although it might be used as an expedient in
dealing with the seasonal problem. In the
Austrian regulation of 1935 it affected scasonal
workers in only one respect. Those workers who,
in addition to their earnings during the season,
drew an income from agricultural property or an
independent business of their own or their family
houschold were not entitled to benefits during the
off season if the combined income from all these
sources cnsured their livelihood the whole year
round.

Conclusion
The problem of payment of benefits to seasonal

workers during the off season will always resolve
itself into two main questions: one of equity and

social purpose, the other of actuarial soundness
and financial stability of the fund. Any effort
to solve the seasonal problem in unemployment
compensation will have to be directed toward a
compromise between the just needs of the indi-
vidual and the collective guarantee of the funds
accumulated for the various types of unemploy-
meont. The British approach, in particular, seems
worthy of close study because it has proved to
be remarkably adaptable to changing conditions
and at the same time has retained the funda-
mental principles of insurance. Basic differences
in the scasonal characteristics of the industrial
structure and in the general concept of unem-
ployment compensation, however, must be
weighed carefully in any attempt at comparisons
between Great Britain and this country.

ADMINISTRATION OF AlD TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN
AND MOTHERS’ AID IN DECEMBER 1937

Dororny R. BuckLin and JonNn M. LyncH *

Title 1V of the Federal Social Security Act,
enacted in  August 1935, authorizes Federal
grants-in-aid to the States for aid to dependent
children. The provisions of this title represent
the most significant development in legislation
affecting the care of dependent children in their
own homes since the first State-wide mothers’-aid
law was passed in Hlinois in 1911.'  The necessity
for meeting the standards stipulated in the act as
well as a desire to broaden the provisions of Stato
laws in order to take full advantage of available
Federal funds has led many States to enact new
legislation or to revise and amend old laws,

In December 1937, at the close of the second
year in which IFederal funds were available, 38
States,? the District of Columbia, and Hawaii
were administering aid to dependent children
under plans approved by the Social Security
Board. In the following discussion, the charac-
teristics of these plang?® are summarized and, as
far as possible, compared with the provisions of
mothers’-aid laws in effect in the same States? in
1931, the year in which the last comprehensive
study of mothers’-aid legislation was made.®

Although every State plan for aid to dependent

* Burean of Research and Statistics, Division of Public Assistance Research.
t Seo pp. 25-20 for all footnotes.
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children approved by the Social Security Board
is necessarily based upon a State law, the extent to
which the plan is embodied in the law varies
greatly among the States. A description of the
administration as revealed by the characteristics
of State plans is, therefore, more enlightening than
one based upon State laws. The provisions of
State plans selected for discussion are those
relating to: (1) the State agency designated to
administer or to supervise the administration of
nid to dependent children, and statutory provisions
affecting the administrative relationship of aid to
depondent children to other types of public assist-
ance; (2) the allocation of primary responsibility
for administration either to the State or to local
agencies; (3) local participation in the administra-
tion of the program; (4) the division of financial
responsibility between the State and its local sub-
divisions; (8) persons eligible for assistance; (6)
property and income limitations; (7) ages of
children for whom aid may be granted; and (8)
amount of grant permitted. In the following
discussion, Hawaii is omitted, and “State” is
used to include the District of Columbia. The
District of Columbia has been excluded from dis-
cussions which are irrelevant to that jurisdiction.

This article also presents a brief description of
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mothers’-aid legislation in effect in December 1937
in 10 States® which at that timo wore not admin-
istering aid to dependent children under the Social
Security Act. Plans for aid to dependent children
have since been approved by the Social Security
Board for two of these States—for Ilorida in
August 1938 and for Virginia in September 1938.

Characteristics of State Plans Approved
by the Social Security Board

Single State Agency

Under the terms of the Social Security Act, a
single State agency must be designated cither to
administer aid to dependent children or to super-
vise the administration by local units. In the
majority of States, this single State agency is
headed by a State board. Under the direction
of this board, an executive, appointed ecither by
the Governor or by the board, is responsible for
administering the program. The plans of five
States 7 make no provision for a board, and in
seven States ® the board is advisory only.

Statutory provision for the integration of tho
administration of aid to dependent children with
one or more other types of public assistance in
the same State agency exists in all but one State,
Delaware. Ina fow States,® however, the creation
of separate bureaus within the State agency to
administer thoe several types of assistance has
limited the integration in actual practice.

According to the statutory provisions, in 32
States 1 the State agoncy responsible for the
administration of aid to dependent children also
is to administer or to supoervise the administration
of old-age assistance and aid to the blind. In 23
of these States ! the same State agency is to have
some responsibility for the administration of gen-
eral relief. The State agoency responsible for the
administration of aid to dependent children is by
statute responsible for the administration of old-
age assistance and general relief in Massachusetts,
Missouri, and North Carolina; of old-age assist-
ance in Rhode Island; of aid to the blind and
general relief in Michigan; and of aid to the blind
in Vermont.

Responsibility for Direct Administration

Under the Social Security Act, responsibility
for direct administration, that is, primary respon-
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sibility for making investigations and maintaining
direct contact with the individuals receiving aid
to dependent children, may rest either with the
State agency or with local political subdivisions,
State agencies have responsibility for the direct
administration of the program in 14 States,' and
in the remaining 24 States !® local political sub-
divisions assume this function under State super-
vision. Even under the State-administered sys-
tems, howover, the State agency operates through
county or district offices in all except four States,

In 7 1 of the 14 States in which the State agency
has direct administrative responsibility, admin-
istration of mothers’ aid had also been a centralized
Stato responsibility; in the other 7 States '® it had
been entirely a local function.

Local Participation in Administration

The plans of all States, except 5! of the 14
States in which the State agency administers the
program, provide for participation of the local-
ities in the administration of aid to dependent
children by the creation of local boards of public
wolfare. Like their counterparts on the State
level, the local boards have cither an administra-
tive or an advisory relationship to the local
administration of the program. In the majority
of States the boards have been created primarily
to assist local departments of public welfare in
the administration of aid to dependent children
and other types of public assistance, but in o few
States the local boards consist of the county
colmnissioners.

Final decision with respect to determining
eligibility and the amount of the grant, excoept in
causes of individuals who appeal to the State
agoncy and are granted a fair hearing, is a respon-
sibility of the local departinent of public welfare
or the local board in half the States.'* With one
exception—Now Jersey—these are all States in
whicli local political subdivisions administer aid
under State supervision. The local departments
make the final decision in some States,’” and in
others 2 the local board performs this function
after receiving a report and recommendation from
the local department.? In the remaining 19
States, the final decision is made by the State
agency or its representative; in 6 of theso States #
aid is locally administered under State supervision,
and in 13 the program is State-administered.®
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State and Local Iinancing of Assistance Pay-
ments

All State plans provide for some State financial
participation # in accordance with the require-
ments of the act. Major responsibility for
financing assistance payments remains with the
localities in only five States.®® The State and
the local units provide an equal portion of the
assistance costs in 14 States,?® and in 9 States ¥
the cost of assistance payments, other than the
Federal share, is borne entirely by the State.
The State bears the major share of the cost in
six States,”® and in four States ? the division of
financial responsibility between the State and the
local units may vary.

Only 12 % of the 38 States administering aid
to dependent children under the Social Security
Act in December 1937 provided some Stato funds
for the support of a program in behalf of dependent
children in 1931. Federal grants-in-aid and in-
creased State financial participation have lightened
substantially the share of the financial burden
hitherto borne by local units in providing mothers’
aid. Individual counties may have furnished
larger sums for aid to dependent children in 1937
than they provided formerly for mothers’ aid,
but a much larger proportion of the total cost
was borne by the State and IFederal Governments.

Persons Lligible for Aid

All but five State plans ®* authorize the granting
of aid to children who are living with relatives
enumerated under title 1V of the Social Security
Act and who are dependent for the reasons meon-
tioned in that title. The relatives enumerated
under the act include the following:

Irather Brother Stepbrother
Mother Sister Stepsister
Grandfather Stepfather Uncle
Grandmother Stepmother Aunt

The definition has been construed to include addi-
tional relatives as follows:

Adoptive sister

Sister of the halfblood
Sister-in-law

Uncle of the halfblood
Unecle-in-law
Great-uncle

Aunt of the halfblood
Aunt-in-law
Great-aunt

Adoptive father
Adoptive mother
Grandfather-in-law
Grandmother-in-law
Great-grandfather
Great-grandmother
Adoptive brother
Brother of the halfblood
Brother-in-law
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A “dependent child” as defined in the Social
Security Act is one under 16 years of age who has
been deprived of parental support or care because
of the death, continued absence from the home, or
physical or mental incapacity of a parent and who
is living with one or more of the relatives listed
above in a place of residence maintained by such
rolatives as his or their own home.

Four State plans * restrict the group of relatives
to whom aid may be granted in behalf of depend-
ent children, and the plans of three States—
California, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania—
oxclude children who are dependent for some of the
reasons listed in the Federal act. States are free
to adopt either a broader or narrower definition
of a dependent child than that specified in the
act, but most have chosen to adopt this definition
and thereby to obtain Federal aid in behalf of
children who otherwise might have to be supported
from State and local general relief funds.

Under the provisions of the State plans in effect
in December 1937, only two States—Neow Hamp-
shiro and Pennsylvania—restrict aid to children
who are living with their mothers. The New
Jersey plan specifying that aid may be granted
only to mothers defines “mother” to include a
woman in loco parentis. In Minnesota, aid is
granted only in behalf of children living with
feinale relatives enumerated under the Federal
act.

In 1931, 36 of the 39 jurisdictions having
approved plans in Decomber 1937 had mothers’-
aid laws. The laws of 15 States # oxpressly stated
that aid might be granted to persons other than
mothers, usually the guardian or other person
standing in place of a parent, but in a fow States
rolatives were specified.

Four of the State plans in offect in December
1937 are less restrictive than the Federal act as to
where a dependent child may live. In Delaware
aid may be granted in behalf of a child living with
any person in loco parentis designated by the
Mothers’ Pension Commission. In addition to
children living with relatives enumerated under
the IFederal act, aid may be granted in California
in behalf of children living in institutions governed
by rules and regulations of the State Department
of Social Welfare; in Georgia,in behalf of dependent
children under care of the juvenile court who have
been placed in private homes; andin North Dakota,
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in behalf of children living in a foster home other
than that of a relative or in homes provided
by child-caring or child-placing agencies author-
ized under the laws of the State. Federal funds,
however, may not be used in behalf of these
children.

The plans of 27 States 3 mention specifically
that the child’s home must be suitable or must
meet certain standards of care and health fixed
by the State. A similar provision contained in
the plans of cight States * specifies that the relative
must be a fit person to bring up the child. Four
State plans ® specify that the child’s religious
faith must be protected.

In all States except California, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania, aid may be granted for any of the
reasons mentioned under title IV of the Ifederal
act, that is, loss of parental support or care because
of the death, continued absence from the home, or
physical or mental incapacity of a parent. Di-
vorce is not recognized as a reason for dependency
in the plans in effect in these three States. Under
the plans of California and Pennsylvania, children
dependent because of the desertion of one parent
arc not granted aid. '

Thirty-six jurisdictions administering aid under
the act in December 1937 had mothers’-aid laws
in effect in 1931. The mothers’-aid laws in only
15 States® included dependent children whose
fathers were dead, divorced, or had deserted
them; whose fathers were in prison, or were,
because of physical or mental disease, unable to
support them. In Utah, aid was restricted to
widows. Under the laws of the remaining 20
States, aid could be granted to mothers whose
husbands were physically or mentally incapaci-
tated,?® but divorced mothers were not eligible for
assistance in any of these States; deserted mothers
wore ineligible in 7 States;* and those whose hus-
bands were imprisoned, in 5 States.®

Property and Income Limitations

Specific property and income limitations as a
condition of eligibility are outlined in the plans
of 13 States.! A general limitation stating that
income must be insuflicient to provide a reasonable
subsistence compatible with decency and health
is included in the plans of seven States.*? In the
remaining 19 States, neither specific nor general
limitations on property and income are a part of
the plans. Fifteen State plans ® specify variously
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that relatives, responsible relatives, or legally re-
sponsible relatives must be unable to provide
support.

Ages of Children

All States administering aid to dependent chil-
dren under approved plans permit the granting of
aid to children until they are at least 16 years of
age, and five States have extended the age limit
beyond this point, Aid may be granted in behalf
of children up to and including 18 years of age in
California; and up to 18 ycars in Minnesotn, North
Dakota, and, at the discretion of the county ad-
ministration, in Ohio. In Wisconsin all minor
children are eligible, at the discretion of the local
ageney. Federal funds, however, may be used
only in behalf of children under 16 years of age.

A comparison of the age limits in 1937 with
those in effect in 1931 ** indieates that nine States
have advanced the age limit and that four States
have set a lower limit. The age limit has been
raised from 14 to 16 years in four States;* from 15
to 16 years in three States, Arkansas, Idaho, and
Washington; in one State, North Duakotn, from
15 to 18 years; and in another, Minunesota, from
16 to 18 years. The 18-year age limit in Colorado
and the 17-year limit in Michigan and Tennessee
in effect in 1931 have been lowered to 16. In
Indiana, where girls formerly received aid up to
the age of 17, the age limit is now 16 for both girls
and boys.

School attendance is required as a condition of
eligibility in Delaware and Minnesota, and in the
latter Stato children over the compulsory school
age must be unemployable beeause of physical or
mental disability, or mentally incapable of bene-
fiting from further schooling, in order to receive
aid.  Tive States * granting aid to children up
to 16 years of age both in 1931 and in 1937 have
removed certain restrictions, previously in effect,
relating to the child’s school record, Lealth, and
employability.

Amount of Grant Permitted

Federal payments to cuchi State having an ap-
proved plan are limited by the act to one-third
of the total amount expended under the plan, ex-
clusive of amounts by which payments exceed $18
with respect to one dependent child and $12 with
respect to each other dependent child in the same
home. 'The States, however, arc entirely free to
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sot higher or lower limits to individual payments
or to refrain from limiting the amount of grant
oither by legislative or administrative decree,
Twenty States ¥ do not limit the amount of
aid which may be granted. A limit of $18 per
month for the first child and of $12 for each addi-
tional child is specified in the plans of 12 States,*®
but in one of these States, North Carolina, the
maximum monthly amount which may be granted
to o family is $65. In two States—Indiana and
Table 1.—Maxinuem monthly amount allowable to a
Jamily with three dependent children in December
1937 under State plans approved by the Social Security

Board classified by amounts allowable in 1931 under
State mothers’-aid laws

Maxhmum monthly amonnt allowable
undor 8tato plans, Decembor 1037

Maximum monthly amount
allowable under mothers’-ald |
laws, 1031 No
Total | maxi- | $50-850 | $10-840 | $20-$20
mum
Totadooo oo 31 117 3 12 2
Nomaximum. ... ... .. 9 0] ..., 3].......
&00-$70. ...l ol . 3 2 Yl
$£50-850 . o 4 3 ) B PUSUN R
$10-819. 13 PN I K] 1
$30-830. .. [} | I 4 1
$20-820. . 4 3 1 20 ...

VIncludes Distriet of Columbin.  Excludes Now Jorsey, for which the
maximuim in 1937 was oxpressed In terms of the cost of institutional care, and
Now York for which tha 1930 maximum was stimflarly expressed.

¥ In Callfornin thero was no maxtinnm In 1937 for children having county
rosldence, but a limitation of $20 per ehild applled to children lacking connty
rosidenco. In addition, New York had no smaximum in 1037,
Minnesotn---the maximum amounts which may
be granted exceed those specified under the net,
and in three States-—South Caroling, Tennessee,
and West Virginin-——they are less,  Aid is limited
to $4 per week per child in Vermont, and in New
Jersey it is restricted to an amount not exceeding
the cost of care in an approved child-caring insti-
tution.

The Nebraska plan, which specifies that the
monthly payment per child shall not be less than
$3, is the only plan which establishes a minimum,
although the Georgia plan states that the amount
granted cannot be less than 735 perecent of the
computed budget deficit.

Substantial progress was made between the
years 1931 and 1937 in liberalizing the amounts
allowable in the 36 States with mothers’-aid laws
in 1931 * and approved plans in December 1937.
Using the monthly amount allowable to a family
of three children as a basis for comparison, it
may be noted that the maximum was either raised
or removed in 19 States;® in 6% it was lowered
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or a maximum was established; and in 10% no
change was made. New Jorsey, which had a
maximumn for a family of three children falling
boetween $40-$49 in 1031, limited aid to an amount
not exceeding the cost of care in an approved
child-caring institution in 1937.

Twelve States 2 which set an upper limit on
grants in 1931 no longer specify & maximum
amount which may be allowed, although three
States which formerly had no maximum—Ari-
zona, Colorado, and Maryland—have adopted
one (table 1). Of the six States ® in which the
maximum fell botween $20 and $29 in 1031,
threo—Arkansas, Delaware, and Washington—no
longer specify a maximum; two, Idaho and Okla-
homa, have raised it to $42; and one, Vermont,
to $52. Two States, Tennesscec and West Vir-
ginia, formerly allowing a more generous amount,
have dropped the maximum to $28.

Three State plans—those of New Mexico,
Oregon, and West Virginin—prohibit the granting
of other public aid, except for temporary medical
and surgical assistance. In West Virginia this
restriction is accompanied by a limitation on the
amount which may be granted as aid to dependent
children of $12 per month for the first child and
$8 per month for cach additional child, but in
New Mexico and Oregon no maximum amount is
specified.

Summary of Changes, 1931-December 1937

Substantial progress wus made in the methods
of administering and financing public aid to
dependent children in their own homes between
1931 and Dccember 1937, All 38 States * admin-
istering aid to dependent children under approved
plans in December 1937 had, in conformity with
requirements of the Social Seccurity Act, desig-
nated n single State agency to administer the
program or to supervise the adiministration by
local political subdivisions and had provided for
State financial participation. Thirty-five of these
thirty-cight States had mothers’-aid laws in effect
in 1931. In only 16 States,®® however, was some
degreo of supervisory or administrative authority
vested in a State agency, and in some States the
authority vested was not exercised. State funds
were provided for the support of a program in
behalf of dependent children in only 12 States.

The State plans in effect in December 1937 are
considerably more liberal than the mothers'-aid
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laws in effect in 36 of the same jurisdictions in
1931 with respect to the relatives who may receive
aid and the reasons for dependency of the children.
Under thoe plans of 35 States, aid may be granted
in behalf of dependent children living with any of
the relatives enumerated under title IV of the
Social Security Act; only 4 State plans restrict
the relatives to whom aid may be granted to a
smaller group. 1In 1931, 36 of the 39 jurisdictions
having approved plans in December 1937 had
mothers’-aid laws, but the laws of only 15 States
expressly stated that aid might be granted to per-
sons other than mothers.

The plans of 36 States provide for the granting
of aid for children who are dependent for any of
the reasons specified under title IV of the Social
Security Act, that is, loss of parental support or
care because of the death, continued absence from
the home, or physical or mental incapacity of a
parent. Only three State plans do not recognize
all of these reasons for dependency. In 1931,
however, the mothers’-aid laws of only 15 States
included dependent children whose fathers were
dead, divorced, or had deserted them; whose
fathers were in prison or were, because of physical
or mental incapacity, unable to support them.

Liberalization also has occurred with respect
to the age limit of children for whom aid may be
granted and the maximum amount allowable. All
jurisdictions with approved plans permit the
granting of aid to dependent children at least until
they are 16 years of age and a few States have a
higher age limit. Between 1931 and 1937 the age
limit was raised in nine States and was lowered in
four States. Only 19 States limit the amount of
aid which may be granted in behalf of dependent
children, whereas 30 of the 36 mothers’-aid laws
in effect in the same jurisdictions in 1931 specified
a maximum on the amount of grant permitted.
From 1931 to 1937, the maximun amount
allowable to a family of 3 children was either
raised or removed in 19 States and was lowered or
a maximum was established in 6 States.

Characteristics of Mothers’-Aid Laws in
Effect in December 1937

In December 1937, the 10 States not adimninis-
tering aid to dependent children under the Social

Security Act were: Connecticut, IFlorida, Illinois,
Iowa, Kentucky, Mississippi, Nevada, South
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Dakota, Texas, and Virginia. These Statoes,
however, had State laws authorizing the adminis-
tration of mothers’ aid. The following descrip-
tion of mothers’-aid legislation in effect in Decem-
ber 1937 in these States relates to: (1) State
participation, (2) loeal participation, (3) porsons
cligible for aid, (4) ages of children, and (5)
amount of grant permitted.

State Participation

In 4 of the 10 States n State agoney has someo re-
sponsibility for the administration of the mothers’-
aid program, although responsibility for direct
administration rests with the Stato agency only in
Connecticut. In Virginia the State Board of
Publie Welfare is empowered to cooperate with the
local courts and to supervise and direet county or
city boards of public welfare in their administra-
tion of the program; and in Kentuecky, the Depart-
ment of Welfare is anthorized to organize and
supervise county welfure departments for the
effective administration of welfare functions 8
The Illinois Department of Public Welfare deter-
mines the amount needed by a county to fulfill the
provisions of the mothers’-pension act und the
distribution of the State equalization fund among
the counties. Ior this purpose, the State agency
may require county officials to furnish such infor-
mation as it finds necessary, and counties are not
entitled to State nid unless thoy meet the standards
of administration set by the Department of Public
Wolfare.

Although the State agencies in these four States
are authorized by statute to participate in the
administration of other types of aid, in actual
practice the administration of mothers’ aid is not
integrated at the State level with the other special
types of public assistance or general relief.

Three States—Connecticut, Illinois, and Vir-
ginin—provide State funds for mothers' aid.
Responsibility for financing assistance paymonts in
Connecticut is divided equally among the munici-
palities, the counties, and the State. The State
appropriation in Illinois is divided into two funds.
The first fund, comprising 80 percent of tho
appropriation, is apportioned among the counties
on the basis of population up to an amount not
exceeding 50 percent of local expenditures; and
the second fund, which includes any balances
from the first fund plus the remaining 20 percent
of the appropriation, is allocated to the counties
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by the Stato Dopartment of Public Welfaro on the
basis of their needs and financial ability to meot
such needs. In Virginia, the local units and the
Stato oach meot half the assistance payments,

Local Participation

In Connecticut the executive officer of n town,
city, or borough recoives the application and
makes his recommendation to the county commis-
gioners. T'he county commissioners in turn make

Table 2.—Maximum monthly amount allowable to a
SJamily with three dependent children under State
mothers’-aid laws in effect in Decomber 1937 1

Muxln;llnn
monthly
8tato amount al-
lowablo

Conneetlent . - ..o e $00. 08
Nlinols:

Counties of over 300,000 population. ... 55.00

Countios of less than 300,000 population. 35.00
Novada...._.... . 55. 00
Bouth Dakotn. 42.60
Florldn. ool 41.00
lown. il 32, 5O
B 3 2 27.00

$The mothers'ald laws of Kentucky, Misslssippl, nnd Virginla do not
speelly u maximum amount of assistanco.

a recommendation to the Stato agoncy, which
renders the final decision as to eligibility, after
obtaining such additional information as it deems
necossnry.  Loecal agencies have complete or major
responsibility for administering the program in the
other nine States.  In four States,’® this function
is performed by the juvenilo or county courts, and
in three - Florida, Nevada, and Texas--by the
county commissioners, The Kentucky law au-
thorizes the creation of county welfare dopart-
ments to administer mothers’ aid and other welfare
activities. Tholoeal agency in Virginin is a county
or city board of public welfare or, where none
exists, tho juvenile or other court having jurisdie-
tion of dependent and neglected children.

Persons Eligible for Aid

Threo State laws—those of Mississippi, Nevada,
and Kontueky-- permit the granting of aid to any
needy mother with dependont children. In threo
other States-—Ilorida, South Dakota, and Vie-
ginin-— tho mothers’-nid laws authorize the coun-
ties to grant aid to mothers whose husbands are
dead, divorced, imprisoned, who have deserted
them, or are physically or mentally incapacitated.
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The Toxas law is similar excopt that the mental
incapacity provision includes only instances in
which the father is in a State hospital for the
insano. Aid is restricted to widows in Connoct-
icut; in 1llinois aid cannot be granted in bohalf
of children whose fathers are divorced from their
mothers or are imprisoned; and in Iowa deser-
tion and divorce are not recognized as reasons for
granting mothers’ aid.*® Iorsons other than the
child’s mother may roceive aid in his behalf under
tho laws of five of these States.®

Ages of Children

Aid may be granted in behalf of children until
they are 16 years of age in all but 1 of the 10
States. Tho Kentucky law restricts the age
limit to 14 but specifies that it may be extended
to 16 yoars for children who have a satisfactory
record of school attendance or are unable to work.
Under the samo circumstances, the ago limit may
be oxtonded beyond 16 in Neovada; in Florida it
may be oxtended if some special reason exists.
The Ilorida law requires as a condition of eligi-
bility that children of school age, physically and
montally qualified, must attend school. The
Hlinois law authorizes the continuation of aid
until the child’s majority if he is physically
incapacitated for work.

Amount of Grant Permitted

Thoe mothers’-aid laws of three States—Keon-
tucky, Mississippi, and Virginia—do not specify a
maximum amount of assistance which may be
granted but leave the determination of the amount
entirely to the diseretion of the local administra-
tive agency. The maximum monthly amounts
allowable to families with three dependent chil-
dren in the other soven States are shown in table 2.
These amounts range from $27 in Toxas to $66.08
in Connecticut,

FOOTNOTES

! Public nid for dependent children In their own homes provided from Btate
and localjfunds only 18 called “motliors’ afd’’ in accordance with \ormlnolnry
most comtitonly used In State laws enactod prior to the passage of the Boclal
Security Act.  8imilar ald provided from VFederal, State, nmf local funds or
from Yederal and Stato funds under SBtate plans approved by the Bocinl
Becurity Board 18 ealled *‘ald to dependent childron' §in accordnnce with the
torminology used in tho 8ocial S8ccurity Act.

1 Alabama, Arlrona, Arkansas, Californin, Colorndo, Dolaware, Qoorgia,
Idaho, Indinnn, Kansas, Louisinna, Maine, Maryland, Massachusolts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missourl, Montann, Nolraska, Now lampshire, Now
Jersov, Now Mexico, Now York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohlo,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhodo Isiand, South Curolina, Tonnossce,
Utah, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 1In
Missourl Federal funds were available in Oectober 1937, but no paymonts
from Foderal funds were made until January 1038,
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3 Social Becurity Board, Bureau of Publlio Assistance. Characleristics of
State Plans for Aid to Dependent Children, December 1, 1957.

¢ All Statos (including the District of Columbia) with approved plans for
ald to depondent childron in Decomber 1037 (sco footnoto 2) had mothers’-aid
laws in 1931 excopt Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina.

¢ U. 8. Childron’s Bureau. AMfothers’ id, 1931. Bureau Publication 220,
1033.

lConnectlcut, Florldn, Iilinois, Iowa, Kontucky, Mississippi, Novada,
South Nakota, T'exas, and Virginia.

1 Idaho, Ohlo, Rhode Island, Tenncsseg, Vermont. In Tennossco the
cominissioner of Institutions and public wolfare may, with the consont of the
Governor, appoint an advisory coinmitteo.

Vl‘ Alrlfnnsas, (eorgla, Kansas, Malne, Massachusetts, Washington, West
rginia.

? This situation exists in the States of Maine, Massachusetts, Now Hamp-
shiro, Now Jersoy, Ohlo, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

19 Alabama, Arlzonn, Arkansas, California, Colorado, District of Colum-
bla, Qoorgla, Idaho, Indiana, Xansas, Louisiana, Malne, Mnrylnnd Min.
nesota, Montana, Nebraska, Now Hampshiro, Now Jersoy, Now hiexlco.
New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahomna, Oregon, Ponnsylvania, Sonth
Crl\ro!lnn, Tennessee, Utah, Wisconsin, Washington, West Virginia, Wyo-
ming.

It Alabamna, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, District of Columblia, Georgin,
Idaho, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Montana, Now Hampshire,
New Mexico, Now York, North Dakota, ércgon, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Utah, Washington, West Virgiula, Wyoming.

1 Arlzona, Arkansas, Delaware, Idaho, Maino, Missouri, Now Hampshire,
Now Jersey, Now Mexico, Okiahoma, Rhodoe Island, Tennesseo, Vermont,
West Virginia,

13 Alabama, California, Colorado, Georgla, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Montnnn. Nebraska,
Now York, North Caroling, North Dakota, Ohlo, Oregon, Pennsyivania,
8outh Carolina, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

1 Delaware, New Ilampshiro, Rhode Island, Vermont.

13 Arlzona, Dolaware, Malne, Now Hampshire, Now Jersey, Rhode Island,
Vermont.

18 Arkansas, Idahe, Missouri, New Moexico, Oklahoma, Tennessce, West
Virginla. In New Moexico, the State was authorized to appropriate State
funds but never did so.

17 Dolaware, Now IIampshire, New Mexico, Tennessce, Vermont.

19 Alabamna, Colorado, Georgla, Indiana, Kansas, Louislana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Moutana, New Jersey, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, South Caroling, Utah, Wisconsin,

1* Alabaing, Colorado, Ueorgia, Indinna, Louislana, New York, Ohlo,
South Carolina.

1 Kansns, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Utah.

1 In New Jersoy, the county welfare board makes the final declsion upon
recomnmeondation from the State agency. Because of the varying types of
local organization, in Massachusetts the final decision may bo made by the
town board of public welfare following 1ts own Investigation or by the town
board u{)on the recommendation of the town department of public welfaro;
and in Wisconsin, by the local dopartment or by the local board upon the
recomnicndation of the local department.

2 Callfornia, Nebraska, Oregon, Pennsylvanla, Washington, Wyorming.

3 Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Idaho, Malne, Missourl, New ITampshiro,
Neow Maexlco, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Vermont, West Virginia.

% Administrative oxponse I3 not Included In this discussion. The division
of financlal responsibility for assistance payments specificd In the plans of
some 8tates may differ froin the percentage distribution by source of funds
of not disbursemncents for ald to dep:endent children for the fiscal year 1037-38,
Such differences are attributable to changes in plans subsequent to Decomber
1037 and to varlations in financial responsibility for that portion of payments
In excess of $18 for the first child and $12 for each additional cbild In tho same
home and for payments for which Federal funds may not be used, such as
those for medical caroe, hospitalization, and burials and payments in behaif of
dependent children 16 years of ago and over.

" Local share In Maine, New York, and Vermont, 60 percent; Wisconsin,
4734 percont. In Kansas, the proportion may vary but the State may pay up
to 20 percent.

¥ Alabama, Colorado, Delaware, Loulsinna, Massachusotts, Minncsata,
Montana, New Jersey, North Carolinn, North Dakota, Orcgon, Pennsyl-
vanla, Rhode Island, Wyoining,

3 Arfzona, Arkansas, Missourl, Nobraska, Now Hampshire, Now Moxlco,
Oklahoma, éouth Carolina, West Virginia.

" Georgla, 5035 percent; Indlana, 40 percent; Maryland, 53%4 percont;
Tennesseo, 50 percent; Utah, 5134 percent. In fmchlgun the cost of assist-
ance, other than the Foderal sfmre, 1s horne by the State except for that portion
of allowances In excess of $18 for tho first child and $12 for each additlonal
chliid {n the samo homo, which Is sharcd by the countles and the Stato.

 Callfornla, Idaho, Ohlo, Washington.

¥ Childron’s Burcau, op. cit., pp. 8-8. Arizona, California, Delaware,
Malne, Massachusetts, Now Hampshire, New Jersoy, North Caroling,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wisconsin,

3 Callfornia, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Now Jersoy, Ponnsylvanila.
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# Minnesota, Now Hampshiro, Now Jersoy, Pennsylvania,

8 Chlldron's Burcau, ot. cit., p. 3. Californig, Colorado, Dolnware, Dis.
trict of Columblia, Idaho, Loulsiana, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
Now Jorsoy, Now Moxico, Now York, Rhodo Island, Virginia, Wisconsin

3 Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Delaware, District of Columbia, (Jeorgla,
Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Louislana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, New Jersey, Now Mexico, Nerth Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessco, West
Virginia, Wyomiug.

# District of Columbla, Massachusetts, Now Hampshire, Now Jorsoy,
Now York, Ohio, Vermont, Wisconsin.

# Maryland, Minnesota, New York, North Dakota.

¥ Childron’s Bureau, op. cit., p. 3. Colorado, District of Columbia, Indi.
ana, Kansas, Maino, f\m&mchusotts, Michigan, Missourl, Nebraskn, Now
Hampshire, New Moxico, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Washington,
Wisoonsin.

#Ibid., p. 3. Aid to families in which the father was Incapacitated was
availablo under a number of different conditions {n 17 States, and in 3 States
(Idaho, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania) it was limited to fawmilies In which the
father was In an institution.

¥ Ibid., p. 3. California, Idaho, Maryland, Montana, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Ponnsylvania.

19 Ibid., p.3. Arlzona, Maryland, Pennsylivania, Vermont, West Virginia,

4 Arizona, California, Detaware, Malne, Massachusetds, Minncsota,
Missourl, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wisconsin,
Wyoming.

9 District of Columbia, Kansas, Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon,
Washington, West Virginia.

9 Arizona, Georgla, I1daho, Indiana, Loulslana, Maryland, Minnesota,
Now Jersey, Noew York, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennesseo,
Utah, Wyoming.

¢ Children’s Bureau, op. cit., p. 4.

4 Kansas, North Caroling, Oklahomna, Wyoming.

# Maryland, Now Moexico, Oregon, Rhode Island, West Virginia,

7 Alabama, Arkansas, Callfornia, Delaware. Dlistrict of Columbla, Qeorgla,
Kansas, Loulslann, Maine, Massachusctts, Michizan, Montana, Now
Mox||co, New York, Ohlo, Oregon, IRhodo lsfnnd. Utah, Washington, Wis.
consin,

¢ Arlzona, Colorado, Idaho, Maryland, Missourl, Nebraska, New Hamp-
shire, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Wyoming.

# Children's Bureau, op. clt., p. 5.

¥ Arkansas, Californin, Delaware, Idaho, Kansas, Michigan, Missourd,
Montana, Nebraska, Now 1ampshire, New Movico, Now York, North
Caroling, Ohilo, Okiahoma, Oregon, Utah, Vermont, Washington,

1 Arlzona, Colorado, Indiana, Maryland, Tennessce, West Vieginla,

8 District of Columbia, Loulsiana, Maine, Massnehusetts, Minnesota, North
Dakota, Ponnsylvania, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

8 Arkansas, Califernla, Delaware, Kansas, Michigan, Montana, New
Mexlea, Ohlo, Oregoun, Utah, Washingtoun. Now York, which is not In.
cluded {n tablo 1, had no maximum In 1937 but had one In 1031,

# Arkansas, Delaware, Idaho, Oklahoma, Vermont, Washington,

¥ Ilere “States” Is used In the strict sense and does not include the District
of Columbia and Hawali.

¥ Arlzona, California, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Missonrl, New Hampshiro. New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wisconsin.

¥ By December 1937, Florlda, Towa, Sonth Dakota, and Toxas had enacted
legislation Yortnlulng to dependent children in addition to the mothers'-aid
laws here discusced; but, for various reasons, thess laws wero lnoperative and
aro therefore not included in this discussion. Nor does the discussion {n-
clude a deseription of the State laws In Michlzan, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and
Tennessee under which mathers’ ald from local funds is adininistered caneur-
rontly with ald to dependent children under a State plan approved by the
8oclal Security Board.

# The Kentucky law authorizing ench county to establish a mothers’-ald
fund provided for the creation of a State ageney, the Kentueky Children's
Burecan, to suimrvlﬂo the administration of mothers’ ald and other functions
of connty children’s burcaus created by thosame law.  Tho Stato agehey was
ahollshed and its powers transferred to a State Departinent «f Public Welifare
In 1034; In 1034, the Department of Public Welfaro was abolished and {ts
powers transferred to the Department of Welfare which exercises all adminis-
tratlve functions of the State in relation to “the administration and super-
vision of all forins of publie assistance . . . Including ald to dependent chil-
dren” . . . and the “‘provision of welfare service to county govermmnents,
fneluding the organization and ﬂu,»ervlslon of county welfare departments
for the offective administration of welfaro functlons . . .”* In December
1037, mothers’ ald was administered It two couuties under the provisions
discussed in this section. Inanumber of other counties the State Department
of Welfaro administered ald to dependent children as a demonstration pro-
gram under dlfferent conditions of ecligibility with Federal funds made
avallable for child-welfare services.

# Ilnols, Town, Mississippl, South Dakota.

8 The Iowa law defines '“widow” to include any mother whose hushand is
an inmate of any Institution under the care of the State Doard of Control
while her husband {s so confined.

" Florlda, Kentucky, Mississippl, S8outh Dakota, Virginia.
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