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$93.50 a month, adequate purchases of food, clothing, and
housing are impossible. One answer to the charges of in-
efficiency among WPA workers in the lower wage brackets
who are heads of families is simply that they cannot get an
adequate diet or place in which to live on their security wages.
It is a point not to be dismissed lightly.”

The studies made by the Surplus Marketing Admin-
istration in connection with the food-stamp plan fur-
nish strong evidence that most WPA families cannot
afford adequate diets. In Dayton, Ohio during Au-
gust and September 1939 the food consumption of a
sample of WPA families participating in the food-
stamp plan was compared with the nonparticipating
WPA families. It was found that the former aver-
aged $2.04 worth of food per person per week in cash
and stamps and the latter $1.78. According to certain
specifications, the average diets of both groups were
“fairly satisfactory,” although the larger families and
those with lower incomes were inadequate in certain
respects. The report points out, however, that previ-
ous studies have shown that a “large proportion of
families spending similar amounts for food may
have diets that fail to provide minimal quantities
even when average figures would suggest food
enough * * * to afford a generous margin of
safety * *. *¥»2a

During 1940 the Surplus Marketing Administration
made a number of studies of per capita food expendi-
tures in various parts of the country. The studies
show that except for 2-person families, the weekly food
expenditures of WPA families, not including surplus
commodities, average considerably less than $2 per
person, in some areas even falling below $1. Only a
small minority spent as much as $1.75 a week, a sum
which has been found to be insufficient for adequate
nutrition.??

Health—Information regarding health conditions
indicates that WPA families are at a disadvantage in
comparison with the regularly employed. The Na-
tional Health Survey of 1935-36 in its preliminary
tabulations compared disability rates as between em-
ployed and unemployed persons, white and colored.
The unemployed group was further subdivided into
those on work relief and those unemployed and seeking
work. Although those on work relief were found to

% New York City, Works Progress Administration, Advisory Couneil
and Research Staff, op. ¢it., p. 146. In New York, WPA wages were sup-
plemented by direct relief for some 6,000 families. (Ibid., p. 151.)

f 1. 8. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Economica
and the Surplus Marketing Administration, op. cit., pp. 69 and 76-77.

® From data collected by the Distribution and Marketing Division of
the Surplus Marketing Administration. Tn 1985-36 it was found that of
a sample group of farm, village, and city families spending $1.75 per
person per week for food, none obtained a good diet, only 27 percent
had a fair diet, and 73 percent had a poor diet. See also Stiebeling,
Hazel K., Are We Well Fed? U. 8. Department of Agriculture, Miscel-
laneous Publication No. 430, Washington, 1941, p. 14,
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be in better health than the other unemployed (exclud-
ing unemployables), they suffered more illness than
those employed in private industry.**
In New Jersey it was found that

few WPA workers have any margin over a subsistence budget to
pay medical bills * * *  Because of reduced funds available
for relief, it has been impossible to attempt at this time to
finance this type of health service from Emergency Relief funds.
1t is, therefore, reasonable to assume that there is a decrease in
security under WPA insofar as health services are concerned.™

Summary

The available evidence, although limited, indicates
that many families dependent upon WPA payments
are unable to purchase the essentials of living in-
cluded in the “emergency” budget. For most families,
income on the program represents a substantial decline
from the previous periods of self-support, and large
families may suffer a decline in income when trans-
ferred from general relief to the WPA. Simultaneous
private employment, which previously provided an
additional means of support for a small proportion
of WPA workers, largely in the skilled categories,
has been substantially curtailed since the establishment
of the standard work month of 130 hours. Other
sources of income are of relatively minor significance.
Inadequacy of income is particularly marked for work-
ers assigned to the unskilled wage class, who are a
majority of the project workers, and for large families.

The conclusion reached by the Massachusetts survey
of emergency relief workers would appear to be valid
for a large proportion of WPA workers:

* % & gour data, rough and approximate as they are, lead
one to conclude that our underemployed and unemployed fam-
ilies certainly belong to the ill-nourished, ill-clad, and ill-housed
third of the nation * #* * THven the standard budgets set
up by the ERA [Emergency Relief Administration] were inade-

quate for a minimum standard of living, and family income
rarely came up to this standard.®

Social Insurances

The social insurances have adopted the principle that
income provided or sponsored by Government and pay-
able as a right to persons who usually depend for their
livelihood on wages or salaries should bear a specific
relationship to the income which the beneficiary nor-

= In eight large cities, the rate per 1,000 persomns suffering from a
disabling illness on the day of the visit was 20.8 for employed, 81.9 for
those on work relief, and 45.5 for the other employable unemployed.
With respeet to disabling illness except minor respiratory diseases, the
case rates in these eight cities of those disabled for 7 days or longer
were 10.3 per 1,000 for the employed, 14.7 for those on work relief, and
20.9 for the employable unemployed. (Unemployment and Relief, pp-
1481-82.)

2 New Jersey Emergency Relief Administration, op. eit., p. 18.

= Gilboy, op. cit., p. 118,
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mally secures?® The determination of social-insurance
benefits as a percentage of previous normal earnings
appears on the one hand to be a method of preventing
socially provided income from becoming dangerously
attractive, by ensuring a significant difference between
benefits and wages in private employment. On the other
hand payments graduated according to previous earn-
ings enable a governmentally fostered plan to provide
income that is significant to beneficiaries in the higher-
inicome brackets without paying those in the lower-
income groups more than they would secure from pri-
vate employment. The existence of significant dif-
ferences in regional costs of living and in occupational
wage rates in this country adds weight to the ad-
vantages of the proportionality principle and helps to
account for its adoption, even though in modified form,
in unemployment and old-age insurance.

A second feature of social-insurance programs is
relevant to a discussion of the adequacy of benefits.
Generally speaking, the condition for participation
in the social-insurance programs is past or present
attachment to the labor market, and the technical eligi-
bility conditions amount to a formal test of this at-
tachment. The method chosen has been to determine
eligibility by the amount of earnings in covered em-
ployment, or by length of time worked in such em-
ployment and by its continuity. :

The significant feature of this principle of selection
for a discussion of benefit adequacy is that it tends
to segregate a group who may reasonably be expected
to possess some resources, and for whom therefore a
payment equal roughly to 50 percent of previous earn-
ings may be a significant form of aid. The application
of general formulas of this type to a body of workers
characterized by great diversity of levels of earnings
and degrees of regularity of employment cannot but
produce certain anomalous cases. It would therefore
be unrealistic to expect that a benefit determined on
these general principles could provide for a selected
group in such a way that no individual would have
to apply for supplementary public aid. No such as-
sumption will be made in the following discussion.
On the contrary, it will be assumed that, so long as
the benefits payable appear to make such recourse to
other forms of aid unnecessary for the mass of those
who are found eligible, the benefits must be regarded
as adequate.

2 As used in this discussion “social insurance"” comprises the State
systems of unemployment compensation and workmen’s compensation, the
National unemployment insurance plan for railroad workers, old-age and
survivors insurance under the Social Security Act, and old-age, disability,
and survivors insurance under railroad retirement legislation.
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Certain differences between the old-age and the un-
employment insurance systems necessitate a separate
treatment of each type of program. There are pro-
nounced differences_in the eligibility conditions and
benefit formulas. Furthermore, the differences between
responsibilities carried by the beneficiaries of the two
types of systems are of significance in a discussion of
adequacy. The needs of the unemployment insurance
beneficiary still actively attached to the labor market are
essentially different from those of the retired worker
whose benefit eligibility implies that he has withdrawn
from the labor market. The former is generally younger
and hus responsibilities for the education of his chil-
dren and other essentials of living for a family which
usually contains members who have to be prepared for
gainful employment. The retiring worker normally
has no such responsibilities, but he may have some
needs more apparent in old age, such as special medical
care for chronic diseases or other bodily infirmities.

The differing nature of the contingency to be met
is reflected in the difference in the duration of the
benefits provided. Unemployment insurance is in-
tended to meet the risk of short-term unemployment,
to tide individuals over the intervals between jobs.
By definition, regular members of the labor market
are expected to secure early reemployment and not
to rely indefinitely on benefits. On the other hand,
old-age insurance beneficiaries do not expect to return
to work. Therefore, the duration of benefits is in-
definite, until death, or, in the case of benefits for
young orphans, until an age at which they are expected
actively to enter the labor market. These assumptions
too have a bearing on the discussion of adequacy, for
they might justify lower benefits for the recipient of
unemployment compensation than for the old-age
beneficiary.

Old-age and Survivors Insurance

Analysis of the adequacy of benefits under old-age
and survivors insurance is made difficult by the short
period during which the system has been in full oper-
ation and by the very considerable improvement of
employment  opportunities since benefits began.
Hence it is necessary to base an analysis partly on
the relationship between benefits and wages as speci-
fied in the law. The small volume of data on benefit
operations can then be examined in the light of its
implications for the future. ‘

Relationship between benefits and wages—Old-age
and survivors’ benefits have from the first been char-
acterized by a looser and more indirect relationship
to wages than have unemployment compensation pay-
ments, mainly because the old-age insurance benefit
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formula reflects a twofold purpose. It attempts for-
mally to relate the individual benefits to the worker’s
previous wages from what the law defines as “covered
employment” and at the same time endeavors to mod-
ify this relationship in favor of those workers who,
by a strict proportionality between wages and bene-
fits, would be afforded little protection. These pur-
poses are effected by setting a flat monthly minimum
benefit, by weighting the benefit formula in favor of
the lower-paid workers, and by providing depend-
ents’ benefits* ‘In addition, the strict relationship be-
tween benefits and wages is modified by factors in the
benefit formula which in effect exclude some of the
higher-paid worker’s wages in the determination of
the benefit amount, for no credit is given for earnings
in noncovered employment or earnings from covered
employment exceeding $3,000 per year.2®

Whether or not the provision of a monthly mini-
mum of $10 for the primary benefit should be inter-
preted as an acknowledgement or assumption that a
single aged worker cannot live on less than this
amount, the statutory minimum benefit certainly rep-
resents an important deviation from strict proportion-
ality.”® In the case of dependents’ and survivors’
benefits, the minimum benefit may be as high as $20
per month, e. g., primary plus wife’s plus child’s
benefit.*

The realization that the payment of a straight uni-
form percentage of wages would discriminate against
the low-paid wage earner and against workers who
are only intermittently employed in covered employ-
ment is responsible for another deviation from the
strict proportionality principle. The benefit formula
allows four times as much credit for every dollar of
the first $50 of the average wage as of the following
$200.

“ Iurthermore, the increase of the benefit amount by 1 percent for
each year of coverage also modifies the direct proportionality between
wiges and benefits. However, for a number of years to come this factor
‘will be of little practical consequence,

* These departures from a strict proportionality to the previous wages
are also reflected in the survivors' benefits, which are ecaleulated as a
fixed percentage of the primary henefit.

#In the 1935 Social Security Act, the operation of the benefit formula
combined with the earnings eligibility requirement resulted in the auto-
matie establishment of a $10 minimum which was apparently taken over
in the 1939 amendments as a matter of course. Small checks cause
misunderstanding and adverse public opinion.

* For the various combinations of benefits the monthly minimums are
as follows: §15 for primary annuitant and 1 dependent (wife or child) ;
$20 for primary annuitant with 2 or more dependents; $10 for widow
without dependent child; $12.50 for widow with 1 dependent child ;
$17.50 for widow with 2 dependent children; $20 for widow with 3 or
more dependent children; $10 for 1 or 2 dependent children, $15 for
3, and $20 for 4 or more dependent children 1 $10 for 1 or both dependent
parents,

“The techmical relationship between previous wages and benefits is
fixed by the benefit formula, which allows 40 percent of the first $50 of
the worker's average monthly wage, and 10 percent for the next $200,
while earnings exceeding $3,000 per year are disregarded. This benefit
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Dependents’ benefits are perhaps the most impor-
tant deviation from the proportionality approach.
These reflect an effort to emphasize family protection
in contrast to protection of the individual wage
earner which characterized the original old-age insur-
ance provisions of the Social Security Act and still
characterizes the State unemployment and railroad
unemployment insurance systems and railroad retire-
ment benefits. The retirement benefit under the
amended Social Security Act is increased by 50 per-
cent for the aged wife of a beneficiary and by the same
amount for a child under 18 years® The “adequacy”
of retirement benefits is thus enhanced considerably,
especially in the case of the worker with average
wages of less than $50 per month, who may draw from
60 to over 100 percent of his average wage, in case he
has a wife or a child under 18, and even higher
amounts if he has a wife and one or more such
children.®

The direct relationship between benefits and previous
normal earnings is also lessened by the method of
computing the “average monthly wage” on which bene-
fits are based. Inasmuch as this wage is calculated by
dividing the total amount of wages from covered em-
ployment by the number of months elapsed since the
end of 1936,** periods of unemployment, sickness, or
noncovered employment ** will lower both the average

amount is increased by 1 percent for every year in which the worker
earns at least $200 from covered employment,

* However, the total amount of benefits with respect to 1 worker's
wages cannot be more than the least of twice the primary benefit or 80
percent of the average wage or $85 per month. But here again the low-
paid worker is treated more favorably, inasmuch as the maximum provi-
sion does not apply in those cases where the total benefits payable are
less than $20 per month or would result in a reduction of the benefit
total to less than $20.

Of the 54,880 primary (retirement) benefits awarded in the first 6
months of 1940, 12,247 (about 22 percent) were cases in which the
primary benefit was payable in conjunction with a wife's benefit, and
3,007 (about 5 percent) were .cases where the primary benefit was aug-
mented by a child’s benefit. Moreover, of the 39,616 primary benefit
awards which carried no dependents’ benefits, 26,729 (about two-thirds)
were cases in which the primary beneficiary was classified as having a
potential wife beneficiary ; 4. ., the primary beneficiary had a wife who
would eventnally become entitled to a wife's benefit, for example, as
soon as she reached the age of 65 or retired from covered employment.
Similarly, in the 3,007 cases in which the primary benefit was supple-
mented by 1 or more children's but no wife's henefit, there were not less
than 2,734 (over 90 percent) potential wife beneficiaries. While the
exact extent to which these potential wife beneficiaries will ultimately
become entitled to wife's benefits cannot be¢ predicted, their relatively
large nnmbers indicate that a not ir iderable 1 ber of primary
beneficiaries ean expect an increase in their monthly benefit amount
when their wives become entitled to these dependents’ benefits, (Com-
piled from information supplied by the Bureau of Old Age and Survivors
Insurance.)

[, ¢, by the number of months in which a worker could have earned
wages from covered employment. New entrants into the labor market
are protected by the clause providing that the number of months elapsed
since they reached the age of 21 are to be used as divisor.

3 The total amount of wages and salaries earned in moncovered em-
ployment is not as high as might be expected. The difference between
total income payments in the United States from salaries and wages
(exclusive of Government salaries and relief payments) and the total
wages credited under old-age insurance was about 8.6, 7.4, and 6.3 billion
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monthly wage and the benefit amount. This implied
penalty is not directly related to wages nor to the pre-
sumptive need of the individual, which would seem to
be greater the less regular employment the worker
has had.

Inasmuch as the individual benefit amount is for-
mally related to the worker’s previous earnings from
covered employment, a given monthly average wage
results in an automatically calculable benefit. The
higher the worker’s wages, and the longer and more
regular his covered employment, the higher the abso-
lute benefit amount will be. However, as a result of
the above-mentioned deviations from uniform and
strict proportionality, the percentage which benefits
represent of the worker’s previous average wages differ
considerably as shown in Table 29.

TapLe 20.—Monthly retirement benefits under old-age and sur-
vivors insurance for assumed average wages and years of
coverage, as percentage of average monthly wage

PRIMARY BENEFIT

Monthly benefit expressed as percent of average monthly wage,

Avernge monthly after coverage of—

wage

3 years | 5years | 10 years | 20 years | 30 years | 40 years

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 52.0 56,0
41.2 42,0 44.0 48.0 52.0 56,0
41.2 42,0 44.0 48.0 52.0 56. 0
41.2 42,0 44.0 48.0 52.0 56.0
25.8 26,2 27.5 30.0 32.5 35.0
20. 6 210 22,0 24.0 26.0 28.0
16. 5 16.8 17.6 10.2 20.8 22.4

PRIMARY PLUS WIFE'S BENEFIT

§10 __ 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0
75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 78.0 84.0
61.8 63.0 66.0 72.0 78.0 80.0
61.8 63.0, 66,0 72.0 78.0 80.0
61.8 63.0 66.0 72.0 78.0 80.0
38.6 30.4 41,2 45.0 48,8 52,5
30.9 3L.5 33.0 36.0 30,0 42,0
4.7 25,2 26,4 28.8 3.2 33.6

Source: Caleulated on the basis of the provisions of the Social Secority Act Amend-
ments of 1939, approved Aug. 10, 193¢, relating to computation of benefit amounts
(sees. 200e and 202b(2)).

The net result of the modifications of the strict pro-
portional relationship between wages and benefits is
that benefits to those in the lower wage groups ap-
proach or even exceed average wages from covered
employment, especially in the case of primary bene-
ficiaries with dependents. Primary beneficiaries with

dollars in 1937, 1938, and 1939, respectively, or 22,6 percent, 21.8 per-
cent, and 17.5 percent, respectively, of all wages and salaries earned in
these years. In addition to wages earned in agricultural labor, domestie
service, and nonprofit organizations, by persons not holding social-
security account numbers, these amounts include salaries earned in
covered industries from one employer in excess of $3,000 per year.
(Data on taxable wages based on the regular annual wage and employ-
ment tabulations of the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
adjusted for items received too late for inclusion in the tabulation;
income payments from Martin, John L., “Income Payments to Indi-
viduals, by States, 1929-89," Survey of Current Buginess, XX (October
1940), 18.)
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average wages up to $20 per month draw between 50
and 100 percent of their former wages, between 75
and 150 percent if they have aged wives, and up to
200 percent in those rare cases in which they also
have children under 18. In no case will the benefit be
less than 50 percent of wages. Under the formula, all
beneficiaries with wages between $25 and $50 per month
draw benefits equal to a flat 40 percent of their wages,
plus whatever increment they are entitled to for years
of coverage. Workers with wages of $50 and more re-
ceive less and less in proportion to their wages.
Similar deviations from the strict proportionality
principle as the result of the benefit formula are ap-
parent in survivors’ benefits, as shown in Table 30.

TARLE 30._—thth£y survivors' benefits under old-age and sur-
vivors insurance for assumed average wages and years of
coverage, as percentage of average monthly wage

ORPHAN'S OR DEPENDENT PARENT'S BENEFIT

Monthly benefit as percent of average monthly wage,
Average monthly after coverage of—
wage
3 years | 5years | 10 years | 20 years | 30 years | 40 years
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3
25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 26,0 25.0
20.6 21.0 22.0 24,0 26.0 28.0
12.9 13.1 13.8 15.0 16.2 17.5
10.3 10,5 110 12.0 13.0 14.0
8.2 8.4 8.8 0.6 10.4 1.2
WIDOW WITHOUT CHILDREN
{11 RS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
50.0 50,0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
33.3 33.3 33.3 36.0 39.0 42.0
30.9 3.5 33.0 36.0 30,0 42,0
30.9 3L5 33.0 36.0 39.0 42,0
19.3 19.7 20,6 22.5 24. 4 26.2
15. 5 15.8 16.5 18.0 19. 5 21.0
12.4 12.6 13.2 14.4 15.6 16.8
WIDOW AND ONE CHILD

$10... 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0
$20 62.5 62.5 62.5 62,5 65.0 70.0
51.5 52,5 55.0 60.0 65.0 70.0
51.5 52.5 56.0 60.0 5.0 70.0
51.5 52.5 55.0 60.0 65.0 70.0
32.2 32.8 .4 37.5 40. 6 43.8
25.1 26.3 27.5 30.0 32.5 35,0
20. 6 210 22,0 24,0 20.0 28.0

Source: Calenlated on the basis of the provisions of the Social Security Act Amend-
ments of 1939 relating to computation of benefit amounts (secs. 200e, 202¢ (2) 202d
(2), 202e (2), 202f (2).).

Adequacy of benefits in 19j0.—Actual experience
with benefit awards during the first 6 months of 1940
shows that the average primary benefit was about $22,
wife’s and child’s benefit about $12, widow’s benefit
about $20, and parents’ benefits about $13.* On a

o It is interesting to note that average benefits have not changed to
any considerable degree in the first year and 8 months of benefit pay-
ments. As of August 31, 1941, the average primary benefit was $22.68,
wife's and child’s benefits averaged $12.10 and $12.17, respectively,
widow's benefits and widow’'s current benefits averaged $20.28 and 19.50,
and average parents' benefits were $12.96 per month. Cf. Social
Security Bulletin, IV (October 1941), p. 89, table 2,
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family basis, <. e., on the basis of various possible com-
binations of benefits paid to members of one family,
the figures are slightly different, as shown in Table 31.

TasLe 31.—Average monthly benefits under old-age and sur-
vivors insurance by family units and individual awards,
January—June 1940

Family unit Individual awards
Percent Percent
Type of benefit | Amount b?sigjf‘!:t Type of benefit | Amount h?;{] g}’tt
awards AWAr
Primaryonly__....[ §21.01 57.3
Primary plus wifo_ . 36.22 11.8
Primary plus child. 37.03 21.5
Primary, wile, and 1.0
C e G 50. 95 8.2
Widow only........ 20.70 .2
Widow plus child 42.45
Children only.... 27.71
Paront 55 14.08

Source: Individual awards from Social Security Bulletin, 111 (Au%ust 1040), 62, table
4. Awards on family-unit basis computed from data made available bg}:lm Analysis
Division, Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance, Social Security Board.

In contrast to many other public-aid programs, State
variations in average benefits are relatively small.*
Table 32 shows the States with the highest and lowest
average payments, their absolute amounts, and their
relation to the national average.

TasLe 32.—8tate variations of average benefils allowed under
old-age and survivors insurance, Januwary—June 1940

Highest State average Lowest State average
o a |-
g |2g g |28
g |85 g |85
Type of benefit g |58 5 pg
S Ry
State & | %8s State P
=1 e g “5 ey
g | £ ;|
- B < A~
Primary only..__._| New Jersey...|$23.56 | 107.5 | North Carolina_|$18.13 | 82.7
Primary and wife_.| New Jersey...| 38.61 | 106.6 | Mississippi._.... .7 76,7
Primary and child.| Connecticut 41.44 | 111.9 | Mississippi. 79.6
Widow only..._...| Vermont.. 25,40 | 122,7 | South Carol 64.7
Widow and child..| Nevada.__ G0.86 | 119.8 7.6
Children only.____| Nebraska_..__| 41,10 | 148.3 50.1
Parent.............| Ilinois......_.| 16.50 | 117.2 74.1

Source: Adnfted and computed from data made available by the Bureau of Old-age
and SBurvivors Insurance, Social Security Board. States with very few claims allowed
are not taken into account in this table. No data are given on the variations of a
combination of primary, wife, and child, since there were not more than 3 such
awards in any State,

It is as yet impossible to determine whether the bene-
fits now payable are adequate for the needs of those
who receive them, for there is no information concern-
ing the other resources possessed by the Leneficiaries.
If the volume of supplementation of insurance benefits
by other forms of aid were large, it might reasonably
be concluded that insurance payments were not ade-
quate for a considerable proportion of qualified work-
ers, Certainly there is at the present time little

¥ This situation would be especially pronounced in the early years of
the insurance plan when a considerable proportion of benefits payable
would be at the minimum rate which is uniform all over the country.
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evidence of supplementation of old-age and survivors’
benefits by grants under means-test programs, such as
old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, and gen-
eral relief.** It is important to note, however, that
the small extent of supplementation is not necessarily
a proof of the adequacy of the insurance benefits. It
may merely imply that the other programs from which
supplementary payments might come are providing a
level of living considerably lower than that provided
by old-age and survivors insurance. This is likely to
be true of general relief in many parts of the country.
As repeatedly shown in the preceding pages, general-
relief standards are on the whole relatively low.
Where funds are inadequate to provide any public aid
at all to many needy applicants, it is self-evident that
no supplementary aid will be given to those who are
receiving insurance benefits. Some agencies have
formally adopted the policy of not supplementing
such cases. Moreover, the insurance benefits now pay-
able in most parts of the country compare favorably
with the payments made under the laws relating to
old-age assistance and aid to dependent children.®®
The extent to which aged workers prefer to continue
at work or even to return to private employment after
having acquired benefit status does not in itself demon-
strate the inadequacy of the benefits to provide for the
maintenance of the recipient. For so long as there is
any margin between benefit and income to be obtained
through working, aged persons may prefer the latter
alternative if the opportunity is available. A sub-
stantial proportion of the workers who in the latter

8 Of the persons accepted for old-age assistance in 47 States between
January and June 1940, 278 were receiving some income from old-age
and survivors insurance, less than one-third of 1 percent of all persons
awarded old-age and survivors insurance benefits during that period.
Of the families accepted for aid to dependent children in 40 States during
the same period only 89 were receiving old-age and survivors insurance
payments. Hvidence regarding supplementation by general-relief grants,
while technically not very satisfactory, shows that there is even less
supplementation of insurance benefits. Only 42 cases in 6 large cities
(Baltimore, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Detroit, Milwaukee, and Rochester)
were receiving general relief and old-age and survivors insurance benefits
simultaneously. (Data supplied by the Bureau of Research and Statistics
of the Social Security Board.)

= Ag of June 1940, average old-age assistance grants per recipient were
higher than average primary benefits (without dependents’ supplements)
only in Alaska and 16 States: Connecticut, Massachusetts, Maine, New
Hampshire, New York, District of Columbia, Ohio, Wisconsin, Iowa,
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Wyoming, California, Nevada, and Oregon.
In 13 of these States and in Alaska the average old-age assistance grant
was higher than the United States average for primary benefits.

At the same time, average grants to families under aid-to-dependent-
children programs (both those approved by the Social Security Board and
those not approved) were higher than average survivors' benefits to
widows with one or more children in only eight States: Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, New York, North
Dakota, and California. (Average old-age and survivors insurance bene-
fits computed from information supplied by the Analysis Division, Bu-
reau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance, Social Security Board, which
was published in part in “Family Classification of Workers and Bene-
ficlaries Represented in Claims Allowed, January—June 1940," Social
Security Bulletin, IV (January 1940), 68-73; old-age assistance and
aid-to-dependent-children grants computed from Social Security Bulletin,
III (September 1940), 68 and 69.)
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art of 1940 remained in covered employment after
they had applied for benefits and received a “condi-
tional” award, or who returned to gainful employment
after having drawn benefits for a period of time, may
be thus accounted for.*°

Finally, it should be noted that the eligibility re-
quirements of the old-age and survivors insurance sys-
tem serve to eliminate from receipt of benefits a sub-
stantial proportion of persons with low or irregular
earnings.®* The probability that those who qualify
have some private resources available to supplement
their insurance benefit is thereby enhanced.

Long-range aspects of benefit adequacy—The 1940
data are, however, admittedly too incomplete to allow
any definite conclusions with regard to the absolute
adequacy of benefits. The average benefit amounts
(the only information available at present) conceal the
relative numbers of workers securing small benefits.
Furthermore, on account of the short benefit experience
period, the 1-percent increment for every year of cover-
age has as yet had very little effect upon the indi-
vidual benefit amount. While this is not a serious
factor for those beneficiaries whose average wages have
been very low (less than $20 per month), the incre-
ment becomes important for workers earning $30 and
more per month, especially with the passing of decades
during which the insurance system “matures.” **

Table 33 has, therefore, been constructed on the basis
of the benefit formula and assuming certain given aver-
age wages and years of coverage, to indicate the absolute
amount of benefits that can be drawn in the next 20 years
by workers earning various amounts of wages. As the
table indicates, workers with average wages of less
than $50 per month will very seldom qualify for bene-
fits (including dependents’ benefits) in excess of $30
per month even after 20 years of coverage. Indeed
only the $50-a-month worker who has a wife over 65
or a child under 18 will be eligible for a benefit of

© About 2,000 conditional primary awards were made in October 1940,
representing about 16 percent of all primary benefit awards in that
month. Almost 500 of these awards contained henefits for wives,in
addition to the primary benefit. During the 6-month period May-October
1040, about 9 percent of the approximately 74,000 primary benefit
awards were conditional awards. The Social Security Board reports
that lately about 2,500 retired workers per month have temporarily
given up their retirement benefits and returned to the labor market.
(Clague, Ewan, Labor for the Defense Program, Social Security Board,
Bureau of Employment Security, Washington, January 18, 1941, p. 5.)

@ Oyer 90 percent of the workers who earned at least some wage credits
during 1937-39 but had not obtained insured status at the end of 1939
appeared to have eumulative wages of less than $900, or average wages
of less than $25 per month. For source and further details, see ch.
VIII.

@ Tha 1-percent increment does not operate at all in the case of work-
ers earning $10 per month (indeed it actually begins operating only
with an average of about $17 per month) ; even those workers earning
$20 can expect an increase of their benefit through the operation of the
1-percent increment clause only after over 20 years of continuous cover-
age. This situation is of particular significance in the case of survivors’
benefits.
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TasLe 33—Monthly benejfits under old-age and survivors insur-
ance for assumed years of coverage and average monthly
wages

PRIMARY BENEFIT

Average monthly wage
Years of
coverage

£10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $100 $150 $250

$12.60 | $16.80 | $21.00 | $26.25 | $31.60 | $42.00
13.20 | 17.60 | 22.00 | 27.50| 33.00 44, 00
14.40 | 10.20 | 24.00 | 30.00 | 36.00 48.00

PRIMARY PLUS WIFE'S OR CHILD'S BENEFIT
5o $15.00 | $15.00 | $18.90 | $25.20 | $31.50 | $30.38 | $47.25 | $63.00
i ; 3 15.00 | 10.80 | 26.40 | 33.00 | 41.256 | 49.50 66. 00
15.00 | 21.60 | 28.80 | 36.00 | 45.00 | 54.00 72.00

$10.00 | $10.00 | $10.50 | $13.13 | $15.75 | $21.00
10.00 | 10.00 | 11.00 | 13.75 | 16.50 22.00
10.00 | 10.00 | 12,00 [ 15.00 | 18.00 24.00

WIDOW WITHOUT CHILDREN

B eeee] $10.00 | $10.00 | $10.00 | $12.60 | $15.75 | $10.690 | $23.63 .50
= 5 10.00 | 10.00 | 13.20 | 16.50 | 20.63 | 24.75 33.00
10.00 | 10.80 | 14.40 | 18.00 | 22.50 | 27.00 36.00

WIDOW WITH ONE CHILD

$15.75 | $21.00 | $26.25 | $32.81 | $30.38 | $52.60
16.50 | 22.00 | 27.50 | 34.38 | 41.25 55,00
18.00 | 24.00 | 30.00 | 37.50 | 45.00 60. 00

_ Bource: Calculated on the basis of the provisions of the Social Security Act Amend-
ments of 1939 (approved Aug). 10, 1939) relating to computation of benefit amounts
(secs., 209 e, 202 b (2), 202 ¢ (2 .2)’2d{2). 202 e (2), 2021,

over $30 per month. Those with average wages of
$40 a month or less will not attain the $30 benefit
level even after this period of coverage.

Whether or not a benefit of $30 or less a month can
be regarded as adequate for the maintenance of an aged
person depends in part upon the assumptions made as
to the resources possessed by the recipient. The lower
benefits arise from low “average wages.” To the ex-
tent that a worker with such an “average wage” has
either been regularly employed in covered employment
for very low wages or has suffered many spells of
unemployment throughout his working life, he may
on retirement possess little in the way of resources.
This presumption is not seriously upset if the low
“gverage wage” which is responsible for the low bene-
fit arises from the fact that the worker was continu-
ously employed but for only part of the time in
covered employment, for the most important excluded
employments are agriculture and domestic service, in
both of which wages are relatively low.

The conclusion that the benefits available under old-
age and survivors insurance, even after 20 years of
covered employment, are not likely to provide a desir-
able level of living to the mass of low-paid wage
earners whose need for protection is greatest is modi-
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fied when the effect of the eligibility requirements is
taken into account. For, although workers earning
less than $600 per annum constituted 43.4 percent of
the persons paying taxes in covered employment dur-
ing the years 1937 to 1939, about half of the workers
earning less than this amount are likely to be disquali-
fied by the minimum earnings requirement.* In other
words, under the present system the proportion of
very low benefits may be less than one-fourth because
so many of those to whom such benefits would be pay-
able will be disqualified.

However, the fact that primary benefits may be $30
or less per month for even as many as one-fourth of
all qualified workers is in itself cause for concern, be-
cause they are the group which, by and large, cannot
be expected to have accumulated significant savings,
if indeed any at all. Yet reference to Table 29 indi-
cates the nature of the difficulties facing the adoption
of a more generous formula for insurance benefits. For
the benefits of workers earning $50 or less a month
constitute a relatively high percentage of previous
average wages; and the lower the wage, the higher the
percentage. Low “average wages” may result entirely
from employment in noncovered industries. In all
other cases, more nearly adequate benefits to the low-
income groups would equal or even exceed their
previous earnings. The alternative to the abandon-
ment of the proportionality principle is a recognition of
the fact that there are some groups of workers—namely,
the low-paid and irregularly employed—for whom a
system making payments which bear a fixed relation-
ship to previous earnings is clearly not appropriate.

Railroad Retirement

In comparison with payments under the general old-
age and survivors insurance systems, railroad retire-
ment benefits are at present seemingly high. At first
sight the considerable difference in average payments
may seem to be a reflection of the lack of dependents’
benefits under the railroad retirement system. But
railroad benefits are higher even than those payable
under old-age and survivors insurance to a retired
worker with a wife entitled to a wife’s benefit. The
national average for old-age and survivors insurance
payments to primary beneficiaries with no dependents
is only about one-third of railroad retirement benefits,
and a little over half where the primary beneficiary has
u wife entitled to dependent’s benefit.

Survivors’ benefits under railroad retirement legis-
lation are also superior to Social Security Act pay-
ments to widows without children. However, widow

4 This estimate is based on the experience of individual years only.
See ¢h. VIIT,
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TasLe 34.—Distribution, by $10 iﬂtérra-l’-s, of benefits under
railroad retirement legislation, June 1940

Percent
Monthly benefits

Employee s Survivors'

annuities ! Pensions annuities
TN oo i st s A e S e B3 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
Less than $10 __. A .1 4.6
S10-$19.99 3.1 a5 15. 6
5.7 15,4 253
5.8 13.9 21.4
13.4 12.7 13.9
9.3 12.1 0.1
13. 5 10. 2 3.8
15.3 B4 2.2
12.7 5.8 1.0
B.6 5.0 A

7.0 4.2 0

4.1 2.8 0

SRR S 1.1 5.9 1]
Total number. ... ...cocoooiaanae P 97, 567 35, 146 2,341
Percent of all benefits ... 73.5 24. 4 21
Avorage monthly amount_ ___ .. ___ $65. 55 $58. 66 £33, 14

1 Retirement and disability annuities.
Source: The Monthly Review [Railroad Retirement Board], I, (October 1949), 5

(November 1940), 6; and (December 1940}, 9.

beneficiaries with dependent children under the Social
Security Act, who represented over three-fourths of all
families receiving survivors’ benefits in June 1940 re-
ceive, on the average, higher payments than do widows
of railroad workers, reflecting the absence of orphans’
benefits from the railroad retirement plan. As Table
34 shows, the average survivor’s annuity under the rail-
road retirement laws in June 1940 was a little over
$33 per month for the United States as a whole,™
which compares with an average of about $20 and
$42 respectively for a childless widow and a widow
with one or more children receiving payments under
the Social Security Act. (See Table 31.)

Inasmuch as there are no minimum railroad retire-
ment benefits (with the exception of railroad workers
with 20 years of service and 65 years of age) and there
is a relatively high maximum of $120 per month, indi-
vidual payments do not cluster around the upper and
lower ends of the benefit scale. Railroad benefits (ex-
cept pensions) are geared not only to amount of wages
from covered employment, with low wages treated
more favorably, but also to the length of covered or
credited railroad employment.® Employee annuities
are most frequent between $60 and $90 per month
(over 40 percent) ; payments to former pensioners of
private railroad retirement plans cluster between $20
and $60 (over 54 percent); almost 6 percent receive

#“ State variations of average railroad retirement payments are even
less pronounced than benefits under the Social Security Act. Railroad
employee annuities (both age and disability) varied from about $59 to
$73, and survivors’ annuities from about $27 to §40.

4 The monthly retirement annuity is obtained by mult’plying the num-
ber of years of covered or credited employment by the following percent-
ages of the average monthly wage: 2 percent of the first $50, plus 1%
percent of the next $100, plus 1 percent of the next $150. Thus credit
is given up to $300 per month as against $250 under the Social Security
Act.
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the maximum of $120 per month. Survivors annuities
are considerably lower, almost 70 percent being less
that $40 per month.*

Unemployment Compensation

The question of the adequacy of unemployment com-
pensation payments cannot properly be discussed apart
from knowledge of the group selected to receive them
and consideration of the period of time for which
they are payable. As indicated in Chapter V, how-
ever, relatively little is known about the characteristics
of unemployment compensation beneficiaries. The fol-
Jowing discussion is therefore restricted to such
limited inferences regarding the adequacy of this pro-
gram as can be drawn from an examination of the
benefit provisions of the State laws and the oper-
ating statistics of State unemployment compensation
agencies.

While it would be desirable to discuss the extent and
distribution of partial unemployment benefit pay-
ments, the administrative difficulties that have so far
attended the payments and the resultant uncertainty
of the statistics have made it advisable to confine dis-
cussion to total unemployment benefits. Hence this
section will pertain to benefits for total unemployment
in the 48 States, the District of Columbia, Alaska, and
Hawaii.

Amount of benefit payments.—The original unem-
ployment compensation laws aimed to provide bene-
fits for total unemployment which would equal 50
percent of full-time weekly earnings from covered
employment, within maximum and minimum limits.
In the early part of 1938, most of the States set a max-
imum of $15 per week, while in eight States there was a
minimum amount ranging from $4 to $7.50 per week, be-
low which no benefit for total unemployment could
fall. Four States and the District of Columbia had
no minimum benefit at all, and the other States pro-
vided in principle for a minimum benefit by a formula
which in fact involved no real fixed minimum, since it
ran in terms of a minimum weekly sum (usually $5),
or three-fourths of the full-time weekly wage “which-
ever was the lesser.” 7

@ This is, of course, due to the method of computing the survivors'
annuity by reference to the actuarial yalue of the straight retirement
annuity of the worker who elects a joint and survivors' annuity which
may be either equal to, or 75 or 50 percent of, his own annuity during
his life.

« See Social Security Board, Bureau of Unemployment Compensation,
A Comparison of Unemployment Compensation Laws, April 15, 1938,
Washington, 1938, pp. 46-55. New Hampshire provided for benefit at
the weekly rate of one-twenty-sixth (50 percent of one-thirteenth) of
earnings in the highest calendar quarter, not to exceed $15, nor to fall
below $5 or three-fourths of one-eighteenth of the high-quarter earnings,
whichever was the lesser. This minimum in effect was a variable one.
It meant (1) that workers who averaged between §10 and £30 weekly in
their quarter of highest earnings received benefit at the rate of 50 per-
cent of wages; (2) that workers who averaged between $6.66 and $10

414488—42—14
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During the first 6 months of 1938, 16.1 percent of all
weekly benefit payments for total unemployment were
in amounts of less than $6. In 4 of the 19 States re-
porting for this period, more than one-third of all
benefits for total unemployment were for less than $6.¢
The payment of many small benefits continued and
called forth critical comment which led to the adop-
tion of fixed minimum weekly amounts. By August
1941, 50 jurisdictions had established a flat minimum
weekly benefit ranging from 50 cents to $10, the most
common provision being $5.°

With the exception of the States now basing bene-
fits on an ‘annual earnings formula, the proportion of
benefits in the lower intervals has been definitely,
though slowly, decreasing since payments began.
However, this development is partly attributable to
the application of more stringent eligibility condi-
tions, which have had the effect of disqualifying a
larger proportion of workers who would otherwise
have received extremely low benefits.*

Between 1938 and 1940 the benefit formula of virtu-
ally every State unemployment compensation law was
amended. Apart from reducing the proportion of
small benefits, however, these modifications did not
materially change the distribution of benefits for the
country as a whole. In the July-September quarter
of 1928, 44.1 percent of all weekly benefits for total
unemployment were less than $10; in the same quarter
of 1929, this proportion was 43.5 percent; and in
July-September 1940 it was 44.7 percent. Weekly
benefits of $14 or more constituted 31.9 percent of all
benefits in July-September 1938, 32.0 percent in the
same quarter of 1939, and 31.7 percent in the same
quarter of 1940.%

It is important to mnote that the adoption of flat
minémum and maximum benefit amounts répresents a
considerable departure from the principle of paying
benefits strictly in proportion to previous earnings.
During the period October-December 1940, the propor-
tion of weekly benefits payable at the minimum amount
exceeded 10 percent in 14 States. In three of these

received benefit at the rate of 75 percent to 50 percent (the rate declin-
ing steadily as the wage rose above $6.66) ; and (3) that workers who
averaged less than $6.66 received benefit at the rate of 75 percent of
wages, The difference between this variable minimum and a fixed $5
minimum consisted in the fact that under the latter the percentage rate
would continue to increase above 75 percent as wages fell below £6.66,
reaching 100 percent in the case of claimants who averaged 85 weekly
and over 100 percent in the case of any claimants with smaller weekly
wages who might qualify for benefits.

@ Third Annual Report of the Social Security Board, 1938, Washington,
1938, p, 186.

© For details of these provisions as of 1940, see Appendix.

w See ¢h, VIII, where other problems arising from the disqualification
of a significant proportion of "covered” workers are discussed,

st Caleulated from Social Security Bulletin, 1 (December 1038), 31,
table 3 : Social Security Bulletin, II (November 1930}, 31, table 8; and

‘ Social Security Board, Bureau of Employment Security, Summary of

Employment Security Activities, October 1940, Washington, 1040 BA-TI.
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States, benefits payable at the minimum amount con-
stituted 20 percent or more of the total” At the
other end of the scale there were 22 States in which
flat maximum payments accounted for over 20 percent
of all benefits, while in 9 of these the proportion was
over 30 percent. In Alaska, Nevada, Washington, and
Oregon the maximum benefits represented 84.0 per-
cent, 63.6 percent, 55.7 percent, and 54.9 percent, re-
spectively, of all weekly benefit payments.

The significance of the departure from exact pro-
portionality may be realized when it is observed that
payment at flat rates of benefit was especially marked
in the largest States. In five of the six States ac-
counting for the highest number of weeks of total un-
employment compensated during the third quarter of
1940, between one-third and one-half of all benefits
were paid at flat minimum or flat maximum rates.*

The close relationship between benefits and weekly
earnings has also been somewhat modified by the in-
creasingly common practice of rounding off the benefits
as calculated. Although this practice has relatively
little significance for the higher-paid workers, the
rounding of benefits to the nearest dollar which was
done in 25 States in October 1940 may make a signifi-
cant difference to the relationship between benefits and
weekly wages for workers in the lower-wage brackets.™

The departure from the strict proportionality prin-
ciple in so significant a proportion of cases may raise
questions in view of the careful individual record
keeping and benefit computation that is involved in the
original emphasis on precise individual proportion-
ality. In fact, this departure from a strict relation-
ship of benefits to full-time weekly earnings has been
intensified by other modifications in the benefit
formulas. From 1936 onwards administrative diffi-
culties and employers’ objections to compiling the
detailed records which the enforcement of this
principle required led to a modification of a direct
proportionality to full-time earnings in nearly all
States. Benefits were to be calculated as a fraction,
usually one twenty-sixth or one-twentieth, not of the
full-time weekly earnings but of the total earnings in
a specified calendar quarter (usually the quarter with

82 Arkansas, 20.4 percent ; Hawali, 30.2 percent ; and Pennsylvania, 25.6
percent. (Social Security Board, Bureau of Employment Security, Sum-
mary of Bmployment Security Activities, January 1941, Washington, 1041,
table B6-1.)

5 The combined percentages of weeks compensated at the two flat rates
in these 5 States were : New York, 52.2 ; Illinois, 49.9 ; Pennsylvania, 47.5;
Massachusetts, 40.2; and California, 37.6. (Ibid.)

# Only 7 States now compute benefits to the exact cent. Of the remain-
ing jurisdictions, 19 round off the benefit to some fraction of a dollar.
(Social Security Board, Bureau of Employment Security, Comparison of
State Unemployment Compensation Laws, October 1940, Washington,
1940, pp. 64-65.)

National Resources Planning Board

the highest earnings in the preceding year). By July
1940, this principle was being applied in 36 States.’®

Although this change was motivated largely by ad-
ministrative considerations, its economic consequences
were far-reaching. For, unless the quarter selected for
purposes of benefit computation is one in which the
applicant has experienced continuous employment, the
amount of his weekly benefit is reduced by the extent
to which unemployment, employment in noncovered
industry, or sickness lowers his total covered earnings in
that quarters® On the other hand, seasonal workers
with periods of peak employment in which consider-
able overtime is worked received a benefit in excess of
50 percent of the normal full-time weekly wage. Iven
more serious from the point of view of the beneficiaries
was the transfer (effected by 5 States by 1940) from a
quarterly to an annual earnings basis, since it greatly
lengthens the period during which unemployment
could occur and thus lower the applicant’s weekly
benefit. It is thus not surprising that in States which
amended their laws in order to compute the weekly
benefit amount as a fraction of annual earnings, the
number of small payments increased. In Maine before
amendment, for example, 19.8 percent of payments in
January-April 1939 were for less than $6; after
amendment, such payments in May through Septem-
ber of the same year rose to 40.7 percent. Meanwhile
the proportions of large payments in the States which
adopted annual-earnings formulas decreased. (See
Table 35.)

Differences in payments by States—During the first
6 months of 1940, the national average weekly payment
for total unemployment was $10.50. National averages,
however, conceal wide differences in average benefits
from State to State. Although the averages are sub-

8 In addition 8 States adopt this prineiple if the alternative methods
preseribed would be “unreasonable, or arbitrary, or not readily determin-
able,” (Ibid., p. 62.)

% In recognition of this possibility the Social Security Board was led
to comment on the fraction of quarterly earnings that was to serve as
the weekly benefit amount as follows :

“Tha one twenty-fifth and one twenty-sixth formulae assumed that the
highest quarter would have 1214 or 13 weeks of full-time earnings. It
has been suggested, however, that even in the high quarter there will be
some unémployment so that perhaps one twentieth would more nearly
approximate the full-time wage. The fraction actually used in any
State should be based on the experience of the State.

“If the one-twentieth is used, it would give more than 50 percent of
the actual weekly wage to workers with full-time employment in the
high quarter, and less than 50 percent to workers with less than 10
weeks full-time employment in the high quarter. On the average it
would allow for the unemployment that occurs even in the highest
quarter, It would liberalize benefits (in comparison with benefits
payable under the one twenty-sixth formula) and reduce the force of
ona of the major criticisms of the existing system: that it gives in-
adequate benefits.” (Soeial Security Board, Bureau of Unemployment
Compensation, Interim Report on Simplification of the Benefit Formula
in State Unemployment Compensation Laws, Washington, 1938, p. 23.)
For the significance of this change in regard to the operation of the
eligibility rules, see ch. VIII.
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manLe 35.—Hffect of annual-earnings formula on size of weekly
penefit payments for total unemployment in four States®

Percent of all payments | Percent of all payments
for total unemploy- for total unemploy-
ment under $8 ment over §14

State

Annual- Annual-
01d law earnings 01d law earnings
law law

7001111 19.8 40.7 12.9 4.0
North Caroling. ... 55.0 63.3 4.4 2.7
South Dakots. .. ..o 16.6 38.0 19.3 1.8
West Virginia. .o 10.7 7.1 26.2 8.9

gource: Adapted from Fichandler, Thomas C., “The Effects of Relating Weekly
Benefit Amounts to Annual Earnings,” Social Security Bulletin, IT1 (April 1040), 8,
table 2.

1 Those for which data are available. See ibid. for time periods and further details
on distribution of benefit payments,

ject to misinterpretation and are as yet not too well
founded statistically, they can be used to reflect inter-
state differences. For the first 6 months of 1940, the
average weekly benefit payment for total unemployment
ranged from $15.38 in Alaska and $18.84 in California
to $4.56 in North Carolina and $5.95 in Mississippi.”
The “high-wage” States clearly exhibit the highest av-
erage payments, while the “low-wage” States and those
with annual-earnings formulas show the lowest average
payments.

A State-by-State comparison of the distribution of
benefits for total unemployment by dollar intervals
likewise shows a wide variation among the States.
(See Table 36.) In the country as a whole, during
April-June quarter of 1940, 44.9 of all weeks of total
unemployment were compensated in amounts of less
than $10. In six southern States and in Maine, how-
ever, between 80 and 95 percent of all weekly benefits
for total unemployment were for less than $10. In
California, the corresponding figure was 3.6 percent;
the minimum benefit amount in California is now $10.
Five states paid over one-fourth of their total weeks
compensated in amounts of $16 and over per week.

The largest proportions of small benefits are usually
found in the southern States, but they are not infre-
quent in States where wages, costs, and standards of
living are higher. In Delaware, New Jersey, the
Distriet of Columbia, and Towa, for example, between
182 and 22.2 percent of all benefit payments were for
less than $6 in the quarter April-June 1940. While a
high proportion of low benefits is not in itself a sign
of inadequacy, payments of as little as $6 a week are
almost prima facie evidence of inadequacy in many
States.

Notwithstanding the compromises that have been
made with the principle of proportionality, the out-

& Data supplied by the Bureau of Employment Security, Social
Security Board.
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standing feature of the present benefit provisions, so
Jar as adequacy is concerned, is their lack of rela-
tionship to the needs of unemployed workers. The al-
tempt to maintain a direct ratio between benefits and
previous earnings resulls in the anomalous situation
of providing the largest bemefits for the higher-paid
workers, who need them least, and the smallest benefits
to the lower-paid workers, who need them most.

Duration of benefit payments.—The duration of ben-
efit payment is also a relevant consideration in a dis-
cussion of the adequacy of benefits. For the longer
the period for which benefits are payable, the less
likely is it that the applicant will continue to have
private resources to supplement a benefit that is still
in principle unrelated to the costs of maintenance. A
$5 benefit may be adequate to tide a man over a few
weeks but will hardly suffice without supplementation
from some other public-aid program if continued for
several months. At present this consideration is rela-
tively unimportant, for the average duration of bene-
fit is short,® but it will be of considerable importance
should benefit duration increase.

The waiting period.—The individual worker’s situa-
tion is often made more difficult by the fact that he
can not expect to receive benefits immediately after
losing his job. A waiting period must be served, rang-
ing in length from 1 to 3 weeks if the worker is wholly
unemployed and up to 6 weeks if he is only partially
unemployed. As of July 1940, only 2 States required
a 1-week waiting period, 40 required 2 weeks, and 9
required 3 weeks.® It might be argued that, inasmuch
as unemployment compensation beneficiaries as a group
are not destitute the moment they lose their jobs, they
may not suffer from a short waiting period without
earnings. However, when it is recalled that in no
case will any benefit be paid for the duration of the
waiting period, and that benefits are paid only after
the first week of compensable unemployment, a 2-week
waiting period may easily result in the worker receiving
his first compensation check about 4 weeks after loss
of his job or even later. Nor must it be forgotten
that the eligibility conditions coupled with the adop-
tion of the fixed benefit year result in certain cases
in the payment of benefits to workers who have under-
gone a substantial period of unemployment prior to
becoming eligible for payment. Indeed, as the provi-
sions in many States now operate, a worker on WPA
may become entitled to benefits in respect of wage

8 Bee ch, VIII

% By August 1941, the length of the waiting period has been reduced
in & number of States: 21 required 1 week, 27 required 2 weeks, and only
3 (Alabama, New York, and Pennsylvania) still had a 3-week waiting
period.
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credits acquired in previous private employment.
Such workers would be unlikely to possess private
resources with which to eke out # small insurance
benefit.

Railroad Unemployment Insurance

An appraisal of the “adequacy” of railroad unem-
ployment insurance benefits is difficult at the present
time. The original Railroad Unemployment Insur-
ance Act, which came into operation in July 1939, was
in effect for a period of slightly more than a year when
it was drastically changed. Benefits payable were con-
siderably increased by amending legislation in October

National Resources Planning Board

1940, most of the changes going into effect on Novem-
ber 1, 1940.%

The benefit scale provided by the original railroad
unemployment insurance act was based in large part
on the theory that unemployment among railroad
workers occurs mostly among the lowest-paid groups
and tends to be continuous over relatively long periods
of time during the year.”* Therefore, the law provided
for a flat maximum duration of 80 days in a benefit year

% In addition, special transitory provisions were enacted for workers
whose benefit year ended June 30, 1941,

% Kuznets, Solomon 8., “Amendments to the Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act,” Social Security Bulletin, IIT (November 1940), 14,

TarLE 36.— Average weekly compensation payment for total unemployment, January—June 1940, and percentage distribulion of number of
weeks of total unemployment compensated, April-June 1940, by amount of benefit payment, continental Unated Stales: by States and by

socio-economic regions

Percentage distribution of weeks compensated ! in amounts of —
Average _
States and Regions weekly
benefit Less than $2.00~ $4.00~ $6.00- $8.00~ $10.00- $12.00~ §14.00- $16.00 and
§2, £3.90 $5.00 $7.00 $9.90 $11.90 $13.99 $15.09 over
United States . . .. $10. 50 0.3 2.2 8.6 18.7 15.1 14.3 11 22.1 7.6
Northeast:
Connectieut. ...l 10.15 2.1 26.0 2.1 16.2 12.1 22.5
District of Columbia_.._. 8.74 17.2 27.1 16.68 10.2 6.6 17.3
8.01 |. 18.7 20.6 17.3 13.7 9.2 20.5
6. 54 32,4 25.0 15.3 6.3 2.4 1.8
8. 86 19.6 25. 4 19.3 12.9 8.1 14.7
10, 00 1.7 26.3 21.4 15.9 10.5 24.2
New Hampshire 8.93 10.3 27.0 27.3 15.2 0.0 11.2
New Jersey._.... 0.28 18.2 20.8 17.6 13.5 8.7 20,2
New York.. 5 - 11.69 18.9 16,2 15.9 1.8 31.2
Pennsylvania_ .. ... u 10:96 1 s Scns 26.0 16.2 14.2 15.1 2.5
Rhode Island. . i L1751 1 N SR A, 21.6 25,5 20.1 11.4 7.5
Vermont .. ... . 0.40 14.9 25,1 25.0 12.0 7.8 14.4
West Virginia. oo a 7.93 22.7 21.4 13.9 11.4 9.3 9.0 |.
Middle States:
AIAONG Y oo st m cm mt n d  m  m m 535 ) O ISR D—— 5.7 12.3 15.2 15.2 12.9
Indiana. . 10,80 |ooaae . oX 2.9 12.1 17. 4 18.7 16.3 32.5
Towa._ ___. 0.44 N 18.4 10.8 16.6 15.1 1.0 18.2 |.
Michigan __ 11,82 (0] | O] 0] 18.4 15.1 14.0 13.6 11.9
Minnesota 1084 |ssimsaasaleicitaim 10.5 16.9 20.0 147 1.5 26.4 |
9. 06 @) 2.7 21.2 20.1 17.9 12.7 8.3 151 |5
10.33 4 2.4 8.3 16.2 16.0 17.2 13.7 25.8 |-
15 i | I ——— 2.1 20.0 17.6 21.0 15.6 21.3
CIOIEEAD. . o ccas i camine g r o s i 10, 52 1 116 16.0 15.6 14.3 14.3 28.0
Idaho..._. 11,47 (’g 1 3.8 127 13.2 18.7 21.2 18.7
Kansas 9.30 1.7 S PP 22,0 16. 3 15.4 14.0 10.8 2L.5
Montana._ U PR I 9.9 16, 2 15.8 13.6 12.6 3.9
Nebraska.... 088 |—coiaaais ®) 14.4 20.0 22.6 16.1 10.6 16.3
North Dakota.. 14 1) 1) T e 13.2 22.1 20.2 14.2 10.8 10.5
South Dakota_. j 31 ) AR, 5.7 30.6 210 12.6 8.4 5.0 6.8
Utah_._._... 11.30 |.... ] TSP, 6.1 1.7 14,2 12.4 10.1 1.0
Wyoming_ iR PR 4.8 10.1 12.2 12,5 1.0 10.8
Southeast:
Alabama 6. 65 * 13.8 30.0 271.2 12.4 6.5 3.3 6.8
Arkansas AL |cissmianaid 18.8 26,9 10.7 13.4 0.4 5.3 6.5
Flerida 9. 40 (O] 3.8 1.5 20.2 18.0 13.3 8.6 4.7
Georgin. . _ 6. 44 1.9 5.5 45.4 25.9 9.5 4.6 2.6 4.6 |.
Kentucky. jFiy [ 3 PR IRt - 35.2 24.6 16.1 11.2 6.8 6.1 1.
Louisiana_ (8 (R R 42,2 2.0 13.1 7.1 3.9 2.7
Mississippi. .. 5.95 3.9 15.4 38.1 22.6 8.2 4.0 23 5.5 |.
North Carolina__.._________._____ 4. 56 6.4 39.1 24.9 14.8 7.9 2.8 1.4 2T |t
South Carolina..._... [ ) EE R 4.9 28.2 41.1 13.1 6.3 2.4 1 O ——
TNDeSSEC . oo oeoceeemc e 7.46 @ )] 20,4 3.9 17.2 8.8 4.6 i B IS
ALy e R A e IR e Tl |aciasaniaeas 6.6 24.6 3.8 17.1 7.4 +.8 7.9 ..
Southwest:
Arizona 11. 01 ) .6 7.0 13.6 16.4 13.2 14.7 .5 |-
New Mex 1 ) R 7.0 16.3 20.9 17.1 10,4 9.1 19.2
Oklahom 0.70 T 2.9 4.8 6.7 36.6 12.6 9.0 26.9
Texasd_______________ 7.90 2.7 4.3 33.8 214 13.1 7.8 4.8 12.1
Far West:
California 13.84 (oo R A A S, L8 1.8 20.3 15.3 16.9
Nevadad___ 13. 20 3 Lb 4.0 6.9 9.3 1.3 66. 1
Oregon..... by AF L PR PPy e el 7.2 9.5 1.9 11.8 59.6
Washington 12,58 |. AR S— @ 1.7 12.1 13.5 11.9 50.8 |.. -

| Excludes residual payments, which are ususlly less than weekly benefit amount, unless otherwise noted.

? Less than 0.1 percent.
% Includes some residual payments,

Sources: Average weekly payments supplied by the Bureau of Employment Security,

Security Board, 1640, Washington, 1040, p. 182, table C-8.

Social Security Board; deta on number of weeks from Fifth Annual Report of the Social
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at the general rate of what was expected to be about one-
half of the full-time wage.

In practice, however, the benefit formula resulted
in the payment of a considerably lower proportion of
actual earnings. For the six wage classes the benefit
per working day lost on account of unemployment
represented the percentages of the average daily wage
shown in Table 37.

TapLE 37.—Benefits and wages under the Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act of 1938

Daily benefit
Base-yea earnings >
ercent of
Amount daily wage
$1.75 46
2.00 42
2.25 ar
2. 50 2
2.7 31
3.00 32

Source: Based on statement of Murray W, Latimer in To Amend the Railroad Un-
employment Insurance Act, Hearings Beforo a Bubcommittee of the Committee on
Interstate Commerce, United States Senate, Tith Cong., 3d sess., Washington, 1940,

p. 93,

The benefit provisions of the original act had also
stressed the extended duration of benefits. This em-
phasis was based on the assumption that, in view of
the widespread acceptance of seniority rights in rail-
road employment, the higher wage groups would gen-
erally be protected against unemployment, so that
neither the relatively long waiting period nor the de-
viation from the one-half-of-normal-earnings princi-
ple would be too serious in the case of these workers.
Furthermore, it was thought that the majority of the
better-paid railroad workers would have resources of
their own to tide them over spells of unemployment
should they actually occur.®®

The fact that during 1938 railroad workers had
been covered by State unemployment compensation
laws made possible comparisons of previous State
benefits and railroad unemployment insurance pay-
ments. This comparison reflected seriously upon the
relative adequacy of the latter.”® It was also found
during the first year of operation under railroad un-
employment insurance that unemployment was by no
means concentrated in the low-wage brackets and that
there was much less long-continued unemployment

2 The railroads have a wage-rate structure which is markedly different
from that of manufacturing and other industries. The lowest-paid and
least-skilled groups earn an average of $18-22 for a full week, skilled
labior $40, and semiskilled workers about $27. Clerical employees recelve
on the average about $35 per full work week. (Kuznets, op. cit., p. 13.)

“Tn a study undertaken by the Railroad Retirement Board in 1939
it was found that in only 6 of the 43 States studied were unemployment
compensation benefits clearly lower than those provided under the
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act. For at least 32 States, benefits
under State laws were appreciably higher than those under railroad
unemployment ingurance. (/bid,, p. 16.)
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than had been anticipated, so that low weekly benefit
amounts were not even counterbalanced by long dura-
tion of payment.®*

The new Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act ap-
pears to make possible more nearly adequate benefits
to unemployed railroad workers. Benefits are now
payable for each day of unemployment in excess of
four in a period of 14 consecutive days. Simultane-
ously, the maximum benefit duration has been in-
creased from 80 days under the old act to 100 days in
a benefit year. Most important, the daily rates of
benefit have been increased, thereby raising the pro-
portion of former wages represented by benefit
amounts.

For the skilled crafts, the new benefit ratio repre-
sents 41-43 percent of earnings, in contrast to 30-32
percent under the old law. For other manual workers
the proportion is raised from 35-43 percent to 44-54
percent. For white-collar workers the proportion is
lifted from 28 to 38 percent.®® The new benefit rates
per day, the maximum benefit payable in a period of 14
days, and the annual maximum are shown in Table 38.

TABLE 38.—Benefit scale under the Railroad Unemployment
b2 Insurance Act of 19,0

Daily Maximum | Maximum
Credited compensation in base year benefit | bepefits in & | benefits in 1
amount | 14-day period year
$1.75 $17. 50 $175
2.00 20. 00 200
2.26 22.50 225
2,50 25.00 250
3.00 30.00 300
3.50 35.00 350
4.00 40.00 400

Source: The Monthly Review [Railroad Retirement Board], I (September 1040), 5.

It has been estimated that the new benefit provisions
make possible the payment of benefits approximately
equal to 63 percent of wages in the case of railroad
workers earning between $150 and $400 per year; 56
percent for workers earning between $400 and $700;
50 percent for those earning $700 to $1,000; and 48
percent for those making $1,600 per year.®®

An examination of the actually credited earnings
from covered employment during the year 1938 (the
latest information available when this study was
made) shows that about one-sixth of all railroad em-
ployces in that year would not qualify for benefits
ut all because they did not earn at least $150 per year.

% Of 160,735 persons drawing benefits, only slightly over 18 percent
were unemployed long enough to exhaust their benefit maximum. (Ibid.,
p. 18.)

® I'bvid., pp. 21-22,

® Statement of Murray W. Latimer in To Amend the Railroad Unem-
ployment Insurance Act, Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Com-
mittea on Interstate Commerce, U. 8. Senate, T6th Cong.,, 3d sess.,
Washington, 1940, p. 96,
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The percentage distribution by wage intervals (unfor-
tunately not completely identical with the base-year
wages intervals used in Table 38) is shown in Table 39.

TasLe 39.—Percentage distribution, by wage intervals, of rail-
road workers with earnings from covered employment in 1938

Workers
Amount of eredited compensation in 1938 I
Number Percent
POl v cennce o mmmvrss e seor s seass | + 1000 108 100.0
Less than $160.... ... ... 252, 674 16,5
$160 to §400. ... . 123, 376 8.1
$400 to $700.__ ... ... 120, 819 7.9
$700 to $1,000..... ............ 155, 464 10. 2
$1,000 to $1,500. . ... ... = | 240, 454 16.3
L1 T L e B R S S B S S LR 624, 985 41.0

Source: Annual Report of the Railroad Retirement Board for the Fiscal Year Fnded
June 80, 1689, Washington, 1940, p. 152, table 57.

About two-fifths of all railroad workers with wages
from covered employment earned $1,500 or more in 1938.
It can be assumed that the majority of these workers fell
into the group of employees with 12 months of service in
that year, probably approximating full-time employ-
ment,

Workmen’s Compensation

Evaluation of the adequacy of workmen’s compen-
sation benefits is rendered difficult by the variety of
provisions in the different State laws and by the ex-
istence of different benefit provisions for different types
of disability or injury. In general the laws dis-
tinguish between payments in case of death or perma-
nent total disability and those for permanent partial
disability and temporary total disability. The ade-
quacy of the benefit in each case is affected by the rate of
benefit payment, the presence or absence of fixed max-
imum or weekly total payments, and the duration of
payment.

The majority of workmen’s compensation laws base
the amount of the benefit on the wages received by
the injured worker.”” In most States too the pre-
seribed percentage remains uniform for all injuries.*®
The percentage of wages paid in the different States
is usually 60 or 6624, although it ranges from 15 per-
cent {c 6624 percent in case of death, from 50 per-
cent to 70 percent in the case of permanent total or

% Alaska, Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming are the only States
which do not do so. However, the first two of these States apply this
principle to temporary disability. A few States provide fixed lump sums
or pensions for certain injuries but apply the percentage to all others.
In the case of permanent partial disability, compensation in many Btates
is based on a percentage of the wage loss instead of a percentage of
average weekly wages.

% In certain States, however, there are varying percentages for differ-
ent types of injuries, while in some, the percentage varies with the
marital status and the number of children.

National Resources PZcmm'ﬁg Board

partial disability, and from 40 percent to 70 percent
in case of temporary total disability.®

Many of the laws provide also for fixed minimum
weekly payments, which range from $3 to $10 for
death, from $3 to $14 for permanent total disability,
from $1.50 to $14 for permanent partial disability, and
from $5 to $12.50 for temporary total disability. In
addition, many States provide for flexible minimum
benefits through a requirement that the benefit shall be
a stated number of dollars or the actual wage, if less
In the case of death benefits, a few States also provide
for minimum benefits by assuming that previous
wages were not less than a certain sum or specifying a
minimum total compensation payment. The extent of
these minimum benefit provisions can be seen from

Table 40.

Tapre 40.—Number of workmen's compensation laws having
specified provisions for minimum benefits, as of July 1, 1940

Wages | nfinimum | Fixed min-
;Eﬂ}dmg':ﬁ gemrll?}gqet.sg total com- | imum or
benefits than & pensation [actual wage,
stated sum | P8yment if less

h 551 | RO — 2 10
Permanent total disability_____ 21
Permanent partial disability_.._. - 19
Temporary total disability _...._- il 27

1 Including Massachusetts and Pennsylvania; the former has a $0 minimum per
week, or actual wage if less than £9, but not less than $7 for normal weekly hours of
L5 o1 over; the latter provides for a $0 minimum or full wage, but not under $5.

!dlncslgdiug Pennsylvania which provides for a $0 minimum or full wage but not
under $5.

Bouree: Adapted from Dawson, Marshall, Problems of Workmen's Compensation

Administration in the United Slafes and Conada, U, 8, Department of Labor, Bureau
of Labor Statistics, Bulletin No, 672, pp. 204-10, table 13.

Maximum weekly payments are also provided in
almost all of the laws. These take the form either of
maximum weekly sums or of a limit to the total amount
of compensation payable.”® The maximum weekly
sums range from $10 to $30 in case of death, from
$8.08 to $60 for permanent total disability, from $10
to $25 for permanent partial disability, and from $14
to $25 for temporary total disability. In a number
of States, however, these maximums are raised by addi-
tional allowances for dependents or for disfigurement.

It is evident that the benefit scales for workmen's
compensation are in general more liberal than those
for unemployment compensation. Not only is the per-

@ or the specific percentages of wages paid for the various types of
disability in 47 States and in the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawail,
Philippine Islands and Puerto Rico, see Dawson, Marshall, Problems of
Workmen’s Compensation Administration in the United States and
Canada, U. 8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Bulletin
No. 672, Washington, 1940, pp. 202-10.

™ Only 7 laws provide no maximum weekly benefit for death payments,
although 15 set no limit to the total compensation payable. The corre-
sponding numbers setting no limit for permanent total disability are 2
and 15; for permanent partial disability, 4 and 4; and for temporary
total disability, 3 and 9.
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centage of wages granted usually higher, but also addi-
tional payments are made in certain States for depend-
ents. Moreover, the maximum weekly benefits are in
most States higher than those provided for in unem-
ployment compensation laws.

Nevertheless, considerable dissatisfaction has been
eapressed with the payments made. An official study
of the adequacy of benefit payments in 1938 concluded
that “in many cases the benefits obtainable have been
too low for snbsistence, and the injured worker has at
times become dependent upon private charity and pub-
lic velief. 7'he incaleulable aid furnished by the com-
pensation system cannot hide the fact that in a
number of States many injured workers would starve
if society left them to depend entirely upon the com-
pensation they receive.” ™ In large measure the inade-
quacies of the benefits are due to the method of
determining the weekly wage on which benefits are
based and in particular to the failure of some States
to adopt a full-time wage base. In consequence the
benefits granted to the lowest-paid and intermittently
employed workers may be very low.

There are also very great differences from State to
State in regard to the scales of payment in the different
jurisdictions. Comparisons are rendered difficult be-
cause of variations, not only in the percentages and
items for which compensation is payable but also in
underlying principles and administrative applications.
Nevertheless, Table 41, prepared by the National Coun-
cil on Compensation Insurance, presents the approxi-
mate relative values of the benefit provisions.™

Differences in Levels of Living
Afforded by Public Aid

It is clear from the foregoing analysis that the
level of living which is made possible for recipients
of publicly provided income cannot be regarded as
unduly high. For the vast majority of recipients, it
appears to be even lower than that which would be
allowed by the “emergency” budget. For all of them
it falls short of what has commonly been thought
of as the “American standard of living.” The feasi-

7 Dawson, op. cit.,, p. 7T1. Italics supplied.

71 WPha index numbers shown are subject to qualification and limitation
because of the many elements entering into the computations which
are not subject to exact mathematical valuation. In addition, the index
of cost under the “Total” column is a weighted average and is correct
in a general way only, The distribution of accidents by type of injury
varies between States and will, therefore, be somewhat different in
each case from the national distribution or from the distribution of any
other set of weights which might be used to obtain an average. For
these reasons the index numbers of this table cannot be interpreted as
representing without qualification a mathematically exact comparison
of the benefit provisions of the various compensation acts. Accordingly,

when using this table or quoting therefrom, it is essential to realize its

limitations.” (Ibid., pp. T8-79.)
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TABLE 4]|..—C’ompamt_i1:e values of benefit provisions of work-
men's compensation laws as of 1938: index numbers?

P Parm?p?n;
erima- partia Tempo-| Medi- | T
State Fatal {mi;r'ﬁ rargf) calgnd 'tli:rﬁ:!
ol total [h A
Major ?| Minor* uspi‘lal fits
1000 | 1.000 | L000 | L0O0O0| 1.000| 1.000 1. 000
L4424 .32 . 553 . 750 . 705 L9012 . 741
947 500 084 L8056 | L2685 |....____ 1.004
1.089 Ba7 T3 . i 1.232 9567 994
408 576 642 . 736 912 1. 000 . 820
453 644 587 . 307 577 057 . 669
= i 498 330 75 . 787 770 1. 000 . 807
Delaware_. .__________ 339 226 481 587 802 .42
District of Columbia. . 772 414 | L6 | 1.M3 974 | 1L.000 . 960
Florida. . .. as 487 244 .802 | .75 004 . 798
Georgia 393 242 506 . 683 704 969 .17
Hawaii. . 450 244 . 760 . 782 826 | 1 .813
Idnho_,... 553 515 650 . 653 790 | 1,000 LT84
Nbnols. ... oo aiaao., 542 . 568 . 643 . 852 L803 | 1000 820
Indiana._.._ ... _____ 498 . 280 . 066 LTT7 . 754 . 9567 LT76
=3 e 501 . 202 623 . 650 . 45 L 004 700
496 321 626 .T64 807 069 785
405 306 455 .578 . B56 957 T34
438 . 330 583 .64l . 925 044 770
481 .327 85 L. 220 886 T84 823
Maryland. . 608 . 343 683 LT4L | L0895 069 861
Massachuse 614 . 769 664 L5666 | L0486 094 836
&70 400 575 L7560 .012 957 808
I 754 L6l 868 .913 LO84 | 1000 026
Missouri = LI 617 . 640 659 020 1.127 44 892
Montana. . ___.___._.._. 628 L350 524 LAdd . 837 963 744
Nebraska____._________ 562 .5 716 . T87 .833 1. 000 B30
Nevada....._.._...__..| .910 .703 . 622 L722 | L1668 . 88 n7
New Hampshire ._____| .498 .210 436 . 288 . 909 877 . 666
Now Jersey____. 506 . 882 .'735 . 056 L4 LBIT 836
New Mexico_ 4687 411 L il . 524 827 957 738
North Carolin: 703 .24 . 633 . 805 B85 855
North Dakota_ . 098 664 .813 L7151 L1609 | L0200 on2
Ohio............ 720 856 . 763 .832 B78 938 855
Oklahoma....._.......| 4576 418 .T45 . 856 . 056 038 846
Oregon._............_._.| .852 . 524 522 L5684 L9978 . 938 .819
Pennsylvania. .. -| L.004 840 | 1L.036 | 1.201 974 | 1.000 1.044
Puerto Rico._... 378 170 524 L5607 549 | 1.000 670
Rhode Island._. 686 476 .982 | 1158 024 | 1 . 958
South Carolina. 319 . 663 L8423 | L102 088 006
378 178 554 L687 | 1.042 014 777
420 269 454 . 580 719 833 650
638 319 561 .T16 050 802
772 .414 | 1016 | 1.013 L074 | 1.000 . 060
624 . 696 . 631 . 650 989 069 .810
320 184 503 LATT 678 710 578
464 . 200 540 .B75 . 733 060 40
927 . 607 . B54 642 0920 | 1.000 853
724 709 .701 805 032
816 | 1.073| 1.645| 1.228 | 1.248 069 1. 145
366 782 . 588 57 994 825

1 Examples of use of table: The figures on total benefits for Georgia and New York
are 0.717 and 1.000, respectively. This indicates that, on the basis of this table, the
ratio of Georgia benefits to New York benefits for all kinds of injury is ;orsor that

Georgia benefits average Ji7 of the New York benefits. The figures on permanent
1000

total disability for Colorado and Montana are 0.644 and 0.359 mﬂx‘-ctively This
indicates that on the average, and on the basis of this table, the Montana benefits

for permanent total disability are 6_42 of the corresponding Colorado benefits,

2 Defined as the loss or loss of use of a hand, arm, foot, leg, or eye and the loss of hear-
ing in both ears. Also partial loss of use as related to the benefits for total loss of use.

3 Defined as loss or loss of use of thumb, finger, toes, ete.

4 A figure based on actual experience has been substituted for the Oklahoma fatal

value. This departure was necessary because of peculiarities in the law.
Source: Dawson, op. cif., pp. 79-80, table 2.

bility and desirability of raising the general average
of the level of living permitted to recipients of public
aid raises economic and social issues of the first mag-
nitude, some of which will be discussed later. Mean-
while, it is important to note that, whatever may be
said about the absolute “adequacy” or “inadequacy” of
the general average, there exist today differences be-
tween groups of public-aid recipients, differences so
marked as to constitute a potential threat to the essential
social unity of the American Nation.
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Regional Differences

The four maps in Figures 18-21 show the average
monthly grants for the four programs in which the
amount of assistance is, in theory at least, related to
the applicant’s needs. T'he striking fact that emerges
from the following comparison is the wide range of
variation from the average grant for the United
States. It may also be noted that the lowest grants
are found in certain States (mainly those in the South-
cast and the Southwest areas) vegardless of which
program is considered.

The persistence of marked differences between States
at different times and under all programs suggests
that such differences cannot be entirely explained in
terms of the ambiguity of the average grant as a
measure of adequacy.

Furthermore, the fact that a substantially similar
grouping of States in the lowest category is to be
found on all programs suggests that the differences
in average grants cannot be entirely attributable to
differences in the number of persons in the case to
which the grant is made. The southeastern States ap-
pear at the bottom of the scale not only for general
relief and aid to dependent children, where the family
is the basis for payment, but also for old-age assistance
and aid to the blind, where the grants are more usually
on an individual basis.

The maps also indicate that there is a certain sta-
bility in the grouping of States at the upper end of the
scale. On the whole, average grants for all programs
are relatively high in New England, the Pacific States,
and the Middle West. However, the picture is less
clear cut than that in the southern regions because of
occasional relatively high or low grants for individual
programs.

On the other hand, the ranking of the States in
terms of average monthly payments for the programs
in comparison with their ranking on the basis of per
capita income (see Table 42) suggests a fairly close
relationship, at least so far as the States making the
lowest grants are concerned,

It is evidence from Table 42 that, by and large, the
States with the lowest grants on all programs are also
those with the lowest per capita incomes. For old-age
assistance, of the 12 States in the lowest quarter
grouped by size of grant, only three are mnot also
in the lowest quarter when ranked according to aver-
age per capita income. When the 39 States included
in the table which make payments for aid to dependent
children are similarly grouped, only 8 of the 10 States
making the lowest payments are not also among the
10 States having the lowest income per capita. A
grouping of the 40 States with aid-to-the-blind pro-

National Resources Planning Board

TABLE 42 —Ranking of average monthly grants for old-age assisi-
ance, aid to the blind, aid to dependent children, and general
relief in the continental United States, June 1940, and ranking
of per capita income, 1939, by States

Ranking on average monthly grants
Ranking (high to low)
of [ﬁ\r
capita
State income | Old-age |Aldt0de-| Aidtothe | General
(high assistance | ASotrY | blind 3 reliof
tolow) ! (per (per (per (per
recipient) reciplent) recipient) case)
Delaware............ 1 37 | 1] R 13
New York... 2 7 2 9 1
Nevada._____._. 3 {1 MG = 14
Connecticut. 4 5. . 8 3
alifornia. . _ 5 1 3 1 2
Massachusett. fi 3 1 15 iy
Rhode Island .. 7 2 5 2 0]
Nlinojs..._._.. 8 1 PROEERE] Erp f
Wyoming_____ '] 8] 16 4 16
o st 10 L] 13 25 21
Washington.___ 11 11 15 2 25
Michigan_._. 12 28 0 21 12
Maryland._.___. 13 7 23 22 10
Pennsylvania__ 14 12 . B I LR |
Montana 15 4 24 23 18
Oregon.__ 16 16 i) 10 10
Colorado. .. 17 2 18 3 20
New Hampshire. 18 15 4 16 0
Minnesota. ... 19 14 11 i) 8
Wisconsin..__ = 20 10 7 14 9
Indiana_____ - 21 25 14 13 2
Vermont...- el 22 32 25 12 7
Maine_______ - 23 17 10 17 5
Missouri. - 24 31 27 |. e 29
25 35 29 33 30
26 4 22 7 26
. 27 13 21 20 3
28 18 12 6 11
________ 20 e P 11 17
30 30 19 24 28
= 31 3 17 19 22
_________ e 32 B8 Lo s et e ns 34
33 41 35 34 31
34 3 31 28 30
3 B I 26 ]
North Dakota. 36 29 26 18 15
Louisiana___ 37 a6 30 32 24
38 26 36 30 4]
39 a3 28 Pl 35
40 39 M a1 38
41 43 Eritaah me (8]
42 40 33 35 (1)
43 46 32 a7 37
44 45 a7 36 a3
45 47 30 39 40
46 42 38 a8 32
o 47 Ve b et 40 36

! Beeause per capita income figures for the District of Columbia and New Jersey
are a&:t toa!m misleading, these States are not included in this table. See Martin.
op. cit., p. 8.

2 Data on the special public assistances refer only to those State plans which were
aJomved by the Social Seemnity Board., There Were no approved State plans for
aid to dependent children in Connecticut, Ilinois, Towa, Kentucky, Mississippi,
Nevada, South Dakota, and Texas, and no approved State plans for aid to the blind
in Delaware, Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri, Nevada, Pennsylvania, and Texas.

1 usetts and Pennsylvania show the same ranking for general relief,

4 Inadequate gencral-relief data reported by State,

Sources: Martin, John L., “Income Payments to Individuals, by States, 1920-39,"
Surcey of Current husinm, XX (October 1940), 9, table 1; Social Security Bulletin,
111 &lugﬂst 1940), 4, 48, and 50. Average grants ger recipient of aid to dogendq.nh
cBhII 5011 supplied by the Division of Public Assistance Reserach, Social Security

oard,

grams included in the table gives a similar result—
only 3 of the 10 States with the lowest grants are not
among the lowest 10 States with such programs when
ranked according to income per head. Finally, of the
41 States in the table for which information concern-
ing general-relief grants is available, 7 of the 11 States
making the lowest grants are also among the lowest
11 on a per capita basis.™

™ The absence of information concerning general-relief grants in four
low-income States (South Dakota, Oklahoma, Kentucky, and Tennessee)
accounts for the fact that there is less coincidence in the ranking of
general-relief grants and per capita income.
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Group Differences

Whatever may be concluded regarding the absolute
level of living assured recipients of public aid, it is
undeniable that some groups receive much more favor-
able treatment than others. Ouitstanding among these
groups receiving a relatively higher standard of living
are the aged. The particularly disadvantaged groups
appear to be the recipients of gemeral relief and
Negroes.

The aged—Aged persons are the beneficiaries of
one of the major types of social insurance, the average
benefits of which in most States compare very favor-
ably with monthly allowances paid on other programs.
During the first 6 months of 1940 the average monthly
primary benefit under the old-age and survivors insur-
ance program was $21.91. For an aged person with
a wife the average monthly payment was $36.22, while
the average benefit for an aged person with one or
more dependent children was $37.03. (See Table 31.)
Even more favorable is the position of aged workers
in the railroad industry, for in June 1940 the average
monthly employee annuity under railroad retirement
legislation was $65.55. (See Table 34.) Moreover,
these payments were made to persons regardless of
any demonstration of need. It is true that recipients
of old-age and survivors insurance benefits are pro-
hibited from earning more than $15 per month in
covered employment, but they may well possess other
resources, such as savings or earnings from noncovered
employment. In the case of many railroad workers
the probability of other resources is high.

Even when attention is turned to the programs which
are based upon need, the relatively privileged position
of the aged recipients of public aid is again evident.
As of June 1940, of the special public assistances, only
old-age assistance was in operation in all of the States,
the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Alaska. Only
41 States, the District of Columbia, and Hawaii had
plans for aid to the blind approved by the Social Se-
curity Board and received Federal monies. Only 40
States, the District of Columbia, and Hawaii were co-
operating in the Federal-State program for aid to
dependent children. The preferential position of the
aged and blind as compared to children is also revealed
in the Federal law itself, which provides for Federal
matching monies up to $20 per old-age assistance re-
cipient, making a possible maximum grant of $40,
while a maximum from Federal and State funds of $18
for the first child in a family and $12 for each addi-
tional child has been established in the law for the
aid to dependent children.

Even greater differentiation in treatment is apparent
when old-age assistance and general relief are com-
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pared. When it is recalled that in principle old-age
assistance payments are normally made for an individ-
ual on the basis of his individual need, while those for
general relief very generally are for more than one per-
son, and that in 1939 the average number of persons
per general-relief case was a little over three persons,
it is highly significant that in June 1940 the average
monthly grant for old-age assistance was $20.10 and
the average monthly grant to general relief cases was
only $23.90. (See Table 19.)

A more precise comparison can be made in 18 States
and the District of Columbia for which information
concerning general-relief grants for one-person cases
during June 1940 is available. (See Table 43.) In
only one of the 19 jurisdictions (Louisiana) was the
average grant to one-person cases on general relief
higher than the average grant to old-age assistance
recipients. In the remaining 18 jurisdictions, grants
to old-age assistance cases exceeded those to one-person
cases on general relief by over 100 percent in four
States, by between 75 percent and 99.9 percent in two
States, by from 50 percent to 74.9 percent in two
others, by between 25 percent to 49.9 percent in five
States, and by less than 25 percent in five States.

TapLE 43 —Average monthly payment per recipient of old-age
assistance, aid to dependent children, aid to the blind, and
general relief 1-person cases, in 19 jurisdictions,! June 1940

Average monthly payment
Bpecial pnhIi-:i sasitstanoes (per
" recipen

Jurisdiction pest) Qeneral

Aldtod o2

Old-age 0 de- | 4id tothe | LDerson

pendent case)
assistance children blind

Alabama___ ... = $0.35 $4.88 $0.30 $8.B6
Arizons. . ... 27. 69 11. 61 26,37 12.79
California._........ 37.95 18.73 48.02 16, 39
District of Columbia. 25,50 12,61 25. 80 19,08
| £x [0 1 T T — 21.99 11.68 21. 98 12.42
I1T T P AR e e 20, 96 10.88 126,62 15. 51
Louisiana. oo eeeee 11.90 8.47 14,80 12.31
Minnesota. . 21.47 14,37 27.18 15. 68
Missouri._ .. Ciimes 16.09 9.97 225,00 6.96
Montana. ... ... 18.07 11, 556 21.10 15. 89
New Jersey . _ 20.71 13.80 23,29 15,19
New York. ... .. 25, 56 22.82 25,567 24.88
North Carolina. 10. 14 . 68 14. 91 5. 61
21. 38 16, 76 25.25 13.75
8.24 6,44 10.82 7.98
...... 21,21 14. 32 26,87 18. 60
‘Washington..... - 22.08 13. 23 30. 50 0. 65
West Virginia. ... . ... 13, B9 827 17. 42 8. 51
WiseODEIN. o enenrennecmmmeensss 22 38 16, 62 23.26 13. 57

Sources: Secial Security Bulletin, ITT (August 1040), 48, 50. Average grants for aid
to dependent children, general-relief 1-person cases, and aid to the blind administered
under State laws without Federal participation furnished by Division of Public As-
sistance Research, Bureau of Research and Statistics, Social Security Board.

1 Only these éuzlsdictions reported payments for 1-person general-relief cases.
1 Program administered under State laws without Federal participation.

The aged are frequently given favorable treatment
in setting up standard budgets. Thus in Pennsylvania
a higher standard budget for determining need for
old-age assistance is used than for estimating budget
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Figure 18.

deficiencies of general-relief applicants.® Another grants under these programs fail to meet budgetary

illustration of comparatively favorable treatment of deficiencies.™

the aged, apparent in data from Louisiana, has been Finally data relating to total expenditures for public

presented above™ When the practice prevails of aid to different groups again reveal the relatively

using different budgetary standards among the several favorable treatment of the aged. Total expenditures

programs it is difficult to compare the degrees to which for general-relief payments during the calendar year

1939 represented $481,529,000 as compared with pay-

“ Pennsylvania, Department of Public Assistance, Current Living p $4 y ! - % - pay

Costs as Related to Standards of Public Assistance in Pennsylvania, ments of $433,575,200 for old-age assistance.” Assum-

Harrisburg, 1939, pp. 6-7. In this State, where an attempt has been . ’ n . resent in the

made to minimize the differences of treatment between categories of Ing that t-he umb?l of lEE sons rep: ed

needy persons, the old-age assistance schedule for determining the budget- genera]-rehef cases 1n continental United Sta,tes aver-

ary deficiency includes an allowance for incidentals which is not included aged 3.1 persons per case in December 1939. it can be

in the aid-to-dependent children and general-assistance schedules. It ?

provides also a higher maximum rent allowance for old-age assistance

recipients than for one-person general-assistance cases. (Ibid., pp. 32, 7 However, as shown above in the section on special assistances, when

33.) However, the old-age assistance schedule is uniform for the State, the same standard budgets are used, the favorable position of old-age

whereas the other schedules are adjusted for differing costs of shelter, asgistance recipients is apparent,

fuel, and light among the various groups of counties. (Ibid., p. 5.) " Social Security Bulletin, IV (February 1941), 67, table 8, and 69,

" See footnote 68, p. 174, table 9, and (August 1940), 40.
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AVERAGE GRANTS PER RECIPIENT OF AID-TO-THE-BLIND PAYMENTS
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Figure 19.

estimated that the average monthly general-relief
caseload during 1939 represented 5,149,000 persons.
The monthly average of old-age assistance recipients
in 1939 was 1,852,000 Thus practically the same ex-
penditures were maintaining nearly three times as
many people on general relief as on old-age assistance.
TIndeed, in all but 10 States located in the Northeast or
Middle States regions,” expenditures for old-age
assistance exceeded those for general relief during 1939.

That the differences in amounts spent in the States
for the two programs do not necessarily reflect the
relative incidence and extent of need in the two groups

7 See Appendix 9.

™ Connecticut, Delaware, Illinols, Michigan, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Wisconsin. (Bocial
Security Bulletin, III (July 1940), 47, and (August 1940), 40.) For
alloeation of States to regions, see footnote 10, p. 67,

seems clear when the expenditures in several States
are examined. In New York, for example, an at-
tempt has been made to maintain somewhat compara-
ble treatment of persons receiving different types of
assistance. As a result, while total expenditures for
old-age assistance represented approximately one-third
as much as total payments to recipients of general relief,
the monthly case load for general relief in June 1940
was slightly more than twice as large as that for old-
age assistance. In contrast the expenditures of Colo-
rado, Oklahoma, and Texas should be noted. During
June 1940 Colorado spent (with Federal aid) 6 times
as much for old-age assistance as for general relief,
Oklahoma almost 24 times as much and Texas 12 times
as much. The June 1940 old-age assistance case load
in Colorado, however, was only 3 times as large as that
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AVERAGE GRANTS PER FAMILY RECEIVING AID-TO-DEPENDENT CHILDREN
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for general relief. In Oklahoma it was almost 6 times

as large, and in Texas it was over 9 times as large.*
That greater need does not explain the heavy ex-

penditures on the aged in relation to those for the

® The caseloads and payments for June 1940 in these States were :

Amounts paid to recipi-

Caseloads for— orits ol

General | Old-ageas-| General | Old-age as-

relief sistance relief sistance
New York....__. 240, 870 118,702 | $8, 513,296 | $3,034, 164
Colorado... 14,133 41,152 220, 340 1, 388, B3R
Oklahoma. s 12, 400 72,730 54, 000 1, 288, 501
Texas. . e cnmena 12, 384 118, 380 101, 312 1, 220, 861

Souree: Social Security Bulletin, TIT (August 1940), p. 45, table 4, and p. 48,
table 6. The figures for old-age assistance in Colorado include $119,788 in-
curred for direct payments to 3,582 persons who were 00 years of age but under
65, and $200 for buria! payments to persons of the same age gronp. The figures
for general relief in Oklahoma are estimated,

blind and for dependent children in some States is
further evident from what is known concerning the
methods of support of the aged prior to acceptance
for old-age assistance. In general, a smaller percentage
of old-age assistance recipients have been in receipt of
public aid than is the case with recipients of aid to
the blind and aid to dependent children.®

Certainly the higher expenditures for aged persons in

8 Information collected by the Social Security Board regarding persons
accepted during the period July 1937-June 1939, showed that approxi-
mately 88 percent of the persons accepted for old-age assistance had been
aided under some other program within 2 years prior to acceptance,
whereas at least 53 percent of the persons accepted for aid to the blind
and about 69 percent of the families accepted for aid to dependent chil-
dren had received aid under some other program within 2 years prior
to acceptance, (Social Sceurity Board, Bureau of Research and Btatistics,
Division of Public Assistance Research, Memorandum on the People Who
Need Financial Assistance, Washington, 1940, revised, p. 2.)
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AVERAGE GRANTS PER CASE RECEIVING GENERAL RELIEF, BY STATE,
JUNE 1940
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certain States, cannot be attributable mainly to the dif-
fering proportions which aged persons form of the total
population in the various States. For example, in the
Northeast region, old-age assistance accounted for 24.1
percent of total per capita expenditures during 1939 for
the three special public assistances and general relief,
while in the Southwest region, which includes Oklahoma
and Texas, 83.3 percent represented old-age assistance
expenditures. Yet the 1940 census indicates that the
aged population in the Northeast region comprised
6.4 percent of the total population as compared with
the national average of 6.8 percent, while the aged
population in the Southwest area is estimated at only
4.6 percent of the total population.

More important in accounting for the relatively
favorable treatment of the aged is the influence of

powerful lobbies, as in Colorado and California.
Other factors are the differing amounts of Federal
aid available under the several assistance programs,
and the practice in some States of establishing pri-
ority for those funds which can be matched by the
Federal Government.*

General-relief recipients—As indicated in Table 43

®n Arizona the State finances general relief through funds derived
from the proceeds of the sales and luxury taxes out of which must first
come the amounts necessary to match Federal funds for the special
public assistances. The amount of money available for general relief,
therefore, varies with the amount needed for matehing purposes as well
as the amount of revenue produced by the taxes. In Utah, State funds
derived from a sales tax are apportioned among local units on the basis
of local general-relief needs and the amount of local funds available
after the counties’ share of expenditures for the special assistances have
been met., A similar situation exists in Wyoming, whereby the counties’
share of general-relief expenditures from a general-welfare levy is deter-
mined after deductions are made for the special assistances.
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and throughout this study, the recipients of general
relief are in most parts of the country at a disad-
vantage as compared with the recipients of other pro-
grams. The same influences which have been discussed
in connection with the availability of public aid have
operated to lower the level of living permitted recipi-
ents of general relief. The residual nature of the
program, combined with the absence of Federal match-
ing grants and of adequate financial provision in most
States, has led not merely to a denial of aid to needy
general-relief applicants but also to a lowering of the
payments made to the cases accepted.®

Negroes—It does not appear possible to make any
generalizations concerning the extent to which certain
racial groups are consciously discriminated against
by the grant of relatively low public-aid payments.
Differences in average relief grants for Negroes and
white persons have been revealed in certain studies.®
However, these studies have also pointed out essential
differences in levels of living, family case composition,
and economic status which influence the comparative
size of average grants.®* In addition to the essential
fact that such racial groups have a lower level of living,
it is known that Negro cases usually are smaller on the
average than white cases and that they have opportuni-
ties for part-time earnings. While these factors indi-
cate some reason for the differences in average grants

% Bee also ch. X.

8 “In some rural areas Negro families were expected to live on con-
siderably less than white families, as indicated by relief budgets. A
study of certain rural countles in problem areas of the South, made by
the Tederal Emergency Relief Administration, revealed an average
monthly relief budget of $8.31 for Negro families and $12.65 for white
families. A later study of rural Negroes on relief pointed out diserep-
ancies between Negroes and whites both in direct and work relief benefits,
but cited differences in the sizes of Negro and white households and
differences in the occupational status and experience of employable mem-
bers as some justification for such discrepancies.” (Smith, Alfred Edgar,
“The Negro and Relief,” in Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration, March 1 through March 31, 1936, Washington,
1936, pp. 14-15.)

“A comparison of average monthly general relief benefits received by
Negro and white cases on relief in 13 cities during May 1935 shows
no consistent difference between the amounts granted to the two racial
groups * * * Tor all cities combined the average benefit per white
case was almost $5 greater than that per Negro case, For all the races
the average benefit per case during May 1985 was $27.87; for white
cases, $20.05 ; and for Negro cases, $24.18.

“The differential in average benefits was greatest in Atlanta, the
only Southeastern city included, where the average benefit was $32.66
for white cases and only $19.29 for Negro cases. * * * It is evi-
dent that the general average is seriously affected by the difference
between the amounts granted the two races only in a part of the country
where the Negroes form an important group in the population.” (Baird
and Brinton, op. eit., p. 32.)

8 “Possibly all minority groups are subject to a certain degree of
deviation from the amount of relief accorded to the remainder of the
population. Basically this is related to family budgets as calculated from
assumed standards of living. An example which comes first to mind is
the difference between the benefits given to Negro and to white cases.
As with other minority groups, this disparity cannot be attributed
entirely to loeal judgment in regard to the relative needs of the two
groups, since at least' a part of the seeming discrimination can be ex-
plained by differences in the actual composition of the relief groups.”
(Ibid., p, 30,)
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for the two groups, it is also apparent that, to the extent
that relief agencies accept existing differences in levels
of living, differences in relief standards do exist.®

Since the social insurances relate benefits to previous
earnings it is also evident that, as a characteristically
low-income group, Negroes are likely to receive rela-
tively low benefits.*” In this respect, however, they
are no better and no worse off than other low-income
beneficiaries. The WPA program, which provides for
uniform security wages varying with geographical
costs of living and degrees of skill, would also seem to
provide a lower level of living for Negroes only to the
extent that a larger proportion of Negroes than of
whites consist of unskilled workers.

Social Cost of Low Living Standards

It might be urged that the preceding evaluation of
the levels of living afforded public-aid recipients is
unduly pessimistic because it does not take into ac-
count the services which are available without cost in
many communities. It might also be felt that use of
the “emergency” budget is unrealistic because thou-
sands of families in this country do manage to main-
tain life for years on incomes less than sufficient to
purchase this diet. In fact, however, the first objection
is based upon an exaggerated picture of the extent and
availability of community services, while the second
overlooks the fact that, while it may indeed take a long
time to die of starvation, the interim process may in-
volve great suffering for the individual concerned
and create a social menace to the community of which
he is a part.

Services Available to Needy Persons

Even when community services are taken into ac-
count, the level of living allowed to many persons on
public-aid rolls is dangerously low. There is indeed
available to needy persons a variety of services pro-
vided by Government, both in connection with public-
aid programs and without specific relation to them.
The nature and scope of these services have been briefly
indicated in Chapters IIT and IV above. Certain
services are also provided by private agencies in some
areas. However, the spotty distribution of both pri-
vate and public services makes it difficult to include
them in an over-all quantitative measure such as the
“emergency” budget represents. Furthermore, the ex-

# “Tt may be ventured as a conclusion from the available literature
that relief practice has exercised a strong influence toward maintaining
the minority status quo * * *" (Young, Donald, Research Memo-
randum on Minority Peoples in the Depression, Social Secience Research
Council, Bulletin No. 31, 1937, New York, p. 159.)

5 Sea Franklin, Charles L., “Characteristics and Taxable Wages of
Negro Workers, 13 Selected Southern States, 1938,” Social Security
Bulletin, TV (March 1941), 21-81.
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tent of unmet need for these services indicates that
they could scarcely be counted upon as a supplement to
public-aid payments.

It is well known that in most large cities some hos-
pital and clinic services are available without cost to
needy persons. But rural areas frequently lack hospi-
tal and clinic facilities, even on a fee basis, and the
distribution of medical personnel is very uneven.** If
the facilities for private medical care are inadequate
in many sections of the country, it is obvious that,
where no public-health services are available, needy
persons are hardly likely to have access to medical
care free or at low cost.

In most States, some home medical care is provided
for persons on general relief and other programs
through general-relief funds® But the inadequacy
of these funds in many areas, as described in Chapter
V1, virtually precludes anything beyond care in acute
illness. The fact that less than a fourth of all per-
sons accepted for old-age assistance in 1939 were re-
ceiving medical care or supervision at the time of ac-
ceptance indicates that public provision of such care
is very limited, in view of the high incidence of sick-
pess and ill health among old people.*

The cooperative programs for maternal and child
health, crippled children, venereal-disease control, and
general health measures do meet part or all of the
health needs for thousands of persons, many of them

= In 1935, the average number of beds per 1,000 population, excluding
Federal hospitals, was 7.62 for the country as a whole, while 11.58 is
the number generally thought to serve 1,000 persons adequately. There
was great variation among States In hospital facilities : Alabama had 3.67
beds per 1,000 population and Massachusetts had 12,28, (Pennell, Elliott
., Mountin, Joseph W., and Pearson, Kay, Business Census of Hospitals,
1935, Supplement No. 1564 to Public Health Reports, Washington, 1839,
p. 12; and Lee, Roger 1., and Jones, Lewis W., The Fundamentalg of Good
Medical Care, The Committee on the Costs of Medieal Care, Publication
No. 22, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1933, pp. 118-21.) In
1936, 15 percent of the population lived in counties with no registered
general hospital facilities. (Mountin, Joseph W., Pennell, Elliott H.,,
and others, Hospital Facilities in the United States, Public Health
Service, Public Health Bulletin No. 243, Washington, 1938, pp. 5-10;
and Technical Committee on Medical Care, The Need for a National
Health Program, Interdepartmental Committee to Coordinate Health
and Welfare Activities, Washington, 19388, pp. -32-33.) The Technical
Committee on Medical Care found in 1988 that many rural areas, small
cities, and even whole States did not have enough physicians. The same
situation existed with regard to public-health nurses and dentists.
(Technical Committee on Medical Care, op. cit., pp. 30-31.)

8 Bee ch, IV.

# Social Security Board, Bureau of Research and Statistics, Social Data
on Recipients of Public Assistance Accepted in 193839, pt. 1, Washington,
1939, p. 23, table 18. 4

A stody made by the Tennessee State Department of Institutions and
Public Welfare of the health conditions of approximately 40,000 re-
cipients of old-age assistance found that this group had 52,007 dis-
abilities, of which only 21.9 percent were being treated. (Stoves,
Mildred, “Planning for Ol1d Age Assistance in Tennessee,” The Tennessee
Planner [Tennessee State Planning Commission], IT (September-October
1941), 275.)

For a more recent and comprehensive account of the extent of medical
care of old-age assistance recipients, see Geddes, Anne B.,, “Physical
Condition and Mediecal Supervision of Nearly Two Million Aged Persons,”
Social Security Bulletin, Y (February 1942), 15-24.
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unable to pay for such services. Vocational rehabili-
tation is also made possible for a smaller group. Yet
a great volume of need is still unmet. For example,
over 10,000 crippled children not being served by any
agency are known to be in need of care,” and about
70,000 persons each year who are in need of vocational
rehabilitation cannot be served by the present pro-
gram.®2 The studies of the health of low-income and
relief families discussed in Chapter V, together with
the testimony given before the Committee to Investi-
gate the Migration of Destitute Citizens,” also make
it evident that neither public nor private agencies ap-
proach adequacy in caring for the health of low-
income groups in this country.

The need for publicly provided health service might
be considerably lessened if food, clothing, and shelter
needs were more adequately met. In February, 1941,
the WPA was serving lunches to about 2 million
school children, thus assuring them of at least one
good meal a day, and probably another 114 million
children were being served by other agencies.”* The
diet of many families and individuals was greatly im-
proved, not only by surplus commodities but also
through distribution of the 42 million quarts of food-
stuffs canned and nearly 2 million pounds dried by
WPA project workers in 414 years. About 223 mil-
lion pieces of clothing had been made in WPA sewing
rooms through 1939 and distributed to persons in
need.” Yet it is estimated that only about a third
of actual clothing needs are being met.

In the relatively new field of public housing, low-
income groups are the principal beneficiaries.?® It is
the policy of the United States Housing Authority
that public-aid recipients should be housed in the
projects it aids, but decisions rest with the local au-
thorities. Some projects consider all applicants alike,
regardless of the source of their income; some give
preferential treatment to self-supporting families;
and others accept public-aid recipients if their rents
are fairly certain to be paid by welfare agencies. Still
others have limited the proportion of public-aid fam-
ilies who will be accepted as tenants.” Exact infor-

9 Baged on reports by State agencies to the Children's Bureau.

9 Data supplied by the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, U. 8.
Office of Education.

9 Interstate Migration, Report of the Select Committee to Investigate
the Interstate Migration of Destitute Citizens, House of Representatives,
77th Cong., 1st sess.,, House Report No. 369, Washington, 1941, pp. 29,
386-89, 561-T2. See also the hearings of the Committee held in various
cities, partieularly, pt. 2, Montgomery Hearings, pp. 486 and 523-33;
pt. 3, Chicago Hearings, pp, 1310-24; pt. 7, Los Angeles Hearings, pp.
2956-60, 2097-98, 3018, and 3052.

® Data supplied by the Work Projects Administration.

% Data on foods and elothing supplied by the Work Projects Admin-
istration.

% Bee chs. IIT and 1IV.

o In October 1938, 8.3 percent of the dwelling units in 44 projects
were occupied by families whose major source of income was public or
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mation on the number of public-aid families housed
in USHA-aided projects is not available, but on the
whole public-aid recipients do not appear to bulk
large among the beneficiaries of the program. The
authority estimates that at least half of all relief and
public-assistance families still occupy the “worst” kind
of shelter.®

Living Below the “Emergency” Level

It may be freely admitted that it is possible to
sustain life, probably over a period of years, on less
than the “emergency” budget. However, the surveys
of the food consumption, the housing, and the health
of families who do so give ample evidence that the
ultimate cost to the Nation is exceedingly high. It
must be paid both in miserable citizenry and in dollars-
and-cents expenditures by the community to prevent
the consequences of such living from extending to
other groups.

The high incidence of sickness among low-income
groups is too well known to demand much amplifica-
tion here. It is obvious that diseases directly due to
poor nutrition—pellagra, rickets, and the like—will
occur with greatest frequency among people who can-
not afford proper food. Inability to purchase proper
food, clothing, and shelter also results in a higher
frequency of all diseases, owing to lack of resistance.

For example, the National Health Survey in 1935-36
showed that “among all surveyed relief families, the
tuberculosis rate was more than 6 times as high as
that of families above the $3,000 level; among south-
ern relief families, the rate was 10 times as high as
in the families of the upper income group.”® Similar
contrasts might be cited for most disabling diseases.
These diseases strike with particular force among the
needy, not only because their resistance is low and
they frequently receive inadequate care, but also be-
cause the illness of a breadwinner decreases the already
low income of the family and thus increases its hard-
ships. Furthermore, the danger of contagion is not
confined to needy persons.

private aid. Thirty-three of these projects had a definitely restrictive
policy regarding selection of public-aid families. As examples of the
percentage basis of selection, the following local authorities may be
cited, with the maximum percentage of public-aid families which they
would accept: Detroit, 10 percent; Toledo, 20 percent ; Milwaukee, 10
percent ; Birmingham, 5 percent. The Chicago project would aceept no
general-relief families, Memphis would accept no relief families. (U, 8.
Housing Authority and Social Security Board, Housing and Welfare,
Washington, 1940, p. 8.)

“ I'hid., p. 8. -

® Interdepartmental Committee to Coordinate Health and Welfare
Activities, Proceedings of the National Health Conference, July 18, 19,
20, 1938, Washington, D, 0., Washington, 1938, p. 51.

1For a striking analysis of the differences in physieal fitness of chil-
dren from relief and nonrelief families, see Hardy, Martha C., Boyle,
H. H., and Newcomb, Alvah L., “Physical IMitness of Children from
Different HEconomie Levels in Chicago,” Journal of the American Medical
Association, CXVII (Deec. 20, 1941), 2154-61. See also ch, V,

National Resources Planning Board

The high maternal and infant mortality rates pre-
vailing in this country ? are not due solely to lack of
medical and hospital facilities. In opening a con-
ference on better care for mothers and babies in 1938,
the Secretary of Labor pointed out that “one of the
difficult problems that we have to solve is that of the
economic resources available to obtain good care for
mothers and babies. That is a long and roundabout way
of saying that poverty is one of the contributing fac-
tors to the high maternal death rate.”

The condition of many migrant families epitomizes
the health hazards of poverty. The report on migra-
tory labor made to the President by the Interdepart-
mental Committee to Coordinate Health and Welfare
Activities states that migrant families experienced 74
percent more disabling illness than settled families,
owing mainly to
the disproportionate number of accidents, communicable disease,
puerperal conditions * * *  Ags a result of inadequate diet,
irregular sleep, and the insecurity of their daily existence, chil-
dren develop serious physical and mental handicaps. Exposed
constantly to all the dangers of insanitary living conditions,
these families not only suffer illness themselves, but also menace
the health of others. Typhoid fever, dysentery, smallpox, and

meningitis are among the communicable diseases that may spread
from their ranks to the community.*

One of the most illuminating studies of how to live
at less than the “emergency” level is that made in May
1940 by the American Public Welfare Association
which investigated the living conditions of 120 fam-
ilies in McLennan County, Tex., who were in need and
able to secure only a negligible amount of public aid
other than surplus commodities. This agricultural
county in east central Texas had in 1939 an estimated
population of 108,300 persons. At the time of the sur-
vey, there was no public agency for giving general
relief. Persons who could not be taken care of by
WPA, CCC, or NYA projects were the responsibility
of a private agency supported by the Community Chest
and small appropriations from the county and the city
which is the county seat. Relief was largely limited
to surplus commodities, milk orders, and a little
cash, which was considered a supplement to surplus
commodities.®

One method of adjustment to inadequate income of

2 Provisional data from 41 States for 1940 show 8.6 maternal deaths
and 47 infant deaths per 1,000 live births., (Public Health Reports, LVI
(May 23, 1941), 1106.)

315. 8. Children’s Bureau, Proceedings of Conference on Better Care
for Mothers and Babies, Publication No, 246, Washington, 1938, pp. 6-T.

4 Social Security Bulletin, 111 (September 1940), 8. Cf. also Blank:n-
ship, Charles F. and Safier, Fred A., A Study of Medical Problems As80-
ciated with Transients, U, 8, Public Health Service, Bulletin 258, Wash-
ington, 1940,

5 American Public Welfare Association, What Is Happening to Peoplé
in McLennan County, Tewas, Chicago, 1940, ms. Cash grants and milk
benefits amounted to about $2.36 per person for the few who received
any aid except surplus commodities.

.
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these families is at cnce apparent. The grocer, the
doctor, and the landlord had borne a share of their
living costs. Many families were in debt for food and
medical services and rent. The amounts owed were
in most cases small, probably because credit had been
quickly exhausted. This tallies with the findings of
every other investigation of the adjustments of needy
families who receive inadequate public aid.® All these
studies show that living on very little cash is in the main
a process of deciding what can with least harm be done
without. Some families use money sorely needed for
food to pay rent in order to escape eviction. Others
choose the alternative and skip rent payments to pay
the grocer.

The housing of the McLennan County families in-
terviewed was of the lowest order. Houses were
crowded, and most of them were “in unhealthy and
unsanitary neighborhoods with buildings frequently
dilapidated and poorly protected from the wind, cold,
and rain, frequently worth not even the low
rents * * *”7 (The median rent was between $1
and $2 per week.) Tenants usually owned their own
furniture, such as it was. One family of 10 had two
beds, a little bedding, one chair, one cookstove, and
one table.

Clothing was very scanty, despite the fact that some
surplus-commodity clothing had been distributed to
about half of the families since the previous fall.
Some of this clothing did not fit, and the families had

1 See, for example, Gilboy, Elizabeth W., Applicants for Work Relief,
Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1940; Clague, Ewan, “When
Relief Stops What Do They Hat?' The Survey Midmonthly, LXVIII
(November 15, 1932), 583—85 ; Williams, James Mickel, Human Aspects
of Unemployment and Relief, Chapel Hill, The University of North
Carolina Press, 1933 ; These Are Our Lives, as Told by the People and
Written by Members of the Federal Writers' Project of the Works Prog-
ress Administration, in North Carolina, Tennessee, and Georgia, Chapel
Hill, The University of North Carolina Press, 1939 ; and Abbott, Edith,
Public Assistance, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1040, vol. I
See also footnotes 48 and 90, pp. 171 and 178, above.

T Ibid., ch. 11, p. 11.
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been unable to exchange it for the right sizes. Shoes
were one of the chief needs.

Surplus food had been distributed to some families.
Food had been given to others by church groups, rela-
tives, or friends, and a few families had culled food
from garbage cans and dump heaps. About a quarter
of the families had a garden, a cow, or chickens.
School lunches were a great help during the school
term.

In at least 90 percent of the homes vizited, beans are the
prinecipal food item * * * A typical menu for a white fam-
ily whose present economic condition is about the average for
the group visited is as follows: Dreakfast—biscuits and syrup;
lunch—beans and bread; supper—beans, bread, and onions
# % % QOne young case head said he was used to getting along
on only one meal a day and that even his three-year old son was
getting toughened up to a two meal a day routine—and what
“meals” they did have could hardly be dignified by that name.
Many of the families are eating only one or two meals a day
and eating improperly balanced ones, as only a few had any
milk, fruits, fresh vegetables, or meat. Over half the families
spent less than $2 a week for food.®

The effect of such food and housing on health is what
might be expected. Active tuberculosis was found in
over a tenth of the families. Obvious signs of mal-
nourishment were seen in nearly a fifth, “IEvidences
of underweight, habitual hunger, inertia, and lack of
energy were seen that are apt to bring serious conse-
quences, such as tuberculosis and pellagra.” ®

Obviously, not all the families in the Nation who
live below the “emergency” level are in such straits
as the families just described. Yet undoubtedly most
of them are ill-housed, ill-clothed, and ill-fed. To
perpetuate even this level of living for recipients of so-
cially provided income would seem a complete abandon-
ment of what we have believed to be “the American
standard of living.”

8 Ibid., ch. 11, pp. 14-15.
o Ibid., ch. 11, p, 17.





