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and extended the grant-in-aid pro- 
gram to Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands for all categories. 

Grants for the administration of 
the State unemployment insurance 
and employment service programs 
were $174 million in 1950-51, as com- 
pared with $208 million in the pre- 
ceding fiscal year. The 1949-50 total 
is deceptively high, however, as a 
result of a change in the timing of 
grant checks issued to the States. 
Actually, dollar expenditures out of 
grant funds for these functions have 
followed a fairly smooth upward pro- 
gression over the years except during 
the war, when the employment serv- 
ice was nationalized. 

Grants-in-aid are but one of the 
Federal financial aids to State and 
local governments. Quantitatively, 
however, they are the most signifi- 
cant type of aid. Because of the 
flexibility of grants in serving a 
variety of purposes, regular Federal 
grants to States and to local govern- 
ments have followed an almost con- 
tinuous upward trend in ‘recent years. 
Total grants, including those of an 
emergency or temporary nature, 
amounted to more than $2.2 billion in 
the Ascal year 1950-51 (table 1). 

The scope of the data presented in 
the accompanying tables has been 
confined to grants for cooperative 
Federal-State or Federal-local pro- 
grams that are administered at the 
State and/or local level and to those 
programs in which most of the funds 
are channeled through agencies of 
State and local governments. Emer- 
gency grants and the value of grants- 
in-kind, such as books for the blind 
and food, have been included when 
they meet these criteria. 

Grants for public assistance pay- 
ments and administration totaled 
$1,186 million in 1950-51 and com- 
prised 53 percent of all Federal grants 
in the year. Almost $17.5 million of 
this amount went for the new pro- 
gram of aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled. Grants for categori- 
cal assistance have tended to in- 
crease gradually over the years. The 
number of assistance recipients and 
total costs of public assistance pay- 
ments (from Federal, State, and local 
funds) declined during the fiscal Year 
1950-51 for the first time since 1945. 
Nonetheless, Federal grants for 
payments and administration were 
greater than in the previous year. 
The increase was largely the result 
of the 1950 amendments that pro- 
vided for aid to the permanently and 
totally disabIed, permitted Federal 
sharing in the assistance payment to 
one adult relative in families receiv- 
ing aid to dependent children and in 
vendor payments for medical care, 

Federal grants for health services 
totaled $169 million in the fiscal year 
1950-51 as compared with $119 mil- 

lion in the previous year; the rise re- 
sulted from an increase in hospital 
construction grant expenditures. The 
rapid growth in the amount of Fed- 
eral grants for health programs in 
recent years reflects both the increase 
in the number of aided functions 
and the expansion of established pro- 
grams. Grants for welfare ‘services 
other than public assistance amounted 
to $103 million, almost 10 percent less 
than the $113 million granted the 
previous year. The two categories 
together-health and welfare services 
other than public assistance-ac- 
counted for 12 percent of total grants 
made in 1950-51. 

Grants for education made up only 
2 percent of total Federal grants dur- 
ing 1950-51. Grants for this purpose 
have increased since the war period 
and can be expected to rise sharply 
in the next few years with the growth 
of the school construction, mainte- 

Table l.-Federal grants to State and local governments, by purpose, fiscal 
years 1934-35 through 1950-51 

[In thousands] 

Fiscal year Total 

1934-35-----.-... 
1935-36.-.---.--- 
1936-37.---.-.--. 
1937-38-..--.---. 
1938-39- - - _ - -- _ - _ 
1939-40- - -_-_- _-- 
1940-41- - -_- _-_-_ 
1941-42 __-_______ 
1942-43- _ -_-____ _ 
1943-44. _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ 
1944-45.-.--.---- 
194546 ------ _ -- 
1946-47! _-----__- 
1Q47-48---...--.. 
1943-49. _ - -__-__ - 
1949-50. _ _ __- - _ - _ 
195u-5L _ _- -_ -_ -- 
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35,229 
33,730 
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133,610 
140,314 
207,617 
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1 Old-age a&stance, aid to dependent children, afd 

to the blind, and, beginning 1950-51, aid to the per- 
manently and totally disabled under the Social 
Security Act, as amended. 

a Federal Emergency Relief Administration grants. 
s Unemployment insurance administration under 

the Social Security Act beginning 1935-3-36; employ- 
ment service administration, 193435 through De- 
cember 1941 and from Nov. 16, 1946, to date. 

4 From 1935-36 to date, maternal and child health 
services and services for crippled children under the 
Social Security Act and public health services; from 
inception of the program through 1948-49, emergency 
maternity and infant care; from inception of the 
program to date: venereal disease, tuberculosfs, 
cancer. and heart disease control. mental health. 
hospits survey and construction, snd water pollu: 
tion control: 

s Child welfare services under the Social Security 
Act from 193536 to date; vocational rehabilitation 
and State and Territorial homes for dfsabled soldiers 
and sailors from 193435 to date; from 1946-47 to 
date, school lunch program; for 1942-43, community 
war service day care. 

fi Colleges for agriculture and mechanic arts, vo- 
cational education, education of the blind, and State 
and municipal marine schools from 193435 to date: 
emergency Office of Education grants from 1935-36 
to 1940-41; maintenance and operation of schools in 
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60,223 8,616 
78,556 9,670 
71,169 13,361 
63,134 98,757 
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66,646 98,843 

119.153 113.163 
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24.625 494,359 
25,411 675,743 
25,137 531,001 
25,626 405.984 
25,811 318,467 

2% 
356,614 

25: 131 
362,272 
307,454 

25,341 236,649 
31,145 231,359 
36,813 417,694 
36,951 544,100 
38,501 593,617 
49,123 562,766 

e&sin areas from 1946-47 to date; and beginnfng 
1959-51 school survey and construction in certain 
areas. 

r Agricultural experiment stations and extension 
work from 1934-35 to date and under the Research 
and Marketing Act of 1946 from 1947-48 to date: 
forest fire cooperation from 1934-35 to date and 
wildlife restoration from WB-39 to date; supply and 
distribution of farm labor from IQ4243 to lQ4S-49; 
removal of surplus agricultural commodities under 
sec. 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, from 1935-36 
to date: commodities furnished by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation from 1949-50 to date; Federal 
annual contributions to public housing authorltias 
from 193Q-46 to date: regular and emergency hlgh- 
way ocmtruotion from 1934-35 to date; Federal air- 
port program from 194748 to date,’ Public Works 
Administration grants and Hquidatmn thereof from 
1934-35 through 1949-m wartime public works from 
194142 through 1943-49; and community facilities 
and disaster and emergency relief beginning 1941-42. 

Source: Amma Repotb of the Secretary of the 
Trca.sury, the Combined Statement8 o Receipts, Ez- 
pmditurer, and Balance8 of the Unite d’ States Uovcm- 
me&, and other Treasury reports. &ants for part 
of the school lunch program for 1946-47 and for the 
removal of surplus agricultural commodities for 
1935-36 through 1946-47, as reported by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 
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nance, and operation Programs in 
areas congested as a result of Federal 
activities. Grants for vocational edu- 
cation, however, have not increased 
at the same rate as total grants, and 
those for education of the blind, for 
colleges of mechanic arts, and for 
marine schools have remained at 
about the same level for 10 years or 
more. 

Table 2.-Per capita Federal grants to States and localities, by State and 
purpose, fiscal year 1950-U 

Per capita grants 

States ranked by 
Average 

Per 
1948-w avenge per capita 

capita income income, 
1948-50 

Assist- 

Total 

*nw 
Pay 

ments 
and 

idminis 
.ration 

Employ 
ment 

security 
tdminis 
tration i 

Health 
serv- 
ices” 

Grants for a miscellany of pur- 
poses are combined in the “all other” 
category. They totaled $563 million 
in the fiscal year 1950-51. This cate- 
gory includes programs of great size 
and importance; for example, $400 
million was granted for highways in 
1950-51. The total for “all other” 
grants, and for highway grants in 
particular, was higher during a few 
depression and prewar years than it 
has been recently. 

Total _______ ______ _ _ ________ 
Continental 

United States--- $1,38(1 

$14.5! %7.6f $1.13 $1. I( 

14.6! 7.8( 1. 14 1.0s 

High-income group-- ___._____ 
New York _____________ 
District of Columbia-- 

1,803 

Nevada- ______________ 
1,771 

Delaware ______________ 
1,743 

Illinois. _______________ 
1, 78 

Connecticut ___________ 
1,714 

California. _ ___________ 
1,674 

New Jersey ____________ 
1,654 

Montana ______________ 
1,621 

Washington ___________ 
1,546 

Ohio.----------_--..-- 
1,545 

Maasachwdtts _________ 
1,505 

Wyoming. ____________ 
1,503 

Michigan ______________ 
1,501 

Rhode Island __________ 
1,496 

Maryland _____________ 
1,472 
1,458 

Middle-income group _________ 
Oregon- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Pennsylvania ______ ____ 

1,453 

Nebraska ______________ 
1,446 

Iowa-----..-.---._---- 
1,417 

Wisconsin _____________ 
1,416 

Colorado ______________ 
1,396 

Indiana. _ _ _ ______ _____ 
1,395 

South Dakota _________ 
1,391 

Missouri- _ ____________ 
1,359 

North Dakota _________ 
1,349 

Minnesota _____________ 
1,338 

Kansas-----.-------.-- 
1,313 

Idaho.. _.____________ 
1,297 

New Hampshire _______ 
I, 271 

Utah .__.___________.__ 
I, 255 
1,228 

Texas ____.____________ 1,206 
Arizona-- _ _ _ _______ _ _ _ 1,182 
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5.97 
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4.46 
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2.67 
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Total Federal grants to States (in- 
cluding the Territories and posses- 
sions) and to local governments 
amounted to $14.55 per capita in 
1950-51. For the purposes of analysis, 
the States have been ranked by aver- 
age 1948-50 per capita income pay- 
ments and divided into high-, middle-, 
and low-income groups. Total grants 
and grants for most of the major 
purposes tend to average somewhat 
higher amounts per capita for the 
low-income group than for the middle- 
income group and, similarly, higher 
for the middle-income group than for 
the high-income group. Within each 
income group, however, there is wide 
diversity in the per capita grants. 
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5.16 
7.70 

13.14 
6.63 
7.49 
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8. 75 
6.44 
8.06 
9.04 
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1.05 
.79 
.70 
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Low-income group-... ___ ______ 
Vermont- ____ ______ _ __ 
Maine _________________ 

1,163 

Florida _____________ -__ 
1, 153 

Virginla- _ ____ ____ _ _ ___ 
1, 128 

Oklahoma _______ _ _____ 
1,087 

New Mexico __________ 
1,078 

West Virginia _________ 
1,073 

Louisiana -_--_________ 
1,647 

Georgia-- _ _____ __ ____ _ 
1,007 

918 
Tennessee _______ __ 

Total grants to the high-income 
States averaged $13.02 per capita, 
while those to the middle-income and 
low-income States averaged $14.70 
and $1’7.49 per capita, respectively. 
Per capita grants for assistance pay- 
ments and administration, health 
services, other welfare services and 
education and for all other purposes 
are also highest, on the average, for 
the low-income group of States. In 
1950-51, as in previous years, there 
tended to be a direct correlation 
between per capita grants for em- 
ployment security administration and 
State per capita income. 

North Carolhxw.!::: 
Kentucky _____________ 
Arkansas-- __ _ __ _______ 
South Carolina ________ 
Alabama ______________ 
Mississippi ____________ 

Teriitories and pw 
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E 
826 
825 
811 
692 

17.49 
15.88 
17.97 
18.54 
9.52 

30.73 
25.44 
13.78 
30.48 
17.59 
15.57 
12.23 
15.76 
22. 24 
14.42 
15.48 
16.08 

9.10 
6.07 

1E 
2.69 

19.54 
8.89 
7. 63 

21.11 
8.63 
8.41 
6.06 
7.95 

11.49 
5.54 
7. 57 
7.04 

1% 
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1.05 
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.69 

1; 
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1.83 
1.94 
2.38 
1.62 
1.55 
2.03 
1.52 
.91 

1.46 
1.98 
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1.89 
2.38 
1.98 
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.58 

:z 
1.03 

:E 

::: 
1.04 
1.11 
1.90 
1.25 
1.27 
1.16 
1.33 

.42 

.64 

:E 
.b2 
.81 
.76 

:z 

:E 

:2 

:: 
.37 
.42 

4.21 
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seasons-..-..-- __________ 
Alaska. _ ____ ___ ______ _ _____ ___ __ 
Hawaii ________________ __________ 
Puerto Rico ___________ __________ 
Virgin Islands _________ __________ 

9.58 
25.21 
17.89 
6.63 

20.67 

2.05 .45 1.78 1.23 
6.64 274 a63 .32 
6.00 1.21 1.66 .66 
.89 .14 1.30 1.46 

2.01 -36 8.99 3.48 

1% 

:E 
1.26 

t2 
7.86 
2.60 
4. b7 

- - 

1 Old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid 
to the blind, and aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled. 

1 Unemployment insurance and employment serv- 
ioe administration. 

J Maternal and child health services, services for 
crippled children, general public health services, 
venereal disease, tuberculosis, heart disease, and 
cancer control, mental health, hospital survey and 
construction, and water pollution control. 

Agricultural experiment stations and extension 
work, marketing and research, forest fire cooperation 
removal of surplus agricultural commodities, corn 
modities furnished by the Commodity Credit COG 
poration, wildlife r&oration, annual contributions 
to public housing agewies, Fedeml airport program 
regulw and emergency highway construction, dis- 
aster and emergency relief grants. 

The inverse correlation between 
per capita grants and per capita in- 
come for many of the major purposes 
has been a development of the past 

4 Child welfare services, vocational rehabilitation, 
State and Territorial homes for disabled soldiers and 
sailors, and school lunch program. 

6 Colleges for agricult&e and mechanic arts, vo’ 
cational education, education of the blind, State and 
municipal marine schools, school survey and eon- 
struction, and maintenance and operation of schools 
in certain *reas. 

Source: Qrants data ar.e from the Combined State- 
ment of Recei&a, Ezpendthma, and BaEancea of the 
United Statur Oboernment /or the Ftacal Year Bnded 
June SO, 1961, and are on a checks-issued basis. 
Per capita grants are based on estimates by the 
Bureau of the Census for the total population, ex- 
eluding Armed Forces overseas, as of July 1, 1950; 
for the Territories and possessions, they ;4+ pasad 
upon the 1950 Census. Income payme@s data used 
a&from the Sway of Current Bu&nws,:August 
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Table 3.-Federal grants to States and localities in relation to income payments 
and State fax collections, by State, Jiscal year 1950-51 

Total grants to States &ants under programs administered by 
Social Security Administration 

States ranked by 
1948-50 average par 

capita income 

54. 1 $7.88 

“i%~:i%,,cs~~.~ 2.215,383! 24.5; 1,2OG,312j 1.021 

High-income group-. 
New York ____... ~_-_-_ 
District of Columbin-- 
Nevada. _ ____. ..____. 
D&wtUtre ____ _. _ .-. _ _ _. 
111in0is.~... ._._.. ____ 
Connecticut---..-..--- 
Califo~nia.~....~~....~ 
Now Jcrsry_-_- . . .._._. 
Montana __-___..._._.. 
Washington..-- .._._.. 
Ohioe---..--- _._...__. 
Massachusetts ___..... 
Wyoming-. ___._. -.-_. 
Michigan- ._____ ---.._ 
Rhode ls1md---e...m.m 
Maryland-.. _____ -...~ 

Middle-income “roup 
Oregon -.___. . .._T ____. 
Pemsylvnnia. _ _ _ ..__ 
Nebraska _____.___ ____ 
lowa~~..-.-.~.~~~~~~~. 
Wisconsin _.._.___...__ 
Colorado---.~-~-.-..-. 
Indiana __..._. -__-_-_- 
South Dakot,ct.- _____ -- 
Missouri ___.. -- _.____ 
North Dakota _____^_ -- 
Minnesota ______. ---_. 
Kansas --____...__ ___. 
Idaho . ..___._.__ -..-__ 
New Hnmpshire_-e-.-w 
Utah . .._________.. -.__ 
TeXaS...-----.---...-- 
Arizona... _______... -. 

Low-incomegroup--~ 
Vermonter.--.- __._ --. 
Mttine~--~--.--....-~~. 
Florida ____ --_.- . ..____ 
Virginin _____._. ---.-__ 
Oklahomaee.. ___._ --._ 
New Mexico ..___._ --- 
West Virginia- ______ -. 
Louisiana. __--... .___ 
Qeorgia.. __._... -- ____ 
Tennessee..... . . ..___. 
North Curolix _...___. 
Kentucky ___.... ----._ 
Arkansrs- .___.. --.-.-_ 
South Cnrolin:?........ 
Alebumn-- ._._._... --- 
Mississippi _____ -.-.-._ 

884,045 
155,865 

5,543 
6. Q37 
4,758 

91,839 
21,702 

lYG, 781 
33,936 
16, xl51 
y& 

RX, 101 
8, 5OG 

81, ,524 
11,842 
19,452 

GGB, 129 
24, ‘JO5 

106.34F 
21,384 
39,912 
42,342 
34, 7(x3 
3x, 564 
14.721 
77,682 
13.424 
44 5,s 
33,059 
13 “7!l’ 

14: 952 
117,351 
18,086 

WIG, 189 
6. 036 

16,529/ 
51, 700, 
31. .543 
68,587’ 
17,576 
27.710 
Xl, 929 
GO, 835 
51 335 
50: 157 
46, 59 5 
42, 552’ 
30.577, 
47,42Yj 
35, IJ!!S 
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35 
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.41, 
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1. Iii 
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1.05 
1.08 

66 
1.09 
1.07 
.EG 

1.86 
.67 

1.71 
1.40 
1.66 
1.14 
1.29 
1.74 
1.27 
1.69 
1. 19 
1.93 

1.78 
1.34 
1.55 
1.53 
.82 

2.87 
2.29 
1.311 

q 

;: ;;I 
2. 7ol 
1. 74 
1.85 
2.30 

Territories and Pas- I 
. +ssions--- __.. -_.-.I 4, “:y ,.._....... 1. 

23. G 
20.8 

34, hSG, 
46,453 

30. (1 50,683 
38.7 2,236 
18.0 

27. 5 I 

46,549’ 

13.7 4, Y41 I 8,276 

26.3 354,748 .5G 14.0 53.3 
22.7 11,117 .48’ 10.1 44. 5 
21.4 53,118 .33 10.7 49.9 
40.3 10,105 .52 19. 1 47.3 
24.6 19,660 .53 12.1 49.3 
18.2 22,346 .45 9.6 52.8 
34.8 20,797 1.12 20.8 59.8 
16.1 20,939 .37 8.8 54.3 
35.0 5,299 .Gl 12.6 36.0 
42. 9 52,8i5 .95 29.2 68.1 
32.0 4,364 .54 10.4 32. 5 
21. 1 23,009 .5n 10. 7 50.5 
26 $1 17,469, .68 14.2 52.8 
39.1 5,393 .71 15.9 40.5 
38.0 3,637 .53 15. 8 41.6 
29.3 5,871 .66 11.7 39.3 
33.3 71,128 .72 20.2 GO. 6 
27.0 7,620 .81 11.4 42. 1 

0. 56 
__- 

.42’ 

2~ 

.2Y! 

:I: 

:Ei 
.37 
.67 
.51 
.46 
.40 
.23 

--/-I-.- 13.4 54.5 7.98 

11.31 
8.7 
2.8 
9. Oi 
3.6 

11. 7 
8. 1 

14.4 
7.3 

1s. 4 
15.4 
11.1 
17. 2 
10. 2 
10.3 
11.5 
5.7 

55. Q/ 
50.91 
52. 1, 
IG. 8 
21.4 
53.6, 
40.4 
69.9 
36.21 
37.5 
G5. 5 
53.4 
57.5 
26.3 
57. 1 
41.7 
41.9 

7.27 
5.31 
3.66 
7.28 
3.19 
5.62 
5.00 

12.99 
2.62 

10.48 
14.65 
5.84 

10.78 
7.69 
7.28 
6.27 
3.52 

7.84 
7.29 
5.04 
i. 56 
7.46 
6.47 

15.53 
5.30 
8.03 

2: 2 
7.66 
9.11 
9.09 
6.79 
8.45 
9.21 

10.11 

.Y6 16. 7 53.7 9.39 

.56 11.4 41.7 6.62 

.74 18.3 47.7 8.5G 

.96 15.8 62.5 11.58 

.25 6.0 30.7 2.92 
1.85 25. 1 M.5 19.82 
.a4 10.9 36.5 9.30 
.76 14.9 57.7 .7.95 

2.05 21.9 70.1 21.37 
.92 20. 1 50.5 8.89 
.90 17.3 55.8 8.69 
.56 8. 5 43.4 5.33 
,911 19.91 52.5 8.26 

1.44 24.7 53. 5 11.90 
.71 12. 1 41.0 5.91 
95 20. 7 51.0 7.90 

1.06 15.9 45.9 7.38 

31.0 357,718 
27.4 2,516 
38.4 7,876 
25.2 32,308 
19.5 9,688/ 
39.0 44,235l 
29.8 6,423 
25.0 15,990 
31.3 57,453 
39.8 30,748 
30.9 2$, A55 
19.6 21,758/ 
37.0 
4G. i 

24. 463 1 
22, xi21 

29. 4 12 5331 
40. 5 24: 206’ 
34.8 IR, 104~ 

/ 

*,aslia ..____.._.._.._. 
IIawaii-.._--.-......__ 
Puerto Rico- .__... --.. 
Virgin Islands-e....... 

27.3 
34.0 
37.3 
19.0 
43. 1 

2.61 

“8:; 
1:26 
8.90 

several years and represents progress allotment provisions and of certain 
toward greater equalization of the of the allocation formulas. In Nevada, 
Federal share of the aided programs. for example, they amounted to $43.36 

Generally, total grants per capita per capita in 1950-51. Total grants 
are higher in the sparsely populated per capita are also unusually high in 
and the large public-land States as a Oklahoma and Louisiana. These 
result of the operation of minimum States spend relatively large amounts 
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for public assistance, and large Fed- 
eral grants are required under the 
matching provisions of the Social Se- 
curity Act. 

For all purposes, the average Per 
capita grants to the Territories and 
possessions, as a group, are substan- 
tially lower than the average for the 
continental United States. This dif- 
ference results from the significantly 
low per capita grants to Puerto Rico, 
the most populous of the group; for 
Alaska, Hawaii, and the Virgin Is- 
lands the total per capita grants ex- 
ceed the averages for all States and 
for each of the three income groups. 
For public assistance as for many 
other grant programs, the amount of 
Federal aid made available to Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands is less 
favorable, relatively, than that of- 
fered to the States. 

On the average, total grants to 
State and local governments-when 
considered in relation to State income 
payments and State tax collections- 
tend to be somewhat higher in States 
with low per capita income. Total 
grants in 1950-51 averaged 1.02 per- 
cent of income payments for the con- 
tinental United States; the percent- 
age for the high-income States was 
0.76 percent, while those for the 
middle- and low-income groups were 
1.05 and 1.78 percent, respectively 
(table 3). As a percent of State tax 
collections, Federal grants amounted 
to 24.5 percent in 1950-51 for all 
States, 20.3 percent for the high- 
income States, 26.3 percent for the 
middle-income States, and 31.0 per- 
cent for the low-income States. As 
with per capita amounts, these per- 
centages are high in the large public- 
land States and in those States 
spending heavily for public assist- 
ance. 

Grants administered by the Social 
Security Administration amounted to 
$1,214 million in 1950-51, or 54 per- 
cent of all Federal grants. They 
equaled, on the average, 0.56 percent 
of income payments and 13.4 percent 
of State tax collections. Here, again, 
the percentages tended to be larger 
in the States where per capita income 
was low. Social Security Administra- 
tion grants averaged approximately 
the same percentage of total grants 
for each income group of States, al- 

Social Security 



though State-by-State variation is 
considerable. For the Territories and 
possessions, however, they constituted 
only 27.3 percent of total grants and 
equaled only $2.61 per capita, as 
compared with 54.5 percent and $7.98 
per capita for the continental United 
States. 

Economic Status of Aged 
Persons and Dependent 
Survivors, December 1951 

Estimates are given below of the 
number of aged persons and of de- 
pendent survivors in the population 
at $the end of 1951 who were receiv- 
ing income from employment, social 
insurance and related programs, and 
public assistance. 

The basic trend in the leading in- 
come sources for these groups con- 
tinues to be the rapid growth in the 
relative importance of social insur- 
ance, particuIarly old-age and survi- 
vors insurance. Between December 
1950 and December 1951 the number 
of aged persons drawing old-age and 
survivors insurance benefits increased 
27 percent; the number of benefici- 
aries among widowed mothers with 
children under age 18 went up 20 

percent; and the number of paternal 
orphan beneficiaries rose 19 percent. 
Public assistance recipients among 
these three groups decreased 3, 10, 
and 9 percent, respectively, during 
the same period; the number of 
earners also declined, but the declines 
were less, relatively, than those for 
the recipients of assistance. 

Many of the old-age and survivors 
insurance beneficiaries eligible under 
the 1950 amendments qualify for 
small benefits, and in the absence of 
other income they require supplemen- 
tary public assistance. In February 
1952, 12 percent of the aged insur- 
ance beneficiaries and 15 percent of 
the old-age assistance recipients were 
receiving payments under both pro- 
grams, as were 9 percent of all child 
beneficiaries under the insurance 
program and 5 percent of all children 
receiving aid to dependent children. 

Size of the Aged Labor 
Reserve 

The pressure of the defense mobili- 
zation program on manpower re- 
sources has aroused speculation on 
the size of the labor-force reserve 
among aged persons. Experience dur- 

Estimated number of aged persons and dependent survivors receiving income 
from specified sources, December 1951 l 

Source of income 

Total in population ’ ______________.____ 

Employment.------.----------------------. 
Earners ____-_____._.--____________________ 
Wives of earners __________________________ 

Social insurance and related programs: 
Old-age and survivors insurance- __- ______ 
Railroad retirement _______________.______ 
Federal employee retirement programs---. 
Veterans’ compensation and pension pro- 

b~arn.------...-----------------------~ 
Others..-.-----.-----_.--.--------------, 

Public assistance ____________________------. 

[In millions] \ 
I , 

Widows under 
age 65 

4.0 2.5 
3.0 2.5 
1.0 ---- _----- 

3.3 1.8 
:“z .2 

.l 

1; :f 

‘2.7 11.3 

:: 
.---____ 

i Continental United States only. beneficiaries of programs other than old-age and 
1 Excludes widows who have remarried. survivors insurance and railroad retirement. 
1 Includes children not living with widowed 7 Old-age assistance. 

mother. s Aid to dependent children. 
~Includes persons with no income and with in- 

come from sources other than those specified. Some Sources: Number of person8 of spwi5ed age, sex, 
pemons received income from more than one of the 

marital status, family status, and parental status 
sources listed. 

and number of earners, estimated from Bureau of 

6 Fewer than 55,OMi. 
the Census data. Number of persons in receipt of 
payments under social iusmauce and related pro- 

8 Beneficiaries of State and local government em- grams and from public assistance reported by ad- 
ployee retirement programs, and wives of male miuistrative agencies. partly estimated. 

Bulletin, June 1953 15 

ing World War II leaves littlb doubt 
that additional workers can be re- 
cruited from among those now in re- 
tirement. In 1944 the proportion of 
all men aged 65 and over who were in 
the labor force rose to an average 
monthly rate of 52 percent, or 7 
points higher than the average for 
1940, while the participation rate for 
women aged 65 and over went up 
from 7 to 10 percent. The changes 
in the size of the aged labor force 
had a measurable effect on social 
security operations. Approximately 
100,000 old-age assistance cases were 
closed between January 1942 and July 
1945 because the recipient obtained 
employment. More than 2 in every 3 
aged workers eligible for retirement 
benefits under old-age and survivors 
insurance preferred to remain at 
work during the war years. 

By the beginning of 1952 the Iabor- 
force participation rate for persons 
65 years of age and over had receded 
to the 1940 level. If employment 
among the aged should rise again to 
peak wartime rates-52 percent for 
men and 10 percent for women-the 
number of additional aged workers 
might be expected to total perhaps 
600,000 (about 500,000 men and 
100,000 women). This estimate is 
somewhat less than others, but it is 
not unreasonable in the light of the 
available information on the preva- 
lence of disability among aged per- 
sons not in the labor force, the long 
absence of many older persons from 
gainful employment, and their opin- 
ions when interviewed concerning the 
desirability of returning to work and 
the kind of jobs that would attract 
them back to the labor force. 

Sometimes overlooked in discus- 
sions of the size of the aged labor- 
force reserve is the selected character 
of the aged still at work. They are 
the survivors of a much larger group 
of workers, most of whom have fallen 
to the assaults of age on health, work 
habits and skills, and emotional bal- 
ance. References to the experience, 
reliability, and low injury and absen- 
teeism rates of 65- and ‘IO-year-old 
employees tell little about the pro- 
ductive potentialities of the millions 
of aged persons no longer at work. 
While some of the latter group have 
been the victims of arbitrary retire- 


