
Notes and Brief Reports 
Assistance Expenditures 
Per Inhabitant, 1955-56 * 

The States differ widely in the size 
of their total population, in the num- 
ber of recipients of public assistance, 
and in the total amount they spend 
for assistance. Furthermore, the POP- 
ulation of the United States increases 
every year, and the number of re- 
cipients of public assistance and the 
amount of assistance they receive 
change from year to year. Because 
of all these variations, a comparison- 
State to State or year to year-of the 
size of public assistance programs 
cannot be based simply on the total 
amount of assistance paid or the total 
number of recipients. In answering 
the question, how does program size 
vary in terms of the number of re- 
cipients, the recipient rates--the 
proportions of the population that 
receive assistance-are used. In an- 
swering the question, how does the 
amount paid to recipients vary from 
year to year and State to State, the 
average monthly payment per recipi- 
ent is used-the total amount of as- 
sistance payments for a year divided 
by the number of recipient months. 
In answering the question, how do 
program costs vary, the amount per 
inhabitant is computed by dividing 
total assistance costs by total popula- 
tion. The result is the cost in terms 
of what it would be if divided equally 
among all the persons living in an 
individual State or in the Nation as 
a whole. This measure removes the 
effect of State-to-State and year-to- 
year variations in size of population 
and reflects the combined effect of 
variations in the proportion of the 
population that receives assistance 
and. the average monthly amount of 
assistance paid. 

National Changes From 1955 
In the fiscal year 1955-56 the total 

spent from Federal, State, and local 
funds for public assistance payments 
amounted to $16.63 per inhabitant of 

*Prepared in the Division of Program 
Statistics and Analysis. Bureau of Public 
Assistance. 
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the United States, about the same as 
in the preceding fiscal year. Per 
capita expenditures went up in 1956 
for each of the federally aided pro- 
grams, but the increases from 1955 in 
the two largest programs, old-age as- 
sistance and aid to dependent chil- 
dren, were insignificant. The amount 
for aid to the permanently and to- 
tally disabled, in contrast, increased 
10 percent. The growth of this rela- 
tively new program, established in 
October 1950, was much slower, how- 
ever, than in the earlier years of its 
operation. Expenditures per inhabi- 
tant for general assistance, which is 
financed entirely from State and local 
funds, went down 13 cents, or about 
7 percent. Changes for the year are 
shown in the tabulation below. 

Expenditures per inhibitant 

Program 
Amount including 
vendor payments 
for medical care Percentage 

change 

1955-56 1954-55 

All programs-. $16.63 $16.53 +O. 6 
--- 

OAA..... _._.__. 9.77 9.68 +.9 
ADC _._..._.._._ 3.82 3.78 +1.1 
AB . ..____._..... .44 .42 +4.s 
APTD ._.___.... 
CL.... .__._._. 1:; 1% ‘2;: : 

The change in total expenditures 
per inhabitant for all programs com- 
bined was slight because the decline 
in the total number of persons re- 
ceiving public assistance was accom- 
panied by rises in average payments 
to recipients under each program. 
During the year, assistance standards 
were raised in a number of States 
because of the increase in the cost of 
living; in addition, generally larger 
amounts were paid directly to ven- 
dors for medical care. These changes, 
plus policy liberalizations in several 
States, resulted in increases in aver- 
age payments to recipients ranging 
from 34 cents in the program of aid 
to dependent children to $2.65 in gen- 
eral assistance. The number of per- 
sons receiving assistance changed 
significantly from 1955 in only two 
programs--aid- to the permanently 

and totally disabled (a S-percent in- 
crease) and general assistance (a 
decrease of almost 14 percent). The, 
number receiving old-age assistance 
remained about the same as in the 
preceding year, and the number re- 
ceiving aid to dependent children and 
aid to the blind increased slightly. 

Table l.-Average monthly number 
of assistance recipients and average 
~rz.$.y payments, by program, 

Avewemm;hly Average monthly 
payment per 

recipients recipient 

Program Percent- 
Number, chy;ge Amount, 
1955-56 

C~ohae 

from 1955-56 1954-55 
1954-55 

-I- I- I- I- 
OAA.... Y&543,046 -0.8 KS. 53 
ADC.... 2,213,948 +1.6 24.07 
AB __._.. 104,823 

:i:; 
58.09 +1.75 

APTD 246,300 55.89 
GA...--. 714,585 -13.6 31.52 

Shifts in the average monthly num- 
ber of recipients and in average pay- 
ments to recipients are shown in 
table 1. 

State Variation 
In most States, as in the Nation as 

a whole, the year’s changes in the 
amounts per inhabitant spent for 
public assistance were relatively 
small. The States were divided about 
evenly into those with increases and 
those with decreases. In almost half 
the States the amount of change was 
50 cents or less, but shifts of $1.50 
or more occurred in seven States with 
increases and in one State with a de- 
crease. 

Nationally, the shifts in per capita 
expenditures were slight for each 
program except aid to the perma- 
nently and totally disabled. In that 
program the cost per capita rose in 
9 out of every 10 States. Among the 
remaining programs, except old-age 
assistance, about three-fifths of the 
States had shifts in the same upward 
or downward direction as the pro- 
gram change for the country as a 
whole. For old-age assistance, a ma- 
jority of the States had lower expen- 
ditures per inhabitant despite a slight 
overall increase for the Nation. A dis- 
tribution of the States by type of 
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change in expenditures per inhabi- 
tant is shown below. 

and recipient rates depend, in turn, assistance-for example, limitations 
on the interaction of the assistance on income and resources, lien laws, 
standard (the State’s definition of and relatives’ responsibility provi- 
quality, quantity, and cost of the es- sions. Per capita income and income 
sentials of living) and such other distribution are particularly import- 
factors as the State’s per capita in- ant for two reasons: (1) the scope 
come, distribution of income among of the assistance program is limited 
its population, and policies governing by the tax resources available to fi- 
the determination of eligibility for nance it, and (2) income distribution 

Number of States with indicated 
change in expenditures per 

lnhsbitant ’ 

Increase Decrease No change 
~~ 

OAA ____________ 23 29 
ADC ___.___..___ 

ii 
20 : 

AB.. _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _. 11 13 
APTD-- ______._ 38 4 __________. 
QA _____._. .-.--- 20 29 4 

Table 2.-Amount expended per inhabitant 1 for assistance payments, inchd- 
ing vendor payments for medical cure, by State and by program, fiscal years 
1954-S and 1955-56 

1 Excludes States for which comparable program 
data are not available for both years. 

Total 
Aid to the 

armsnently 
and totally 

disabled 

Aid to 
the blind 

General 
5ssistance 

I 

The States varied considerably in 
the amounts spent per inhabitant 
during 1955-56 for each program and 
for all programs combined. Total ex- 
penditures for all programs, for ex- 
ample, amounted to less than $10 per 
inhabitant in eight States but were 
more than twice that amount in a 
like number of States. Total State 
per capita expenditures were $lO.OO- 
$14.99 in 15 States and $15.00-$19.99 
in 22 States. Virginia’s expenditures 
of $4.79 per capita were the smallest 
in the Nation and were about one- 
tenth the outlay of $45.39 made by 
Colorado, which spent the most (table 
2). 

Total per capita expenditures are 
largely governed by the amounts 
spent for old-age assistance. Expen- 
ditures per inhabitant for that pro- 
gram constituted more than half the 
cost for all programs ,combined in 
two-thirds of the States and, nation- 
ally, accounted for almost 60 percent 
of the total. The per capita cost of 
old-age assistance for the country as 
a whole ($9.77) was, however, higher 
than expenditures for that program 
in about two-thirds of the States, as 
shown in the accompanying chart. 
Colorado and Virginia, with expendi- 
tures of $35.96 and $1.75, respectively, 
again represented the extremes in the 
range of payments. The States fall 
into three nearly equal groups: those 
spending less than $7.50. those spend- 
ing $7.50-$9.99, and those spending 
$10 or more. 

Variations among States in per 
capita expenditures for assistance re- 
flect differences in average payments 
Per recipient and proportions of the 
Population aided. Average payments 

State 
I 

IQ.68 P.77 
- - 
7. 89 12.13 
6.13 7. 60 
9.97 IQ.55 

11.88 L2.07 
17.75 17.41 
34.07 35.96 
7. 68 7. 86 
2.14 2.14 
2.28 2.31 

11.56 Il. 19 

3. 78 D.82 VI.42 xl.44 

2.93 3.15 
5.19 8. 93 
5.38 5.30 
2.85 2.76 
6. 45 6.08 
4.86 4.89 
3.57 3.91 
2.81 2.99 
3.50 3.19 
4.c3 4.05 

.20 

.18 
59 

: 52 
1.01 

::i 
.42 
.21 
.51 

.22 

.35 

.m 

1:: 
.17 
.17 
.42 

:E 

12.36 3.48 3. 59 .47 .49 
1.97 6.77 6.86 .14 .15 
9.26 4. 63 4.52 .23 .23 
i.20 3.48 3.87 .30 .30 
4.92 2.15 2.13 .29 .30 

10.62 3.25 3.18 .46 .48 
12.QQ 2.85 2.96 .26 .26 
7. 79 4.68 4. 76 .43 45 

26.21 4. 76 5.45 .41 :43 
8.10 4.80 4.96 .37 .38 

2.13 
16.61 
6.75 

13.52 
11.39 

‘tE 
7.91 
8. 10 
8. 06 

2.71 2.69 
3.92 3.95 
3.67 3.57 
3.48 3.69 
2.17 1. 78 
4.22 4.08 
4.31 4. 01 
2. 06 2. 21 
“.05 1.50 
2.89 2.84 

.I1 

.39 

.19 

.39 

1: 
.56 
.36 
.42 
.38 

.ll 

.43 

.19 

.36 

.76 

.77 

.54 

.43 

.47 

.38 

3.06 
6.25 
5.97 
4. 60 

10.52 
7. 74 

33.14 
8. 80 
2.72 
1.85 

1.46 
7. 51 
5.39 
3.27 

::x 
6.37 
3.32 
3.32 
2.27 

1.65 
6. 98 
5. 61 
3.36 
3.46 
2.00 
6.87 
2.96 
3.32 
2.32 

.13 

1: 
.54 
.19 

:$ 
18 
91 

.of 

5.96 
7.27 
8.35 
7. 65 

12.85 
8.66 
9.77 
6.43 
1.75 

21.40 

5.34 5. 53 
1.97 2.ml 
4.12 3.99 
4. 84 4.25 
1.36 1.82 
5. 56 5.05 
2.62 2. 72 
2. 72 3.80 
1.92 1.97 
4: 49 4. 98 

1s 
.34 
.1e 

1: 

:E 
.3c 
.lE 
.26 

W. Va _____.____ 15.67 14.51 4.39 3.87 
wis ____._-____-- 15.64 15.14 8. 93 8.80 
wyo __-______. _- 15.22 14.95 9. 55 9.08 

8. 43 
3.44 
2.36 

::ii 
2.52 

, 
, 

I 
, 
I 
I 

, 

I 
I 
, 
I 
I 
I 
, 
I 
1 
, 

I 
1 
I 

.14 

.26 

.29 

.55 

.13 

.29 

.84 

.18 

:E 

.I7 

.35 

.16 

.46 

.41 

.24 

.23 

.31 

.16 

.33 

.24 

.2L 
1E 

:E 
.17 

a.90 

1.22 

[ii 
.86 

(3 
2.14 
.92 
.30 

1.82 
(9 

1.15 
1.77 
1.02 

; 
60 

ia 
1.52 
(‘1 
2.15 
3 01 

1.04 
2.34 
.26 

:ii 
2.17 
1. 76 

8% 

.52 
1.06 
2.56 
1.03 
1.14 

1% 
1.69 
.75 
.84 

1.45 
1.23 
.52 
.lQ 

f)76 
.64 
.82 
.59 

1.87 

1.60 

*:fJi 

16. 63 

17.02 
19.23 
16.41 
16.65 
26. 02 
45.39 
14.93 
7.92 
8.16 

16.20 

18.14 
13.Fio 
15.15 
16.34 
8. 50 

15.75 

ii: ;: 
35.85 
16.97 

6. 54 
25.42 
14.10 
20.17 
14.48 
26. 56 
19. 64 

2: :: 
13.15 

6.81 
15.04 
16.15 
10.45 
16.31 
13.80 

2: El 
9.59 
5.18 

- 
5 l! 
-- 

$ _- 

11954-51 155-a 

IO. 99 

6 1s 
-- 

a 
-- 

U. S. aver- 
sge ..______ $16.53 

12.16 
1.93 
9. 64 
7.46 
5.c7 

10.84 
13.21 
7.86 

257:Z 

2.19 
16.85 
7.05 

:t2 

:“o: ii 
7. 92 
8.65 
8. 23 

3.04 
7.84 

::2 
9. 69 
8.16 

“ii: 2 
2.94 
1.88 

6.d 
7.22 
8. 72 
8.39 

% 
9.68 
5.69 
1.73 

17.69 

1.51 

;] 
1.08 

;:)23 
1.30 

1:: 
a.17 

01 01 
1.31 2.34 
.95 .96 
.25 .20 

1.63 1.50 
2.01 2.14 
1.98 1.68 
2.12 1.33 

.47 .51 

.33 .32 

1.54 
1.91 
1.06 

i,y 

:‘)48 
6) 
2.44 

.33 

.18 
2.36 
4.08 
4.35 
1.34 
1.43 
.92 
.35 

1.19 
3.99 

1.20 
2.56 
.29 
.22 
.47 

2.02 
1.75 
3.26 

(r)p3 

.62 .42 
2.15 1.87 
3.62 3.30 
2.53 2.37 
.07 .07 

3:E 3:: 
1.84 1.96 
4.28 4.10 
1.48 1.45 

1:: 
2.57 
1.29 
1.34 
.54 

2. 02 
1. 74 

:;$” 

1.52 
.49 

1.97 

:2 
3.74 

.42 
3.22 
2.19 
.06 

1.68 
1.32 
.62 
.25 

(9 
1.81 
.79 

:: 
2.37 

4. 53 
.33 

2.08 
.I4 
.27 

1.82 
1.84 

.75 

.31 
3.16 

1.53 1.06 
.37 2. 69 

1.10 2.05 

.17 
2.61 
‘.09 
4.26 
l.OQ 
1.49 

:E- 
1.31 
3.20 

1.36 

12 

:E 
3.33 

3:E 
1.34 

.06 

4.01 

2% 
.15 

12 
1.65 
1.17 

3:: 

1.04 
2.23 
2.03 

Md............. 6.67 
Mass ___._...... 25.65 
Mich ___._._._._ 14.79 
Mlnn ._._._._._. 19.57 
Mi.q-..-~~~. 13.91 
Mov--.- ____ 27.15 
Mont .___._._... 20.99 
Nebr... .._._._._ 12.19 
Nev _____________ 13.40 
N.H ___..._.... 13.31 

1 Based on population data from the Bureau of Florida, July 1955; Maine, April 1955; Nebraslra, 
the Census; excludes Armed Forces overseas. October 1955; and Nevada, July 1955. 

*No program approved by the Social Security ’ Data inmmplete. 
Administration. 6 Program administered under State law without 

3 Progmm not h opsration for full year. State Federal participation. 
plans approved for Federal participatton as follows: 
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Chart l.- Amount expended per inhabitant 1 for assistance payments, including vendor payments for medical cure, 
&ual year 1955-56 

OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE 

DOLl.lRs 

AID TO DEPEWENT CJiILDREN GENERAL ASSISTANCE 

is a large factor in determining the 
number of persons who qualify as 
needy individuals under the State’s 
standard of assistance. In old-age 
assistance, another important factor 
is the beneficiary rate and the aver- 
age benefit amount under old-age and 
survivors insurance, the other major 
public program of income mainte- 
nance for aged persons in the United 
States. 

The factors affecting expenditures 
per inhabitant for old-age assistance 
are applicable for all the programs. 
In general, States with relatively high 
per capita costs have the following 
characteristics-a comparatively large 
proportion of the population receiv- 
ing assistance, relatively high assist- 
ance standards, and relatively liberal 
policies governing eligibility for as- 
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sistance. In contrast, States with 
comparatively low expenditures have 
standards and eligibility requirements 
that are less liberal and, with few ex- 
ceptions, provide aid to a small pro- 
portion of the population. 

Among the seven States with the 
largest per capita expenditures for 
old-age assistance, for example, all 
except Massachusetts have compara- 
tively high recipient rates coupled 
with average payments that are either 
high compared with those in other 
States or are near the national me- 
dian. In Massachusetts the relatively 
high average payment is primarily re- 
sponsible for the relatively high per 
capita cost; the State’s recipient rate 
was at the median for the Nation in 
December 1955. Assistance standards 
in Louisiana and Missouri-the only 

two of these seven States that have 
average payments in the middle range 
-are not high in relation to those of 
other States. Nevertheless, the pro- 
portion of the population with little 
or no income is relatively large in 
these two States, so that, even under 
their moderate assistance standards, 
a comparatively high proportion of 
aged persons qualifies for assistance. 
The seven States vary in per capita 
income and old-age and survivors in- 
surance beneficiary rate. Three (Cal- 
ifornia, Massachusetts, and Washing- 
ton) rank high among all States in 
both per capita income and benefl- 
ciary rates for old-age and survivors 
insurance. Colorado and Missouri, on 
the other hand, are in the middle 
range with respect to both per capita 
income and beneficiary rate. The two 
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Table I.-Number of States with specified amount of expenditures per in- 
habitant for vendor payments for medical care, by program, fiscal year 
195556 

Eqkditures per 
inhabitant for vendor 
payments for medical 

care 

Total, all Old-age 
PrOgrNllS assistance 

Average, all States.... $1.51 $0.78 

Total number of 
st3tes........-...... 53 53 

-___-__ 
So vendor payments. _ _ _. 12 
Vendor payments __..__._. 41 ii 

Less than $0.50 _.__. -.-.- 13 14 
0.504.99 ___.......-.--.. 
1.00-1.49 .__._.......-... : i 
1.50-1.Y9 .._..._ ._____._ 2 
2.00 or more . . . . . . . . . . . -_ 1: 5 

remaining States (Louisiana and 
Oklahoma) have relatively low in- 
come per capita and low beneficiary 
rates, both indicative of potentially 
greater need. 

In contrast to the above group, all 
but one of the seven States with the 
lowest per inhabitant expenditures 
for old-age assistance aid a compara- 
tively small proportion of their aged 
population but vary in size of average 
payment, per capita income, and old- 
age and survivors insurance bene- 
ficiary rate. In Puerto Rico the re- 
cipient rate is among the highest in 
the Nation, but the average payment 
($7.90 in December 1955), per capita 
income, and old-age and survivors in- 
surance beneficiary rate are among 
the lowest in the Nation. Four States 
(Delaware, the District of Columbia, 
Maryland, and Pennsylvania) have 
comparatively high per capita income 
and an average or larger-than-aver- 
age proportion of the aged population 
with income from old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance or the Federal civil- 
service retirement program; these two 
factors bring their per inhabitant ex- 
penditures down despite the fact that 
their assistance standards are about 
at the national average. Hawaii and 
Virginia-the other two States in this 
group-are in the middle range when 
States are ranked according to per 
capita in?ome. In Hawaii the old-age 
and survivors insurance beneficiary 
rate is relatively high, and in Vir- 
ginia it is near the median for the 
Nation. Assistance standards in these 
two States were low in relation to 
those in other States. 

occurred among the States with rei 
spect to the other assistance pro- 
grams. The distribution of States by 
amount of assistance expenditures 
per inhabitant for the fiscal year 
1955-56 is shown below for each of 
the assistance programs ,and for all 
categories combined. 

- 
Expenditures Total, 
per inhabi- all pro. 

tant grams 
( IAA IDC AB APTD 

Total num- 
ber Of 
states.... 53 

Less than 
$0.54..~. 0 

0.50-0.99 ___.. 
l.Wl.49 __._. i 
l.Sl-l.w __._. 0 
z.ol-2.99. ___~ 
3. 00-3.09.. _ : 
4.oo~.YY ____. 
5.00-7.49 ____. i 
7.50-g. 99 __... 4 
lO.oo-14.99... 15 
15.00-lY.Y9... 22 
20.00 or more. 8 

- 

iA 

- 

53 
- 

13 

; 

: 
6 
3 

i 
0 

: 
- 

Vendor Payments for Medical 
Care 

For the country as a whole, pay- 
ments to vendors of medical care in 
1955-56 amounted to $253 million for 
all programs combined, or 9 percent 
of the total cost of assistance; they 
represented an expenditure of $1.51 
per inhabitant. More than half the 
total per capita cost was met from 
old-age assistance funds (‘78 cents), 
and relatively large expenditures were 
also made from general assistance 
funds (43 cents). Costs were small 
in the other programs, however, 
amounting to 14 cents each in the 
programs of aid to dependent chil- 
dren and aid to the permanently and 

States varied considerably, also, in 
.the program funds used to pay the 
vendors of medical care. General as- 
sistance funds continued to be the 
most widely used source for vendor 
payments, and such payments were 
an important part of total expendi- 
tures for this program. Nationally, 
vendor payments accounted for about 
one-fourth of the total per capita 
cost of general assistance, and in 11 
States they made up more than half 
the total. Moreover, though three- 
fourths of the States used general 
assistance funds for vendor payments, 
fewer than half the States used funds 
from each of the other programs for 
this purpose. At least 15 States used 
general assistance funds, however, to 
pay vendors for medical bills incurred 
by recipients of one or more of the 
special types of public assistance. 
Thus, of all general assistance funds 
spent for vendor payments in the 
country as a whole, the proportion 
used for recipients of the special types 
of assistance is known to have been 
at least 15 percent and-because a 
number of States did not identify the 
programs supplemented-might have 
been as high as 44 percent. 

Much the same sort of variation 

The distribution of States making 
vendor payments, by the amount of 
their per capita expenditure for this 
purpose, shows that the cost was less 
than 50 cents per inhabitant in about 
half the States for old-age assistance 
and general assistance, in all the 
States for aid to the blind, and in all 
but three States for aid to dependent 
children and aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled (table 3). For 
old-age assistance, however, five 
States spent at least $2 per capita, 
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Aid to 
Aid to Aid to the perma- 

dependent nently and OUMal 
children the blind totally assistance 

disabled 
I I I 

$0.14 $0.02 I So.14 I $0.43 

53 I 53 I 451 53 

totally disabled and to 2 cents in aid 
to the blind. 

The States use a variety of methods 
for providing medical care to recipi- 
ents. All but 12 States made payments 
to vendors under at least one of their 
assistance programs. Some of the 12 
States not +naking vendor payments 
may provide for medical care needs 
through the money payment to the 
recipient, and others may rely largely 
on other public agencies to meet 
medical need. A number of the States 
making vendor payments also use 
other methods for furnishing medical 
care to recipients. 



and three spent more than $4. BY 

comparison, for general assistance 
only two States spent more than $2 
per inhabitant for vendor payments. 

Old-Age Insurance Bene- 
fits, January-June 1956 

Benefits Awarded 
During the first half of 1956, old- 

age benefits were awarded to nearly 
409,000 persons, about 100,000 less 
than the number in the corresponding 
months of 1955. The 1955 period in- 
cluded a large number of awards to 
persons affected by the liberalization 
in the retirement test under the 1954 
amendments. (These provisions, 
which became effective in January 
1955, changed the earnings test for 
wage earners from a monthly to an 
annual basis, raised to $1,200 the 
amount that beneficiaries can earn in 
a year before any benefits are with- 
held, and lowered from 75 to 72 the 
age at which beneficiaries can receive 
benefits regardless of the amount of 
their earnings.) Self-employed farm- 
ers and other workers qualifying for 
beneilts solely as the result of work 
newly covered under the 1954 amend- 
ments could be eligible for benefits 
as early as the second quarter of 
1956. Although workers in this group 
are represented to only a small extent 
in the awards of the first half of 1956, 
their number will be more significant 
in awards of the second half of the 
year and the early part of 1957. 

Method of benefit computation.- 
About 94 percent of the beneficiaries 

Table l.-Average old-age benefits 
awarded in January-June 1956, by 
benefit-computation method and 
sex 

[Based on 1Oqercent sample; sverase benetlts shown 
to the nearest dollar] 

Benefitk~-c;~;tation Total Male Female 

--- 

Total.--.-.- _._._ ____ $70 $76 s57 
--- 

Benefkiory not eligible 
for dropout .___._.___. 40 41 37 

Benefkiary eligible for 
dropout ___...._._._._ 72 78 59 

Ben&t based on earn- 
ings after 1936 __._.__ 49 52 45 

Benefit based on earn- 
ingsaftcrlQ%-e-e. 78 83 64 

Table 2.-Percentage distribution of old-age benefits awarded in January- 
June 1956, by benefit-computation method and sex 

[Based on lo-percent sample] 

Beneflt-canputation method 

Totalnumber........-.....-------.----.....---.-------....-.--... 

Total percent- -- .________.___._ . . .._.____._........-.----- ~1w~100/~==% 

Ben&t based on earnings after 1936 _______ _._...._.__.__._ .... ..- ... . 
Benefit based on earnings after 1950.. .. ..__.__.___......-.------- ..... 

Total~rcent......-.......-....-.---.---.-.-......-.----.- .... ..- 

Beneficiary not eligible for the dropout ._.__._ .... .._._.____._._ .... .._ 
Benefit based on earnings after 1936 .. ___._..........___._.--- .... ..- 
Benefit based on earnings after 1950 ._.______._._._ -.- ..____._._._. 

Benelkiary eligible for the dropout ..__ _.____._._._._ . . . .._ ____._._. 
Beneflt based on earnings after 1936. . . .._.________ _._.... ._______. 

Beneficiarv not eliaible for benefit based on earnings after lQ.Y.L-. 
Beneficiary eligible for beneflt based on earnings after 195& _ _ ._.. 

Benefit based on earnings after 1950 __.______._._._._._..-.--.-.--.-. 
1952 beneAt formula plus 1954 conversion table ______._... -_- ._.._. 
1954 beneUtformula....-..~....~~.....-..-.~~~~~~~~~~.~.~.~.....-. 

awarded old-age benefits in the first the dropout under the alternative 
half of 1956 were eligible for the qualifying condition. Such cases 
dropout-that is, up to 5 Years of should occur infrequently after 1956 
lowest earnings could be excluded in because, for applications filed after 
the calculation of their average October 1956, the beneficiary would 
monthly wage (table 2). The drop- lose one or more monthly beneflts 
out provision may be applied if the from failure to file a timely applica- 
worker has 6 quarters of coverage tion. 
after June 1953, or if he first becomes In some instances, though workers 
eligible-that is, fully insured and of were eligible for a benefit computa- 
retirement age-for old-age benefits tion based on earnings after 1950, 
after August 1954. The remaining 6 their benefits were higher when the 
percent of the beneficiaries had been computation was based on earnings 
eligible for benefits since August 1954 after 1936. Among workers eligible 
or earlier but did not have sufficient for a benefit computation based on 
work after June 1953 to qualify for earnings after 1950 with the dropout, 

Table %.-Number, percentage distribution, and average monthly amount of 
old-age benejits awarded in January-June 1956, by starting date used in 
benefit computation, age, and sex 

[Based partly on lo-percent sample] 

I Total I Male I Female 

Total ____.___._._ 408,671 I I 100 1 $69.99 1 282,024 

65-69.. __._________... 
70-74 _________________ 

301.186 ii 71.31 201,747 
81,081 70.79 61,223 

75-79 . . .._....____..__ 
6Oandover __.. -- . .._ 

20,359 : 54.w3 14,662 
6,045 47.56 4,392 

---- 
Based on earnings 

after 1950 _....___. 314,850 106 76.90 223,725 

6.549 ..____________._. 224,018 
70-74 _._____________a_ 70,035 

2 79.07 156.273 
75.74 52,984 

75-79 . . . . . . . .._ -_-___ 15,QSQ 2” 59.25 11,138 
6Oandover ___...._.. 4,808 51.25 3.330 

-~~ 
Based on earnings 

after 1936 _..._..__ 93,821 100 46.84 ‘58,299 

- 

_ 

-. 

=: 

-. 

=: 

-. 

- 

Average Num- Average 
Percent monthly her Percent monthly 

amount amount 
-- 

100 875.62 126,647 100 S5i. 46 

100 82.33 91,125 100 62.95 

2 85.39 80.22 67,745 17,051 74 19 64.47 61.81 
f 62.96 53.36 4,851 1.478 .5 2 46.49 50.68 

100 48.94 35,522 100 43.39 
~~---~ 

78 52.07 31,644 89 44.67 
14 39.78 “E ; 38.26 
6 34.63 36.89 
2 33.14 175 (9 33.80 

1 Age on birthday in 1956. 2 Less than 0.5 percent. 
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