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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
THE U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL EIGHTS,

Washington, D.C., December 23, 1966.

THE PRESIDENT
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE
THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SIRS : The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights presents this report
pursuant to Public Law 85-315, as amended.

This report is a study of aid and services to needy families with
children, a federally assisted program available to the residents of
the city of Cleveland and Cuyahoga County, Ohio. Negroes are the
majority of the participants in the program. The Commission's
study indicates a need for corrective action.

We urge your consideration of the facts presented and of our
recommendations for corrective action.

Respectfully yours,
JOHN A. HANNAH, Chairman
EUGENE PATTERSON, Vice Chairman
FRANKIE M. FREEMAN
ERWIN N. GRISWOLD
REV. THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C.
ROBERT S. RANKIN
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. . . Americans today enjoy the highest standard of living in the
history of mankind. But for nearly a fifth of our fellow citizens,
this is a hollow achievement. They often live without hope, below
minimum standards of decency.

. . . We cannot and need not wait for the gradual growth of the
economy to lift this forgotten fifth of our Nation above the poverty
line . . .

PRESIDENT LYNDON B. JOHNSON,
January £6>, 1964.



Introduction

Each month Mrs. Alice Aarons receives a check for $158 from the
Cuyahoga County (Ohio) Welfare Department. This ADC* check
must he used to purchase food, shelter, and other necessities for Mrs.
Aarons and her three children. Mrs. Aarons would prefer to work
rather than receive ADO benefits but she has been unable to find a job.

On the 10th day of each month, Mrs. Carolyn King receives a check
for $269, the amount the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department
allows her for the maintenance of her nine children. Mrs. King cannot
afford to hire a babysitter so that she can look for work. With her
limited education, she does not feel she can find employment paying
enough to cover the cost of child care for nine children and leave an
amount equal to her ADC payment.

On the same day of the month, Mrs. Evaline McGreary gets an ADC
check for $200 for the care of her six children. Mrs. McGreary would
rather work than receive ADC payments. Although trained as a
geriatric nurse's aide, she is unable to work since her youngest child is
only 6 months old.

Mrs. Rose Thomas, mother of three children, gets a monthly ADC
check for $165.** Mrs. Thomas has passed the Ohio State Employ-
ment Service's qualifying examination for practical nurse training but
has not been referred for training.

Mrs. Ella M. Kershaw, another mother of three children, gets an
ADC check for $170.** Mrs. Kershaw spoke with her caseworker
about obtaining additional training. Her caseworker promised to re-
fer her to the Economic Opportunity School, but she has heard nothing
from either her caseworker or the school.

The ADC payments received by these mothers are used to pay for
food, clothing, housing, utilities, and other necessities for their chil-
dren. The checks are their only income in a State which has estab-
lished $224 per month as the amount needed by a family of four—a
mother and three children—to maintain a minimum level of health
and decency.

The statements above are based on testimony received by the Com-
mission at its hearing in Cleveland, Ohio, April 1-7, 1966.1

During the latter part of 1965 and the early part of 1966, the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights conducted a study to determine some

*The program of aid and services to needy families with children is referred to in this
report as ADC.

**ADC families of the same size in Cleveland and Cuyahoga County might receive dif-
ferent welfare payments depending on whether there were earnings from employment
which were deducted and on the amount of rent actually paid for housing in relation to
the maximum allowable for the number of rooms occupied.

3
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of the major barriers to equality of opportunity and achievement for
Negroes residing in Cleveland, Ohio. The study included education,
housing, employment, welfare, public services, and police-community
relations. The staff investigations began in the fall of 1965 and the
Commission held a 5-day hearing in Cleveland in April 1966.

The Commission's staff investigation and public hearing in Cleve-
land were part of its examination of civil rights problems in northern
urban centers. In this national study, the Commission is examining
the social and economic handicaps as well as the legal denials which
prevent access to equal opportunity.

The nature of the problems faced by the Negro poor of Cleveland
was revealed through the testimony of individuals who live in the
city's low income neighborhoods and of government officials and other
citizens familiar with those problems. The Commission obtained a
firsthand view of life in the ghetto by holding the first three days of the
hearing in the Liberty Hill Baptist Church in the Hough area.

Cleveland's ghetto, Hough, is not unique nor the worst in the
country. It is a world unto itself and consists almost entirely of one
race—the Negro—and one economic group—the poor. Those who live
there often feel there is no escape.

About 43 percent of the 276,000 Negroes living in the city of
Cleveland in 1965 resided in five areas—Hough, Central, Central West,
Central East, and Kinsman. In each of these predominantly Negro
areas, at least 25 percent of the housing was substandard; at least
one-fourth of the families had total incomes below $3,000 in 1960;
the male unemployment rate in 1960 ranged from 9 to 18 percent as
against a city wide rate of 7.6 percent; and at least one-fourth of the
adults had less than an eighth grade education. These five areas
accounted for nearly two-thirds of all the city's ADC cases.2

The ADC program in Cleveland has a great impact on the lives
and futures of a substantial number of Negroes in that city. In
January 1966, there were 37,489 Negro participants in the program.3

They represented 87 percent of all participants in the program.
This study of the ADC program is an examination of one of the

several federally assisted programs available to the residents of Cleve-
land and Cuyahoga County, Ohio. This report deals with the situa-
tion as it existed immediately prior to and during the Commission's
April hearing.

The Commission examined the adequacy of actual payments and
other benefits under the program against a background of various
standards set by the State of Ohio for participants in the program,
the level of payments in other welfare programs, and the minimum
level of health and decency established by other studies and programs.

The Commission was interested also in evaluating the impact of
certain administrative policies and practices on the accomplishment of
the goals of the ADC program.

The Commission was assisted in the preparation of this report by
Federal officials, officials of the Ohio Department of Public Welfare
and the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department, members of the
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professional social work community, and other interested parties in
Cleveland and Columbus, Ohio.

The program recipients who testified at the hearing or otherwise
answered questions of staff members helped the Commission to obtain
a fresh and direct view of the program.

Walter B. Lewis, Director of the-Commission's Federal Programs
Division, and Marian P. Yankauer, former Deputy Director of the
Division, supervised Dr. Moses Lukaczer in the necessary investiga-
tions and in the preparation of this report.
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The Federal AFDC Program

The program of aid and services to needy families with children
(AFDC) is a federally assisted welfare program created by the Social
Security Act of 1935.4 In Ohio this program is known as ADC. The
program is designed to assist in providing needy children with
financial assistance; to encourage the care of dependent children in
their own homes or in the homes of relatives, in approved foster family
homes, or child care institutions; to help such families attain the
maximum of self-support and independence consistent with mainte-
nance of continuing parental care and protection; and to strengthen
family life. The program provides money payments and medical and
remedial care for a dependent child and the parent or relative with
whom such a child is living.

A dependent child, within the meaning of the act, is a needy child
deprived of parental care or support by reason of the death, continued
absence from the home, or physical or mental incapacity of a parent
and who is living with a parent or with a specified relative. The
child must be under the age of 18 or a student under 21 regularly
attending a school, college or university, or a course of vocational or
technical training designed to prepare him for gainful employment.
Children placed in a foster family home or a child care institution may
also qualify as dependent needy children.

The unemployment of a parent which deprives a child of parental
support or care may also qualify a needy child as dependent under
the aid to needy families with children with unemployed parents
program (AFDC-U). (This program is known as ADC-U in Ohio
and is referred to hereinafter in this report as ADC-U.) The ADC-U
program is separate and distinct from the regular ADC program.
The presence of the father in the home does not preclude a family
from qualifying for the ADC program if the father is "physically or
mentally incapacitated". In contrast, the father in an ADC-U family
must be either willing to accept employment offered or to undergo
retraining, if offered.

Federal funds allocated to the ADC program vary from State to
State according to a formula established by Congress which includes,
among other factors, the average per capita income of the State. In
States wThere the average monthly payment per recipient is at least
$32, the Federal contribution varies from $22 to $24. Since Ohio is
not a low per capita income State, it receives a Federal contribution
of $22 per month per ADC recipient. In many States, the average
payment per recipient is less than $32, and the Federal contribution
is, therefore, less than $22. Federal funds are also available to pay
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for 75 percent of the cost of providing certain preventive and rehabili-
tative services, 75 percent of the cost of staff training, and 50 percent
of other costs of State and local administration.5

The Federal Government does not specify a minimum standard or
-level of living to be used by States in administering ADC or other
public assistance programs. Each State is responsible for defining
the level of living at which people are identified as "needy persons"
in relation to each of its federally financed public assistance programs,
including ADC. The State also has the responsibility for determining
the amount of assistance people are to receive.0

Before Federal payments may be made to a State for aid and services
to needy families with children, a State plan must be submitted to
and approved by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
In developing its plan, a State must enact the necessary legislation for
the administration and financing of the program. Thus, a State must
designate the single State agency responsible for the administration of
the program; determine the statewide organization (whether the pro-
gram is to be State-administered or locally administered with State
supervision) ; determine the financing (whether the State's share is
to be financed wholly by the State or in part with local funds and the
source of revenues) ; determine the amount of money to be made
available, the level of assistance payments, and the scope of coverage
of the program; and establish the methods necessary for proper and
efficient administration.

Food Stamp Program

A supportive program available to ADC recipients is the food stamp
program7—a fully federally financed program designed to assist
eligible persons to obtain more nearly nutritionally adequate diets
through the issuance of a coupon allotment which has a greater mone-
tary value than the cash outlay for the coupons. Persons participat-
ing in federally aided programs under the Social Security Act, persons
on State or local public assistance, or persons of low income according
to approved State standards are eligible to participate in the food
stamp program.8 The law provides that participating States shall
not decrease welfare grants or other similar aid extended to any person
as a consequence of such person's participation in benefits made avail-
able under the food stamp program. Participation on the part of
ADC recipients is voluntary.9 The Ohio Department of Public Wel-
fare administers the food stamp program through county welfare
departments.
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ADC Program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio

The ADC program in Ohio is county-administered and is subject
to Federal rules and supervision. The program for Cleveland as well
as the rest of Cuyahoga County is administered by the Cuyahoga
County Welfare Department. This Department also administers four
other public assistance programs financed by the Federal Government.
These are: ADC-U, aid to the blind (AB), aid to the permanently and
totally disabled (called AFD in Ohio), and old age assistance
(called A A in Ohio).10*

Among the federally financed programs administered by the
Cuyahoga County Welfare Department, ADC is the largest in terms
of cases, recipients, and benefit payments. In January 1966 there
were 42,954 persons enrolled in the ADC program. More than three-
fourths of those enrolled were children, of whom about 88 percent
were Negro. The remaining persons in the program were "care-
takers," usually a mother or a relative with whom the child was
living.11 To be eligible for the ADC program in January 1966, a
family of four had to have a monthly income of less than $170. In
January 1965, the comparable amount was $165.12

In January 1966, cash assistance to ADC recipients in Cuyahoga
County totaled about $1.5 million.13

The Ohio State Code requires that the amount of aid payable in
the ADC program " . . . shall be sufficient to provide support and
care requisite for health and decency . . ."14 In 1959 the Ohio De-
partment of Public Welfare prepared a standard budget on the basis
of which cash payments in the public assistance programs, including
ADC, were to be determined. The Ohio standard budget included
these components: food, clothing, personal care, household supplies,
utilities (including fuel), and shelter. Age, sex, size of family, and
degree of activity of family members also were taken into considera-
tion. The specific components listed were priced as of 1959 and a
dollar value of $200.95 for a family of four was adopted. The dollar
value was raised to $216 in 1963 and to $224 in January 1966 for a
family of four.15 In other words, the amount of cash payment that
Ohio determined to be sufficient to provide an ADC family of four
support and care requisite for health and decency was $200.95 in I960.
$216 in 1963, and $224 in January 1966.

Cash Payment vs. State Standard

The cash payment which a Cuyahoga County ADC family of
four has received and receives now is a substantially deteriorated
version of the health and decency standard established in 1959.

*In this report the last three programs are referred to, respectively, as AB. AFD,
and AA.
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The actual payment has never been equal to 100 percent of the
Ohio standard. In 1960 when the standard was $200.95, an ADC
family of four received $170.81; in 1963 when the standard was $216,
a family of four received $164; and in January 1966, when the stand-
ard was $224, an ADC family of four received $170.16

Thus, the actual ADC payment for a family of four in January
1966, was 81 cents less than it was six years earlier despite the fact that
the State standard increased by $23.05 during the same period. The
Cuyahoga County Welfare Department estimated that between 1960
and 1966 the cost of living for welfare families in the county in-
creased approximately 11 percent.17 A Cuyahoga County ADC family
of four has steadily lost ground since 1960 because the gap between
the Ohio standard and the cash payment has widened. In 1960 the
cash payment was 85 percent of the standard; in 1966 the cash payment
had fallen to 76 percent of the standard.18

The cash payment lias deteriorated substantially for another reason.
The 1959 standard was differentiated by age 10 and sex, as well as
the size of the family and the activity of its members. These differ-
entiations, except for the size of the family, were eliminated in 1963
with the result that the sensitivity of the payment to family needs
was blunted. A flat allowance is now the rule. All families of four
receive an identical allowance for food, clothing, personal care, and
household supplies without regard to whether the children are teen-
agers or not. In averaging the differentiations into a flat allowance,
Ohio appeared to assume that all children in the caseload were be-
tween 6 and 8 years of age. For families whose children were older,
the flat allowance worked out disadvantageously. For families
whose children were younger, the flat allowance provided a slight
advantage.20

State and County Contributions

The gap between cash payments and the State standard is attribu-
table primarily to the failure of contributions from locally levied
taxes to keep pace with an increasing caseload and the failure of the
State of Ohio either to appropriate funds sufficient to make up the
deficit or to insist that county contributions meet needs.

The Federal Government does not set a minimum or a maximum
limit to the appropriations a State legislature or a county government
may make to help finance public assistance programs.

State funds appropriated by the Ohio Legislature for the ADC
program are apportioned among the counties according to the ratio of
the number of children under 16 years of age in each county to the
total number of such children in the State.21

Each Ohio county is required by State law to appropriate from local
tax revenues for the ADC program not less than the yield from a levy
of fifteen one-hundredths of 1 mill on each dollar of the general tax list
of the county.22 Boards of County Commissioners may appropriate
funds to pay more than this minimum. The Cuyahoga County levy for
welfare is 2 mills.
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In 1965 a net total of $19.3 million was expended for the ADC
program in Cuyahoga County. Four and one-half percent, $863,000,
represented county funds from locally levied taxes and 95y2 percent,
or about $18.4 million, was accounted for by the combined Federal-
State funds.23

Between 1960 and 1965 the amount of revenue yielded by locally
levied taxes expended on the ADC program in Cuyahoga County rose
414 percent, with some variation during the period. The expenditures
on this program from locally levied taxes have not kept pace with
the increase in the number of cases or the number of persons in the
ADC program. During the 1960-65 period the ADC caseload rose
more than 109 percent, and the number of recipients rose more than
105 percent. The county's contribution per ADC family declined by
50 percent from an average of $175.97 in 1960 to $87.82 in 1965. The
contribution per person declined by 51 percent from an average of
$41.76 in 1960 to $21.25 in 1965.24

The average expenditure per ADC family and per person in the
ADC program from all sources, State and Federal, as well as county,
increased between 1960 and 1965. The reason for this is that the
expenditures from State and Federal funds increased relatively faster
than the number of families and the number of persons.25 This was
not the situation respecting county revenues from locally levied taxes.
The expenditure figures discussed here are averages which cover ADC
families of all sizes and are not confined to a family of four. Also, the
expenditures are not confined to cash payments but include payments
for services rendered ADC recipients. It is clear that while total
expenditures on the ADC program in Cuyahoga County increased,
they did not increase fast enough to permit cash payments to equal
the State standard.

Cuyahoga County's contribution of local taxes to the expenditures
for the program of aid to the blind has more than kept pace with the
increase in the number of recipients. In this program the number of
cases is synonymous with the number of persons. As a result, the
county's contribution rose from $51.72 per recipient in 1960 to $122.93
per recipient in 1965 for a 138 percent increase.20

During the Commission's consideration of the ADC program at the
hearing, Clarence J. Yaeger, retired Assistant Director of the Cuya-
hoga County Welfare Department, agreed with Commissioner Erwin
N. Griswold that the owner of a Cuyahoga County home assessed at
$30,000 would pay only $4.50 in county taxes for the ADC program.27

This exchange occurred:

Commissioner GRISWOLD. I am saying that the tax payments in Cuyahoga
County for welfare are extremely low. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. YAEGER. That is a fair statement.28

The following exchange occurred between Howard A. Glickstein,
the Commission's General Counsel, and Dr. Denver L. White, Director
of the Ohio Department of Public Welfare:

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. Under the present formula . . . the $22 is the maximum
amount that Ohio could receive from the Federal Government. Is that correct?
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Dr. WHITE. That is right.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. Could Ohio, if it wanted to, contribute more than $10?
Dr. WHITE. Yes, it could, sir.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. And it could, therefore, bring the payment closer to the 1959

standard?
Dr. WHITE. That is right. The State could and, of course, the counties could

increase their appropriation above the fifteen one-hundredths of a mill.29

Ohio's Standard of Need as Compared With Other States

As indicated earlier, each State defines the level of living it will
use to determine the eligibility of "needy persons" to participate in
ADC and other federally financed public assistance programs.

In Ohio in January 1965, a family of four with a monthly income
of less than $165 was considered "needy" and thus eligible for the
State's ADC program. By contrast, a family of four in New York
State with a monthly income of less than $256 or a Michigan family
of four whose monthly income was less than $223 was eligible for
ADC program benefits in those States.30 The fact that Ohio ranked
16th among 17 selected political jurisdictions in January 1965 in a
comparison of dollar amounts used to determine eligibility of families
for the ADC program was not, a reflection of the State's general
economic condition, because at the same time it ranked 8th in per capita
personal income when compared with the same States.31

Among 11 States and the District of Columbia which are closer
geographically to Ohio, Ohio stands lOtlrin terms of the amount used
for determining eligibility, but 7th in terms of per capita personal
income.32

Nationally, Ohio ranks 42d among the States and the District of
Columbia in terms of dollar amounts used for determining ADC
eligibility for a family of four. In other words, the income for a
family of four has to be lower in Ohio than in 41 other States and the
District of Columbia before a family can qualify for ADC. Yet Ohio
ranks 13th among the States in per capita personal income.33

11
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Relationship of ADC Cash Payment to Other

Indexes of Need

Comparison With Federal Index of Poverty

It is instructive to view the payment to an ADC family of four in
Cuyahoga County in the context of the widely applied Federal index
of poverty.34

A nonfarm family of four with a female head needed $3,115 a year
in January 1964 35 to afford even the minimal economy diet that could
be expected to provide adequate nutrition and still have enough re-
maining to pay for other living essentials. As of January 1966 an
ADC family of four in Cuyahoga County received, on a 12-month
basis, about $2,208 in cash payments and cost of medical care. This
was only 71 percent of the Federal poverty level.30

Even if the average food stamp bonus for ADC families of four
in January 1966 is added, on a 12-month basis, to the sum of $2,203,
the new total wTould be about 20 percent below the poverty level.37

Comparison With Labor Department's City Worker's Budget

An impression can also be gained of the inadequacy of the ADC
payment by comparing the gap which separates the dollar amount
for food and other nonshelter items covered by the cash payment to
an ADC family of four and the amount needed to reach an adequate
but modest American standard of living in respect to these items.38

In the autumn of 1959 the U.S. Department of Labor estimated that
the annual cost for food at home, for clothing, and for personal care
in the city of Cleveland totaled $2,068.39 The average cash payment
for an ADC family of four in 1960 for food, clothing, personal care,
and household supplies was $69.64 per month or, on a 12-month basis,
$835.80.40 Consequently, an ADC family of four in Cleveland re-
ceived only about 41 percent of what the Department of Labor
estimated was needed by a family of four to maintain an adequate but
modest level of living in that city.41
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Development of ADC Cash Payment Compared

With Other Ohio Welfare Programs

The cash payments in the AB, AFD, and AA programs in
Cuyahoga County began at or near 100 percent of the State standard
in the 1960-66 period while the monthly benefit in the ADC program
has never been 100 percent of the standard.42

The monthly payment to an ADC family of four began at about
$171 in January 1960, was reduced to about $141 in October 1960,
and was increased gradually to $170 in January 1966. During this
period, the payment to this family ranged between 70 and 85 percent
of the standard, the ratio for most of the period being less than
80 percent. The 1966 payment is about 76 percent of the standard.43

A single recipient in the aid to the aged program received $104
monthly in 1960 and $110 in January 1966. These payments repre-
sented, throughout the period, 100 percent of the standard for this
program.44 A single recipient in the aid to the blind program received
a payment of about $100 in 1960 and in January 1966 received $107.
These payments, too, represented throughout the period 100 percent
of the standard.43

In the aid to the disabled program the single recipient fared less
well than a recipient in the AA or AB program because his payment
started at $96, dropped to $93, and in January 1966 was raised back
to $96. These payments ranged between about 93 and 96 percent of
the standard during the period.40 In these three programs, the benefits
are received by a single person.

The Federal formula for assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled
is more generous than that for dependent children. Federal assist-
ance to ADC is confined to $22 of the first $32 in Ohio. There is no
Federal support for ADC payments above $32. In the AA, AB, and
AFD programs, Federal support begins with $31 of the first $37 and
includes, in addition, a proportion of the next $38, up to a maximum
of $75.47 Although Ohio pays varying percentages of the State stand-
ard in its several federally assisted welfare programs, this is not
dictated by Federal law.

The impact of this difference in treatment was largely upon Negroes
who make up a much smaller proportion of the recipients of the AA,
AB, and AFD programs than of the ADC program. Also, ADC
beneficiaries primarily are children whereas in the other programs the
recipients are usually adults.48

The reasons for the differences are not entirely clear. One welfare
official suggested that they may be accounted for by the general pub-
lic's view that ADC fosters desertion, absence of the father, and
unmarried motherhood.49
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Problems Faced by ADC Mothers

The testimony of ADC mothers during the Cleveland hearing
graphically revealed the difficulties their families faced.

Food

The Commission heard testimony that the money which remained
from the ADC check, after the payment of rent, was not enough, even
with the bonus provided by the food stamp program, to enable ADC
mothers to provide an adequate diet for their families. Food supplies
appeared to last no longer than three weeks after the receipt of the
check on the 10th of the month. Then the family's diet had to be
altered accordingly.

Mrs. Alice Aarons, an ADC mother, testified that she was unable
to feed her family adequately when her month's food supply, pur-
chased with food stamps, became exhausted after two or three weeks.

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. DO you have to alter your menu?
Mrs. AARONS. Yes, you do.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. What do you do to cut back?
Mrs. AARONS. Well, you go back to old basics of potatoes or make biscuits and

grits and staples like that, that you keep generally.50

When Mrs. Carole King, another ADC mother, was asked if she was
able to provide an adequate diet for her children after her food stamps
were exhausted, she responded: "No."'

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. YOU have had to cut down ?
Mrs. KING. Yes; even milk which is so essential to a child's diet has to go.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. DO you give them a substitute for milk?
Mrs. KING. Sometimes you can't even afford the substitute.51

Family heads—mothers—testified that the inadequacy of ADC pay-
ments caused them to borrow money and food. They stated that they
knew other mothers who worked part time without reporting it for
fear of losing ADC benefits. Payments of other obligations were
postponed. Certain necessary items, such as soap, detergents, cleaning
powders, and other household articles, could not be purchased with
food stamps and, thus, the small amount of cash that remained in
the home, after the payment of rent and the cash outlay for food
stamps, had to be drawn upon for this purpose.

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. HOW are you able to make ends meet, Mrs. [Hattie Mae]
Dugan, on the payments that you receive ?

Mrs. DUGAN. On the payments that I receive, I owe out every month from $10
to $15 of my check in order to make ends meet . . .52
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The food stamp program is intended to provide assistance above the
minimum established by a State rather than to help a State meet its
own standard. The food stamp bonus should not bo added, therefore,
to the cash payment to determine if a State is meeting its standard
ADC benefit payment. This fact was recognized and emphasized by
the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department in its April 1964 report
on the county's food stamp program: "The reader is cautioned that
this [the food stamp program] is a food program. It does not take
the place of inadequate or low, reduced assistance and relief
allowances." 53

It was evident from the testimony of ADC mothers that without
the bonus provided by the food stamp program the situation of ADC
families in Cleveland would be worse. It is this federally financed
program which helps Ohio make up for the deficiency it created by
failing to provide a payment equal to 100 percent of its own standard
for health and decency.

The drastic effect which the shrinkage in the cash payment available
for nonshelter items, primarily food, had on the xlDC family of four
may be seen in other ways. In January 1960 this family received
$82.21 per month for food and other nonshelter expenses, or 48 percent
of the total allowance. In January 1966 the amount available for
food and other nonshelter expenses had been reduced to $80 which
represented 47 percent of the total allowance.54 It was during this
period that the cost of living for welfare families in Cuyahoga County
increased about 11 percent.

Sometime after December 1963, the Nutrition Association of Greater
Cleveland reported that its study of the food intake of 100 Cleveland
families on ADC or poor relief 55 revealed that the diet of 70 percent
of the ADC families and 91.5 percent of the poor relief families was
substandard. According to the same study, 84 percent of the Negro
families and 61 percent of the white families included in the sample
were on a substandard diet. With regard to the children of the ADC
families in the sample, 72.5 percent were found to be on a substandard
diet, and 90.4 percent of the children in the poor relief families were
on such a diet.

Although the 1959 Ohio budget standard is referred to frequently
as a minimum adequate standard of health and decency, it does, in
fact, have certain limitations. The food component is based on a low-
cost food plan developed by the IT.S. Department of Agriculture in
1959. While the plan is nutritionally adequate, it is based on the as-
sumption that the homemaker is skillful in buying food at economical
prices, in choosing foods that would result in achieving nutritionally
adequate meals, and in preparing the food in an attractive manner so
that it would be eaten.

The mothers who manage ADC families may not be able to pur-
chase in quantity and may depend on neighborhood grocery stores
which customarily sell at relatively high prices. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor in February 1966 conducted a study of the prices
charged by food stores located in low income areas and by those located
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in higher income areas in six large cities.56 Although Cleveland was
not included among the cities studied, the following findings of the
Labor Department are relevant to the Commission's Cleveland study:

1. Prices are usually higher . . . in the small independent stores
which are most common in low income neighborhoods than in
large independents and chain stores which predominate in the
higher income areas.

2. . . . Patrons in low income area stores [tend] to purchase
certain items in smaller sizes at higher unit costs than those
in higher income area stores.

3. Stores located in low income areas tend to be somewhat less
orderly and clean that those located in higher income areas, and
meats and produce do not appear as fresh.57

Clothing

ADC mothers testified that the ADC payment is not adequate to
allow the purchase of clothes for children and, therefore, they must
often rely on the generosity of others. An ADC family in Cuyahoga
County is authorized a $5 clothing allowance for each child in
September. One ADC mother said:

Mostly I go around asking people if they know anybody who has clothes to
fit my child. This is how I get clothes for my children.58

The Commission heard testimony that children have been kept
home from school because they lacked adequate clothing. A child
who does not have tennis shoes or gym trunks may not be allowed to
complete the physical education course, an ADC mother testified.

The following testimony illustrated the inadequacy of the clothing
allowance:

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. HOW do you clothe your children?
Mrs. ELLA KERSHAW. In the summertime I buy them whatever they are

going to use and they have to use it all year long.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. Have you ever had to keep your children out of school in cold

weather because they didn't have adequate clothing?
Mrs. KERSHAW. Yes; I have kept one of my daughters out on account of

shoes. She is hard on shoes and she didn't have any, so I couldn't send her
out in the snow without shoes.

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. Did she miss school for a few days?
Mrs. KERSHAW. Yes.60

* # :';. £ * * *

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. Mrs. McCreary, do you have enough money to pay the school
expenses for your children ?

Mrs. EVALINE MCCREARY. NO, I don't because my boy don't have no gym
clothes to go to school to play gym and last week they put my girl out of school
because I didn't have a dollar to buy a birth certificate.

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. What does your son do if he doesn't have gym clothes?
Mrs. MCCREAKY. He stands on the sidelines.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. The school doesn't provide him with the gym clothes?
Mrs. MCCREARY. NO, it doesn't.60

There is no ADC allowance for school supplies.
The allowance for clothing in the 1959 standard was essentially for
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replacements because the State assumed the family had a supply of
clothing at the time it applied for assistance.61

Housing

ADC mothers testified about the deteriorated conditions of the
housing many were forced to occupy. Mrs. Hattie Mae Dugan said
the drain of her kitchen sink was clogged; the kitchen light fixture
was about to fall; she could not take a bath because it took 3 to 5
days for the water to drain from the bathtub. She also testified that
her apartment and nearby vacant lots were infested with rats.62 "The
kids they play with rats like a child would play with a dog or some-
thing. They chase them around the house and things like this." G3

In one apartment where she had lived, Mrs. Dugan said, "the rats
got in the bed with me. . . ."G4 The Commission heard additional
testimony on the subject of poor housing conditions.

Mr. GLIOKSTEIN. Mrs. [Allie] Anderson, would you tell the Commissioners
why you keep trying to find a better apartment?

Mrs. ANDERSON. I don't see any sense in paying $80 to $90 a month for four
to five rooms and they are in such condition where you have to have a lamp
in every room. Every time I got ready to wash my face in the face bowl, we
have to plunge it down. The commode was overflowing all the time and so
was the tub. The tub was in such condition so you couldn't just wash it. You
had to wash it two or three times to get it clean.65

Several ADC mothers testified that they lived in substandard hous-
ing. The Cuyahoga County Welfare Department does not assume the
responsibility for obtaining standard and decent housing for recipi-
ents. An official of the department reported that if the department
found an ADC family living in substandard housing quarters, this
fact was reported to the housing division of the city of Cleveland.
The department would not take the initiative to see to it that appro-
priate repairs were made or, failing that, to find quarters which met
a reasonable housing standard and help to move the ADC family
into them.66

Commissioner Hesburgh questioned another ADC recipient as
follows:

Commissioner HESBURGH. . . . Is there anything else you would suggest as an
improvement to the welfare system the way it works now?

Mrs. KEBSHAW. Well, there should be a raise [in the payment! because you
cannot live on the money. Food prices are high, clothing is high, and in Ohio
you have to pay taxes on clothes. You just can't do all those things out of the
payment they give you every month.

Commissioner HESBURGH. . . . SO you are really condemned to live on less
than you need to live on unless you cut corners?

Mrs. KERSHAW. I haven't found a way to cut corners. I found a way to live
without.67
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Administrative Policies and Practices Affecting

Recipients

During the Cleveland hearing, ADC mothers testified about some
of the problems created by certain administrative policies and
practices of the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department.

Food Stamp Distribution

Food stamps can be purchased ordinarily at only two centers in
Cleveland, one on the east side and one on the west side. The east side
center is the larger of the two and handles most of the food stamp
business. A third distribution center in the Welfare Department's
headquarters is small and handles emergencies only. Food stamps
must be paid for by cash or money order. Stamps must be bought all
at one time. For ADC recipients, who receive monthly checks, this
means once a month. Because the two centers cannot accommodate all
food stamp purchasers on the day benefit checks are received, many
recipients are inconvenienced when they have to wait in line for long
periods or make a second visit to the center.68

Cashing Welfare Checks

Because few ADC recipients have bank accounts, they must pay a
fee to get their benefit checks cashed. In some instances a grocer will
cash the check if the recipient purchases a certain amount of groceries.

For example, Mrs. Dugan testified, ". . . In cashing your check
you have to spend $2 or more in order to get your checks cashed because
you can't cash them in a bank.'"

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. And the stores require that you buy .$2 or more worth of goods
before they will cash the checks for you?

MES. DUGAN. Yes, they do.68

Check Distribution

It is the practice of the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department to
distribute all ADC checks on the 10th of each month and the poor
relief checks on the 6th of the month. Mothers on ADC and poor
relief testified that they suspected that food prices were a few cents
higher during the first 3 weeks after receipt of welfare checks than at
other times during the month.
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Mr. GLICKSTEIN. DO you find—other mothers find—that there is a change of
prices on that day [the 6th] of the month?

Mrs. [ETHEL] PLUMMER. Yes, we do. They are usually 2 to 3 cents more I'd
say the first 3 weeks of the month because, we- have food stamps we can take and
spend. They [the grocers] figure we have the food stamps and then when we
get out of money, the prices drop.70

* * * * * * *
Commissioner HESBURGH. DO yon find that the food prices go up when all your

checks come due9

SEVERAL ADC MOTHERS. Yes.
Vice Chairman PATTERSON. DO they go down at the end of the month when all

your money is gone?
MOTHERS. Yes.
Mrs. KERSHAW. After your money is gone, it goes down.
Vice Chairman PATTERSON. DO they have sales at the end of the month?
Mrs. KERSHAW. Yes.
Vice Chairman PATTERSON. IS this true every month ?
MOTHERS. Yes.
Mrs. KING. Usually in the Wednesday paper, maybe you can look through it

tomorrow, you will see oodles of sales. Some of them even last up until the sixth.
They are even aware of the ADC youth programs and they cut the sales off
right on the sixth."

Employment

The Commission heard conflicting testimony as to whether ADC
mothers are permitted to work and whether they risked loss in welfare
payments if they worked. Mr. Yaeger, who testified that there
was no department policy requiring ADC mothers to remain at home
when they could find employment, told the Commission that the
department in April 1966 had a list of 2,100 mothers who had
expressed a desire to work, and that caseworkers had determined that
no problem of child protection, child abuse, delinquency, or health
would be involved.72 On the other hand, ADC mothers indicated that
the department's policy regarding employment was not clear and
that the treatment accorded earnings varied with and depended upon
the caseworker.

Chairman HANNAH. I would like to ask a question of any of you. What
happens if you get a job and you earn a sum of money? What happens to your
relief check ? Is your relief check reduced ?

Mrs. KING. Yes.
Chairman HANNAH. By how much is it reduced? If you have earned $25 a

week, what would happen to your relief check?
Mrs. KING. I should think that all depends on the caseworkers. Some case-

workers will tell you that you can have a certain percentage of it and then some
of them will take it all.

Chairman HANNAH. But it is not unusual for you to have your relief reduced
by some substantial amount if you do have outside earnings?

Mrs. KING. That is right.
Vice Chairman PATTERSON. Mrs. King, you said you know of some mothers who

sneak and do daywork. Is this why they sneak—in order not to reduce their
ADC payments?

Mrs. KING. Yes, because what would be the point of them going out to try to
work to try to buy food if they were going to take the money from them at the
end of the month ? 73

Dr. White testified that the Ohio General Assembly passed a law in
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1965 which made it possible for adults on ADC to earn the difference
between their cash payment and the State standard without reduction
in the cash payment. He emphasized, however, that the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare refused to permit the
incorporation of this provision into the Ohio plan.74

According to a representative of the Welfare Administration, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the 1965 Ohio law
was rejected because it applied exclusively to earned income. Federal
law required that this provision apply to all income regardless of
source if it were to be approved.75

The present policy of the Department relative to whether an ADC
recipient can work and retain all or part of her earnings may be
summarized as follows:

It is not the general practice of the Department to discourage
women from working. It was the original philosophy of the
ADC program to provide financial assistance necessary to keep
the mother and children together. However, if a mother indicates
a desire to work or to obtain training for work, her caseworker
must make a determination as to whether the mother's child care
plan is adequate enough so that her working would have no ill
effect upon the children in the home. If the caseworker's deter-
mination is favorable, the mother would receive approval for
wTork or for training. Cleveland, like all other urban centers, has
an extreme shortage of child care facilities in the central city.

As to how much of the earnings an ADC recipient may keep, it
must be determined whether (1) the recipient is participating in
any of the Title I or Title I I programs of the Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 1964; (2) the recipient lives in the Hough area; or
(3) neither of the latter two situations obtains.

If the mother is participating in a Title I or Title I I program,
she may retain the first $85 of her monthly salary and one-half
of the rest without reduction in her ADC check. As to dependent
children, the first $50 earned by each dependent child under 18
or the first $150 earned by all dependent children under 18 in the
family is disregarded.

If the ADC recipient lives in the Hough area, an incentive
budgeting plan permits the recipient to retain, without reduction
from her public assistance check, the difference between her cash
payment and the State standard plus a reasonable amount for
work expenses. In the case of a family of four, if the mother
receives $170, she will be permitted to retain $54 (the difference
between $170 and $224) and reasonable work expenses.

If an ADC recipient is not participating in a Title I or Title II
program or does not live in the Hough area, the first $30 of earn-
ings are disregarded and any and all additional earnings in excess
of reasonable work expenses will be deducted.

There are two points in departmental operations at which ADC
recipients have explained to them the conditions under which ADC
assistance is granted, including, of course, the policies on working and
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on deduction of earnings. One point is the intake desk. The other
is the caseworker to whom an ADC family has been assigned. The
explanations are oral. No written statement of rights and obligations
is provided.70

Although the Division of Child Welfare of the Cuyahoga County
Welfare Department administers a federally assisted program of child
care, such facilities are limited in number throughout Cleveland and
are especially limited in the Hough area.77 This limitation must act
as a sharp constraint on the number of ADC mothers living in the
Hough area who can seek employment.

The conflicting views about the policy of the Cuyahoga County
Welfare Department with respect to ADC mothers supplementing
their cash allowance perhaps help to explain why ADC mothers in
Cleveland either are afraid to seek employment or to report part-time
employment when they do work. County welfare officials stated that
individual caseworkers have the responsibility of explaining the policy
to ADC mothers and that welfare clients have not been provided with
a written explanation of the policy.

Training
The Commission heard testimony that the desire of ADC mothers

to work is frustrated by the difficulty of securing training for a job.
Mr. GLICKSTEIN. Mrs. Kershaw, what attempts have you made to obtain

additional training or education?
Mrs. KERSHAW. Well, my welfare worker was out about 'A weeks ago and

we were talking about my going to a school for a job training course. He was
to refer my name to the Economic Opportunity School and he said he would
get in touch with me or the Corps would and I haven't heard from either one.78

:f. * :;: if * * *

Mr. GLICKSTEIN. What problems have you [Mrs. Thomas], as an ADC mother,
found that you have in looking for a job?

Mrs. [ETHEL] THOMAS. Usually they tell you you should have experience:
most of the employers, if you don't have experience, they don't train. When
they call for a trainee, they still want some background training.

Mr. GLICKSTEIX. What attempts have you made to get more education and
training?

Mrs. THOMAS. I asked my worker to send me to the nursing school and he
told- me to go to an employment office downtown and I went down to take a
test for nurse's training, practical nursing, and I passed the test and I haven't
heard from them any more.79

The statutory purpose of Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 is ". . . to expand the opportunities for constructive work
experience and other needed training available to persons who are
unable to support or care for themselves or their families." so In
January 1966 there were 1,159 families in the Title V program in
Cuyahoga County. The bulk of these, 1,044, were ADC-U cases;
only 115 were ADC cases.81

Family Stability
The ADC program, as already indicated, is operative for dependent

children who are deprived of parental care or support by reason of
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death, continued absence from the home, or physical or mental in-
capacity of a parent. The Commission heard testimony that fathers
who are employed but unable to support their families on their earn-
ings are motivated to leave home in order that the families may be
able to qualify for ADC.

Commissioner HESBURGH. DO you think actually, Mrs. King, that the way the
thing is organized, it practically drives the father out of the home?

Mrs. KING. Sure, because a man doesn't want to feel that he is going to take
bread out of his child's mouth if he is really a man. This means that he leaves.
If he is not able to support his family adequately, he usually leaves.

Commissioner HESBURGH. Then they are still not supported adequately because
you don't get enough of the welfare?

Mrs. KING. Yes.82

The father in the illustration is employed and hence would not be
eligible for ADC-U. The situation described is one not covered by
federally assisted public assistance programs and illustrates one of
the gaps in those programs. The federally assisted programs are
categorical in character. If the circumstances of a family do not fit
one of the categories, help is not available for the family from this
source, no matter how needed it may be. It has been reported that
only a relatively small segment of the needy—about one-fifth of those
in families having an annual income of less than $3,000 83—is now
helped by public assistance programs.

Personal Dignity

The testimony of some ADC mothers indicated that they had a feel-
ing of being rejected by society. Mrs. King, for example, told the
Commission:

. . . CUFAW [Citizens United for Adequate Welfare] members asked the
county officials that we all get together with county, State and Federal officials
to sit down and discuss the problems. . . . They seemed to think it was a
ridiculous offer and what do we have to offer. They would probably be sur-
prised. We probably could work something out that would actually help the
mothers and fathers that are on the welfare programs.84

She viewed the plight of an ADC family this way:

We are not even accepted as human l)eings. . . . We should be accepted
as other human beings and because a child is poor doesn't mean the child doesn't
get hungry. Because a child is poor doesn't mean that he doesn't need shoes.
Because a child is poor why should he get an F in gym because he doesn't have
tennis shoes and suit and things, and we don't think it is fair for our children
to have to suffer these things. . . .85
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Findings of Ohio Groups Regard ins Public

Assistance Programs

Public factfmding bodies in Cleveland and in Ohio have repeatedly
called attention in recent years to the fact that the inadequate level of
cash payments in the public assistance programs has a negative impact
on the quality of living of the recipients, including those in the ADC
program.

The Committee on Public Assistance of the Central Planning Board
of the Cleveland Federation of Welfare declared in October 1964 that
"The low levels of grants in the various [public assistance] programs
have serious impact on the quality of living for many of the 68,000
persons (including 33,000 children under 18 years of age) in Cuyahoga
County . . . who are dependent on public assistance programs for
subsistence." 8G After describing the most serious inequities, the com-
mittee concluded: "The public is not adequately informed of the
shocking and shamefully poor performance of this community and
this State in meeting the subsistence needs of its public assistance
families." 87

The Citizens' Committee on Comprehensive Mental Health Planning
in Ohio emphasized in its final report-dealing with public welfare
programs that the provision of an adequate standard of living is basic
to health, personality development, and normal family life. "Unmet
basic needs for food, clothing, shelter, medical care, and social func-
tioning constitute serious threats not only to the physical well-being
but also to the self-respect, dignity and emotional stability of the
individual," the report said. The committee pointed to the special
contribution of public welfare programs and services in promoting
mental health, preventing mental illness, and restoring individuals to
family and community life. The committee recommended the estab-
lishment of "subsistence standards which are adequate and compatible
with health and well-being" and that the State of Ohio "immediately
take steps to insure that all county welfare programs provide financial
assistance at levels which offer a standard of living consistent with
that established by the State." ss

At the Commission's hearing, while discussing the discrepancy
between the State standard and the actual cash payment to recipients,
Dr. Leonard Schneiderman, Associate Professor of Social Work at
Ohio State University, stated:

The very obvious and important conclusion needs to be drawn that ADC
recipients in Ohio are forced to live in a state conducive to disease, to humilia-
tion, to estrangement, and to isolation from community life. They are forced to
live in a state which in fact does violence to decency and self-respect. This
conclusion is harsh, but clearly supported by the State's own published standards
of assistance.89
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Statement of the Commission

. . . Public welfare, in short, must be more than a salvage operation, picking
up the debris from the wreckage of human lives. Its emphasis must be directed
increasingly toward prevention and rehabilitation—on reducing not only the
long-range cost in budgetary terms but the long-range cost in human terms as
well. Poverty weakens individuals and nations. Sounder public welfare poli-
cies will benefit the nation, its economy, its morale, and, most importantly, its
people . . .

. . . We must find ways of returning far more of our dependent people to
independence. We must find ways of returning them to a participating and
productive role in the community. . . .

PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY
February 1, 1962.

It is the Commission's belief that the great majority of ADC
recipients do not view public welfare as a means for enabling them to
live comfortable lives without working. Instead, they view the wel-
fare program as a means to achieve self-support and independence.
These are crucial points, apparently not well understood by many
Americans—especially those who advocate keeping assistance pay-
ments low in order to discourage dependency. The Commission
believes the ADC program in Cuyahoga County has failed to meet
most of the basic needs of beneficiaries and has failed to assist them in
achieving self-sufficiency. The major impact of this failure has fallen
upon Negroes, who must also face obstacles of racial discrimination
in other aspects of their lives.

In June 1966 the Advisory Council for Public Welfare, a group of
public welfare experts appointed by the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, pursuant to a congressional directive included in
the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962, published a comprehensive
report reviewing the administration of the public assistance and child
welfare services programs and making recommendations for improve-
ment of the programs on a national basis. The Commission notes
with great interest that a number of the Advisory Council's findings
for the Nation parallel the Commission's findings in Cleveland. A
major finding of the Advisory Council is that public assistance pro-
gram payments throughout the Nation are grossly inadequate and
contribute to the perpetuation of destitution and intensification of
poverty-related problems.90 This finding coincides with the situa-
tion found by the Commission to exist in Cleveland and Cuyahoga
County, Ohio.

Ordinarily, Commission recommendations are made following a
national or regional study by the Commission rather than on the basis
of a local situation. Because of the urgent need for instituting appro-
priate remedies in the general area of public assistance, the Commission
decided to issue this report.
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Commission Findings

1. As measured by the Ohio State minimum standard of living and
other objective standards, cash payments under the ADC program in
Cuyahoga County are grossly inadequate to provide support and care
requisite for health and decency.

2. This inadequacy in cash payments results in ADC families being
reduced to deficient diets, insufficient clothing, and substandard
housing accommodations.

3. Certain administrative policies and practices of the Cuyahoga
County Welfare Department, such as the date of issuance of public
assistance checks, the inadequacy of food stamp distribution centers,
and the several deterrents to ADC mothers seeking work, serve to
defeat the goals and objectives of the ADC program.

Recommendations

The Commission recommends:
1. That the Federal Government establish a national minimum

standard for public assistance payments below which no State may
fall and continue to receive Federal assistance, and that the Federal
Government provide additional financial assistance to help the States
reach and maintain this standard.

2. That the Federal Government adopt guidelines for State methods
of administration which would eliminate those policies and procedures
which tend to defeat the goals of the ADC program.

Concurring Statement of Commissioner Patterson

In particular need of elimination, in my judgment, are those policies
and procedures that discourage work and discourage family stability.
And, once eliminated, they should be supplanted by affirmative proce-
dures that will encourage the able-bodied to work, and encourage the
father to stay in the home.
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Glossary
AA—A program of grants to States for the purpose of paying part of the cost

of furnishing financial assistance to needy persons 65 years of age and over.
AB—A program of grants to States to pay part of the costs of financial

assistance to needy, blind individuals.
ADC or AFDC—A program of grants to States for aid to families with dependent

children. Federal funds are provided to enable each State participating in
the program to furnish financial assistance to needy children meeting the
specifications in the Federal act as to age, deprivation of parental support
or care by reason of death, continued absence, or incapacity of the parent
and living in the home of a parent or certain relatives.

ADC or AFDC dependent child—A needy child who has been deprived of parental
care or support by reason of the death, continued absence from the home or
physical or mental incapacity of a parent, who is living with a parent or a
specified relative and who meets certain other qualifications stated in Title
IV of the Social Security Act, as amended. The child must be under the
age of 18 or under 21 if a student regularly attending a school, college or
university, or a course of vocational or technical training. Effective May 1,
1961, children placed in a foster family home or a child care institution and,
therefore, not living in the home of a parent or other specified relative,
can, under certain circumstances, also qualify as dependent, needy children
for the purpose of the program.

ADC-U or AFDC-U—A program which provides Federal grants to States for
aid to families with dependent children who are deprived by reason of the
unemployment of a parent.

AFD—A program of grants to States for the purpose of paying part of the cost
of financial assistance to needy individuals, 18 years of age or older, who
are permanently and totally disabled.

Poor relief or general assistance—A program of aid to the needy provided by
counties or cities. This program is not federally financed. In Ohio, this
program is financed from earmarked State levied and collected taxes on
public utilities, from legislative appropriations for poor relief from the State
general revenue fund, and from local tax revenues.

Titles I, II, and V of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended—The
Economic Opportunity Act has the purpose of strengthening, supplementing,
and coordinating efforts to open to everyone the opportunity for education
and training, the opportunity to work, and to live in decency and dignity.
In furtherance of this objective, Title I provides programs for youth by
means of a job corps and by providing work training and work study pro-
grams. Title II provides general community action programs, adult basic-
education programs, and voluntary assistance programs for needy children.
Title V provides work experience programs for persons who are unable to
support or care for themselves or their families. These programs are
federally financed.
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I Hearing in Cleveland, Ohio, before the U.S. Commission on Civil Riglus, Apr. 1-7,

1966, at 239-254. The transcript is hereinafter cited as Hearing.
- Id. at 648.
3 See table 4. Table references, unless otherwise indicated, are to the tables appended
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* Social Security Act, 49 Stat. 602 (1935) as amended 42 U.S.C. § 601 et seq. (19G4) ;

42 U.S.C.A. §§ 602, 603, 606, 608 (1965). Prior to July 25, 1962, the heading of Title IV
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The change in the name of the program is said to signify the special stress placed by the
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is U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Orants-in-Aid and Other Financial
Assistance Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1964-65 ed., supplement to the Handbook on Programs of the . . . Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, at 325-328.

0 U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Welfare Administration, "Monthly
Cost Standards for Basic Needs Used by States for Specified Types of Old-Age Assistance
Cases and Families Receiving Aid to Families With Dependent Children, January 1965".
(August 1965) at 1-2. This report is hereinafter cited as Monthly Cost Standards.

r Established under the authority of the Food Stamp Act of 1934, Public Law 88-525,
78 Stat. 703, approved Aug. 31, 1964.

8 Sec. 10 of the Food Stamp Act provides that a State plan, which must be approved
by the Secretary of Agriculture, shall provide for the certification of households in
accordance with the standards for certifying applicants for benefits under the federally
aided public assistance programs. Sec. 15 provides that the administrative costs of certify-
ing households not receiving any type of public assistance are paid for, in part, by the
Federal Government. For each family certified to participate in the program, a determina-
tion1 is made, based on the income and size of the family, how much the family must pay
for food stamps. Certain deductions are made before a family's income is determined
for this purpose. Once the amount the family pays for the food stamp coupons is estab-
lished, then the amount of the bonus coupons is worked out. The difference between the
cash paid by the participants and the total value of the coupons issued to them represents
the Federal Government's contribution to the program. The stamps can be used for the
purchase of any food product but generally not for such items as identified imported
foods, soap or soap powders?, alcoholic beverages, pet foods, and paper products.

0 As of July 1966, 9,848 ADC households in Cuyahoga County were certified as eligible
to participate in the food stamp program; 8,7107 did in fact participate at this date.
Information supplied by phone by Mr. Eugene Burns, Director, Cuyahoga County Wel-
fare Department, in an interview with Commission staff member, Sept. 6, 1966. Persons
who are not included in the ADC assistance group may be included in the family for food
stamp program purposes provided they eat a<t the family table and otherwise meet the
income qualifications for eligibility to the program. See table 16, footnote 1.

10 The Cuyahoga County Welfare Department also administers the program of poor relief
(also called general relief or general assistance) and assists the Soldiers' Relief Commis-
sion in administering soldiers' relief. These programs are not financed by the Federal
Government.

II See table 4. Much smaller numbers of persons were in the other programs in January
1966: 6,210 in ADC-U, 2,847 in AFD, and 313 in AB. There were 5,922 persons in the
program of poor relief at the same date. (These are persons in the so-called "payroll"
cases. There were 9,843 persons who received home care, the combined total involved in
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"payroll" and '"daily" cases, in the poor relief program in January 1966. For a further
explanation, see table 4, footnote 6.) The figures for the last three programs include
clients in nursing homes. The State-administered AA program had 9,538 recipients in
January 19&6. The program of soldiers' relief in the county had 331 cases and 963 per-
sons at that date. (For source of information on AA and soldiers' relief programs, see
table 4.) The nest largest percentage of nonwhites was in the ADC-U program where in
January 19GO, 77 percent were nonwhite. Nonwhites constituted a smaller percentage of
the persons in the AB and AFD programs, between 61 and 62.5 percent in each. About
71 percent of the persons (in "payroll" cases) on poor relief were nonwhite. A racial
breakdown is not available for the AA and soldiers' relief programs.

13 See table 8.
13 See table 5. In terms of payments for medical and remedial care services which do

not appear directly in the welfare check, the expenditure for ADC recipients was also
the largest, about $162,000 in October 1965, the most recent month for which data are
available (see table 5).

" 5 1 Ohio Rev. Code 5107.04 (1953).
15 See table 8.
1H Ibid. Two assumptions need to be noted : that the family has no other source of

income and that the rent actually paid is not less than the maximum allowable to an
ADC family of four. Inasmuch as these assumptions may not be true exactly as stated.
the effect of the assumptions, in the circumstances of January 1966, is to inflate somewhat
the payment to a family of four. However, the assumptions are retained for convenience
in exposition. In January 1966, 4-person families on ADC in Cuyahoga County aver-
aged a resource amount of $6.96. Furthermore, ADC families may pay less than the
maximum allowable rent to them for size of family and receive, of course, a correspond-
ingly smaller amount for this purpose in their payment. For example, in January 1966.
4-person ADC families in the county were paid an average of $69.52 for rent whereas
the maximum allowable for six rooms for such a family was $90. (Sec table 11. > The
data are also available by race from this table. Because of their intrinsic interest, tables
12—15 are included which furnish comparable information for recipients in the ADC-U,
AB, AFD, and poor relief programs in Cuyahoga County in January 1966. Also, because
of their intrinsic interest, tables 21-23 are included which show the average allowance,
resource amount, and payment for families, by number of children, in ADC, ADC—U, and
poor relief programs in Cuyahoga County in January 1966.

1T Based on report dated Jan. 19, 196:6, prepared by the Research Department of the
Cleveland Welfare Federation, "Summary of Information Obtained From Clarence Yaeger
on January 11, 1966", at 8. This report is hereinafter cited as Summary of Information
Obtained From Clarence Yaeger. Dr. Denver L. White, Director of the Ohio Department
of Public Welfare, testified that the 1959 standard had not been repriced since 1950.
Hearing at 2G2.

1S See table 8. In the instance of the relatively few Cuyahoga County ADC families
participating in the programs provided under Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act,
however (115 families in January 1966), the Federal Government provides the additional
money needed to bring the ADC payment up to the State standard.

19 The. age breakdown of the children was as follows: one under I!, one :> through •">.
and one 6 through 12. See table 8, footnote 3.

23 Summary of Information Obtained From Clarence Yaeger, at 1-2. The assumption
stated in the text was provided by Dr. Leonard Schneiderman, Associate Professor of Social
Work, Ohio State University, in an interview with a Commission staff member, Mar. 8, 1966.

2151 Ohio Rev. Code 5107.07 (1953). See also Appendix to the Report and Recom-
mendations on Public Welfare in Ohio With the Major Emphasis on Public Assistance,
prepared for the Central Planning Board of the Welfare Federation of Cleveland by the
Committee on Public Assistance, October 1964, Cleveland, Ohio, at 12a. This appendix
is hereinafter cited as Appendix to the Report and Recommendations. Public utility
excise taxes, amounting to 1.65 percent of the taxable value of utilities, are earmarked
by State law primarily for poor relief expenditures. The program of poor relief is not
federally financed. However, health care for ADC recipients is financed through the
transfer of poor relief funds into an ADC medical account. Id. at l l a and 14a and
letter to the Commission dated Mar. 11, 1966, from Mr. Roy L. Adams, Research Director,
the Ohio Citizens' Council for Health and Welfare. This source is identified more fully
in table 1, footnote 2.

22 51 Ohio Rev. Code 5107.09 (1953). Cuyahoga County also supplements for some
articles, furniture, and clothing for school children. This is apart from cash assistance
and health care.

23 See table 2.
21 See table 1. On a year-by-year basis the relative increase in the caseload and in the

number of persons has been declining since 1963. The average caseload increased 13.4
percent between 1963-64 which compares with 18.4 percent during the 2 previous years.
Between 1964-65 the caseload increased 11.8 percent. The average number of persons
in the ADC program increased about 12.3 percent between 1963-64 and 1964--65. In the
years 19l61-6a and 1962-63 the increase was about 18 percent.

25 See table 2.
20 See table 3.
"Hearing, at 258. Mr. Yaeger also agreed that the same householder would pay about

$60 in county taxes for all welfare including ADC.
28 Id. at 259.
29 Id. at 263.
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30 See table 6. January 1965 is the most recent date for which comparative informa-
tion of the sort described in the text is available. (In the ADC program in Cuyahoga
County a family is allowed to retain $300 of liquid resources if it possessed that amount
before coming into the program. This is true for persons in the other federally assisted
public assistance programs. However, to be eligible for the poor relief program, a person
is not allowed to have any liquid assets. Summary of Information Obtained From
Clarence Yaeger at 3—4.)

31 See table 6. In Appendix to the Report and Recommendations, at 31a-32a, a com-
parison is made between the standard budget and the actual maximum payment in the
ADC program in Cleveland for a family of four and in selected cities in other States.
These are the States which appear in table 6.

32 See table 7.
33 Data used are from Monthly Cost Standards, table 3, and from "Personal Income by

States and Regions in 1964," Survey of Current Business, July 1965, table 2 at 11.
34 The index was developed by the Social Security Administration to specify the mini-

mum money income required to support ain average family of given composition at the
lowest level consistent with the standards of living prevailing in the country. This
poverty index at the economy level has been adopted by the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity as a working tool. A nutritionally good diet is possible at the economy level but
it is hard to achieve. Almost half the families spending so little fall far short of adequacy,
with diets which provide less than two-thirds of their requirements for one or more
nutrients. Seo Mollie Orshansky, "Who's Who Among the Poor : A Demographic View of
Poverty", Social Security Bulletin, July 1965, at 8, and "Counting the Poor: Another
Look at the Poverty Profile", Social Security Bulletin, January 1965, at 4.

33 The comparable figure for January 1966 is not available. The figure for March 1965
is available and is $3,110. See Mollie Orshansky, "Recounting the Poor: A Five-Year
Review," Social Security Bulletin, April 1966, table 1, at 23. In view of the slight dif-
ference, the figure for January 1964 is used.

30 See table 30.
37 In January 1966 there were 2,007 ADC families of four certified for participation in the

food stamp program. Their aggregate bonus was valued at $49,775 (see table 16) or an
average per family of $24.80. On a 12-month basis the bonus amounts to $297.60. Added
to $2,203, the total of about $2,50O is 80.3 percent of the poverty index at the economy
level. It would not be proper, in fact, to add the bonus to the cash payment if the latter
is less than 1,00 percent of the State standard as is the case in Ohio. The food stamp
program is not intended to enable a State to meet its own standard but rather to sup-
plement it at the 100-percent level. (See discussion in text below.) The food stamp
information is available from table 16 for ADC recipients by race. Because of their
intrinsic interest, comparable information is included in tables 17-20 for recipients in the
ADC—U, AB, AFD, and poor relief programs in Cuyahoga County in January 1966.

38 The U.S. Department of Labor estimated, as of the autumn of 1959, the cost of a
representative list of goods and services considered necessary for 4-person families to
maintain a modest but adequate level of living according to standards prevailing in 20
large cities. The family involved consisted of an employed husband, a wife not employed
outside the home, and two children, living in a rented dwelling in the city or its suburbs.
The level of living referred to is based upon the standards of what is needed for health,
efficiency, the nurture of children, and for participation in social and community activities.
Helen H. Lamale and Margaret S. Stotz, "The Interim City Worker's Family Budget,"
Monthly Labor Review, August I960, at 785-786.

™ See table 29 and footnote 1 of the table.
40 See table 29. The weighted average of the three different monthly allowances that

were in effect for an ADC family of four at different times in 1960 for food, clothing,
personal care, and household supplies was $69.65 per month or, on a 12-month basis,
$835.80.

41 It is not possible to make the comparison described in the text for a more recent year
because the U.S. Department of Labor has not yet repriced its City Worker's Family Budget.

42 See table 10.
43 See table 8. A family of four on ADC-U fared as poorly as a similar family on ADC.

The ADC-U became Federal law in 1961 and Ohio's program began Apr. 1, 1964. Summary
of Information Obtained From Clarence Yaeger at 4 and attachment 5 entitled, "Maxi-
mum Monthly Allowances and Percent of Standard Budget Paid to ADC and ADCU
Families by Size in Cuyahoga County, January 1966." The poor relief program in Cuya-
hoga County, which is not federally financed but which also has a State standard of $224
for a family of four, fared even worse than a comparable family in the ADC and ADC—U
programs. In January 19G6 the cash payment for a family of four on poor relief was $140
per month or 62.5 percent of the standard. Letter to the Commission, dated Jan. 27,
1966, from Mr. Robert G. McDonald, Research Assistant, Research Department, Cleveland
Welfare Federation.

44 See table 10. Ohio law provides that the standard in the AA program shall be
reviewed annually and adjusted in accordance with current living costs (51 Ohio
Rev. Code 5105.07 (1953). This provision does not appear in the sections of the
welfare law applying to the other federally assisted public assistance programs.

45 See table 10.
48 Ibid.
47 See Titles 1, 10, 14, Social Security Act, op. cit. supra, footnote 4.
48 See table 4.
49 Hearing, at 2'63.

60 Id. at 240.
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51 Id. at 242.
« Id. at 23, 25.
53 Cuyahoga County Welfare Department, pilot food stamp program, annual report.

April 1964, Cleveland' Ohio, foreword.
s* See table 9.
55 The Nutrition Association of Greater Cleveland, "A Further Report on Food Intake of

Public Assistance Families and the Factors Affecting Food Intake,"' appendix, tables I,
XIII, and XIV (undated report). The sample is a small one, 100 families drawn from
a group of 195 families from tho caseload of the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department.
The 100 families were chosen because the amounts of foods they reported were definite
enough to be calculated for nutrients. The sample is considered representative of the total
caseload in most respects and such differences as exist would not affect the findings.
(See statement titled "Sample'' in app.) The total food intake for 1 day was studied
and compared with the amounts recommended by the National Research Council in 1964.
Diets that were between 06.7 and 100 percent of the National Research Council's allow-
ances in all 7 nutrients studied were classified as "marginal ;" diets that were below
66.7 percent of the allowances in 1 or more nutrients were called "substandard." It is
cautioned that families with substandard diets are not necessarily malnourished for to
judge that, physical, biochemical, and clinical observations need to be considered in
addition to food intake. (See introduction to the report which precedes pt. II, at 1-2.)

w U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, "A Study of Prices Charged in Food Stores Located
in Low and Higher Income Areas of Six Large Cities, February 1966," prepared for the
National Commission on Food Marketing, June 12, 1966. The study found that, " . . .
when the same types of stores (chains, large independents and small independents), the
same qualities of foods, and the same sizes of packages are compared . . . ." no significant
differences in prices charged were found. Id. at summary.

57 Two other findings of the study were :
(1) Nearly all stores cash checks for their customers, but those located in low income

areas more often limit this service to government or payroll checks as against personal
checks.

(2) Many stores in low income neighborhoods reported serious pilferage problems. Some
of them also have taken special precautions against robbery and burglary.

5" Hearing, at 243.
59 Id. at 244-245.
««Id. at 246.
01 The same was likewise true of such household supplies as towels, bed linen, and cups

and saucers. Based on memorandum, "The 1959 State Standards of Assistance," prepared
by Miss Kathryn Weitzel, School of Applied Social Sciences. Western Reserve University,
sent to the Commission under date of Mar. 11, 1966.

62 Hearing, at 21, 22, 25.
" Id . at 25.
«* Ibid.
05 Id. at 106.
6a Information reported by Mr. Clarence J. Yaeger, then Assistant Director of the Cuya-

hoga County Welfare Department, in an interview with a Commission staff attorney in
March 1966.

« Hearing, at 350.
cs Id. at 240 and information supplied by phone by Mr. Torild Barbins, Cuyahoga County

Welfare Department, in interview with Commission staff member. Aug. 31, 1966.
63 Id. at 23.
70 Id. at 61.
71 Id. at 253.
72 Id. at 260.
73 Id. at 249-250.
71 Id. at 264-265.
75 Reported by phone by Miss Pauline Godwin, Bureau of Family Services, Welfare

Administration, in interview with Commission staff member, Sept. 6, 1966.
76 Information supplied by phone by Mr. Eugene Burns, Director, Cuyahoga County

Welfare Department, in interviews with Commission staff member, Sept. 6, 1966 and
Oct. 26, 1966. The incentive budgeting plan is part of a demonstration project approved
by the Welfare Administration under Sec. 1115 of the Social Security Act, as amended.
Information supplied by Mr. Donald A. Slater, Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for
Individual and Family Services, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in
memorandum to the Commission, dated November 2, I960. Sec. 1115 authorizes the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to waive compliance with any of the require-
ments of a State ADC plan.

77 Ibid, and information supplied by phone by Mrs. Erlynne Davis, School of Applied
Social Sciences, Western Reserve University, Apr. 5, 1966.

78 Hearing, at 245.
79 Id. at 247.
80 Economic Opportunity Act of 196.', §5, 7S Stat. 527 (1964), 42 U.S.C. §2921.
81 Information supplied by phone by Mrs. Edna Tyler, Cuyahoga County Welfare Depart-

ment, in an interview with Commission staff member, Sept. 7. 1966
*2 Hearing, at 251.
83 U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Having the Power, We Have the

Duty, Report of the Advisory Council on Public Welfare to the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare (June 29, 1966), at 2.4.

81 Hearing, at 250.
85 Id. at 250-251.
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86 Report and Recommendations on Public Welfare in Ohio With Major Emphasis on
Public Assistance, prepared for the Central Planning Board of the Welfare Federation
of Cleveland by the Committee on Public Assistance, October 1964, Cleveland, Ohio, at 6—7.

8T Id. at 8. In the final report of the research staff of the Ohio Legislative Service
Commission on Ohio's Public Assistance Programs (Columbus, Ohio, January 1965), it
is stated at p. 53 that "Ohio's public assistance programs vary in the degree to which
they provide subsistence for various classes of recipients and they discriminate most
against those who have the greatest potential for escaping from a lifetime of poverty."
Some types of poor persons, the aged, the blind, and the disabled, were found to be more
favored than ADC families ; families suffered more poverty than certain classes of indi-
viduals (p. 57). "When one considers that rent and utilities must be paid as charged,
the average ADC recipient probably has less than 5'0 percent of the money considered
necessary to buy a minimum amount of food and clothes to maintain health and decency"
(p. 55).

88 Final Report of the Citizens' Committee, Comprehensive Community Mental Health
Planning in Ohio, 1963-1965, submitted to the Governor of Ohio (1966) at 119-120.

89 Hearing, at 267.
90 Having the Power, We Have the Duty, supra, footnote 83, at 15.

TABLES

T A B L E 1.—Locally levied taxes used for the ADC 1 program, average number of cases
and persons in the program, amount of taxes per case and per person, Cuyahoga
County, Ohio, 1960-65

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
19653

Amount of
taxes 2

Total

825, 656
800 403
823 034
864 421
862,895
862,895

Percent

100.0

104.5

Average number
of cases *

Total

4,692
5 527
6 545
7 752
8 792
9,826

Percent

100.0

209.4

Average number
of persons 4

Total

19, 771
23 108
27,265
32,218
36,178
40,599

Percent

100.0

205.3

Locally levied taxes

Per case

Dollar
amount

175.97
144 82
125 75
111 51
98 15
87.82

Percent

100.0

49.9

Per person

Dollar
amount

41.76
34 64
30 19
26.83
23.85
21.25

Percent

100.0

50.9

1 Aid and services to needy families with children.
2 Dollar amounts for 1960-64 prepared for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights by Mr. Roy L. Adams,

Research Director, the Ohio Citizens' Council for Health and Welfare, from published data of the Ohio
Department of Public Welfare. The dollar amounts were taken from the tabulation "Locally Levied Taxes
Used for Public Assistance, 1956-1965" attached to Mr. Adams' letter to the Commission dated Mar. 11,1966.

3 Dollar amount for 1965 from financial and caseload information for ADC and other public assistance
programs for 1959-65 furnished by Mr. Clarence J. Yaeger, then Assistant Director of the Cuyahoga County
Welfare Department, in interview with staff member of the Commission on Mar. 9, 1966.

4 Absolute figures furnished by Mr. Clarence J. Yaeger. See preceding footnote. The number of persons
includes caretakers, that is, mothers or relatives, and children.
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TABLE 2.— Total expenditures (net) for the ADC1 program, total expenditures exclusive of locally levied taxes, average number of cases and
of persons in ADC program, expenditures per case and per person, Cuyahoga County, Ohio, 1960-65

Total expenditures Total expenditures Total expenditures exclusive of locally
(net ) - exclusive of locally Total expenditures levied taxes

levied taxes 4

Per case s Per person 5 Per case Per person

Total Percent Total Percent ~ I
Dollar Percent Dollar Percent Dollar Percent Dollar Percent

amount amount amount amount

I960- _ . S, tilt"., 1123 100.0 7,790,467 100.0 1,836.34 100.0 435.80 100.0 1,600.37 100.0 394.04 100.0
1961 10,246,489 9,446,086 1,853.90 443.42 1,709.08 408.78
1962 l i .713.9S5 10,890,951 _ 1,789.76 429. (S3 .. . ._ 1,664.01 „ 399.45 -
1%3. ._ . . . - 14,541,053 . 13,670,632 .. 1,875.78 ... 451.33 . . _ _ _ . 1,764.27 _ .. 424.50 .
1904. _ . _ . . 10,939,146 _ . 10,070,251 1,926.65 ... .. . 468.22 1,828.51 _ . _ 444.37 .
19053 . . . . . 19,275,992 223.7 18,413,097 236.4 1,961.73 106.8 474.79 108.9 1,873.92 112.9 453.54 115.1

1 Aid and services to needy families wi th children.
- For source, see table 1, footnote 2. The dollar amounts were taken from the tabulation "Total Expenditures for Aid to Dependent Children by Object of Expense, Ohio

and Cuyahoga County, 1956-1965," attached to Mr. Adams' letter to the Commission dated Mar. 11, 1966.
3 For source, see table 1, footnote 3.
4 Obtained by subtracting locally levied taxes for the year in table 1.
5 The number of eases and of persons in the ADC program listed in table 1 were used to compute the average expenditure per case and per person.



TABLE 3.—Locally levied taxes used for the ABl program, average number of cases
and amount of taxes per case, Cuyahoga County, Ohio, 1960-65

I960 _- .
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965 3

Amount of taxes -

Total

$14,739
16, 769
34,941
35,951
33,894
37,863

Percent

100.0

256.9

Average number of
cases *

Total

285
293
305
314
310
308

Percent

100.0

108.1

Locally levied • >
per case

Dollar
amount

51.72
57.23

114. 56
114.49
109.34
122. 93

Percent

100.0

237.7

i Aid to the blind.
5 For source, see table 1, footnote 2.
3 For source, see table 1, footnote 3.
'! For source, see table 1, footnote 4.
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TABLE 4.—Number of cases and persons in selected public assistance programs in
Cuyahoga County, Ohio, January 1966, by race l

ADC 2

Total

White
Nonwhite

ADC-U 3

Total

White
Nonwhite

AB 46 7

Total.

White
Nonwhite --

AFD 5 6 7

Total

White
Nonwhite

POOR RELIEF «

Total

White
Nonwhite -

Cases

Number

10,311

1,473
8,838

1,211

295
916

303

120
183

2,784

1,044
1,740

2,960

796
2,164

Per-
cent

100.0

14.3
85.7

100.0

24.4
75.6

100.0

39 6
60.4

100.0

37.5
62.5

100.0

26 9
73.1

Number of persons

Total

Number

42,954

5,465
37,489

6,210

1,427
4,783

313

123
190

2,847

1,067
1,780

5,922

1,711
4,211

Per-
cent

100.0

12.7
87.3

100.0

23.0
77.0

100.0

39 3
60.7

100.0

37.5
62.5

100.0

28.9
71.1

Parent or relative

Number

10,311

1,473
8,838

8 1,211

295
916

Per-
cent

100.0

14.3
85.7

100.0

24.4
75.6

Children

Number

32,643

3,992
28,651

4,999

1,132
3,867

Per-
cent

100.0

12 9

87.8

100.0

22.6
77.4

1 The number of cases and persons in the public assistance programs listed in the table were derived
from printout sheets furnished by the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department. These sheets also included
other information about recipients in the programs. For details, see tables 11-15 and 21-23. The sheets
from which the information in this table were obtained are identified by program as follows:

(a) "Client Payment Breakdown Projection Totals by Number in Relief Group ADC January 1966
Payroll."

(6) "Client Payment Breakdown Projection Totals by Number in Relief Group ADC-U January 1966
Payroll."

(c) "Client Payment Breakdown Projection Totals by Number in Relief Group Blind January [1966]
Payroll."

(d) "Client Payment Breakdown Projection Totals by Number in Relief Group AFD January [1966]
Payroll."

(e) "Client Payment Breakdown Projection Totals by Number in Relief Group [poor relief] City Janu-
ary 1966 Payroll."

(/) "Client Payment Breakdown Projection Totals by Number in Relief Group [poor relief] County
[noncity cases] January [1966] Payroll."

The Cuyahoga County Welfare Department also assists the Soldiers' Relief Commission in administering
a program of soldiers' relief. In January 1966 there were in this program 331 cases and 963 persons. These
figures are not included in the table. Information furnished by Mr. John Manos, Cuyahoga County Wel-
fare Department, in memorandum dated Mar. 28,1966. The aid to the aged program was not administered
by this department prior to July 1, 1966. There were in this program in the county in January 1966 a total
of 9,538 recipients. (Dependents are not included.) This information (as well as other details about the
aid to the aged program included in table 10) were furnished by phone by Mr. Kwegyir Agrey, Director,
Cleveland District Office of the Ohio Department of Public Welfare, on Mar. 17 and 22, 1966.

2 Aid and services to needy families with children.
3 Aid to needy families with children with unemployed parents.
4 Aid to the blind.
5 Aid tc the permanently and totally disabled.
6 The totals include clients in nursing homes. Information furnished by Mr. John Manos, Cuyahoga

County Welfare Department, by phone, Jan. 21, 1966. The breakdown between parent or relative and
children was not available for the poor relief program. The cases listed in the poor relief program in Cuya-
hoga County in the table refer only to so-called "payroll" cases, that is, cases in which cash payments were
made and with respect to which detailed information was available as to allowances, payments and food
stamps, by race. There were, in January 1966, in the poor relief program in the county, an additional
1,335 so-called "daily" cases involving 3,921 persons, thus making a total of 4,295 cases and 9,843 persons
who received home care. Many of the "daily" cases qualified for one of the federally financed categories
of public assistance. However, because the necessary papers were not fully processed, or for other reasons,
these cases were temporarily placed in the poor relief category. It should be emphasized, therefore, that
the statistics for recipients in the poor relief program in this table and in tables 15, 20, and 23 relate to the
"payroll" cases rather than to all cases. Information furnished by Mr. John Manos, by phone, Nov. 2,
1966, and also derived from the "Monthly Statistical Report on Poor Relief" prepared by the Cuyahoga
County Welfare Department for the Ohio Department of Public Welfare, for January 1966.

7 The breakdown between parent or relative and children is not applicable to the AB and AFD programs.
8 The number of parents is approximate because in preparing this table the assumption was made that

there was only 1 parent in each case in the ADC-U program.
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TABLE 5.—Cash payments to recipients, January 1966, and vendor payments for
medical and remedial care, October 1965, for selected public assistance programs
in Cuyahoga County, Ohio

ADC -
ADC-U.. .
AB _ -
AFD . . _. . . ..

Total... _
Poor relief

Cash payments January
1966 i

Amount

$1, 473,182. 66
222, 949. 00

26,921. 00
234, 344. 00

$1, 957,396. 66
$217, 429. 00

Percent

75.3
11.4
1.4

12.0

100.0

Vendor payments for medi-
cal and remedial care,

October 19652

Amount

$162, 322.99
39, 988.39

4,134. 72
30, 774. 67

$237. 220. 77
$109,839.11

Percent

68.4
16.9
1.7

13.0

100.0

1 For source, see table 4, footnote 1.
2 Dollar amounts were derived from ". . . Statistical Report of Medical and Remedial Care Provided

Through Public Assistance Vendor Payments" for Cuyahoga County public assistance recipients, October
1965, prepared by the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department. This report also included other information
about recipients in the programs listed. For details, see tables 24-28.

TABLE 6.—Total monthly cost standard for basic needs x for an ADC 2 family of
four 3, January 1965, and per capita personal income, 1964, in Ohio and in
other States *

Nebraska
New York . . .- .
New Jersey
Washington . . . . . .
California.__ . _ . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . .
Indiana
Michipan
Minnesota
Oregon
Missouri
Tllinnis
Colorado _
Maryland
Washington, D .C .
Ohio
Pennsylvania

Total monthly cost standard
for basic needs, January 1965 s

Dollars

261.50
255.65
245.80
238.30
229.40
225. 75
223.87
223.00
202.27
198.75
188.95
187.36
173.00
167. 50
166.00
165.00
163.40

Rank of State

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Per capita personal income,
1964 6

Dollars

2,349
3,162
3,005
2,635
3,103
2,490
2,544
2,755
2,375
2,606
2,600
3,041
2,566
2,867
3,544
2,646
2,601

Rank of State

17
2
5
9
3

15
14
7

16
10
12
4

13
6
1
8

11

1 The standard for basic needs refers to the composite of consumption items which all States recognize as
needed by everyone in their public assistance programs such as food, clothing, shelter, and utilities. Most
States also recognize personal incidentals, medicine chest, and household supplies as basic needs. "Monthly
Cost Standards for Basic Needs Used by States for Specified Types of Old-Age Assistance Cases and Families
Receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children, January 196")," Welfare Administration, Bureau of
Family Services, Division of Program Statistics and Analysis, August 1965, pp. 1-2.

2 Aid and services to needy families with children.
3 Mother, boy age 14, and girls age 9 and 4.
4 The other States appear in the Appendix to the Report and Recommendations on Public Welfare in Ohio

with the Major Emphasis on Public Assistance, issued by the Welfare Federation of Cleveland, Ohio, October
1964, the tables on pp. 31a-32a.

5 From table 3 in the document cited in footnote 1 above.
6 "Personal Income by States and Regions in 1964," Survey of Current Business, July 1965, table 2, p. 11.
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TABLE 7.— Total monthly cost standard for basic needs for an ADC family of four,
January 1965, and per capita personal income, 1964, in Ohio and in 12 States
surrounding Ohio 1

New York
New Jersey
Indiana
Michigan
Kentucky
Illinois
Virginia
Maryland
Washington, D.C
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Tennessee
West Virginia

'Total monthly cost standard
for basic needs

Dollars

255. 65
245. 80
223.87
223.00
193.00
187. 36
187.00
167. 50
166. 00
165. 00
163.40
160. 45
143.97

, January 1965

Rank of State

1
2
3

5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Per capita personal
income, 1964

Dollars

3.162
3,005
2, 544
2, 755
1,830
3,041
2, 239
2, 867
3, 544
2, 646
2, 601
1,859
1.965

Rank of State

„
4
9
6

13
3

10
0

1
7
8

12
11

Footnotes 1 through 6 in table 6 apply equally here.

36



TABLE 8.—Allowance for ADC family of four provided in standard budget developed
in 1959 compared with payment, various periods, 1960-66, Cuyahoga County, Ohio 1

Chronology :
Dollar value of
standard bud-
get developed

in 1959
Payment

Payment as a
percent of the

standard
budget

January to March 1960 ^
Apr. 1 to approximately Sept. 30, 1960
Approximately Oct. 1, 1960, to Sept. 30, 1962
Oct. 1, 1962, to Jan. 31, 1963
Feb. 1, 1963, to Sept 30, 1964
Oct. 1, 1964, to Dec. 31, 1965
Jan. 1, 1966, to date

3 200.95
3 200. 95
3 200. 95
3 200. 95
4 216. 00
4 216. 00
5 224. 00

7 170.81
8 160. 76
» 140.67

!° 150. 71
" 164. 00
12 165. 00
13170. 00

85.0
80.0
70.0
75.0
75.9
76.4
75.9

1 The chronology and the dollar amounts, including their components, were furnished by Mr. John J.
Schaffer and Mr. Clarence J. Yaeger, then Director and Assistant Director, respectively, of the Cuyahoga
County Welfare Department, in interview with a staff member of the Commission, Mar. 9,1966. The data
for payments prior to October 1960 were supplemented by a report dated Jan. 19,1966, "Summary of Infor-
mation Obtained From Clarence Yaeger on January 11, 1966," prepared by the Research Department,
Cleveland Welfare Federation! More particularly, reference is made to attachment 3 to this report ," Public
Assistance Payments in Cuyahoga County: January 1, 1960, to January 1, 1966." Relevant sections of the
Public Assistance Manual issued by the Ohio Department of Public Welfare during the period were also
studied. The source described above applies to the footnotes that follow.

2 The chronology is approximate.
3 Calculated as follows:

Composite for food, clothing, personal care, and household supplies per month:
Mother . . . $35.95
Child, 2 and under 20.05
Child 3 to 5 23.45
Child 6 to 12 31.25

Total $110.70

Shelter maximum (6 rooms) $70.00
Utilities 18.60

Subtotal 199.30
School supplies for child in elementary school .65
School supplies for child in junior high school 1.00

Total $200.95
In the standard budget the sex of the child was significant only for teenage children, a larger cash payment

being provided for a boy 13-17 than for a girl in the same age bracket.
4 Calculated as follows:

Composite for food, clothing, personal care, household supplies, and utilities for family of four. $146
Shelter maximum (6 rooms) 70

Total $216
All special allowances were averaged into the composite figure for food, clothing, etc. Prior to 1963 the

amount allowable by the standard of 1959 was called the minimum standard. In 1963 a new terminology
came into effect. The budget standard amount was called the maximum standard. The amount paid
was called the standard.

5 Calculated as follows:
Composite for food, clothing, personal care, and household supplies for family of four $134
Shelter maximum and utilities (6 rooms) 90

Total $224
6 The assumptions which entered into the calculation of the payment were that the family had no other

source of income and that the rent paid was no less than the maximum allowable for the number of rooms
for which a monthly allowance was made.

7 The product of 85 percent times $200.95.
s The product of 80 percent times $200.95.
9 The product of 70 percent times $200.95.
>° The product of 75 percent times $200.95.
11 Calculated as follows:

Composite for food, clothing, personal care, household supplies, and utilities for family of four___ $94
Shelter maximum (6 rooms) 70

Total $164
12 Calculated as follows:

Composite for food, clothing, personal care, and household supplies for family of four $75
Shelter maximum and utilities (6 rooms) 90

Total $165
13 Calculated as follows:

Composite for food, clothing, personal care, and household supplies for family of four $80
Shelter maximum and utilities (6 rooms) 90

Total $170
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TABLE 9.—Allowance for ADC family of four provided in standard budget developed
in 1959 and payment,1 by components, various periods, 1960-66, Cuyahoga
County, Ohio 2

Chronology

January to March
1960

Apr. 1 to approxi-
mately Sept. 30,
1960 - - -

Approximately Oct.
1,1960 to Sept. 30,
1962 .

Oct. 1, 1962 to Jan.
31, 1963

Feb. 1, 1963 to Sept.
30,1964

Oct. 1, 1964 to Dec.
31 1965

Jan. 1, 1966 to date

Standard budget developed in 1959

Total
dollar
value

200.'95

200. 95

200.95

200. 95

216. 00

216. 00
224. 00

Dollar value for
components

Rent
and

utilities

88.60

88.60

88.60

88.60

3 70.00

3 70.00
4 90. 00

Food
and

other

112.35

112.35

112.35

112.35

146.00

146. 00
134.00

Food and
other as
percent
of total
dollar
value

55.9

55.9

55.9

55.9

(5)

(5>
59.8

Payment

Total

$170. 81

160. 76

140.67

150.71

164. 00

165. 00
170.00

Rent
and
util-
ities 6

$88.60

88.00

88.60

88.60

3 70.00

4 90. 00
4 90. 00

By component

Food
and

other

$82. 21

72.16

52.07

62.11

94.00

75.00
80.00

Food and
other as
percent
of total

payment

48.1

44.9

37.0

41.2

o
45. 5
47.1

Food and
other as
percent
of food

and other
in stand-

ard
budget

73.2

64. 2

46.3

55.3

(')

(-)
59.7

1 On the assumptions that the family had no other source of income and that the rent paid was not less
than the maximum allowable. These assumptions applied to table 8 as well.

2 For source of breakdown of total dollar value into rent and utilities and food and other components,
see table 8, footnote 1. See also footnotes 3, 4, 5, 11, 12, and 13 in the same table.

s Rent only. Utilities are included in the food and other component.
4 Includes utilities.
5 If $146 is reduced by $19, the approximate amount allowable for utilities, then the amount allowable for

food and other nonshelter items excluding utilities is 58.8 percent of the total dollar value.
6 The reader should be warned against making a misleading interpretation of the figures in the rent and

utilities column in the period January 1960 to Jan. 31, 1963. It will be seen that the amount allocated for
rent and utilities, $88.60, is equal to the amount allowed for these items in the standard. The reader might
be led to assume that it was the policy in the period to allow 100 percent of the amount provided in the
standard for rent and utilities, thus leaving the remainder of the total payment for food and nonshelter
items. This assumption would not be a correct one. The payment for an A DC family of four w as determined
by applying the applicable reduced percentage to the total amount allowed for in the standard. In tables
8 and 9 it has been assumed that the rent paid is no less than the maximum allowable in the standard for the
family of four. It seemed reasonable, therefore, to assume that the amount allocated to rent and utilities
out of the total payment would be equal to the amount allowed in the standard. In the period February
1963 to Sept. 30, 1964, it was the policy to maintain the payment for shelter at 100 percent of the amount
allowed for in the standard. However, utilities were included in the food and other component and, there-
fore, took a reduction from the standard amount as did the other items in that component. Beginning
October 1964 utilities were included in the shelter allowance at 100 percent of the standard. The reduction
from the standard occurred, therefore, in the items included in the food and other component excluding
utilities.

7 If $94 which includes utilities is reduced by $19, the approximate allowance for utilities, then the amount
available for food and other nonshelter items excluding utilities, namely $75, is 45.7 percent of the total
payment.

8 On the basis indicated in footnote 5 and also if the amount allowable for food and other in the standard
which includes utilities is also reduced by $19, then the comparable percentage is 59.1.
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TABLE 10.—Allowance for single recipient provided in standard budget developed
in 1959 in selected public assistance programs compared with payment,1 various
periods, 1960-66, Cuyahoga County, Ohio2

Chronology by program

AB:3
1960 to approximately

October 1964
Approximately October

1964 to Sept. 30,1965
Oct. 1,1965, to date

AFD: *
1960 to approximately

October 1964
Approximately October

1964 to Dec. 31,1965
January 1966 to date

AA:»
September 1960 to

November 1964.
November 1964 to

November 1965
November 1965 to date

Standard budget developed
in 1959

Total
dollar
value

100.40

103.00
107.00

100.40

100.40
100.40

103.50

105. 50
109.50

Dollar value for
components

Rent
and

utilities

55.45

55.00
55.00

55.45

55.45
55.45

50.00

50.00
50.00

Food
and

other

44.95

48.00
52.00

44.95

44.95
44.95

53.50

55.50
59.50

Payment

Total

$100.40

103.00
107.00

95.38

93.00
96.00

103. 50

105. 50
109.50

Components

Rent
and

utilities

$55.45

55.00
55.00

55.45

55.00
55.00

50.00

50.00
50.00

Food
and

other

$44.95

48.00
52.00

39.93

38.00
41.00

53.50

55. 50
59.50

Payment
as a

percent
of the

standard

100.0

100.0
100.0

95.0

92.6
95.6

100.0

100.0
100.0

1 On the assumptions that the recipient had no other source of income and that the rent paid was no less
than the maximum allowable.

2 For source of dollar amounts for the AB and AFD programs, see table 8, footnote 1. Dollar amounts
for the AA program were furnished by Mr. Kwegyir Agrey, Director, Cleveland District Office of the Ohio
Department of Public Welfare, by phone, Mar. 17 and 22,1966.

3 The special allowance of $5 for drycleaning needs for aid to the blind recipients is excluded.
• Aid to the permanently and totally disabled.
s Aid to the aged.
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TABLE 11.—All cases and persons and 4-person families only, in ADC program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, total and average allowance by
item, resource amount, and payment, January 1966, by race l

Number of— Allowance
Resource
amount Payment

Cases Persons, Care- Children Total amount Personal Utility Shelter Special
total takers

Total, white and nonwhite 10,311 42,954 10,311 32,643 $1,547,120.26 $855,938.40 $33.14 $090,430.88 $900.10 $79,223.08 $1,473,182.00

Average per case . 150.05 83.01 0 00.90 .09 7.08 142.87

Average per recipient 36.02 19.93 0 16.07 .02 1.84 34.30

White only 1,473 .r>,465 1,473 3,992 200,832.90 110,304.00 90,398.40 J 70.56 11,360.44 190,273.00

Average per case ' 130.34! 74.92 61.37 .05 7.71 129.17
Average per recipient j 30.75 | 20.19 10.54 .01 2.08 34.82

Nonwhiteonly 8,838 37,489 8,838 28,051 1,340,293.30 745,574.40 33.14 600,032.48 829.60 67,803.24 1,282,909.60
Average per case 152.33 84.30 0 07.89 .09 7.08 145.16
Average per recipient . _ _ 35.91 j 19.89 j 0 16.01 .02 1.81 34.22

4-PERSON F A M I L Y ONLY (CARETAKER j

A N D .'! CHILDREN')

Total, white and nonwhite 1,979 7,910 1,979 5,937 294,837.42 157,237.00 137,575.42 25.00 13,770.48 281,759.00

Average per case . . . . _ . _ _ . . _ . 148.98 79.45 69.52 .01 0.90 142.37

Average per recipient . _ _ 37.25 19.80 17.38 0 1.74 35.59

White only 313 1,252 313 939 45,504.01 24,920.00 20,038.61 3,030.71 42,007.00

Average per case 145.57 79.04 65.94 9.70 136.12

Average per recipient 36.39 19.91 16.48 2.43 34.03

Nonwhiteonly 1,666 6,604 1,666 4,998 249,272.81 132,311.00 116,936.81 25.00 10,733.77 239,152.00

Average per case 149.02 79.42 . 70.19 .02 6.44 143.55
Average per recipient . . _ 38.41 19.85 17.55 0 1.01 35.89

1 For source of absolute figures, sec table 4, footnote 1. Averages were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 12.—All cases and persons and J+-person families only in ADC-U program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, total and average allowance
by item, resource amount, and payment, January 1966, by race l

Number of— Allowance
Resource
amount Payment

Cases Persons, Care- Children Total Personal Utility Shelter Special
total takers amount

Total, white and nonwhite 1,211 6,210 1,211 4,999 $231,606.42 $142,139.00 $89,134.33 $333.09 $9,939.64 $222,949.00

Average per case 191.25 117.37 73.60 .28 8.21 184.10

Average per recipient 37.30 22.89 14.35 .05 1.60 35.90

Whiteonly 295 1,427 295 1,132 54,447.65 33,211.00 21,193.97 42.68 1,633.45 53,206.00

Average per case 184.57 112.58 71.84 .14 5.54 180.36

Average per recipient 37.04 23.27 14.85 .03 1.14 37.29

Nonwhite only 916 4,783 916 3,867 177,158.77 108,928.00 67,940.36 290.41 8,306.19 169,743.00

Average per case 193.40 118.92 74.17 .32 9.07 185.31
Average per recipient 37.04 22.77 14.20 .06 1.74 35.49

4-PERSON FAMILY ONLY (CARETAKER AND
3 CHILDREN)

Total, white and nonwhite 199 796 199 597 33,131.90 19,131.00 14,000.90 1,269.13 32,074.00
Average per case 166.49 45.88 70.36 6.38 161.18

Average per recipient 41.62 24.03 17.59 1.59 40.29

Whiteonly 51 204 51 153 8,597.10 4,973.00 3,624.10 228.30 8,474.00

Average per case _. 168.57 97.51 71.06 4.48 166.16

Average per recipient 42.14 24.38 17.77 1.12 41.54

Nonwhiteonly 148 592 148 444 24,534.80 14,158.0U 10,376.80 1,040.83 23,600.00

Average per case 165.78 95.66 70.11 7.03 159.46
Average per recipient 41.44 23.92 17.53 1.76 39.86-

i For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Averages were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 13.—All cases and persons in AB program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, total and average allowance by item, resource amount, and
payment, January 1966, by race 1

Number of— Allowance
Resource Payment
amount

Cases Persons Total amount Personal Utility Shelter Special

Total, white and nonwhite 303 313 $30,472.50 $20,750.00 $8.00 $9,232.12 $482.38 $3,050.91 S26.921.00

Average per case 100.57 68.48 .03 30.47 1.59 12.05 88.85

Average per recipient 97.36 66.29 .03 29.50 1.54 11.66 86.01

White only . . . . _ 120 123 12,498.39 9,177.00 8.00 3,002.69 310.70 1,978.33 10,551.00

Average per case 104.15 76.48 .07 25.02 2.59 10.49 87.93

Average per recipient 101.61 74.61 .07 24.41 2.53 1G. 08 85.78

Nonwhite only.. . 183 190 17,974.11 11,573.00 6,229.43 171.68 1,672.58 16,370.00

Average per case 98.22 63.24 .. 34.04 .94 9.14 89.45
Average per recipient 94.60 60.91 32.79 .90 8.80 86.16

1 For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Nursing home clients are included; there were 21 white and 10 nonwhite clients. Averages were computed by the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 14.—All cases and persons in AFD program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, total and average allowance by item, resource amount, and
payment, January 1966, by race l

Number of— Allowance
Resource Payment
amount

Cases Persons Total amount Personal Utility Shelter Special

Total, white and nonwhite 2,784 2,847 $258,813.81 $173,399.00 $163.76 $82,503.81 $2,747.24 $25,819.54 $234,344.00

Average per case 92.96 62.28 .06 29.63 .99 9.27 84.18

Average per recipient 90.91 60.91 .06 28.98 .96 9.07 82.31

White only 1,044 1,067 110,152.42 84,002.00 52.05 24,463.71 1,634.66 14,610.89 96,125.00

Average per case 105.51 80.46 .05 23.43 1.57 14.00 92.07

Average per recipient 103.24 78.73 .05 22.93 1.53 13.69 90.09

Nonwhite only 1,740 1,780 148,661.39 89,397.00 111.71 58,040.10 1,112.58 11,208.65 138,219.00

Average per case 85.44 51.38 .06 33.36 .64 6.44 79.44
Average per recipient 83.52 50.22 .06 32.61 .63 6.30 77.65

i For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Nursing home clients are included; there were 315 white and 139 nonwhite clients. Averages were computed by the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 15.—All cases and persons and J+-person families only in poor relief program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, total and average allowance
by item, resource amount, and payment, January 1966, by race l

Number of— Allowance
Resource Payment

I amount
Cases Persons Total amount Personal Utility Shelter Special

Total, white and nonwhite 2,960 5,922 $317,224.77 $176,274.50 $13,169.70 $125,134.61 $2,645.96 $13,243.06 $217,429.00

Average per case 107.17 59.55 4.45 42.28 .89 4.47 73.46
Average per recipient 53.57 29.77 2.22 21.13 .45 2.24 36.72

Whiteonly 796 1,711 90,447.93 53,355.95 3,946.88 32,428.07 717.03 5,396.36 61,980.00

Average per case 113.63 67.03 4.96 40.74 .90 6.78 77.86

Average per recipient 52.86 31.18 2.31 18.95 .42 3.15 36.22

Nonwhiteonly 2,164 4,211 226,776.84 122,918.55 9,222.82 92,706.54 1,928.93 7,846.70 155,449.00

Average per case 104.80 56.80 4.26 42.84 .89 3.63 71.83
Average per recipient 53.85 29.19 2.19 22.02 .46 1.86 30.91

4-PERSON FAMILY ONLY

Total, white and nonwhite 127 508 20,410.41 11,668.40 1,431.29 7,259.93 50.79 480.14 14,350.00

Average per case 160.71 91.88 11.27 57.16 .40 3.78 112.99

Average per recipient 40.18 22.97 2.82 14.29 .10 .95 28.25

Whiteonly 45 180 7,315.84 4,226.00 460.92 2,623.92 5.00 242.44 5,070.00

Average per case 162.57 93.91 10.24 58.31 .11 5.39 112.67

Average per recipient 40.64 23.48 2.56 14.58 .03 1.35 28.17

Nonwhiteonly 82 328 13,094.57 7,442.40 970.37 4,636.01 45.79 237.70 9,280.00

Average per case 159.69 90.76 11.83 56.54 .56 2.90 113.17
Average per recipient 39.92 22.69 2.96 14.13 .14 .72 28.29

i For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Nursing home clients are included; there were 45 white and 25 nonwhite clients. Averages were computed by the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 16.—Food stamp certification of all cases and persons and of J^-person families only in the ADC program in Cuyahoga County, total
and average value of stamps, amount to pay, and bonus, January 1966, by race 1

Number of—

Total value Amount to Bonus
Children of stamps pay

Cases Persons, total Caretakers and noncare-
takers

Total, white and nonwhite 8,984 48,657 8,984 39,673 $730,543.00 $446,102.00 $284,441.00

Average per case 81.32 49.66 31.66

Average per recipient 15.01 9.17 5.85

White only 1,256 6,138 1,256 4,882 92,780.00 56,136.00 36,644.00

Average per case 73.87 44.69 29.18

Average per recipient 15.12 9.15 5.97

Nonwhiteonly 7,728 42,519 7,728 34,791 637,763.00 389,966.00 247,797.00

Average per case 82.53 50.46 32.06

Average per recipient 15.00 9.17 5.83

4-PEKSON FAMILY ONLY

Total, white and nonwhite 2,007 8,028 2,007 6,021 120,367.00 70,592.00 49,775.00

Average per case 59.97 35.17 24.80

Average per recipient 14.99 8.79 6.20

Whiteonly 314 1,256 314 942 18,920.00 11,110.00 7,810.00

Average per case 60.25 35.38 24.87

Average per recipient 15.06 8.85 6.22

Nonwhiteonly 1,693 6,772 1,693 5,079 101,447.00 59,482.00 41,965.00

Average per case 59.92 35.13 24.79
Average per recipient 14.98 8.78 6.20

1 The absolute figures in this table and in tables 17-20 were derived from printout (e) "Food Stamp Supplement to Payment Breakdown Projection Report [poor
sheets furnished by the Cuyahoga County Welfare Department. Averages shown relief] City January 1966 Payroll."
were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. The sheets from which (/) "Food Stamp Supplement to Payment Breakdown Projection Report [poor
the information in this table and tables 17-20 were obtained are identified by program relief] County [noncity cases] January [1966] Payroll."
as follows: The figures in this table need not tally with the figures in table 11 which deals with

(a) "Food Stamp Supplement to Payment Breakdown Projection Report January persons in the ADC program. The figures in this table 16 represent certification
[1966] ADC Payroll." rather than participation. Some families may not participate although certified.

(6) "Food Stamp Supplement to Payment Breakdown Projection Report ADC-U Similar information for participation is not available. Persons who are not included
January 1966 Payroll." In an assistance group may be included in the family for food stamp program purposes

(c) "Food Stamp Supplement to Payment Breakdown Projection Report Blind provided they eat at the family table, for example, as boarders, and otherwise meet
January [1966] Payroll." the income qualifications for eligibility in the program. Interpretative information

(d) "Food Stamp Supplement to Payment Breakdown Projection Report AFD supplied by Mr. John Manos, Cuyahoga County Welfare Department, by phone,
January [1966] Payroll." Feb. 1 and Mar. 28,1966.
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TABLE 17.—Food stamp certification of cases and persons and of 4-pcrson families only in the ADC-U program in Cuyahoga County, total
and average value of stamps, amount to pay, and bonus, January 1966, by race l

Number of—
Total value of Amount to

stamps pay Bonus
Cases Persons, total Caretakers Children and

noncaretakers

Total, white and nonwhite 1,145 8,472 1,145 7,327 $139,780.00 $100,368.00 $39,412.00

Average per case 122.08 87.66 34.42

Average per recipient 16.50 11.85 4.65

Whiteonly 286 2,004 286 1,718 33,206.00 23,746.00 9,460.00

Average per case 116.10 83.03 33.08

Average per recipient 16.57 11.85 4.72

Nonwhite only 859 6,468 859 5,609 106,574.00 76,622.00 29,952.00

Average per case 124.07 89.20 34.87
Average per recipient 16.48 11.85 4.63

4-PEKSON FAMILY ONLY

Total, white and nonwhite 121 484 121 363 8,764.00 6,298.00 2,466.00

Average per case 72.43 52.05 20.38

Average per recipient 18.11 13. 01 5.10

Whiteonly 34 130 34 102 2,428.00 1,726.00 702.00

Average per case 71.41 50.76 20.65

Average per recipient 17.85 12.69 5.16

Nonwhite only_ _ 87 348 87 261 6,336.00 4,572.00 1,764.00

Average per case 72.83 52.55 20.28
Average per recipient 18.21 13. 14 5.07

1 For source of absolute figures and for other relevant information, see table 16, footnote 1. The figures in this table may differ from those in table 12 for the reasons noted.



TABLE 18.—Food stamp certification of all cases and persons and of 4-person families
only in the AB program in Cuyahoga County, total and average value of stamps,
amount to pay, and bonus, January 1966, by race l

Total, white and nonwhite

Average per case
Average per recipient

White only

Average per case
Average per recipient

Nonwhite only

Average per case - - -
Average per recipient

4-PERSON FAMILY ONLY

Total, white and nonwhite

Average per case -
Average per recipient

White only

Average per case - _
Average per recipient

Nonwhite only

Average per case
Average per recipient

Number of—

Cases

127

33

94

4

0

4

Persons

217

52

165

16

0

16

Total
value of
stamps

$4,836.00

38.08
22.29

1,236. 00

37.45
23.77

3,600.00

38.30
21.82

348.00

87.00
21.75

348.00

87.00
21.75

Amount
to pay

$3,394.00

26.72
15.64

882.00

26.73
16.96

2,512.00

26.72
15.22

232.00

58.00
14.50

232.00

58.00
14.50

Bonus

$1,442. 00

11.35
6.65

354.00

10.73
6.81

1,088.00

11.57
6.59

116.00

29.00
7.25

116.00

29.00
7.25

i For source of absolute figures and for other relevant information, see table 16, footnote 1. The figures in
this table may differ from those in table 13 for the reasons noted.
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TABLE 19/—Food stamp certification of all cases and persons and of 4-person families
only in the AFD program in Cuyahoga County, total and average value of stamps,
amount to pay, and bonus, January 1966, by race x

Total, white and nonwhite

Average per case . _ _ _ __ -
Average per recipient

White only

Average per case
Average per recipient

Nonwhite only

Average per case _ _ __ _
Average per recipient

4-PEESON FAMILY ONLY

Total, white and nonwhite

Average per case
Average per recipient

White only

Average per case
Average per recipient.. _ __

Nonwhite only

Average per case
Average per recipient.._

Number of—

Cases

1,552

434

1,118

24

6

18

Persons

2,177

618

1,559

96

24

72

Total
value of
stamps

$45, 016. 00

29.01
20.68

12, 708. 00

29.28
20.56

32, 308. 00

28.90
20.72

1, 752. 00

73.00
18.25

368.00

61.33
15.33

1, 384. 00

76.89
19.22

Amount
to pay

$30,038. 00

19.35
13. 80

8, 572. 00

19.75
13.87

21, 466. 00

19.20
13.77

1, 076. 00

44.83
11.21

228.00

38.00
9.50

848.00

47.11
11.78

Bonus

$14, 978. 00

9.65
6.88

4.136. 00

9.53
6.69

10,842.00

9.70
6.95

676.00

28.17
7.04

140.00

23.33
5.83

536.00

29.78
7.44

1 For source of absolute figures and for other relevant information, see table 16, footnote 1. The figures
in this table may differ from those in table 14 for the reasons noted.
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TABLE 20.—Food stamp certification of all cases and persons and of ^-person families
only in the poor relief program in Cuyahoga County, total and average value of
stamps, amount to pay, and bonus, January 1966, by race l

Total, white and nonwhite

Average per case. ---
Average per recipient

White only

Average per case
Average per recipient

Nonwhite only

Average per case...
Average per recipient

4-PERSON FAMILY ONLY

Total, white and nonwhite

Average per case --
Average per recipient --

White only

Average per case
Average per recipient

Nonwhite only

Average per case
Average per recipient

Number of—

Cases

2,728

707

2,021

138

44

94

Persons

6,099

1,701

4,398

552

176

376

Total value
of stamps

$101,520.00

37.21
16.65

28,350.00

40.10
16.67

73,170.00

36.20
16.64

9,810.00

71.09
17.77

3,124.00

71.00
17.75

6,686.00

71.13
17.78

Amount to
pay

$54,064.00

19.82
8.86

15,008. 00

21.23
8.82

39,056. 00

19.33
8.88

4,884.00

35.39
8.85

1,534.00

34.86
8.72

3,350.00

35.64
8.91

Bonus

$47,456.00

17.40
7.78

13,342.00

18.87
7.84

34,114.00

16.88
7.76

4,926.00

35.70
8.92

1,590.00

36.14
9.03

3,336.00

35.49
8.87

1 For source of absolute figures and for other relevant information, see table 16, footnote 1. The figures in
this table may differ from those in table 15 for the reasons noted.
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TABLE 21.—Families in the ADC program in Cuyahoga County, by number of children, average total allowance, average resource amount,
and average total payment per family, January 1966, by race l

Number of families Average total allowance per family Average resource amount per family Average actual payment per family

Number of children
Total White Nonwhite All White Nonwhite All White Nonwhite All White Nonwhite

families families families

1 2,176 402 1,774 $96.94 $97.02 $96.92 $4.77 $6.94 $4.28 $92.73 $91.04 $93.12
2 2,434 376 2,058 121.87 118.83 122.43 6.14 5.77 6.21 115.93 113.34 116.41
3 1,979 313 1,666 148.98 145.57 149.62 6.96 9.70 6.44 142.37 136.12 143.55
4 1,487 180 1,307 171.98 167.56 172.59 9.54 7.59 9.81 163.09 160.23 163.49
5 964 97 867 193.47 187.48 194.14 9.74 8.01 9.93 184.53 180.64 184.97
6 614 68 546 214.89 204.31 216.21 9.33 11.40 9.07 206.02 192.94 207.65
7 325 22 303 238.70 232.81 239.13 13.53 4.79 14.17 225.22 228.05 225.01
8 176 8 168 263.04 255.60 263.40 13.46 18.00 13.24 250.22 237.50 250.82
9 77 3 74 284.73 285.33 284.71 18.58 65.67 16.67 269.00 226.00 270.74
10 52 3 49 309.50 325.83 308.50 0 27.60 288.73 338.33 285.69
11 17 1 16 326.22 348.00 324.86 0 44.18 289.71 362.00 285.19
12 5 0 5 210.95 55.19 15.S80
13 3 0 3 389.66 12.50 388.35
14 2 0 2 444.28 127.25 360.50

1 For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Averages were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 22.—Families in the ADC-U program in Cuyahoga County, by number of children, average total allowance, average resource amount,
and average total payment per family, January 1966, by race l

Number of families Average total allowance per family Average resource amount per family Average actual payment per family

Number of children
Total White Nonwhite famjiies White Nonwhite fam*nies White Nonwhite fa^ies White Nonwhite

1 164 44 120 $119.35 $122.53 $118.18 $3.37 $4.51 $2.95 $116.73 $118.84 $115.96
2 . 196 54 142 141.63 143.97 140.75 5.21 5.73 5.01 137.02 138.69 136.39
3 199 51 148 166.49 168.57 165.78 6.38 4.48 7.03 161.18 166.16 159.46
4 175 44 131 185.88 185.29 186.07 6.91 5.69 7.33 179.63 180.30 179.40
5 142 35 107 213.27 209.42 214.53 8.52 4.86 9.72 206.44 208.31 205.82
6 136 30 106 235.40 232.43 236.24 11.32 4.22 13.33 224.68 229.03 223.45
7 85 17 68 256.61 253.35 257.43 8.50 7.41 8.77 249.72 245.94 250.66
8 57 11 46 279.67 280.60 279.45 24.09 20.36 24.98 256.82 262.27 255.52
9 28 4 24 301.84 284.75 304.69 0 15.63 291.57 284.75 292.71
10 13 3 10 327.48 330.67 326.53 0 30.50 307.92 336.33 299.40
11 8 1 7 350.77 342.14 352.00 0 51.76 309.00 342.00 304.29
12 5 1 4 371.00 363.00 373.00 0 0 372.80 363.00 375.25
13 3 0 3 396.67 0 400.33

• For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Averages were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.

TABLE 23.—Families in the poor relief program in Cuyahoga County, by number of persons in family, average total allowance, average
resource amount, and average total payment per family, January 1966, by race l

Number of families Average total allowance per family Average resource amount per family Average actual payment per family
Number of persons .

in family
Total White Nonwhite All families White Nonwhite All families White Nonwhite All families White Nonwhite

1 2,024 515 1,509 $78.72 $83.80 $76.98 $3.13 $7.22 $1.73 $54.76 $57.56 $53.80
2 298 80 218 117.40 114.34 118.52 7.07 9.71 6.11 77.37 72.23 79.25
3 170 45 125 133.64 136.07 132.77 2.95 .13 3.96 92.51 96.98 90.90
4 127 45 82 160.71 162.57 159.69 3.78 5.39 2.90 112.99 112.67 113.17
5 112 40 72 190.82 184.77 194.18 7.17 3.41 9.26 130.04 130.28 129.90
6 79 26 53 209.73 200.64 214.18 8.31 2.92 10.95 142.48 141.08 143.17
7 66 20 46 242.31 230.79 247.31 11.02 11.65 10.75 163.29 154.35 167.17
8 38 11 27 271.36 270.05 271.90 9.91 9.08 10.25 183.76 183.73 183.78
9 18 9 9 299.30 304.23 294.38 35.72 11.77 59.68 178.83 205.78 151.89
10 6 2 4 316.38 314.50 317.31 36.96 0 55.44 191.33 227.00 173.50
11 10 1 9 346.36 340.45 347.01 14.60 0 16.22 232.20 246.00 230.67
12 6 1 5 388.39 387.85 388.50 0 0 0 277.50 279.00 277.20
13 5 1 4 401.73 415.35 398.32 48.32 0 60.41 241.60 305.00 225.75
14 0 0 0 ..
15 1 0 1 453.13 0 324.00

1 For source of absolute figures, see table 4, footnote 1. Averages were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 24.—Families in the ADC program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, receiving medical or remedial care, total and average amount of vendor

•payments by type of care, October 1965, by race x

Total White Nonwhite

Number of Amount Average Number of Amount Average Number of Amount Average
families spent per family families spent per family families spent per family

Total 2,554 $162,322.99 $63.56 390 $26,376.84 $67.63 2,164 $135,946.15 $62.82
Inpatient hospital care 400 124,580.69 311.45 57 18,965.56 332.73 343 105,615.13 307.92
Physicians'services 1,821 27,690.80 15.21 298 4,869.39 16.34 1,523 22,821.41 14.98
Other practitioners' services 0
Dentalcare 64 4,607.95 72.00 24 1,678.95 69.96 40 2,929.00 73.23
Prescribed drugs 479 5,077.05 10.60 56 858.94 15.34 423 4,218.11 9.97
Othercare 8 366.50 45.81 1 4.00 4.00 7 362.50 51.79

i For source of absolute figures, see table 5, footnote 2. Averages were computed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. It will be noted that the number of cases or
families is recorded rather than persons. Several members of a family may have received a type of care in the period but inasmuch as the family is a case, only 1 case would
be recorded. Emergency hospital care was not included. Interpretative information supplied by Miss Tommy Roberts, Cuyahoga County Welfare Department, by phone, Jan.
21 and Mar. 28, 1966.

TABLE 25.—Families in the ADC-U program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, receiving medical or remedial care, total and average amount of
vendor payments by type of care, October 1965, by race l

Total White Nonwhite

Number of Amount Average per Number of Amount Average per Number of Amount Average per
families spent family families spent family families spent family

Total 469 $39,988.39 $85.26 140 $12,657.15 $90.41 329 $27,331.24 $83.07
Inpatient hospital care 80 31,794.55 397.43 26 10,435.56 401.37 54 21,358.99 395.54
Physicians'services 367 6,257.51 17.05 114 1,924.47 16.88 253 4,333.04 17.13
Other practitioners' services 0 .. _ . _ _ _ _ _ _
Dentalcare.- 11 1,070.00 97.27 4 181.00 45.25 7 889.00 127.00
Prescribed drugs 54 866.33 16.04 11 116.12 10.56 43 750.21 17.45
Othercare 0

1 For source of absolute figures, see table 5, footnote 2. See also table 24, footnote 1.
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TABLE 26.—Families in the AB program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, receiving medical or remedial care, total and average amount of vendor
payments, by type of care, October 1965, by race l

Total White Nonwhite

Number of Amount Average per Number of Amount Average per Number of Amount Average per
families spent family families spent family families spent family

Total 48 $4,134.72 $86.14 21 $1,782.53 $84.88 27 $2,352.19 $87.12
Inpatient hospital care 6 3,249.74 541.62 2 1,288.80 644.40 4 1,960.94 490.24
Physicians'services 18 243.90 13.55 8 101.08 12.64 10 142 82 14.28
Other practitioners'services 9 100.50 11.17 5 63.25 12.65 4 37.25 9.31
Dental care 3 194.00 64.67 1 150.00 150.00 2 44.00 22.00
Prescribed drugs 18 346.58 19.25 9 179.40 19.93 9 167.18 18.58
Other carei 0

i For source of absolute figures, see table 5,-footnote 2. See also table 24, footnote 1.

TABLE 27.—Families in the AFD program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, receiving medical or remedial care, total and average amount of

vendor payments, by type of care, October 1965, by race 1

Total White Nonwhite

Number of Amount Average per Number of Amount Average per Number of Amount Average per
families spent family families spent family families spent family

Total 748 $30,774.67 $41.14 279 $15,197.29 $54.47 469 $15,577.38 $33.21
Inpatient hospital care 51 19,706.86 386.41 23 9,891.31 430.06 28 9,815.55 350.56
Physicians'services 466 5,762.33 12.37 156 2,063.15 13.23 310 3,699.18 11.93
Other practitioners'services 15 32.00 2.13 13 28.00 2.15 2 4.00 2.00
Dental care. 18 768.50 42.69 10 423.00 42.30 8 345.50 43.19
Prescribed drugs 281 4,319.92 15.37 126 2,626.26 20.84 155 1,693.66 10.93
Othercare V 8 185.06 23.13 6 165.57 27.60 2 19.49 9.75

i For source of absolute figures, see table 5, footnote 2. See also table 24, footnote 1.
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TABLE 28.—Families in poor relief program in Cuyahoga County, Ohio, receiving medical or remedial care, total and average amount of vendor

payments, by type of care, October 1965, by race 1

Total White Nonwhite

Number of Amount Average Number of Amount Average Number of Amount Average

families spent per family families spent per family families spent per family
Total 1,307 $109,839.11 $84.04 313 $34,389.89 $109.87 994 $75,449.22 $75.90

Inpatlent hospital care 168 97,271.11 578.99 49 31,006.33 632.78 119 66,264.78 556.85
Physicians'services 1,157 12,008.21 10.38 265 3,239.51 12.22 892 8,768.70 9.83
Other practitioners' services 0
Dentalcare 0 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ... ... _ ...
Prescribed drugs 81 559.79 6.91 16 144.05 9.00 65 415.74 6.40
Other care 0

1 For source of absolute figures, see table 5, footnote 2. See also table 24, footnote 1.



City worker's family budget for
four for food at home, clothing,
and personal care, annual basis,
Cleveland, autumn 1959 l

TABLE 29

Weighted average of allowance for
food, clothing, household sup-
plies, and personal care in 1960
for ADC family of four in Cleve-
land, 12-month basis *

ADC allowance for food, etc.,
as a percent of food, etc., com-
ponent of city worker's family
budget

$2,068 $835.80 40.4

1 In lieu of the allowance for clothing for the husband, the clothing allowance of 1 of the 2 children was
counted twice. The total shown is constituted as follows:

Food at home $1,431
Clothing... 504
Personal care - 133

Total. . - $2,068
See Helen H. Lamale and Margaret S. Stotz, "The Interim City Worker's Family Budget," Monthly Labor
Review, August 1960, passim, and table 3, p. 789.

2 Calculated from data in table 8.

TABLE 30

Social Security Administration pov-
erty index per year on national
basis, at economy level, for family of
four with female head, January 19641

Cash allowance for ADC family of
four plus cost of medical care,1

12-month basis, Cleveland, Jan-
uary 1966

ADC allowance, cash and med-
ical, as a percent of poverty
index

$3,115 70.7

1 Mollie Orshansky, "Counting the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Profile," Social Security Bulletin,
January 1965, table E, p. 28.

2 The necessary data are not available for calculating the medical cost for an AD C family of four in January
1966. The most recent available data apply to October 1965 (see table 24). At that time 2,554 ADC families
received medical and remedial care. The amount spent for vendor payments was $162,323. The average
cost for all ADC families is needed and not the cost for those families only who received medical care. In
October 1965 there were 10,022 families on ADC (information furnished by phone by Mr. Clarence J.
Yaeger, then Assistant Director, Cuyahoga County Welfare Department, in interview with Commission
staff member, March 18,1966) and, thus, the average cost of medical care for these families was $13.57 or,
on a 12-month basis, $162.84. The cash payment for a family of four for a 12-month period was $170 X12=
$2,040. The total payment, cash and medical care, thus totals $2,203. Information about ADC families
receiving medical and remedial care in October 1965 are available by race in table 24. Because of their
intrinsic interest, tables 25-28 are included which furnish comparable information for recipients in the
ADC-U, AB, AFD, and poor relief programs in Cuyahoga County in October 1965.
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