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penditures for the Ascal years 1953-54 
and 1954-55 are related to personal 
income for the calendar years 1953 

The percentage relationship be- and 1954, respectively, in each of the 

tween the State-local share of assist- 48 States, the District of Columbia, 
ante payments and personal income and Hawaii. Income data are not 
in a State is used here as a rough available for Alaska, Puerto Rico, and 
measure of the fiscal effort made to the Virgin Islands. 
finance public assistance. Such ex- The new personal income series of 

Table 2.-Expenditures for public assistance payments from State and local 
funds in relation to personal income and amount expended per inhabitant, 
by State, 1954551 

Expenditures for Assist- 
ance Payments from State- 
Local Funds, 1954 - 55* 

In the fiscal year 1954-55, expendi- 
tures for public assistance payments 
from State and local funds amounted 
to 47 cents per $100 of personal in- 
come for the country as a whole-S 
percent more than the 43 cents per 
$100 spent in 1953-54. Aid to the 
needy increased by almost a tenth 
from the amount spent in the preced- 
ing year, while personal income re- 
mained about the same. Personal in- 
come in the calendar year 1954-to 
which assistance expenditures for the 
fiscal year 1954-55 have been related 
-attained a peak of $286.3 billion but 
was up only $2 billion or 0.7 percent 

Table l.-Number of States with 
specified change in personal income 
and in expenditures for public as- 
sistance from State and local funds, 
1954-55 from 1953541 
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Rhode Island __________________. 
South Camlina _________________ 

1 Expenditures arc for Sscal years 1953-54 and 1954- 
65 and exclude amounts spent for administration; 
they arc related respectively to personal income for 
calendar years 1953 and 1954. 

from the preceding year. Assistance 
payments from State and local funds, 
in contrast, rose 9.6 percent ($117 
million) to $1,353 million. Almost $66 
million of the total increase occurred 
in general assistance, which is admin- 
istered without Federal financial par- 
ticipation. 

South Dakota ____________._._.__ 
Tennessee- _ _ _ ___________ ____ __ 
Texas.-.--.--------------------. 
Utah .___._______________________ 
Vermont _______________ _______ __ 
Virginia _________________ ____ __ _. 
Washington _______________ ____ 
West Virginia _______________ -___ 
wlswnsin~-- __________________. 
myomlug --_----------_______--. 
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*Prepared by Frank J. Hanmer, Division 
of Program Statistics and Analysis, Bureau 
of Public A&stance. 

1 Expenditures are for fiscal years 195354 and 
1954-55 and exclude amounts spent for administra- 

the Virgin Islands not available. 

tion; they are related respectively to personal income 
a Computed fmm unrotmdcd ratios. 

for calendar years 1953 and 1954. 
4 Reporting of general assistance expenditures in- 

2 Data on income for Alaska, Purrto Rico, and 
comp1eto. 

6 Increase of less than 0.05 percent. 
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Table 3.-Factors underlying variatfi;;$lfscal eflort among selected States, 

Factor 

Recipient rate per 1,OOQ population, Decem- 
ber 1954: ’ 

Old-age assistance (population aged 65 and 
over)~~~--.-~~.~~--~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Aid to dependent children (population 
undrragelS)-...-.-----...-------..---. 

Aid to the permanently and totally dis- 
abled (population aged 18-64) _.._____ ___ 

General assistance (population under age 
65)--------...-.-.---------------------- 

Old-age and survivors insurance beneficiary 
rate, December 1954 (population aged 65 
and over)-..-.-.------------------------ 

AveGa, payment per recipient, December 

Old.ageassistance.- __________ ____ ____ -- 
Aid to dependent children _________..____. 
Aidtotheblind ._________.____..__.______ 
Aid-to the permanently and totally dis- 

abled..---.-----.----------------------- 
Oeneral assistance __._______________._____ 

Per capita income, 1954 ______________.._____ 
Fiscal effort, 1955 (assistance expenditure per 

$106 of personal income) .____.._________ 
Expenditures per inhabitant from State-local 

funds ._._____.__.__._____---.. ___.____._ 

T 

1 Rates for aid to the blind not available. 
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the Department of Commerce1 has 
been used in this note for both years 
in place of the now discontinued se- 
ries on income payments to individ- 
uals. Broader coverage of income in 
kind is provided by the new series, 
and other improvements have been 
made in estimating the flow of income 
to individuals; data on income and 
fiscal effort are therefore not compar- 
able with those for earlier years pub- 
lished in the BULLETIN. The series 
makes substantial changes in income 
payments for only a few States, how- 
ever. 

All but three States (New Hamp- 
shire, New Mexico, and Tennessee) 
spent more from State and local 
funds for assistance in 1954-55 than 
in 1953-54. Changes ranged from a 
decrease of 3.4 percent in Tennessee 
to an increase of 43.9 percent in Ha- 
waii. Eleven States, including Ha- 
waii, increased expenditures from 
State-local funds more than 15 per- 
cent, in contrast to a like number of 
States that increased assistance funds 
less than 2.5 percent (table 11. The 
rise in expenditures for assistance 

1 See Charles F. Schwartz and Robert E. 
Graham, Jr., “Personal InCOme by States, 
1929-54,” Survey of Current Business, Sep- 

tember 1955. 
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payments from State and local funds 
amounted to 5 percent or more in 27 
of the 47 States with increases. 

Personal income rose in 3 out of 
every 5 States, but percentage 
changes were much smaller than 
those in the State-local share of as- 
sistance payments. Upward or down- 
ward changes were less than 2.5 per- 
cent in 36 States and were less than 
5 percent in an additional 10 States. 
The highest increase in personal in- 
come (8.8 percent) occurred in Ne- 
vada, and in three other States the 
rise also exceeded 5 percent. 

As a result of the shifts in personal 
income and in State and local funds 
for assistance payments, fiscal effort 
to support public assistance rose in 
43 States and declined in seven 
States. The State-local share of as- 
sistance expenditures was higher in 
all 43 States making greater fiscal 
effort in 1954-55 than in 1953-54, but 
personal income fell in 20 States and 
rose less, percentagewise, than as- 
sistance expenditures in the remain- 
ing 23 States. In four of the seven 
States making less fiscal effort in 
1954-55, on the other hand, the per- 
centage increase in assistance expen- 
ditures from State and Iocal funds 
was less than that in personal in- 

come; in the other three States, as- 
sistance payments declined while in- 
come rose. 

There was likewise considerable va- 
riation among the States in the per- 
centage changes in fiscal effort that 
took place between 1953-54 and 1954- 
55. Changes in the relationship of 
assistance expenditures made from 
State-local funds to State personal 
income ranged from a decrease of 7.5 
percent in Iowa to an increase of 48.1 
percent in Hawaii. Hawaii was one 
of seven States with an increase in 
fiscal effort of at least 20 percent. 
Half the States increased their effort 
to support public assistance by more 
than 6.4 percent. The distribution of 
States by the percentage change be- 
tween the 2 years in the proportion of 
personal income used for public as- 
sistance is shown below. 

TokilL.. ..__.. ___... 

Less thsn 5.0 ______.____.._ 
5.lF9.9 ._____._____. -- ___.._ 
10.0-14.9 _______. _ _...___... 
15.0-19.9 ._____.._ . . ..____. 
20.0ormore ___.___....__._ 

Mean percentage change..- 
Median percentage change- 

In 1954-55, in the United States as 
a whole and in more than three-fifths 
of the States, less than 50 cents out 
of every $100 of income going to in- 
dividuals represented assistance pay- 
ments from State and local funds. 
There was wide variation among the 
States, however, in the ratio of such 
assistance expenditures to personal 
income. Thus, Colorado’s high expen- 
ditures of $1.55 per $100 of personal 
income was fifteen times Virginia’s 
low of 10 cents.’ The distribution of 
States according to the relationship 
between assistance payments from 
State and local funds and personal 
income follows. 

Expenditures pev Nun&x of 
$100 of persond income states 
Less than 30 cents--~------- ____ -_-___-- 10 
30-49 cents -_--__---_____-______________ 22 
SO-69 cents _-~~___~~~___~---~~_________ 11 
70-89 cents ___-_____-___-__--_-_________ 4 
90 cents or more---_---__---_---------- 3 

Social Security 



Under the Social Security Act, each ing need. Old-age and survivors in- 
State defines the scope of its assist- surance benefits form an important 
ante program-who will be eligible source of income for the aged, and are 
and the amount of assistance he is to an additional factor influencing the 
receive. The relative income position number of aged in need of old-age 
of a State and the income distribu- assistance. 
tion among the population influence In this analysis the average pay- 
the assistance programs in two ways: ment per recipient is considered a re- 
first, by placing limitations on the tax flection of the level of the assistance 
resources available to finance the as- standard, and per capita income is 
sistance programs, and, second, by de- used as an indication of the relative 
termining the number of persons who ability of the States to finance public 
will be eligible for assistance under programs. Recipient rates-that is, 
the State’s standards for determin- the number of recipients of assistance 

Chart l.-Expenditures p.er inhapitant for public assistance payments from 
f;;F4;nd local funds m relatzon to personal rnwme, by State, fiscal year 
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per 1,000 population in the appropri- 
ate age group-are a measure of the 
incidence of need under the State’s 
standard. 

Per inhabitant expenditures for as- 
sistance payments from State and 
local funds correlate roughly with the 
fiscal effort made to finance public 
assistance (chart 11. Generally speak- 
ing, States with the largest expendi- 
tures per inhabitant from State-local 
funds also made the greatest fiscal 
effort to support the public assistance 
programs. 

Relatively large expenditures per 
inhabitant in high-income States re- 
sult primarily from high assistance 
standards, and in low-income States 
from high recipient rates. On the 
other hand, relatively low expendi- 
tures per inhabitant in high-income 
States result primarily from low re- 
cipient rates, and in low-income 
States they are the result of compar- 
atively low assistance standards 
(table 3). Massachusetts and Louisi- 
ana, for example, are among the 
States making comparatively high 
expenditures per inhabitant and fis- 
cal effort, yet they have very different 
economic and program characteris- 
tics. Massachusetts, a high-income 
State, has high assistance standards, 
a high beneficiary rate for old-age 
and survivors insurance, and recipi- 
ent rates in the middle range. Louisi- 
ana, a low-income State, has high 
recipient rates (except for general as- 
sistancel , combined with moderate or 
low assistance standards, and a low 
beneficiary rate for old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. 

The program characteristics in 
States with low expenditures per in- 
habitant and low effort may also be 
different for the high- and low-in- 
come States. In New Jersey, a high- 
income State, the fiscal effort is low 
despite high assistance standards, be- 
cause of low recipient rates. In con- 
trast, Virginia, which is a low-income 
State, has low effort because of low 
assistance standards. New Jersey 
ranked fourth among the States in 
beneficiary rate for old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance, but Virginia was in 
the group with a medium rate. 
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