for
general-relief purposes, as of January 1, 1941

Period of residence in State

Period of resid in
locality
1 year 2 years

No provision for State

3 years 5 years Testiione,

Less than 6 months......___.| South Dakata.
Utah.

Gmonths. _ ... {111 T R R Crsrry e

Texas.

i) e e AR S|
North Dakota.
Wyoming.

2wears ..o | Minnesota

Nebraska Voo oo oo DelaWaLe . e e i mmmsis

S A N

5years........co.....

No provision for local resi- | New Mexieo.. .. ........_. Pennsylvania b .ooocauenn..]

dence, Oklahoma,$
West Virginia.

........................... Alabama,
Mississippl.

California 2. ... --.-| Kansas ---.| Michigan.
Indiana. New Jersey. Missouri.
Montana. New York.
North Carolina. Ohio.?
Wisconsin,

Towa.

weeee--| Hlinois.

Bouth Carolina,
Vermont,

.| Conneeticut.

. o e e e i e | “VEBEDB;

Massachusetts,
New Hampshire,
Rhode Island.d

A Arkansas.
Florida.
Georgia.
Kentucky.
Louisiana,
Maryland.
Tennessee,
Washington.

1 A person who has resided 1 year continuously within the State, but not in any 1 county, shall have legal settlement in the county in which he has resided 6. months continually
* For unemployment relief, the 3-year period must I;enﬂu on or before June 1, 1940; otherwise applicant must have lived in the State 5 years.

11 year in county; 3 months in township or munieipality.

4 Applies to applicants for indigent relief; applicants for State unemp]c{ment relief must have 1 year's State residence and 6 months’ local residence.
88

¥ An earlier statute, stipulating 6 months' residence in county, has not

n repealed.
¢ While legal settlement may be obtained in 1 year, 2 years are required to obtain r

esidence for general-relief purposes.

Source: appendix 18, In 2 Btates, residence provisions are included which have become effective since Jan,'1, 1941 (Towa, July 4, 1041; Montana, Mar, 11, 1941).

before a person may be eligible for relief in practically
all of these eight States.*®

Sixteen States have no legal provision for State resi-
dence but require residence in the locality for varying
periods of time. In a few instances where there are
only local residence requirements, such as in New York
and some of the New England States, persons without
such local residence may receive relief from the local
units of government, which are then reimbursed for
their care by the State. In other cases, such as in
Minnesota and Wisconsin, the settlement laws are
used to determine the local unit within the State which
is financially responsible for the care of persons who
cannot meet local residence requirements.**

43 See appendix 18,

“Where there are mo arrangements for State relmbursement of un-
settled persons in States with loeal residence requirements, the need for
a revision of the existing settlement provisions has been pointed out.
For example, the Vermont Conference of Social Work went on record as
commending the thorough and painstaking study made by the interim
commission appointed to study the pauper laws and make a report to
the 1941 session with recommendations for changes. The Conference
did not go on record as endorsing the recommendations of either this
commission or those of the Overseers’ Association, but did agree with
the recommendation that a legal residence should be gained or lost in
one year; that reimbursement to the town by the State be authorized

In addition to those provisions which establish a
specified length of time for securing settlement or
residence status, many State laws include certain qualifi-
cations which offer further deterrents to the applicant
for relief.® Almost all settlement laws stipulate that
the required period of residence must have been a
period in which the applicant was not in receipt of
relief. Some States specify both public and private
relief; others specify only public relief; still others
make a distinction between direct relief and the Fed-
eral work programs. In addition, many of the laws
stipulate that the period during which settlement is
acquired must immediately precede application for
relief and that periods during which institutional care
was received cannot be considered in establishing such
residence.*®

for those without legal residence ; and that some State official or arbitra-
tion board be given authority to determine residence. (Vermont Public
Welfare News, [State Department of Public Welfare] I, (January 1,
1941), 7.)

45 See appendix 18,

4 Types of institutional care which disqualify an applicant vary among
the States. Bome include both publie and private charitable institutions,
while others indicate public charitable institutions and penal instito-
tions., In the latter instance, parole periods are also execluded.
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The hardship to needy persons moving from one
State to another which results from these onerous resi-
- dence requirements is increased by the fact that resi-
dence is often lost in one State before it is acquired in
another. While some States have attempted to ease this
gituation by a qualification that settlement is not lost
until another is gained, there are still many States
where persons lose settlement by moving to another
State where residence requirements are longer and
thus run the risk of denial of aid for a considerable
period.

This situation may work particular hardship on
persons residing in large industrial and metropolitan
cities situated on the borderline of two or ‘more
States. Thus, in a metropolitan area such as Chicago,
where local residence requirements have been increased
to 3 years, it is easy for people to lose residence by mov-
ing within a radius of 40 miles from Chicago into
Wisconsin or Indiana in search of work.*"

The foregoing account of the residence requirements
as a condition of eligibility for public aid has been
based primarily upon the statutory provisions relative
to legal settlement. It should be noted, however, that
other factors have either influenced the interpretation
of such laws or, in the absence of legal provisions,
have determined the local practices toward unsettled
persons.* These factors include adequacy of funds
and facilities of the agency for providing service and
assistance,® the practice of the agency or of the State
government, and attitudes of the community.

The practice in some States whereby the State reim-
burses local units for the care of “unsettled persons,”
as noted above, mitigates in some degree the inflexi-
bility of provisions discouraging intrastate movement.*
However, the confused state of settlement law pro-
visions in some of the Eastern States in this group,
which date back to colonial days, has caused technical
complexities and lengthy litigation during which the
status of the unsettled persons has too often remained
undefined.® A similar situation exists in many of the

4 Por other examples of the type of hardship resulting from the Tili-
nois settlement law, see The Social Service Review, XIV (June 1940),
347-50.

4 See Blakeslee, Ruth 0., “Laws and Administrative Practices as Bar-
riers to Mobility,” in Proceedings of the National Conference of Social
Work, New York, Columbia University Press, 1939, pp. 23242,

4 See, for example, West Virginia Code of 1937, Sec. 629 (90) : “Legal
Residence. Whenever funds are specifically made available for that
purpose, the State department may extend the authority of a county
eouncil to grant relief to include persons who have not been residents
of the State for one year.”

& For an account of the nature and extent of this aid and of other
arrangements for dealing with transients, see below.

i Spe, for example, State of Rhode Island, Governor's Commission to
Study Public Assistance, Report to Governor William H. Vanderbilt,
Providence, 1940, p. 4: “The present Rhode Island Settlement Law
had its origin in the Elizabethan Poor Law enacted in England in 1601,

145

Middle States where local residence requirements in-
volve not only the county unit but townships as well,
and the system of chargebacks for the care of persons
without local settlement results in endless litigation.®
In other States which have State-wide programs for the
care of unsettled persons, such as New York, there are
still gaps in service due to the legal and administrative
restrictions which prove too rigid to meet all aspects
of the problem.?

In addition to problems of an intrastate nature, in-
terstate movements have resulted in special legislation
and agency practices designed primarily to remove
out-of-state persons to their place of legal settlement.
State laws providing for reciprocal agreements for the
interstate transfer of dependent persons existed in 22
States in December 1940.°* Under these laws, States
may enter into agreements regarding interstate trans-
portation of indigent persons and arrange for the
acceptance, transfer, and support of persons receiving
public aid in other States when such persons have legal

and is in some respects almost identical with an act passed by ‘His
Majesty's Colony of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations’ in 1748,
This law has been so ambiguous and contradictory as to have caused
almost perpetual strife between cities and towns and between State
and cities and towns. At the present time the books of the State
department of social welfare show nearly a hall million dollars owed
the Btate, mostly by eities and towns, the bulk of which has been
uncollectible because of the ambiguity of present settlement laws."

83 See, for example, State of Wisconsin, The Public Welfare Depart-
ment Report, January 1, 1937—June 30, 1939, Madison, 1939, pp. 22-23:
“Wisconsin has probably the most involved legal settlement laws in the
United States. They have undergone superficial and sporadic changes
in attempts to meet changing situations over a long period of years,
with the result that many inconsistencies and complications have de-
veloped.

“Although the law provides that relief shall be given in the place
where need occurs, it also provides for eharge-back to the place of legal
settlement. Because of the difficulty in many cases, of determining legal
gettlement, disputes frequently arise when the unit giving relief attempts
to collect from the unit in which settlement is claimed. The problem is
intensified by the administration of relief on the town system. On the
county system, determination of settlement in any one municipality
within the county is relatively unimportant, but on the town system com-
plications multiply. Instead of having nonresidence problems limited
to 71 counties, there are now more than a thousand relief units collect-
ing from each other for the care of nonresidents.”

& “While, in general, the quality of transient care has greatly im-
proved with State participation and supervision, the wandering single
man is still subjected to some hardship in that he is usually given meals
and shelter for a few days at the most and passed on by the local dis-
triet to the next community. The practice of passing on has carried over
into the new State charges program of New York largely because it is
difticult, time-consuming, and expensive for the local districts to obtain
documentary proof of the nonsettled status of these single men. Rather
than go to the considerable expense and trouble involved, the local dis-
trict assumes their care for one or several days and urges them on their
way.” (Testimony of the Commissioner of Social Welfare, State of New
York, in Interstate Migration, Hearings before the Select Committee to
Investigate the Interstate Migration of Destitute Citizens, House of
Representatives, 76th Cong., 8d sess., pt. 1, New York City Hearings,
Washington, 1940, pp. 217-18.)

% Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin, (Information sup-
plied by the Legal Research Unit, Children's Bureau, December 16,
1940.)
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settlement within the State to which the person is
returned. As of January 1940, 37 States provided
some type of transportation for nonresidents, but only
in 22 did all local administrative agencies make this
provision. Thirty-two of the 87 States provided trans-
portation to the person’s legal residence; in 5 States
transportation was merely provided to remove the non-
resident from the jurisdiction of the administrative
agency.”

However, when migration is the result of lack of
economic opportunity coupled with inadequate relief
in the home community, the return of such persons
does little more than relieve the agency from whom
the nonresident is seeking assistance of the burden of
providing for his care. In instances where the non-
resident may refuse to be returned in this manner,
it is not an uncommon practice for the agency to re-
gard this as sufficient reason for denying further
assistance,

It might at first sight appear that the restrictions
imposed by State and local residence requirements are
to some extent offset by the fact that, as of January 1,
1940, 40 of the 48 States reported provisions for some
form of transient care. However, in many of these
States not all local agencies made such provisions and
in others care was provided on an extremely limited
basis.”® Not infrequently, aid to nonresidents was not
given because of a shortage of funds to provide for
local residents.®”

In many instances the kind of care which agencies
do provide amounts to little more than the “passing on”
process—that is, providing overnight care, a meal, and
enough gasoline to take the family out of the agency’s

% Testimony of the director, Bureau of Public Assistance, Social Se-
curity Board, in Interstate Migration, Hearings, pt. 9, Washington
Hearings, Washington, 1041, p. 3511,

®“When it is noted * * * that in more than half the States,
not all loecal administrative agencies provide care, and that in more than
one-fourth the States, only overnight care is provided, the possibility
of repdy acecess to this type of care becomes somewhat more remote,
In addition to these shortcomings, it should be pointed out that (1) in at
least 3 States, most of the overnight ecare ig provided in jails, and (2)
in 7 States, care is provided only in emergencies or pending determina-
tion of legal settlement,

“In 8 States, transients receive the same type of care as residents, In
4 Btates, this policy is State-wide; in 4 it is not. It should not be in-
ferred, however, that in these States, all transients are given resident
care ; the classification simply means that those transients which receive
any care at all, receive resident care.

“In addition to the provision of resident and overnight care, * #* =«
18 States provide some shelter care for transients and /or local homeless
in about 85 shelters. In at least 2 other States, Salvation Army shelters
are subsidized from public general relief funds and used for the care of
transients."  (Ibid.)

7 See, for example, the situation in Alabama : Although sick and dis-
abled transients may be given assistance for a period of 30 days “rela-
tively little assistance has been given to those persons passing through
the State during the last few years bocause there are many unmet needs
of residents.” (Statement by the Commissioner, Alabama State Depart-
ment of Public Welfare, in Interstate Migration, Hearings, pt. 2, Mont-
gumery Hearings, Washington, 1940, p. 645.)
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jurisdiction.”® While some State welfare agencies may
encourage a more liberal policy toward the nonresident,
it is apparent that local attitudes continue to play an
important part in determining the extent to which such
persons receive aid.’®

Since 1935, when the FERA transient program was
abandoned,” Federal participation in programs de-
signed to relieve the transient’s problem has been lim-
ited to the transient camps operated by the Farm Se-
curity Administration. However, this program is con-
fined to meeting the needs of certain kinds of persons
in those areas in which the problem of interstate migra-
tion is particularly acute. By June 1940 these camps
operated in only 7 States.* Fifty-six camps (16 of
which were mobile) were completed or under construc-
tion by June 1940 and were expected to accommodate
13,205 families at any one time., The majority of the
camps provided shelters and tent platforms. There
were, however, 1,729 permanent labor homes con-

¥ For example, In Wisconsin, “according to the latest survey in June
1939 from 69 counties, few public agencies are providing lodging else-
where than in jail and possibly a meal, and passing the transient on to
the next community is again prevalent, and many of the communities
reported a resulting inerease In panhandling and begging from door to

- door, No attempt is made by most communities to register or deal with

the special problems of the young or very old men, or of those who are
in need of physical care, unless the condition is acute.” (State of
Wisconsin, The Public Welfare Department Report, Jan. 1, 1937-June 30,
1989, p. 22.) 3

In Utah it has been reported that “when transient ecare was referred
to the County Departments of Public Welfare late in September 1935, the
State adopted a policy calling for case-work treatment of transient ap-
plicants for assistance, including a social study of the problems involved
in individual cases, and service directed toward returning the transient
to his place of legal settlement, assisting him to a verified destination,
or helping him to adjust as a resident of the local community. Despite
this announced policy, it was realized early in 1938 that the general
treatment of transients In most counties was overnight eare only, or
sufficient food and gasoline to enable the transient to reach the next
county, where the ‘passing on' process was repeated.” (State of Utah,
Department of Public Welfare, First Biennial Report, July 1, 1936—
June 30, 1938, Salt Lake City, 1939, p. 02,)

The situation in Kansas has been described as follows: “The county
welfare offices in almost every instance report that they offer at least
a small amount of assistance, although the directors are very frank to
state that they encourage the migrants to move on, or that they refuse
assistance unless it is deemed, as one director stated, ‘absolutely im-
perative,” which usually means only emergency medical care, perhaps a
meal, occasional lodging, and in some instances sufficient gusoline for the
family to get over the county line.” (Statement by representative of
the Kansas Bureau of Public Assistance and the Committee on Tran-
sleney of the Kansas Conference of Social Work, in Interstate Migration,
Hearings, pt. 4, Lincoln Hearings, Washington, 1941, p. 1500.)

™ “Nonresidents of Minnesota are, however, technically barred from
receiving funds appropriated under the Emergency Relief Act. By
specific mention, however, nonresidents shall receive local aid when
they are in need. * * * There remains, of ‘course, a certain dis-
inclination to grant continued aid to nonresidents and particularly to
transients. Nonresidents who have been in the community for some
time usually receive fair consideration and are not always removed to
place of settlement. The State Agency makes an effort to show counties
under what eircumstances families should be allowed to remain in a
place of nonresidence pending completion of a time for gaining settle-
ment.,” (Letter to the National Resources Planning Board from the
Director, Division of Social Welfare, Department of Social Welfare,
8t. Paul.)

® See ch. IIL

“ Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, Oregon, Texas, and Washington,
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sisting of inexpensive houses with small gardens.
The FSA reported that “the migratory-labor camps
are in no way intended to be a complete solution of the
problems of the migrant laborer. The shelters merely
relieve some of the worst suffering and provide pro-
tection against epidemics. The labor homes offer a
chance for part-time, and in a few cases, full-time
employment.” &2

“E'mployable” persons—Although the legislation pro-
viding for the granting of general relief places the
major emphasis on the establishment of need and,
with the exception of settlement and occasional citizen-
ship requirements, does not in general place further
legal limitations on eligibility, in practice the eligible
group is greatly restricted through State and local
regulations and policies. Consequently large numbers
of persons are declared ineligible for relief even
though need can be demonstrated. These restrictions
usually reflect a combination of financial stringency
and local attitudes toward certain groups in the needy
population.

Probably the most important types of needy per-
sons denied general relief are those who are ineligible
because they are “employable” or because the house-
hold contains a member deemed “employable.” ¢
While only one State (South Carolina) by law denies
relief to employable persons®* practices restricting
general relief to households containing no employable
member are prevalent in many States, and others re-
port restrictive practices in some localities or at certain
seasons. However, “employables” are usually consid-
ered eligible to receive surplus commodities.

The precise extent of these practices and their effect
in denying aid to admittedly needy persons cannot be
determined.®® Tt is nevertheless possible to classify
the States into 4 groups according to their known prac-
tices in this respect.”” The first group consists of 19

" Report of the Administrator of the Farm Security Administration,
1940, Washington, 1941, p. 16.

® The term “employable” is used for purposes of this discussion to In-
dicate in general that group of persons whom the general-relief ngencies
consider as employable persons. The classification is based upon policies
and practices as reported by such agencies with regard to persons whom
they have designated as “employable” and does not take into considera-
tion factors involved in defining employability, as discussed in chs. V
and IX.

“ Laws of 1937, Act No. 319, sees. 50, 51. Two counties have loecal
relief programs not under this act.

%It is significant that during 19389 in Philadelphia and San Francisco
the proportion of WPA workers previously on relief was respectively
81.4 percent and 94.6 percent, while in Birmingham only 32.2 percent
of the white and 29 percent of the Negro families had previously re-
ceived relief, In the latter city there has.been little relief for employ-
ables, (Unpublished data from the Division of Research, Work Projects
Administration. The surveys were conducted in February and March
1939 in Philadelphia, and in March and April 1939 in San Francisco
and Birmingham.)

“ Classification of States is based on the extent to which local agencies
deny general relief to households containing an employable member.
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States in which most localities grant relief to em-
ployable cases.” Group IT is comprised of 7 States
which report that relief is denied to employable cases
on a seasonal basis in some localities, usually rural.ss
Group IIT comprises 11 States which report consider-
able variation from county to county in the treatment
of employables.®® Finally in Group IV, there are 11
States and the District of Columbia in which the
practice of denying aid to employable persons is wide-
spread.” = The States in this group are all in the South-
east or Southwest, where local provisions for general
relief often amount to no more than casual and un-
organized attempts to meet the problem.

In some cases, moreover, localities which grant aid
to households with employable members may yet deny
relief to certain types of employable cases. In October
1940, of 59 cities surveyed,” 43 reported that relief
is granted to needy families with employable mem-
bers. The remaining 16 cities reported that relief
is not granted to cases containing an employable mem-
ber. However, 6 of the 43 cities restrict such relief
to households of two or more persons, thus denying
aid to unemployed single persons, and 10 of the 43
cities do not assist small business operators and their
families.

Most localities which grant aid to employable per-
sons do not deny assistance to families of part-time
workers if they are in need. Only 1 of the 43 cities
reported denial of relief to such families. However,
the policy of denying aid to full-time workers with
earnings insufficient to meet the needs of themselves
and their families is not uncommon. Seventeen of
the forty-three cities reported this type of restriction.

Relief is also denied to an employable person who
“refuses a job” in many localities and sometimes this
policy is extended to his family as well. The defini-

Information used in making the classification was secured through
letters to the National Resources Planning Board from State and loecal
agencies and reports furnished by the American Public Welfare Asso-
ciation. In the classification no consideration is given to policies and
practices which relate to differences in treatment between cases con-
taining an employable member and those which do not when both types
of cases are accepted for general relief. Policies and practices which
deny general relief to owners of small businesses, farm operators, ete.,
are not considered in the classification.

®7 California, Connecticut, Illinois, Indlana, Kansas, Maine, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Ver-
mont, and West Virginia. (While there is a program of emergency relief
in Nevada, the amounts spent for this purpose are negligible.)

% Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Minnesota, Oregon, Washington, and Wis-
consin.

® Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Carolina, Ohio, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming. (In Delaware, of the
three counties, the two agricultural counties grant no relief to em-
ployables.)

70 Arizona, Arkansas, District of Columbia, Georgla, Kentucky, Loui-
slana, Mississippi, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, and
Tennessee.

T Bee gection on aliens above,
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tion of what constitutes a “job refusal” varies not
only from agency to agency but from time to time
with the same agency. The term is usually used to
cover any situation in which a person has failed to
secure or has been separated from a job owing to some
action that is felt to indicate a lack of effort and
willingness on his part.

Farmers—Restrictive policies in regard to the grant-
ing of general relief to farmers are not uncommon.
This appears to be due in part to a perhaps natural
assumption by local relief agencies that such persons
are the responsibility of the Farm Sccurity Admin-
istration, although this program is not broad enough
to care for all needy farmers. In part it is due to
the difficulty of determining income and planning
budgets for such persons,”® and in part to lack of
funds for general relief,

While information is not available concerning the
extent to which needy farmers are denied aid from
general relief in the country as a whole, information
supplied by State and local administrators indicates
that the practice may be widespread and is not merely
confined to those States where general relief is unusu-
ally inadequate.™ Occasionally also all self-employed
persons, whether farmers or not, are ineligible fo
relief,” ‘

7 Bee ch. IX,

™ For example, this type of difficulty is reported by agencies in Ar-
kansas and New York.

™ Tor example, it was reported to the National Resources Planning
Board that in Towa “in practice, very few operatorsof * * * farms
are considered eligible for relief. There are instances, however, whera
the county authorities felt that supplementation of income from
* * % farms may ultimately result in a saving of relief funds by
enabling the applicant to continue his operations and perhaps eventually
become self-supporting. These cases are the exception rather than the
rule, (Letter from the director, Division of ublic Assistance, State
Department of Social Welfare.) TIn Pennsylvania, “in general, farmers
* * * are also Ineligible for General Assistance: it may be granted
them, however, at the diseretion of the County Board of Assistance in
cases where supnlementation of this enterprise appears the best solution
for the family and gives promise at some future time of enahling them
to become self-maintaining ; or where the applicant is unfitted for other
availalle employment,” (Letter from the secretary, State Department
of Public Assistance.) In South Carolina, “because of limited appro-
priations for 1940-41 a person may not be granted public assistance
{including General Relief) if he * * #* g operating a farm under
publie or private financing."” (Letter from the State Director, Depart-
ment of Public Welfare.) In Fayette County, Ky., the agency reports
that “we do not assist * * * farm operators.” (Letter from the
director, Fayette County Welfare Department, Lexington.) In Austin,
Tex., the agency states, “We do not give cash to persons * * * who
are operating farms because their income usually exceeds the pittance
which we can grant." (Letter from the executive secretary, Austin-
Travis County Welfare Department, Austin.)

Minnesota Is a prominent exception, for special legislation for farm-
ers incorporated in the Minnesota Emergency Relief Act of 1939 pro-
vides for funds to assist farmers who cannot qualify- for farm aid
under any of the FSA programs.

™ In California, the self-employed are not eligible for unemployment
relief except in rare instances when a case may be accepted for “a rea-
sonable period,” such as three months, {Letter from the chief, Burean
of Certrfication, California State Relief Administration, Los Angeles.)
In Pennsylvania, self-emploved persons are not eligihle for public relief
exeept “(1) when a physical handicap prevents securing other regular
employment; (2) where there is little opportunity to secure other em-

National Resources Planning Board

Persons in households aided by other programs.—
Some local relief agencies deny relief to persons liv-
ing in households in which there is a member receiving
aid from another public-aid program, even though that
aid be insufficient or not intended to meet in full the
family need. -

In 5 of the 59 cities from which information regarding
relief policies was secured, no general relief is given
to households in which one or more members are re-
ceiving old-age assistance. Of the 47 cities in States
where there'is an aid-to-the-blind program with Fed-
eral participation, three refuse general relief to house-
holds with members receiving aid to the blind. Seven
of the fifty-two cities having an aid-to-dependent-chil-
dren program with Federal participation refuse gen-
eral relief to households in which any of the members
are receiving this type of special assistance. Of the 43
cities which reported that they accept employables for
relief, nine refuse aid to households containing a mem-
ber employed under the WPA program, although only
three refuse cases receiving unemployment compensa-
tion payments insufficient for the needs of the family.
Thus aid received on a categorical basis may work real
hardship for some families.

Restrictive Influence
of Local Standards of Need

General-relief grants are usually determined by the
budgetary-deficiency method. If the available re-
sources of the family, either their own income or assets
or those available from relatives, exceed the estimated
needs, the family is considered ineligible for relief.
A substantial number of families are denied general
relief because local agencies adopt a highly restrictive
definition of need.

Low standard budgets—Obviously if a standard
budget used for determining need is low, fewer persons
will be found eligible than if it is high.™® If the poli-
cies defining the proportion of income or assets to be
deducted as resources are strict, fewer people will be
found eligible than if the policies ure liberal. Un-
fortunately no estimate can be made of the extent to

ployment and the enterprise is the best means of self maintenance: ( 3)
when the enterprise shows possibilities of providing full maintenance.
Assistance may be granted in an instanee of this type for short intervals
under close supervision.” (Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department
of Public Assistance, Eligibility Requirements for Public Assistance in
Pennsylvania, Harrisburg, 1940, p. 5.) In Kenosha County, Wis., any
applicant “who has an established place of business must be notified
that no aid will be granted until he has entirely withdrawn from such
activity.” (Kenosha County Relief Unit, Manual of ‘Policies and Prac-
tices, Kenosha, Wis., p. 11.)

™ It should not be assumed that the same standard budget is used in
determining need for all cases. It varies in terms of the size of families,
usually in terms of age and sex composition of the family, the presence
or absence of health problems, and other special problems such ag ex-
penses incident to work and transportation needs,
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which a slight upward shift of the standard of need
applied would increase the numbers of the needy and
eligible population in the county as a whole, but a de-
{ailed study made in Philadelphia in 1937 indicates that
this number may be considerable.™

General relief is characterized by the widest varia-
tion both in the standard used for determining need
and in the policies formulated in regard to the treat-
ment of resources. A few States have attempted to
define need by setting a maximum to the grant that
may be given,’ but for the country as a whole no gen-
eralizations can be made concerning the level of income
which renders an applicant ineligible for general relief.
It is obvious, too, that in States which normally adopt
low standard budgets and frequently grant very small
amounts of relief, the proportion of applicants who
will be judged ineligible will be relatively large. Even
when due allowance is made for variations in the cost
of living and in the resources possessed by applicants,
it is evident that many persons who would be regarded
as needy in New York or Connecticut would not be
so regarded in Arkansas, Florida, or North Carolina.™

Low minimum budgetary deficiency—Eligibility for
relief is often restricted by the widespread practice of
not issuing relief unless the budgetary deficiency of
the applicant and his family exceeds a specified sum.
The amount of this sum varies from agency to agency.

W A study of rejected applications showed that about one-half of the
rejections were due to the family's pe ion of i in excess of
current relief standards—either from employment in the applicant’s
family or from employment of responsible relatives with whom the ap-
plicants lived. The average weekly income per case rejected was found
to exceed the average weekly relief budget by less than $4. In about
40 percent of the cases this excess anrounted to less than §3, or less thun
§1 per person. This small sum thus represented the slim margin between
“gelf-support” and dependency on socially provided income. At the
time of this study, relief allowances were in many respects definitely
pelow minimum subsistence standards in the city, as for example, an
allowance for shelter of $9.75 in the face of a median rental for small-
income families of $25.96 a month, and a total absence of allowance
for such items as medieal care, household supplies, recreation, insurance,
ate, from the relief budget. (Schwartz, Saya 8., How Self-Bupporting
Are the Ineligibles?, Philadelphia County Relief Board, Philadelphia,
1937, pp. 4-5.) It should be noted too that the percentage by which
adoption of a higher budget would increase the number of eligible cases
would be even greater than this study of rejected applications would
indicate, since many people with resources just over the ageney's budget
limit probably refrain from applying because they are aware of the
standards in force. .

™ In California, since May 1940, grants made by the State relief ad-
ministration to needy households with no resources cannot exceed $58
a month, except in extraordinary cases (interpreted to mean those in
which there are seven or more members). In Idaho the indigent law of
the State specifies a maximum grant of $40 per person per month, In
Towa the law limits the amount of relief which may be granted to $2
per week per person, exclusive of medical care; but in practice this law
is completely disregarded. In South Carolina the total assistance to
any recipient payable from both State and county funds cannot by law
exceed $360 in any year.

 In June 1040 average monthly general-relief payments were $35.34
and $28.36 in New York and Conmecticut, and only £5.58, $5.91, and
$6.01 in Arkansas, Florida, and North Carolina, respectively. (Social
Security Bulletin, TT1 (August 1940), 45, table 4.)
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In Pennsylvania, if the budgetary deficiency for gen-
eral relief is less than $1 per week, no relief is granted.
In California, under the State relief administration
prior to July 1, 1941,% if the applicant’s budgetary
deficiency was less than $2 per month for a single
person or families of two persons or less than $5 per
month for families of three or more persons, no relief
was granted. In New York City, when the budget
deficit is less than $2.50 semimonthly, the applicant
is ineligible for relief.®*

Relatives’ responsibility—Policies regarding treat-
ment of resources may also result in some parts of the
country in the denial of aid to some persons who would
be accepted as eligible in others. In some States, for
example, applicants are ineligible if certain specified
relatives are deemed able to support them.*> This con-
cept of aid from relatives as a resource in the deter-
mination of an applicant’s eligibility is characteristic
of the statutory provisions for general relief in most
States. In some, where the poor laws are still the legal
basis of the general-relief program, their provisions for
relatives’ responsibility are still applicable. In others,
such as Oregon, newer statutory provisions for general
relief follow the older pattern in fixing terms of lia-
bility and enforcement of support by relatives, or, as
in Virginia, simply refer to existing poor laws for
provisions relating to support by relatives. Still
others, such as New Jersey and West Virginia, suggest
the use of relatives as a resource without specifically
covering the subject in the new law or making direct
reference to any responsibility which might be incor-
porated in existing poor laws.

An analysis * of the legal provisions of the 48 States
(as of January 1, 1939) dealing with relatives respon-
sible for the support of needy persons applying for
general relief, the circumstances under which relatives
are liable, and methods of enforcing relatives’ support
indicates considerable diversity throughout the United
States. Relatives legally responsible for the support
of needy persons applying for general assistance are
designated in the laws of 31 States and include the
spouse, parents, children, sisters, brothers, grandparents,

= Owing to the withdrawal of State funds, the California State
Relief Administration was terminated June 30, 1941, and the work
previously earried on by that department was taken over by the
various county welfare departments which had previously administered
general relief for unemployable persons only.

# Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Public Assistance,
Employees’ Manual, reissued June 10, 1940, pt. 15, sec. II, p. 11; State
of California, State Relief Administration, Division of County Adminis-
tration, Manual, 1938; and New York [City] Department of Welfare,
Home Relief Division, Manual of Policies Relating to Eligibility for Re-
Tief, 1988, revised to 1940,

5 Tn such States the relatives responsible and the methods of enforce-
ment of support are apt to be specified in the law. Cf. ch, III, section
on local public relief,

8 Based on Lowe, op. cit., pp. 63-67T.
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and grandchildren.®* There is, however, great varia-
tion in the range of relatives deemed responsible.®®

Various modifying provisions are made with respect
to the responsibility of relatives. Twenty-seven States
consider relatives liable for support to the extent of
their ability.®® In 17 States and the District of Colum-
bia, no relatives are specified as being legally respon-
sible. In some of these States, however, there are
general provisions indicating the intent to make rela-
tives responsible.®

There is also considerable variation in the interpre-
tation of these laws by State and local agencies, de-
pending in large part upon community attitudes and
the financial resources available for general relief.®
Even when responsibility of relatives to support needy
persons is not specified by law, the ability of relatives
to aid is usually considered in determining eligibility
for general relief, especially if such relatives are living
with the relief applicants.

Variations in the interpretation placed upon the
responsibility of relatives to support dependents and
in the severity with which this requirement is enforced
not only result in considerable difference in the stand-
ards of eligibility for general relief in various parts
of the country but sometimes result in complete denial
of public aid to needy people. For there is an equal
lack of uniformity in the procedures followed when
relatives refuse to fulfill their legal responsibilities.
Some agencies deny relief altogether; others refuse
relief unless application is made to the court to place
a court order on the relative; while others may grant

8 Hight States specified the spouse; 29 States specified parents; 31
States specified children; 10 States specified sisters; 11 States specilied
brothers; 19 States specified grandparents; and 18 States specified
grandehildren, Provisions for support by certain relatives, such as
spouse and parent, are also found in laws not concerned with relief.

% In some States, such as Conneeticut, the list of responsible relatives
is extensive and embraces husband, wife, father, mother, grandfather,
grandmother, children, or grandchildren. In others, such as Florida
and Kentucky, it is much more limited. Florida holds only children
responsible, and Kentueky only adult children,

8 Utah limits support by relatives to $20 a month. Towa provides
that grandparents are liable if they are able to support the applicant
without personal labor, and the property of a deserting spouse or parent
may be used to support an abandoned spouse or child, Colorado, Ore-
gon, and Mississippi provide that, in case of refusal of relatives to sup-
port, a2 specified sum must be forfeited to the county, with the possibility
of suit to recover same in Colorado. Nebraska, Nevada, Oregon, and
Utah have provisions with respect to cause of indigency. In these
States, if indigency is caused by bad conduct or intemperance, only a
parent or ¢hild is responsible for support.

& In Indiana, “relatives in township” are considered legally respon-
sible. In South Carolina, the provision reads, “relatives or other per-
gsons legally responsible or willing to provide maintenance.” In Ohio,
the provision reads: “Every reasonable effort must be made to secure aid
from relatives and interested organizations.”

8 Thera is some evidence that in recent years inereasing emphasis is
being placed upon the enforcement of the liability of responsible rela-
tives. Cf. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, State BDoard of Public As-
sistance, A Decade of Public Assistance in Pennsylvania, 1930-40, Har-
risburg 1940, pp. 15-16.
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relief if it is demonstrated that the relative does not
support.®®

Discontinuous Availability
of General Relief

Because general relief is the residual public-aid pro.
gram, it is obvious that continuous availability of thjg
program is particularly essential. Unless this is gs.
sured, occasional interruptions to the continuity of
the special programs will lead to hardship for those
even temporarily severed from them, while the fate
of those who cannot qualify for the special aids wij]
be precarious. In fact, however, in many communities
applicants for general relief have been faced with the
discontinuance or nonavailability of aid at some time
during the past decade,’ not because they were no longer
eligible, but because the limited funds available made it
necessary to reduce the case load,

Some instances of stoppage of relief have attracted
national attention because of the numbers of persons
affected or the paradox of admittedly unsatisfied need
in cities of considerable wealth. In Chicago, relief
crises have occurred from time to time ever since Fed-
eral aid for general relief was withdrawn in 1935
Because of a failure of the legislature to appropriate
adequate funds for the biennium in 1939, it became
necessary for the administration to cut minimum sub-
sistence budgets to 80 percent.”” In November 1940
the Chicago Committee on Adequate Relief announced
that the Chicago Relief Administration would find it
necessary to close relief stations early in January 1941
because of complete exhaustion of funds.”

In Ohio cities there has also been marked discon-
tinuity in the provision of general relief.”* In Cleve-
land, relief was discontinued from November 23, 1939,
to December 15, 1939, for all single persons and child-
less couples except in cases of illness. Family groups
received two-thirds of their regular budget during this
period. Other Ohio cities had difficulty in financing
general relief during the autumn of 1939. Toledo dis-
continued relief September 15, 1939, but restored relief

& (*f, Howard, Donald 8., ““Who Shall Be Granted Public Aid? How
Much? In What Form %', in The Public Assistance Worker, New York,
Russell Sage Foundation, 1938, pp. 48-49.

% (wing to the FERA program, such inferruptions were rare during
the period 1933-35. _

ot Miles, Arthur P., “Relief in Illinois Without Federal Aid,” The Sucial
Nerviee Review, X1V (June 1940), 283-300.

" The Illinois Emergency Relief Commission requested an appropria-
tion of an average of $6 million per month for the 2-year period, but the
legislature granted a total of only $72 million and set n maximum of
$4 million to the sum that could be spent in any 1 month.

s (‘Nicago Daily News, November 25, 1940,

91 Cf, Cleveland Chapter, American Association of Social Workers, i"{"
Human Side of a Relief COrisis, 1939; Fritchey, Clayton, “Relief in
Ohio,” American Mercury, O (May 1940), 74-81; and Reed, Ellery F.
“What Turning Relief Back to the Loecal Community Meant in Cincin-
natl,” The Social Bervice Review, X1I (March 1938), 1-20.
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to unemployables on October 1 of that year. Milk
and special diet orders were subsequently restored to
certain cases in the employable classification. A study
made at this time showed that people managed to get
along by drawing upon neighbors, relatives, part-time
employment, credit extension, and surplus commodities
for assistance; many of them resorted to scavenging.®®

Although less widely publicized, there are other in-
stances where programs of general relief have been
either temporarily or permanently abandoned.’® In
some cases the stringency has resulted in the temporary
limitation of aid to unemployable cases and to com-
plete denial or the grant of nominal assistance to em-
ployable applicants and their families. In other
cases, shortage of funds has compelled local relief
agencies to deny aid at least for a time to single per-
sons and childless couples.” In yet other areas relief
to all types of applicants has been temporarily
suspended.®®

The Extent of Unmet Need

It is evident from the two preceding sections that,
despite the development of a variety of public-aid pro-
grams, needy people are denied access to public aid.
T'he special programs do not, and probably cannot ever

% Fee Toledo Relief Survey, A Study of Employable Cases Deprived
of Relief by the City of Toledo on and After September 15, 1939, Toledo
Council of Social Agencies, 1939,

" In Louisville, Ky., during the year 1939 “inadequate relief appro-
priations have dictated a policy of limiting relief disbursements to the
‘unemployable,’ or those who are definitely unable to perform any type
of work because of some physical or mental incapacity, or who are un-
able to leave their home to accept employment because of responsibilities
which ecannot be delegated.” (City of Louisville, Department of Public
Welfare, Annual Report, Fiscal Year ending August 31, 1939, 1939,
p.12.)

In the spring of 1940 in Adams County, Colo., 450 cases were canceled
from WPA rolls, Of these, 176 cases “returned to the County [Relief]
Department requesting assistance and were granted $5 for groceries and
told not to return as there would be no more assistance available.”
(State of Colorado, Department of Public Welfare, Survey of 176 Appli-
cations for General Relief Refused by Adams County Since WPA Can-
celations, July 1940, ms. p. 1.)

In California, relief for employables was suspended by the State Re-
lief Administration for 4 days in February 1940. (American Associa-
tion of Social Workers, “Appraisal of Trends in Recent Legislation and
Administrative Policy in the Public Social Services,” compiled for 1940
Delegate Conference, p. 15.)

Y ('f, the Cleveland situation described above. In Baltimore, Md.,
relief for employable families was discontinued in May 1939 and reappli-
cations were required, Single persons and childless couples were not
accepted again until the fall of 1939, owing to lack of funds. (Ameri-
can Associntion of Social Workers, “Appraisal of Trends in Recent
Legislation and Administrative Policy in the Public Social Services,”
con piled for 1040 Dolegate Conferenes, p. 23.)

# In North Carolina during the year 1939-40, it was reported that
“intake may be closed for several months in counties where funds can-
not be raised and budget for year has been exhausted.”" (Ibid,, p. 21.)
In Salt Lake City, Utah, intake was closed in March 1940 and had not
been reopened by the time the Survey of the American Association of
Soeial Workers was made at the end of April. (Ibid.,, p. 24.) In
St. Petersburg, Fla., intake was completely closed in August and Sep-
tember 1940, because of exhaustion of funds. (Letter to the National
Resources Planning Board from the director of social service, Depart-
ment of Public Welfare, City of 8t. Petersburg.)
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be expected to, provide for all cases of need. This situa-
tion would not be a subject of concern if there were an
adequate underpinning system available everywhere to
those who could not fit into any of the categorics estab-
lished by the eligibility conditions of the specialized
programs. Unfortunately, as shown in the preceding
pages, this is not the case.

For obvious reasons, it is peculiarly difficult to esti-
mate the absolute amount of unmet need. Evidence
that it exists in various parts of the country is readily
available from the reports of public relief agencies,
which are acutely conscious of the present deficiencies.
Again and again, in annual reports and on other occa-
sions, the relief agencies have drawn attention to the
fact that they are unable to provide for all needy
persons within their jurisdictions and have stated that
such people are either given no assistance at all or are
issued surplus commodities.®

* See, for example, the following typical statements from agencies in
the Southeast and Southwest regions:

Jefferson County, Ala.: “The 667 individuals who are receiving assist-
anece from the Department under the category, Aid to the Handicapped,
are not only totally but permanently disabled according to the doctor's
findings * * * A monthly average of 664 families received financial
assistance. The remaining 23 families received surplus food and cloth-
ing commodities * * * The surplus foods have been of the greatest
service in supplementing our monthly assistance grants, and to persons
awaiting assignment to work by the Work Projects Administration.”
(Annual Report of the Jefferson County Department of Public Welfare,
Birmingham, 1939, pp. 6-7.)

Fulton County, Ga.: “The policy which we were forced to follow be-
cause of lack of funds, that employable persons were not eligible for
direct relief except surplus commodities, caused a considerable de-
gree of suffering among these families awaiting certification and assign-
ment * * *° (Report for Year 1939 of the Fulton County Depart-
ment of Public Welfare, Atlanta, pp. 15-16.)

New Mexico: “The Department of Public Welfare receives more ap-
plications for General Assistance than for all other types of assistance
combined. Of the General Assistance families investigated and found
eligible for assistance under the law, only 80 percent are now recelving
assistance, and the amount per family received by this group is less
than eight dollars monthly.” (Biennial Report of the New Mewico De-
partment of Public Welfare, July 1, 1988-June 30, 19}0, S8anta Fe, 1940,
p. 16.)

Buncombe County, N. . : “I'he only service we can offer to our unem-
ployed is certification to WPA and the granting of Federal Surplus
Commodities and occasionally clothing from the WPA sewing room.”
(Letter to the National Resources Planning Board from the superintend-
ent, Department of Public Welfare, Asheville.)

Grundy County, Tenn. : “Sarplus commodities are the only relief avail-
able for persons and families in need and not eligible or not receiving
assistance from the soelal security or emergency rellef programs.”
(American TPublic Welfare Association, Public Welfare and Related
Problems in Grundy County, Tennessee, Chicago, 1940, p. 75.)

MecLennan County, Tex. : “At the present time in McLennan County
[May 1940] velief is totally inadequate with the main reliance being on
surplus commodities which were designed to supplement relief.” (Amer-
ican P'oblic Wellfare Association, What is Happening to People in Mc-
Lennan County, Teras, Chicago, 1940, ms, p. I-1.)

San Antonio, Tex. : “The residua of needy people are those who are the
so-called ‘unemployables,” those who are certified to WPA but for
whom work is not available, and the needy aged who have not attained
the age of 65 which would entitle them to Federal-State assistance. It
is for these people that a general relief program is needed and it is these
who at the present time receive no aid except food provided by the
Surplus Marketing Administration and clothing distributed by them.
The certifying azency for surplus commodities, the City-County Family
Welfare Agency, and the District Supervisor of the Surplus Commodities
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Unmet Need Measured by Reliance
on Surplus Commodities

It is the expressed intent of the Federal Government
to make surplus commodities available over and above
other kinds of public aid; but, as the statements of the
agencies just quoted clearly indicate, surplus commodi-
ties are frequently given in lieu of other forms of
public aid. Therefore, the most direct and statistically
measurable indication of need unmet by other public-
aid programs is the number of persons reported as re-
ceiving surplus commodities only.

In an attempt to measure the extent to which persons
were receiving surplus commodities only, the number of
cases receiving general relief and the special assistances,
together with employees of the Federal work programs
and clients of the Farm Security Administration, was
compared with the number of cases known to be re-
ceiving surplus foodstuffs through the direct-distribu-
tion and food-stamp programs of the Surplus Market-
ing Administration during the month of October 19401
The results are shown in Table 16.

TasLe 16.—Cases receiving commodities only, through direct dis-
tribution and the food-stamp plan, continental United States,
by socio-economic regions, October 1940

Cases receiv- | Borderline

Total cases |ing commodi-| cases receiv- | C2SeS receiy-

receiving tiesonly, |ing commodi- in‘ife‘;”gﬁ“di'
commodities | certified from | ties only throw
Region ! only assistance  |through direct £

programs | distribution ? | Stamp plan

Num- | Per- | Num- | Per- | Num- | Per- | Num- | Per-
ber |cent| ber [cent| ber |cent| ber | cent

U. 8. total __.._..____.|673,268 |100.0 |111,889 |100.0 |407,083 {100.0 64,206 | 100.0

Northeast. .. -| 67,027 | 10.0 | 7,541 | 6.7 | 59,488 | 120 ___ | __ __
Middle States...____| 52,052 | 7.8 |.."____| " | 52834 | 105 618 | 1.0
Northwest. . | 14,964 | 2.2 1,385 | 1.2 12406 | 25| 1,074 | 1.7
Southeast____. ----|431,008 | 64.2 | 66,268 | 50.3 (320,798 | 66.3 | 35, 55.0
Southwest_____ ----|100,950 | 15.0 | 34,302 | 0.7 | 40,173 | 8.1 | 26,475 | 41.1
Far West.________ .. 6,387 | .8 | 20303 | 21| 2707 6 107 .3

! For definition of these regions, see p. 57, footnote 10.
# For definition of borderline cases sce Appendix 14,

Source: Caleulated from tables (corrected to Feb. 21, 1941) prepared by the Surplus
Marketing Administration, U. 8. Department of Agriculture. For methedology
and supplementary information showing breakdown ¥ programs, see Appendix 14,

office, estimate that of the 7,555 cases which were certified as in need of
these commodities in October, about 7,000 were receiving no other assist-
ance. The great majority of these were cases which had not been cer-
tified to any other relief program. Some of them, about 3,000, were
those who had been certified to WPA but not assigned to work and
therefore not receiving assistance from this source. That same month
of October 1939, the food commodities available for distribution were
apples, corn meal, wheat flour, and wheat cereal. The family on relief
in Bexar County averages 4.4 persons per family. This means that ap-
proximately 80,000 persons were provided with only the four items
listed above.” (American Public Welfare Association, Public Welfare
Survey of San Antondo, Texas, pp. 44-45.)

According to a letter to the National Resources Planning Board from
the assistant administrator of the State Board of Public Welfare, em-
ployables in Oklahoma received only commodities or food stamps in
November 1940,

1 For methodology used in estimating the number of cases receiving
surplus commodities only, see appendix 14,

National Resources Planning Board

In October 1940 there appear to have been some
673,000 cases known to be needy but receiving no other
public aid than surplus commodities. Tt is a striking
fact that, as shown in Table 17, this number represents
a group over half as large as that actually receiving
general relief. Admittedly, this estimate is only a
rough approximation and may be subject to some mar-
gin of error because of the manner in which data are
reported to the Surplus Marketing Administration by
the local agencies.? Yet there are strong reasons for
believing that the estimate, even thus qualified, pre-
sents a tolerably accurate picture,

Tarre 17.—General relief cases and cases receiving surplus com-
modities only, continental United States, by socio-economic
regions, October 1940

Cases receiving Cases receiving sur-
general relief plus commodities only
Region !

Number Percent Number Percent
U.B.total.eo ... 1,238, 638 100.0 673, 268 100.0
Northeast.__. . . 549,729 44. 4 67,027 10.0
i 441, 761 36.7 52,952 7.8
e 67, 362 4.6 14, 054 2.2
Southeast.. .. 55, 817 4.5 431, 998 64,2
Southwest. __ 20, 308 2.4 100, 950 15.0
FarWest...___.__._ _._______|._ 104, 571 8.4 5, 387 8

! For definition of these regions, see p. 57, footnote 10,
Sources: Caleulated from Work Projects Administration, Federal Work Programs

and Public Assistance, Washington, 1640, ]p 7, table 3, and from tables (corrected to
February 21, 1941) prepared by the Surplus Markot[ng Administration, U, 8. De-
partment of Agriculture. (For method of ealeulation, see Appendix 14.)

It is evident, for example, from Table 17, that the
cases receiving commodities only are most numerous
in the regions where the general-relief rolls are lowest.
Approximately 80 percent of the cases receiving only
commodities in October 1940 occurred in the two re-
gions having only about 7 percent of the total general-
relief caseload in the United States, whereas the two
regions which accounted for 80 percent of the general-
relief caseload had about 18 percent of all cases receiv-
ing commodities only. It is also significant that about
432,000, or 64.2 percent of all cases receiving commodi-
ties only, were reported in the Southeast region, con-
taining a large number of the States in which it is
known that chief reliance is placed on such commodi-
ties in many communities. Another 100,950 cases, or
15 percent of the total, occurred in the Southwest
region, which includes Texas, where many cities also
report practically complete reliance upon surplus com-
modities to meet the needs of the group elsewhere
carried on general relief.?

Furthermore, it seems possible that the figures given
in the above tables may, if anything, underestimate the

*For a discussion of practices in reporting, see ibid.
? Bee above, section on absence of public provision for general relief,
and also footnote 99,
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number of persons dependent on surplus commodities
alone. For there is some evidence that the average
size of the family in the group reported to the Surplus
Marketing Administration as receiving surplus com-
modities only is larger than the average general-relief
case.*

Unmet Need Measured by the Standards
of Progressive Agencies

All measures of unmet need that are based upon
the reports of general-relief agencies (for example,
the use of “surplus commodities only” figures) are
subject to one basic objection: the standards of eligibil-
ity applied not only vary from one area to another
but are affected by the extent of funds available for
relief. An agency operating under limited appropria-
tions will in part adjust to the situation by applying
a more stringent definition of destitution.® And
where it is known that the agency is applying such a
standard, or that little relief is available, needy per-
sons will often refrain from taking the useless step of
applying. For these reasons, measuring unmet need
by the use of surplus commodities only, which is de-
termined by definitions of need applied by local agen-
cies, may well underestimate the inadequacies of public
provision.

A closer approximation to the desired measure would
be obtained if it were possible to estimate the extent
of unmet need by uniform application of the standards
of those agencies which are admittedly giving most
nearly adequate service. The Bureau of Research and
Statistics of the Social Security Board has made such
an estimate in regard to the numbers of persons who
would be receiving relief if all agencies adopted eligi-
bility policies in regard to the treatment of relief appli-
cants similar to those in the four or five States
where the need for general relief arising from unem-
ployment is most adequately met. This estimate indi-

40n the basis of cases and persons reported to the Surplus Marketing
Administration, the average size of cases receiving surplus commodities
only was about 4.3 persons in October 1940, On the basis of the esti-
mated number of persons in households receiving general relief in Jan-
uary 1940, the average case consisted of 3 persons. (Work Projects
Administration, Division of Statistics, WPA Statistical Bulletin, March
1940, Washington, 1940, p. 12, table 11.)

5 Cf., for example, the following report from Ramsey County, Minn.,
and the city of St. Paul: “Since the State allocated §249,644.82 less for
direet relief during the first 6 months of 1940 than in 1939, there was no
decrease in cost to the local Government but an Inerease of $152,177.05.
The difference between $249,644.82 and $152,177.05 is §97,467.77, which
is the decrease in the total cost of direct relief for the first 6 months of
this year. "This decrease is accounted for by a 10 percent decrease in
standards. If the standards had not been cut, the case load would be
higher because more applicants would qualify for relief.” (City of
St, Paul and the County of Ramsey, County Welfare Board, Comparative
Statement of Direct Relief and WPA, Case Load and Ezpenditures in
Ramsey County for the First Sie Months of 1939 and 190, 1940,
unpaged.) :

153

cates that in such circumstances, in January 1940,
rather more than 3,000,000 cases would have been recein-
ing general relief instead of the 1,674,000 cases who
actually received relief at that time.®

Unmet Need Measured
by Income Deficiency

To estimate the extent of unmet need, even on the
basis of the standards adopted by the more progressive
relief agencies is, however, still but a partial answer.
For, as will be shown in Chapter VII, the standards
applied by even such agencies are extremely modest.
In the last resort, an evaluation of the achievements
of contemporary public-aid measures and an apprecia-
tion of the limits of public-aid policy regarded as one
line of attack upon the problem of poverty, require
the adoption of some independently determined stand-
ard. In the following chapter an “emergency level of
living” will be described and translated into money
terms.” If failure to attain this income level be ac-
cepted as the criterion of need for public aid, the num-
ber of persons below this income level who failed to
receive public aid is a measure of the extent of unmet
need.

Only a partial answer can be given, since the cost
of living at the emergency level has been determined
only for urban families of two or more persons. In
the case of an urban family of four, the income re-
quired to attain this standard in 1940 was about $930.
The only extensive information on the distribution of
incomes relates to the year ending June 30, 1936.° Yet
the findings are highly suggestive.

It has been estimated that in 1935-36 approximately
5,800,000 nrban families of two or more persons were
receiving incomes which were inadequate to provide
a living at this emergency level.® Of this group ap-

9 Memorandum on the People Who Need Financial Assistance, pp. 82
and 102,

7 See Ch, VII, section on measurements of levels of living.

5 National Resources Committee, Consumer Incomes in the United
States, Their Distribution in 1935-36, Washington, 1938, based upon data
collected in the Consumer Purchases Study and referred to hereafter by
title only ; and Social Security Board tabulations of data collected in
1935 in the National Health Survey of the U. 8. Public Health Service.

9 This estimate takes into account variations in cost with variations
in family compositicn, since it was prepared by reference to costs per
consumption unit. (See Appendix 16.) The cost-of-living estimates
were compared with the income estimates for families of different size
with varying numbers of children.

These income distributions were prepared by the Social Security
Board on the basis of data collected in 84 cities as part of the National
Health Survey. Preliminary reports published by the Social Security
Board in a series of articles in the Social Security Bulletin (April, May.
September, October, November, and December 1939 and February and
April 1940) relate to single and multiple-family households separately.
For the purpose of these computations, however, types of household
were combined, The estimates given in the text were obtained by ap-
plying the percentage derived from comparison of cost-of-living esti-
mates with those income distributions to the number of urban families of
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TapLe 18.—Estimated distributions of families of two or more persons in three lypes of communily in five geographic regions,!
by relief status and nonrelief income, 1935-36
ALL COMMUNITIES
Region
All regions -
I“ﬁﬁ;‘:&ﬂ}:ﬂd New England North Central Southern Mwlj’llﬁns and Pacific

Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Al fAmilies. oo oo come oo | 20,400, 257 100.0 | 1,951,872 100.0 | 14,601, 706 100.0 | 8,811,862 100.0 | 1,891,891 100.0 | 2,142,927 100. 0
Families receiving some relief. ... .| 4,487, 080 15.3 540, 207 17.4 | 2,266, 588 16.5 | 1,103,705 13.6 380, 953 20.1 308, 447 14.2
Families not receiving relief 24,913,177 84.7 | 1,611,975 82.6 | 12,335,117 84.5 | 7,616.087 86.4 | 1,510,038 70.9 | 1,839,480 85.8
Under $250.- .- e oeee-- 708, 2.4 17,278 .9 239, 373 L6 325, 239 3.7 3, 208 4.4 38, 607 1.8
$250-3400_ 1,950, 545 6.6 55,802 2.9 534, 328 3.8 | 1,168,285 13.3 114, 960 6.1 77,161 36
$500-$740 2, 818, 654 9.6 135, 062 6.9 | 1,044, 250 7.2 | 1,324,382 15.0 175,811 9.3 139, 150 6.5
7 . 3,337, 160 1.4 235,879 12.1 | 1,635, 1.2 | 1,060,796 1.9 1.0 206, 719 9.6
$1000-$1249 3,277, 862 .1 261, 13.4 | 1,759,074 12,0 802, 151 9.1 195, 301 10.4 259, 083 12.1
$1250-$1490_ 2,689, 634 0.1 214, 108 1l. 1, 487, 643 10.2 612, 634 7.0 163, 120 8.6 212,120 9.9
S1500-$1749_ 2, 255, 368 7.7 166, 161 8.5 | 1,257,220 8.6 496, 314 5.6 134, 701 7.1 200, 953 0.4
$1750-51990 1, 520, 835 6.2 133, .8 | 1,0, 7.1 376, 336 4.3 105, 098 5.0 179, 252 8.4
2,367,071 8.1 161, 375 3| 1,318,012 9.1 527,106 5.9 136, 708 7.2 224, 770 10.5
1, 304, 010 4.4 75, 085 3.8 733, 064 5.0 ; 3.5 71,778 3.8 114, 921 5.8
$3000 and over...______ ... 2,378, 383 8.1 156, 386 8.0 | 1,289,991 8.8 624, 562 7.1 121, 618 6.4 185, 826 87

URBAN
All familieS. ..o ... o —-...—-..| 16,053,083 100.0 | 1,475,627 100. 0 | 10,032, 636 100.0 | 3,248,160 100. 0 715, 608 100.0 | 1,486, 032 100.0
Families receiving some relief. ......| 2,792,120 16.5 264, 858 17.9 | 1,706,764 17.0 461, 837 14.2 155, 910 21.8 202, 760 13.6
Families not receiving relief. . 83.5 | 1,210,769 82,1 | 8,325,802 83.0 | 2,781,323 ®5.8 559, 698 78.2 | 1,283, 272 56,4
Under $250... oo oo 2.0 13, 674 1.0 156, 326 1.6 132, 061 4.1 6,511 ; 24, 086 1.7
$250-$4 1.0 42,454 2.9 280, 581 2.9 283, 841 8.8 17, 874 2.5 48, 526 3.3
$500-$740. _____ 6.9 101, 286 6.9 578, 445 5.8 359, 345 1.1 40, 488 5.7 87, 200 5.0
7 9.7 177, 087 12.0 , 055 9.5 315, 147 9.7 63, 34 8.9 135, 705 9.1
$1000-$1240 10.8 195, 315 13.2 | 1,001,447 10.9 201, 184 9.0 76, 465 10,7 185, 661 12.5
$1250-$1499. . eee 9.2 169, 789 10.8 420 9.6 , 492 6.9 64, 700 9.0 146, 658 0.9
S1600-$1749 ..o 8.3 119, 484 8.1 871, 048 8.7 211,464 8.5 61,701 8.6 141, 489 9.5
$1750-81000. ... 7.3 99, 078 6.7 766, 706 7.6 189, 968 5.9 50, 534 7.1 130, 069 8.7
200042400 oo ,638,7 0.7 118, 315 8.1 1,004,383 10.0 277, 495 8.5 71,410 9.9 167, 118 1.3
$2500-$2099. . ..___......._...| _ 024,731 5.4 56, 807 3.8 578, 200 5.8 165, 615 5.1 38, B3 5.4 &5, 474 5.7
$3000 and OVer .- ....-.o| 1,724,000 10.2 127, 480 8.6 | 1,067,282 10.6 331,111 10,2 68, 020 9.5 130, 197 .8
RURAL—NONFARM

AL FAIINES. ome o eommeeemeeeeomen| B, 679,070 100.0 322, 008 100.0 | 2,378, 288 100.0 | 2,082, 513 100, 0 513, 656 100. 0 483, 465 100. 0
Familics receiving some relief..____.| 1,004, 305 19.3 07, 203 20.9 497, 002 20.9 344, 062 16.6 106, 746 20.8 78, 342 20. 4
Families nol receiving relief. . 4, 585, 065 80.7 254, 805 79.1 | 1,881,220 79.1 | 1,737,561 83.4 1406, 950 79.2 305,123 70.6
137, 667 2.4 1,410 .6 37,176 1.6 87,514 4.2 5,620 L1 5,347 1.4
400, 406 7.3 5,740 1.8 127, 065 5.3 241, 765 116 21, 274 4.1 13,472 3.5
543, 301 9.6 15,431 4.8 226, 202 9.5 228, 345 10.9 48, 769 0.5 24, 644 6.4
, 70 11.6 , 376 10.4 334, 216 14.1 198, 247 9.5 57, 359 1.2 36, 892 9.5
044, 540 1.3 38, 156 12.1 430, 332 13.9 180, 337 8.7 £0, 72 9.9 44,170 1.5
520, 905 9. 38,779 12.0 236, 420 10.0 161, 690 7.8 53, 666 10.4 48, 022 10.2
416,492 7.3 29,732 9.2 164, 612 6.9 140, 649 6.7 43,712 8.5 37,787 9.9
206, 250 5.3 23, 851 7.4 111, 849 4.7 16,074 4.6 33, 757 6.0 30, 678 8.0
388, 506 6.8 , 220 9.1 138, 502 5.8 147, 865 7.1 38, 985 7.6 33, 665 8.8
201, 352 3.5 13, 105 4.1 65, 660 2.8 £2,774 4.0 29, 308 4.4 17,326 4.5
358, 877 6.3 24, 616 7.6 108, 232 4.5 172, 262 8.3 30,724 5.9 22,512 5.4

. RURAL—FARM ) W
Al families. —.oeeoeeemoeooooeecaeaao-| 6,767,204 100.0 154, 237 100.0 | 2,190,761 100.0 | 3,486,180 100, 0 €62, £87 100.0 273,420 100.0
Families receiving some reliel ... 600, 646 8.9 26 5.3 82,762 2.9 80, 006 11.2 118, 207 17.9 22, 345 8.2
Families not receiving relief. . 6, 166, 558 911 146, 001 94.7 | 2,127,999 97.1 | 8,007,183 86,8 544, 200 §2.1 251, (85 91,8
Under $250 ... 232, 040 3.4 , 694 1.1 45,871 2.1 106, 004 3.0 71, 187 10.7 274 3.0
$250-$400___ 868, 163 12.7 7,618 4.9 117, 682 5.4 642, 679 18.4 75,821 11.4 15,163 5.5
$500-5749_ 1,108, 400 16.4 18, 335 1.9 239, 003 10.9 736, 602 21.1 6, 654 13.1 27, 216 10.0
$750-$009 1,027, 044 15.2 25,416 16.5 342, 15.6 537, 402 15.4 87, 865 13.3 34, 332 12,6
S $1000-$1240. 793, 250 1.7 L 082 17.5 337, 205 15.4 330, 630 9.5 68, 100 10.3 30,143 1.0
S $1260-51499. 601, 571 8.9 15, 540 10.1 287, 204 13.1 297, 443 6.5 44, 745 6.8 26, £49 9.7
$1500-$1749_. 433, 560 6.4 16, 945 11.0 221, £69 10.1 144, 201 4.2 29, 108 4.4 21, 677 7.9
$1760-51990___ 207, 221 4.4 10, 167 6.6 157, 445 7.2 90, 204 2.6 20, 807 3.1 18, 505 6.8
$2000-$2400_ 340, €45 5.1 13,831 0.0 174, 727 8.0 101, 746 2.9 26, 354 4.0 23, 087 8.8
$2500-$2009__ | 1,927 2.6 5,083 4.3 90, 005 4.1 59,873 1.7 10, 844 1.6 12,122 4.4
$3000 and over. . ..o oiciiician.. 205, 907 4.3 4, 200 2.8 114,476 5.2 121,159 3.5 22, 865 3.4 33,117 121

where in the present report.

1 The geographic regions used by the National Resources Committee in the study from which this table was derived differ from the 6 Socio-economic regions used else-

New England:
Maine.
New Hampshire,
Vermont.
Massachusetts.
Rhode Island.
Connecticut.

South:
District of Columbia,
Delaware,
Maryland.,
Virginia.

Source: National Resources Committee, Consumer Incomes in the United States: Their Distribution in 1935-38, Washington,

The 5 reg

South—Continued.
West Virginia.
North Carolina.
South Carolina.
Georgia.
Florida,
Kentucky.
Tennessee.
Alabama.

M ississippi.
Arkansas.
Louisiana.

South—Continued.

Oklahoma.
Texas.

MNorth Central:

New York.
New Jersey.
Pennsylvania,
hio.
Indiana.
Illinois.
Michigan.
‘Wisconsin.

distributions on which were based the percentage distribution shown in Tables 13-b through 18-b.

jons used by the National Resources Committée and the States included in each are as follows:

North Central--Continued.
Minnesota.

Towa,

Missouri.

Mountain and Plains:
Dakota.

North

South Dakota.
Nebraska.
Kansas.
Montana,

Idaho,

‘Wyoming.

Mountain and Plains—Con.

Colorado.
New Mexico.
Arizona,

California.

1938, Tables 9-b and 26-b, and unpublished
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proximately 2,800,000 received relief of some kind at
some time during the year.*

As might be expected, the relative number of fam-
ilies that received incomes too low to provide a living
at the emergency level varied when the families were
grouped according to size. There was a particularly
marked increase in the relative number of such fam-
ilies as the number of children increased (the number
of adults remaining the same), since family income
increases with family size only if the larger families
contain additional wage earners. In 1935 among
urban families containing two adults, approximately
15 percent of those with one child under 16 years, 23
percent of those with three children, and 35 percent
of those with five children had insufficient funds to
maintain themselves at the emergency level but failed
to benefit from any relief program.

These facts can be expressed in another way: in
urban communities, 1 percent of all persons and over
25 percent of all ckildren under 16 years of age were
in “nonrelief” families (of two or more) that had
incomes too low to provide an emergency level of
living. This was true even though 19 percent of all

two or more persons for 1935-36 as estimated in Consumer Incomes in
the United States.

In the latter study both cash and nonmoney income were [n-
cluded.  “Nonmoney income, for all groups of families, includes the
net value of the occupaney of an owned home and rent received as pay,
as well as the estimated value of direct relief received in kind. For
farm and village families, it includes, in addition to these items, the net
imputed value of food produced at home for the family's own use. For
farm families, it also includes the net imputed value of certain other
farm-produced goods used by the family—i. e., fuel, ice, tobaceo, and
wool—plus or minus the value of any increase or deecrease in the amount
of livestock owned or of crops stored for sale. Except for owned homes,
no attempt was made to include as nonmoney income the value of the use
of durable goods owned by the family such as automobiles, furniture,
and household equipment.”  (Ibid., p. 41.)

10 In both the Consumer Purchases Study and the National Health
Survey, families and single individuals are classified as receiving relief
if they received any direct or work relief from any source at any time
during the year covered by the estimates.

“Direct relief was defined to include both relief in cash and in kind,
from both public and private agenecies. Mother’s pensions and all pen-
sions of a noncontributory type paid upon proof of “need,” such as cer-
tain old-age pensions, were considered direct relief, but war pensions
and pensions from funds to which the individual had contributed were
not considered relief. Relief vouchers for food, clothing, and other com-
modities were considered direct relief in kind, as were surplus commoid-
ities distributed by the Federal Government. Charitable contributions,
in cash or kind, made by individuals rather than by agencies were also
considered relief, but gifts from relatives and friends were not so
considered.

“Work relief was defined to include earnings from Federal Emergency
Reliof Administration, Public Works Administration, and Works P'rog-
ress Administration jobs if the employee had been assigned from the
relief rolls and/or had had to pass a means test before receiving the job.
Earnings of supervisory employees not hired on a basis of need were
uot considered relief. A family who had had a son in a Civilian Con-
servation Corps camp at any time during the schedule year was con-
sidered to have received work relief.” (Ibid., p. 42.)

In urban communities of the same size within any given reglon very
similar percentages of families (of two or more) on relief were found by
the Consumer Purchases Study and the National Health Survey.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES OF TWO OR MORE PERSONS
IN THE UNITED STATES, 1935-36, BY INCOME LEVEL

PERCENT OF
FAMILIES

o0

20

e

7
UNDER  $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2000 000
TO TO TO $1'0 $:"fm\m
$500 $999  $1499 $1999 $2999  OVER

FAMILY INCOME IN DOLLARS
oo FAMILIES RECEIVING SOME RELIEF
[7777) FAMILIES NOT RECEIVING RELIEF

Source : Adapted from data in National Resources Committee, Con-
smg_?r Incomes in the United States, Washington, 1938, table 9-B,
p. 7.

Froure 16.

persons and almost 27 percent of all children were
in families that received some relief in 1935. It should
be noted, moreover, that these measures may well over-
state the extent to which public aid is available to
families whose incomes are insufficient to purchase the
emergency budget. For a family was counted as being
in receipt of relief if at any time during the year it
had received public aid, regardless of the duration of
receipt of relief.

Furthermore the picture is incomplete in that it re-
lates only to urban families of two or more. While
for technical reasons it was impossible to calculate the
costs of the emergency budget for other types of fami-
lies, some indication of the extent to which public-aid
measures failed to reach recipients of very low incomes
can be secured from data relating to the distribution
of incomes. It is instructive, for example, to inquire
how many families of two or more persons receiving an-
nual incomes of under $500 received no relief as defined
above. Admittedly an income of $500 yields varying
levels of living in different parts of the country.
Moreover, any given income will be more nearly ade-
quate for small families than for large families. Yet
few would argue that for any type of family an income
of less {han $500 makes possible a way of living that is
consistent with what is generally regarded as the
“American standard.”

On this basis, a very broad and approximate measure
of the extent of unmet need may be secured by deter-
mining how many families of two or more persons had
incomes of less than this sum but failed to obtain relief
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DISTRIBUTION, BY INCOME LEVEL, OF FAMILIES OF TWO OR MORE PERSONS, IN FIVE REGIONS OF THE
UNITED STATES, 1935-36

INCOME LEVEL ENEE‘XND CE&?‘?EEL SOUTH A%%ngﬁmss PACIFIC
UNDER $500
$500 - 999 ;|
$1,000 - 1,499
$1,500 - 1,999
$2,000 - 2999
$3,000 & OVER
o] 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 P(E)RCEI\II? o %2;;.335 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 _3;0
.NON-REUEF RELIEF ‘

Source : Adapted from data in National Resources Committee, Consumer Incomes in the United States, Washington, 1938, tables 12-B, 13-B, 30-B, and
’ 32-B, pp. 98, 102-103.

Fraure 17.

at any time during the year 1935-36."* /¢ is estimated
that, among families of two or more, over 2600000
with incomes below $500 received no relief during this
period. (See Table 18 and Figure 16.) Approximately
2,800,000 families of two or more persons with incomes
between $500 and $750 and about 3,300,000 with incomes
between $750 and $1,000 received no assistance.

It might have been expected that the proportion of
families on relief in different parts of the country
would be inverse]y related to the average amount of
famﬂy income in each area, but no such relatlonshlp
is found among the five geographic regions of the
United States.* Indeed, the proportion of families
that received some direct, or work relief during the
year studied was lowest in the South, next lowest on
the Pacific Coast, and highest in the Mountain and

1 Not all relief families were at the very low income levels, since fam-
ilies were classified in the relief group if they received aid at any time
during the survey year, for however short a period.

Although relief families covered in the Consumer Purchases Study
were not asked to supply information regarding the amount of direct
relief income received, this was estimated for major groups and the
income distributions adjusted accordingly. (See Consumer Incomes in
the United States, pp. 60-62.)

A breakdown by region and community size of data on income and
relief status is available only for families of two or more persons.

Plains region. (See Table 18 and Figure 17.) 7T'hus,
not only were there many more families with wery
small incomes in the South than in other regions but
a substantially larger proportion of these low-income
families failed to receive relief.

Differential access to relief is also evident when the
income and relief status of families in communities of
different size is examined. The proportion of low-
income families of two or more persons that received
no relief during 1935-36 was very much higher among
farm than among nonfarm families. Only 6 percent of
the urban families and less than 10 percent of the vil-
lage families had incomes below $500 and failed to re-
ceive relief, but 16 percent of the rural-farm families
were in this situation. (See Table 18.) These disparities
are of course even more serious in terms of individuals,
since farm families are substantially larger than non-
farm families, and village families somewhat larger
than urban.s

Even among wrban and willage families of two oF
more persons, the relative number with incomes below

12 Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population, VI, Washing-
ton, 1933, p. 16, table 22,
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$500 that received no assistance during 1936-36 was
very much greater in the South than in any other re-
gion of the United States. The proportion of nonre-
Jief farm families in the lowest-income groups, how-
ever, was as high in the Mountain and Plains section
gs in the South. In these areas approximately 22
percent of all farm families had incomes below $500
and failed to receive relief, while in the northern and
western areas only 6 to 8.5 percent were in a similar
situation.

It is unfortunate that for lack of data no similar
picture of the extent to which public aid is available
to low-income groups in the years after 1936 can be
presented. Nevertheless it seems probable that, were
it possible to make comparisons of the type presented
in the preceding pages, the extent of unmet need would
¢till be found to be considerable. This situation may
at first sight appear surprising in view of the many
new programs which have been developed since 1935.
However, some of these programs, such as the social
insurances, are unlikely to be available to the lowest-
income classes because of the minimum-earnings eligi-
bility requirements.’* If these programs are excluded
it will be found that the average unduplicated num-
ber of households in receipt of public aid was actually
lower in 193940 than in 1935-36.* Monthly payments
in 1939-40 were indeed higher but only slightly so.*
It is true that in 1939 the national income had increased
by some $11 billion over that of the year 1935 but
there is no way of knowing how much of this increase
may have filtered down to the lower income groups.’®
Certainly the level of unemployment was higher in the
first 6 months of 1940 than in the corresponding period
of 19361

Differences in Access to Public Aid

One striking fact is revealed by the proceeding dis-
oussion: namely, that, whatever the measure of need
adopted, public aid is less generally available to some
clearly defined groups of meedy persons than to others.

14 Bee ch, VIII,

5 The average unduplicated number of households receiving publie aid
(exelusive of the social insurances) was 6,139,000 in 1935-36 and
5,860,000 in 1939—40. (See Appendix 9.)

 Average monthly payments to recipients (excluding the social insur-
ances) were $288,300,000 in 1935-36 and $241,388,000 in 1939-40.
(Source: Appendix 10.)

1 Cone, Frederick M., Monthly Income Payments in the United States,
192940, U. 8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Do-
mestic Commerce, Washington, 1940, p. 10, table 1.

81t has indeed been suggested that this process is slow and that
periods of business revival appear to be accompanied by a rise in Income
coneentration with much of the increase remaining at the top. (Gulden-
thal, Adolph J., Concentration and Composition of Individual Incomes
1918-1937, Temporary National Economic Committee, Monograph No. 4,
Washington, 1940, pp. 17-20 ; and National Industrial Conference Board,
Conference Board Studics in Enterprise and Boeial Progress, New York,
1939, p. 125.)

" Bee Appendix 1.
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Outsfanda'ng among the needy groups for whom basic
provision is peculiarly inadequate are residents of the

Southeastern and Southwestern States, unsettled per-
sons, and Negroes.

Needy Persons in the Southeast and Southwest

It will be recalled that not only were reports of
inability to provide relief for the needy population
most frequently made from agencies in the Southeast
and Southwest but also the greatest number of cases
of persons receiving surplus commodities only were
found in these areas. In these States, too, the practice
of refusing relief to employable persons was most
general.

The same situation is revealed by the studies of unmet
need based upon 1935-36 data. Whether the standard
applied was the number of urban families of two
persons or more with incomes below the emergency
level of living or the number of nonrelief families with
less than $500 income, the result was the same. Unmet
need was greatest in the southern regions.

Unsettled Persons

Access to minimum security is also particularly re-
stricted for unsettled persons® It will be recalled
that, except for the national old-age and survivors
insurance and railroad retirement and unemployment
insurance programs, the needy or presumptively needy
worker who moves from State to State does so at the
risk of jeopardizing his chances of obtaining public
aid.2 On some programs, such as general relief, eligi-
bility may be lost even by movement within a State.

In a country that is characterized by, and indeed
proud of, the relatively high degree of mobility of
its population, this aspect of contemporary public-aid
provision is a cause for serious concern, for it means
that large numbers may be denied access to minimum
security. Unfortunately, despite the many studies
of migrancy and transiency that have been made in
recent years, few have yielded satisfactory information
regarding the extent of the problem created by denial
of aid to persons having no legal settlement. Since
the cessation of the Federal transient program under
the FERA in 1935, there has been no national system

20 §ee Ch. III for definition of “unsettled” or nonresident persons.

2t Byen under the unemployment compensation laws workers who obtain
employment in 2 or more States during their base year may fail to earn
gufficient wages in any 1 State to meet the prevailing eligibility require-
ments, even though their total earnings may exceed the minimum required
in any given State. Estimates by the Social Security Board indicate that,
“depending on the particular eligibility requirement under consideration,
[in 1938] from 3.5 to 13.6 percent of all the multi-employer migrants
would have been ineligible for unemployment benefits in any State solely
because of a division of earnings.” (Merriam, Ida C., and Bliss, Elizabeth
T, “Effects of Migration on Unemployment Benefit Rights," Social Security
Bulletin, IV (September 1941), 5.)
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for the reporting of persons seeking assistance but
unable to fulfill legal-settlement requirements.*

Furthermore, estimates on total migration are not
necessarily indicative of the extent to which needy
persons are denied assistance because of restrictions
relating to settlement, since not all migrants are needy.
It has been estimated by one authority that as many
as 1 million interstate migrant workers may not be
self-supporting.?* While problems of definition and
of duplication make a comparison of such estimates
questionable, it has been stated that in 1940 the annual
figure for interstate migration was 4 million persons;
this included not only workers but their families as
well.2

While it would therefore seem that there is extreme
difficulty in estimating the number of dependent un-
settled persons for the Nation as a whole, it is known
that the problem is peculiarly acute in those areas
where there appear to be many more unsettled persons

= Estimates of total interstate migraiion prepared in 1937 by the
U. 8. Department of Labor were based upon interstate movements of
workers during the decade 1920 to 1929. At that time it was pointed out
that “the relocation of workers across State lines affects more persons
than does continual migration. More than 9 million persons moved from
one State to another or entered the country as foreign immigrants dur-
ing the decade 1920 to 1929. More than half of these were domestic
migrants, * * * The total volume of relocation since 1929 is prob-
ably no greater than in the previous decade, although the volume of
domestic migration may have doubled, Increased domestic migration
has been offset by the almost ecomplete disappearance of foreign immi-
gration. The burden of adjusting to ehanging economic conditions has
been largely shifted from the Immigrant to the American worker, * * *
Increasing numbers of workers are forced to move censelessly across
State lines to eke out a living by plecing together short and scattered
seasons of employment in agriculture and industry.” (U. S. Department
of Labor, Migration of Workers, Vol. I, pp. iii-v.)

= "John N, Webb of the Work Projects Administration has estimated
that about 2,000,000 workers cross state lines each year in search of
Jobs. * * * Of the millions of people who travel or migrate over
state lines each year, the percentage not self-supporting * * *
would probably include about half of the 2,000,000 estimated by Wehb as
the annual number of interstate worker migrants.” (Anderson, Nels,
Men on the Move, pp. 85-66.) For estimates of the number of nonresi-
dents secking assistance during 1938, based on a census of 7 cities, see
Blankenship, Charles F,, and Safier, Fred A, A Study of Medical Prob-
lems Associated With Transients, U. S. Public Health Service, Public
Health Bulletin No. 258, Washington, 1940, pp. 21-22.) '

#Y“We believe that, in the decade prior to the defense emergency,
there were probably at least 4,000,000 persons, men, women, and chil-
dren, moving between States each year in search of a new start or in
pursuit of jobs, We do not wish to infer that these people were all desti-
tute, but it is the committee’s judgment that the great majority of these
4,000,000 were never far removed from a condition in which they might
require public assistance or private charity." (Interstate Migration:
Report of the Select Committee to Investigate the Interstate Migration
of Destitute Citizens, House of Representatives, 76th and 77th Cong.,
House Report No. 369, Washington, 1941, pp. 8-9.)

“The nomad workers of this country number millions. The very fact
that they are migrants—on the move in a never-ending search of work—
makes them diffieult to count, Butf probably 2 million of them look to
agriculture for a living and at least as many to industry.,” (Migratory
Labor, A Report to the President by the Interdepartmental Committee
te Coordinate Health and Welfare Activities, Washington, 1940, p. 1.)

It should be remembered that such estimates are usually concerned
ouly with interstate migrants and do not include persons moving about
within a State, who may be penalized in seeking assistance because of
settlement laws which contain lTocal residence provisions.
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than the economy can immediately absorb.®® Where
such concentration occurs, the restrictions pertaining to
legal settlement and the other limitations upon the as-
sistance available to this group create complex prob-
lems for both the nonresident and the public agency
from which he may seek aid.*

The application of rigid settlement law provisions
to all persons falling within the group known as “un-
settled” cannot be effective in all instances, owing to
the diversity of this group. For those persons who
have left their place of legal settlement to seek new
homes or new jobs, and for whom migration is not
so much a way of life as an economic or social ex-
pediency, it is possible for the welfare agency to de-
termine their technical status with regard to settle-
ment in another State or locality. There is another
group, however, composed chiefly of seasonal workers
and, in more recent years, of many persons who origi-
nally were in the first group but who were unable to
effect a successful transfer to another place of resi-
dence, whose nonresident status is continuous? and
who, because of the increasing uncertainty of income,
must continue to seek assistance from welfare agenciss
during periods of unemployment.

While it is not possible to determine the number of
persons denied general relief because of the restrictions
imposed by provisions for legal settlement, there is
some indication that such persons might constitute a

#*Viewed in the most practical terms, the over-all number of mi-
grants is probably not the major consideration. The challenge of this
problem is in relation to spots. If California gets 200,000 migrants,
most of them in family groups, and these are concentrated in certain
areas, the immediate problem may be very acute. It is a problem in-
volving work and wages and the tensions relating thereto. It is a
problem of health, of education, and of relief, * * #* The tension
spots at the moment are in agriculture, on the Pacific Coast, in the
South, along the Atlantic Seaboard.” (Anderson, Nels, Men on the
Move, p. T1.)

#* “General relief involves an expenditure that is borne in whole or
in part by the community granting aid, and legislators have not been
disposed to add to this expense the cost of caring for those who do not
‘belong’ in their community. Whether or not severe residence require-
ments do protect a State from an influx of needy nonresidents is still
a debatable question. DBut in many cases, the only reasonable solution
of distress is emigration. At this point residence requirements and
economic forees meet in a head-on collision that can be avoided only by
broadening or abolishing the coneept that people actually do belong in
a particular place regardless of the fact that the place may not provide
the means of making a living.” (Webb, John N. and Brown, Malcolm,
Migrant Families, Works Progress Administration, Division of Social
Research, Research Monograph XVIII, Washington, 1988, p. 92.)

7 “Case histories in some private welfare offices show that many of
the migrants have traveled in so many different States for so many
years that they have no idea where their home actually is. Some case
histories show that these migrants have been on the road for as long
as 17 to 20 years, and in the meantime have married and now have
children traveling with them. It is not unusual for a migrant to have
from 4 to 7 children and hundreds of the migrants apparently travel
almost from one end of the Nation to the other in a year taking their
families with them."” (Testimony of a representative of the Florida
Industrial Commission, in Interstate Migration, Hearings, pt. 2, Mont-
gomery Hearings, p. 483.)
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cizable group in relation to the entire relief load.*
This conclusion is confirmed in those instances where
an agency has attempted to estimate the number of
needy nonresidents who were not receiving assistance.?

Turther evidence of the nonavailability of public
aid to unsettled persons is supplied by the extent to
which the private agencies are called upon to carry
the burden of support. Many public agencies refer
nonresidents to those private agencies in the commu-
nity which can provide some kind of temporary
material assistance.®

% A study made by the California State Relief Administration, just
prior to the enactment in 1939 of a law extending the period of legal
gettlement in the State from 1 to 8 years, pointed ount:

“It has been suggested that unemployment relief be extended only
to persons who have resided in the State for three years continuously
without having received any aid from a public or private agency
#+ * * jf this requirement were applied to cases on the State Relief
Administration rolls as of February 11, 1939, at least 27 percent of the
caseload would have been declared ineligible.” (“Unemployment Relief
in California,” Monthly Bulletin of State Relief Administration (March-
April 1939), 20.)

In Illinois, the effect of the extension of local residence requirements
from 1 to 8 years has been reported as follows :

“While there are no accurate data available on the number of persons
in the State who have been affected by the recent Illinois residence law,
studies conducted by the Illinois Emergency Relief Commission do indi-
cate the residence status of those who were on the relief rolls at about
the time this law went into effect.

“A review of all the cases on reilef in Illinois in the fall of 1939
revealed that almost 6,000 families and individuals, or about 4 percent
of all those on the relief rolls at the time, had continuous residence for
less than 3 years in the local unit in which they received relief * * =,
One-third of the cases with less than 8 years’' continuovs residence in
the loeal unit in which they were receiving relief, or about 2,000 families
and individuals, had less than 3 years' continuous residence in the State.
These 2,000 families and individuals would definitely not be eligible for
relief in Illinois had they applied after the new act went into effect.
The remaining 4,000 ecases, lacking 3 years of continuous residence in
the local units in which they were receiving relief, would also be in-
eligible for relief under the new law if they applied after the act went
into effect, unless they could show that they had resided continuously
in some other local unit for 3 years immediately preceding their
application for relief.

“It is difficult to determine statistically what has been or will be the
effect of the recent Illinois 3-year residence law. It ean certainly be
said that many cases eligible under the former law would no longer be
eligible under the present law * * * It (the new law) even deprives
persons who have resided in Illinois for many years of the benefits of
public aid.”" (Testimony of the chairman, Illinois Emergency Relief
Commission, in Interstate Migration, Hearings, pt. 3, Chicago Hearings,
Washington, 1941, pp. 836-37.)

® In Kansas it was reported that “* * # the actual number that
are assisted at the welfare office represent only a very small segment of
the need. One county, for instance, reports 5,400 as in need of
assistance, and in that county only 17 were aided by the wellare office
in the last year. Such a ratio in the counties in which the problem is
heavier is not exceptional * * *' (Testimony of the director, Bu-
rean of Public Assistance, State Department of Scoeial Welfare, Topeka,
Kansas, in Interstate Migration, Hearings, pt. 4, Lincoln Hearings,
p. 1493.)

® In Florida, for example, “there is no State provision for aid to
migrants. The only aid given to these individuals is that which is
provided by loeal communities through their welfare associations or
similar private charities, The amount of ald available is very small and
ecan only be given in administering ecases involving emergency health
conditions, In some instances a minimum amount of food is provided,
usually one meal or some surplus commodities, and then only if the
person faces starvation. There is probably less than one-tenth of all
cases given any aid whatsoever. Were it not for these charities there
would be no aid available. When the crops were frozen in January of
this year, thousands of migrants were stranded and faced virtual
starvation. (Testimony of the representative of the Florida Industrial
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Negroes

The need for public aid is especially likely to be felt
by Negroes, Mexicans, and other minority groups
characterized by relatively limited economic opportu-
nity. Representing principally unskilled labor, these
groups have also faced racial discrimination as re-
flected in lower wage rates and lay-offs. They are also
in general the marginal groups when employment im-
proves.”* In addition, the occupational shifts brought
about by the depression have resulted in the fact that
white workers have replaced persons of other races
in many of the jobs they formerly held. In the South,
the breakdown of the tenant system has made the
situation particularly acute. A higher incidence of ill
health, higher death rates, and greater instability of
family life due to this relatively less favorable economic
position, coupled with an increasing degree of urbani-
zation, have accounted for a higher rate of
dependency.**

It is therefore obvious that a higher percentage of
Negroes than whites are apt to experience need for
public aid, but no very satisfactory measure of relative
need can be devised. It can be shown conclusively, as
in Chapter V, that in general Negroes are overrepre-
sented on the public-aid rolls in proportion to their
representation in the population; but, since relative
need cannot be accurately determined, it cannot be said
that this overrepresentation is exactly commensurate
with the greater need of Negroes.

However, it is possible to use the proportion of Ne-
groes on relief rolls late in 1933, when the FERA
program provided for the great majority of all public-
aid cases, as a basis of comparison with subsequent
provision for the needs of Negroes. In October 1933,
Negroes formed about 18 percent of the relief popula-
tion, as against 10 percent of the total population in
1930.%¢

Commission, in Interstate Migration, Hearings, pt. 2, Montgomery Hear-
ings, p. 487.)

The 1938 survey of the U. 8. Public Health Service reported that
“neither State nor local public agencies earry the burden of relief in
the 20 cities studied, since 77.8 percent of the agencies providing any sort
of material or medical relief to transients are nongovernmental agencies
and these handle 63 pereent of all transient cases applying for publie
assistance.” (Blankenship and Safler, op. cit., p. 49.)

3 YTor example, in Tllinois the percentage of the 1930 Negro popula-
tion receiving general relief decreased from 85 percent in 1933 to 31
percent in 1940, as compared with a decline from 9.3 percent of white
population in 1933 to 4.1 percent in 1940. Similarly, in Pennsylvania,
Negroes receiving general relief deelined from 35.2 percent of the 1920
Negro population in 1933 to approximately 30 percent in 1940, as com-
pared with a decrease from 13.3 percent to 6.2 percent during the same
period for the white population.” (Memorandum on the People Who
Need Financial Assistance, p. 126.)

= Gee Smith, Alfred Edear, “The Negro and Relief,” in Month'y Re-
port of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, March 1 through
March 31, 1936, Washington, 1936, pp. 10-17. .

# Federal Emergency Relief Administration, Unemployment Relief
Census, October 1933, Report No. 1, Washington, 1934, p. 7; and Fif-
teenth Census of the United States: 1930, Popwlation, 11, Washington,
1933, p. 34, table 10.
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If a Negro proportion of 18 percent of the cases on
public-aid rolls as against 10 percent in the population
be taken as a gauge of their relatively greater need for
aid, the various programs operating in June 1940 met
the relative need of Negroes in widely varying degrees.
Ag pointed out in Chapter V, the WPA has consis-
tently served about the same proportion of Negroes as
the FERA. The youth programs, however, show a
proportion of Negroes about the same as in the general
population, indicating that they do less than the FERA
and the WPA in meeting the relatively greater needs
of Negroes. Twelve percent of youth employed on the
NYA program in February 1939 were Negroes. The
CCC reported in February 1941 that 10.9 percent of
its junior enrollees were Negroes,

Nearly 13 percent of all clients accepted between
1935 and 1939 by the Farm Security Administration
for standard rural-rehabilitation loans were Negroes.
As it was earlier pointed out, this represents about the
proportion of Negro farm operators among all farm
operators in the United States.®* However, by ref-
erence to income distribution among farm operators,
the proportion of Negro FSA borrowers does not seem
so high. It may be assumed that these loans were
designed to help low-income farmers, roughly those in
the group receiving under $500 annually. In 1935-36,
10.9 percent of the white farm operators of the country
fell in this group, as against 8384 percent of Negro
farm operators.®* It appears that Negroes repre-
sented about one-third of the potentially eligible group
of borrowers of FSA standard rural-rehabilitation
loans but only 13 percent of clients accepted for loans.
In part, this may be explained by the fact that, in ac-

# See also ch, IX,
® Consumer Incomes in the United States, p. 100,
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cepting farmers as loan clients, the FSA must give
consideration to the client’s ability to be rehabilitateq
and thus to repay his loan,

The proportion of Negroes in the group potentially
eligible for aid through the special assistances and
general relief is, of course, higher than their propor.
tion in the population, owing to their characteristically
low economic status and the resulting high incidence
of disease and broken homes. However, as shown i
Chapter V, the national averages of persons accepted
for the special assistances show proportions of Negroes
well above even their proportions in the groups poten-
tially eligible. Negroes are highly overrepresented
on some northern urban general-relisf rolls, but there
is no indication that this is paralleled in the South,

In the social insurances, Negroes are greatly under-
represented because a high percentage of Negroes is
employed in noncovered industries and their earnings
are generally Jow. Those who could qualify by rea-
son of employment and earnings are unlikely to draw
as high benefits as white persons, because benefits
maintain proportionality with previous earnings.

In interpreting these data, it is important to note
that the Negro population is concentrated in the South-
east and Southwest regions, where access to minimum
security is known to be highly restricted. These re-
gions have a very uneven development of the programs
on which Negroes are served in something approaching
proportion to their need—the WPA and the special
assistances. Where general relief is available to them
in these areas, Negro recipients are aided by a program
conspicuous for low standards and restrictive intake
policies. It is thus evident that the majority of
Negroes are at a marked disadvantage in access to
public aid.



