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FOREWORD 

This study on income requirements and directly allied problems and needs 
of older persons in Hawaii was conducted pursuant to the adoption of a 
concurrent resolution of the Hawaii State Legislature. A copy of the resolution 
and the attendant committee reports are appended as Appendix A. 

The legislative measure, in brief, requested the performance of II ... a 
study to explore the feasibility of establishing an income supplementation 
program for needy retirees and pensioners who are permanent residents of the 
State of Hawaii". 

The study addresses the central concern of the legislature relating to the 
income needs of older residents of the State. I n addition, other areas of need 
bearing a direct relationship to income adequacy are also examined. 

The economic plight affecting many millions of older Americans including 
older persons in Hawaii has received growing recognition and attention in recent 
decades and years and major pieces of federal legislation designed to alleviate 
the problems of elderly persons subsisting on modest fixed incomes and limited 
economic assets have been enacted. For the most part, the key federal laws 
affecting older Americans have origins directly traceable to the decade of the 
1960s. Illustrative of these major federal laws are Titles XVIII and XIX of the 
Social Security Act which, in 1965, respectively established the Medicare and 
the Medicaid programs; the Older Americans Act of 1965; the Supplemental 
Security Income Act (SSI) of 1972 and selected "reforms" to the Social Security 
Act, notable among which is a provision of the 1976 amendments to the Act 
which mandates an increase in the monthly benefit payment in consonance with 
rises in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

As laudable as these initiatives are, there remain policy decisions yet to 
be rend~red of enormous fiscal, economic, and social impact affecting not only 
older Americans but literally all Americans. These decisions fall in the areas of 
"welfare reform ll and a nationally based health care system which have direct 
tie-ins to Medicare and Medicaid. 

Continuing priority attention by the Congress and the Administration and 
by state and other local government legislative bodies and other policy makers is 
a predictable expectation. Recent Congresses, including the 96th Congress 
which convened in 1979, have introduced proposals for a national health care 
system along with reforms for improving the existing cash-based income 
maintenance programs for needy Americans. The fate of these proposals is 
uncertain as of this writing; however, if history has any lessons to offer, the 
non-enactment of major Congressional and Administration proposals, including 
the Family Assistance Program (FAP), the Negative Income Tax Plan (NIT), and 
more recently, President Carter's IIBetter Jobs and Income Act ll sometimes 
referred to as the IIWelfare Reform Act ll

, may serve to indicate the fate of 
similar social legislation which have been introduced or await introduction in the 
immediately foreseeable future. Yet given political realities, it may be that 
significant social legislation will be enacted during the current 96th Congress. 
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What then are the implications for HawaiPs legislature and the Executive? 
Should Hawaii await the settling of the dust emanating from the Nation1s Capitol 
before embarking on state-initiated programs or proceed to implement measures I 
even if only on a modest or limited demonstration basis to alleviate the economic 
hardship being experienced by a significant percentage of Hawaii1s elderly? 
There are no simple answers or solutions to the problems of economically needy 
persons including the elderly. Fiscal considerations are of paramount 
importance but there are other issues with significant policy implications. 

In summary, this study attempts to highlight the key issues relating to an 
income support program for HawaiPs older persons and to suggest policy and 
program alternatives for the consideration of the Hawaii State Legislature. 

Various individuals in the public and non-public sectors served as 
resource persons to the Bureauls researchers. Among the persons deserving of 
special recognition are Carl Sekimura, Program Specialist, Executive Office on 
Aging, Office of the Governor of Hawaii; Walter W. F. Choy, Director I Hawaii 
Office of Economic Opportunity, Office of the Governor of Hawaii; Koon Hin 
Choy, President, K. H. Choy Associates, Inc., of Honolulu; and Albert K. 
Sing, a private citizen and life resident of Honolulu who has serves on 
numerous boards and commissions for social welfare and human services 
activities at the state and local government levels and in the non-public sector 
as well. To these four individuals and the others who shared their time, 
talents, and wisdom (see Appendix B), the Bureau extends its sincere 
appreciation. 

The reader desiring an overview of the major findings and conclusions, 
and recommendations of the study should refer to Chapter 2. 

February 1980 

Samuel B. K. Chang 
Director 
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PART I 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 
AND CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 75 adopted by the Ninth Legislature of 

the State of Hawaii, Regular Session of 1977, requested the performance of 

II ••• a study to explore the feasibility of establishing an income supplementation 

program for needy retirees and pensioners who are permanent residents of the 

State of Hawaiill. 

The adoption of the Resolution reflects a firm and continuing commitment 

of the Hawaii State Legislature to promote the economic and general well-being 

and interests of Hawaii's senior citizens. This study has been prepared in 

response to this significant and laudable expression of concern. 

Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of the study are: 

1. To identify the target group, i.e., the financially needy 
retirees and pensioners in the State; 

2. To identify and review existing programs designed to address 
the needs of the target group; 

3. To formulate alternative approaches and programs and where 
practicable and feasible, identify the fiscal, legal, and other 
relevant factors so associated; and 

4. To present findings and conclusions, and recommendations. 

Scope of the Study/Study Approach 

This study is focused upon income needs of older retirees and pensioners 

residing in the State of Hawaii. The study is primarily descriptive, as opposed 

to being analytic in nature, and the findings and conclusions, and 

recommendations are largely formulated from three sources: (1) data and 
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information appearing in the existing literature and statutes; (2) written policies 

and regulations of the various entities furnishing services to older persons; and 

(3) views expressed by various resource persons contacted by the Bureau's 

researchers. 

Definition of Terms 

As used in this study unless the context clearly indicates otherwise: 

Gap-group, marginally poor, near poor, or potentially poor 
means those persons, or a category of persons who do not meet 
technical eligibility requirements for one or more governmentally 
funded or administered programs for low-income persons, but who, 
nonetheless, characteristically lack the financial resources to meet 
certain requirements of daily living beyond the barest essentials. 

I ncome supplementation, income assistance, income support, or 
income maintenance means a federal, state, or federal-state funded 
or administered program of cash assistance for persons, including 
older persons, who are eligible for such assistance. 

Needy older person or financially needy older person means a 
person eligible for at least one major governmentally based income 
assistance program for older persons and for which such program or 
programs, income levels and economic assets constitute basic 
eligibility criteria. 

Needy retiree or needy pensioner means a person age 60 and 
older not in the active labor force and "retired" and meets the 
definition of "needy older person II appearing immediately above. 

Official poverty standard, federal poverty standard, poverty 
standard, poverty index, poverty guideline, poverty line, or income 
poverty guideline means a govermentally developed scheme based on 
family size, annual income, and economic assets and which is used as 
an eligibility standard or criterion for programs for persons of low 
income. 

Older person, elderly f aged, or senior citizen means a person 
over the age of 60. 

4 



INTRODUCTION 

Organization of the Report 

The report is presented in four parts. In brief: 

Part I provides an introduction to the study~ a summary of major findings 

and conclusions; and recommendations. 

Part II provides a general profile of Hawaii's older population with emphasis 

upon demographic trends and economic status; and an overview of selected 

concepts, definitions, and issues relating to the aging process and economic 

poverty. 

Part 111 provides background information on existing programs and 

services for older persons in Hawaii; discussion of selected major federal 

legislation and proposals relating to a nationally based income maintenance 

program; and discussion of selected alternative approaches and strategies, and 

where feasible or relevant, the legal and fiscal implications for alleviating the 

economic distress of needy older persons in Hawaii. 

Part IV contains the appendices. 
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Chapter 2 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

A growing body of literature concerning the economic well-being of 

America's elderly poor coupled with the acceleration of media activities have 

heightened public awareness of the serious financial plight confronting many 

older Americans. For example, the informed reader may be aware that the "Wall 

Street Journal", during late 1979 carried a front page series consisting of seven 

separate articles about the problems of inflation and related economic needs and 

concerns of older Americans. In addition, there have been a number of major 

books concerning the needs of the elderly poor in the Nation which have enjoyed 

wide circulation. They include liThe Other America, Poverty in the United 

States II 1 ; "Poverty in America" 2 ; and liThe Golden Years ... A Tarnished Myth" 3 

Major problems and needs confronting Hawaii's elderly have been 

addressed in several relatively recent studies including one by the Hawaii 

Legislative Reference Bureau4 and another by Gordon Associates, Inc. 5 

The terms II retiree" and "pensioner" bear little elaboration or 

clarification. Yet, attempting to develop a useful working definition of a "needy 

retiree" or "needy pensioner" for purposes of this study has proven to be an 

elusive and complicated task. The difficulty can, in large measure, be 

attributed to lack of agreement between and among government officials, 

economists, political scientists, researchers, students of poverty law, and a 

host of others including older persons themselves, as to how "economic need" or 

"economic neediness" should be defined as such terms relate to older Americans. 

This observation is echoed by at least one nationally recognized authority who 

asserts " ... Standards of adequacy vary both within the society's general level 

of well-being and public attitudes toward deprivation, II and " ... there is no 

universally accepted defintion of ifldividual or family needs. lI 6 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The lack of consensus as to what constitutes a level of economic adequacy 

notwithstanding, the federally devised poverty index, variously known as the 

II Federal Poverty Standard ll , IIPoverty Index ll , IIPoverty Income Guideline ll , 

II Poverty Guideline ll , and other similar terms, has been widely used as an 

eligibility guide for most programs designed for low-income persons. 

Recent years and months have witnessed growing concern about the 

appropriateness and adequacy of the federal poverty standards. Issues 

associated with the federally devised measures of poverty, i.e., the various 

poverty standards, have apparently received the serious attention of the 

Congress of the United States, as evidenced by the enactment of Section 823 of 

the Education Amendments of 1974 (P. L. 93-380). The thrust of Sectiol) 823 

was' a congressional mandate to the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare (DHEW) that liThe Assistant Secretary shall supervise, with the full 

participation of the National I nstitute of Education and the National Center for 

Education Statistics, a thorough study of the manner in which the relative 

measure of poverty for use in the financial assistance program authorized by 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 may be more 

accurately and currently developed. The study of the relative measure of 

poverty required by this subsection shall be adjusted for regional, climatic, 

metropolitan, urban, suburban, and rural difference and for family size and 

head of household differences .... II The Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare broadened the scope of the study II ••• to include implications of the 

findings of the study for the poverty-related programs of all affected Federal 

departments and agencies. 7 (Emphasis added) The principal findings of the 

DHEW are contained in a report e.ntitled liThe Measure of Povertyll accompanied 

by 18 technical papers and are discussed in chapter 4 of this study. 

See Appendix C. 1 and C. 2 for information concerning the table of 

contents of the IIMeasure of Poverty II and the titles and authors of the 18 

technical papers. As of this writing, it has not been determined whether or the 

extent to which the DHEW poverty studies have been utilized by the Congress 

or the Federal Executive Branch. One source in the recent literature makes the 

following observation about the DH EW poverty study as follows: 8 
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A potentially explosive discussion is now taking place within the 
Congress and the federal executive branch regarding possible changes 
in the official measure of who shall be counted as poor. The 
discussion is capsulated in the Measure of Poverty - an HEW report 
submitted in April, 1976, in response to a congressional mandate .. .. 
(Emphasis added) 

Major Findings and Conclusions 

The principal finding of this study is that inadequate income continues to 

rank at the very top as the most pressing "social" problem generally confronting 

older Americans including HawaiPs elderly. This finding has been asserted in a 

number of research reports, surveys, and at least one major report focusing on 

Hawaii's elderly. 9 A sub-finding relating to the problem of income inadequacy of 

older Americans is that the severity of the inadequacy is directly correlated to 

age. Characteristically, older retirees have small fixed incomes, often consisting 

of social security payments coupled with Supplemental Security Income (SSI) or 

public assistance supplementary payments, and generally possess little or no 

other economic assets such as cash in the bank, real property, negotiable 

securities, and the like. Conversely, younger retirees tend to have higher 

income levels and more economic assets. Yet, as shown by material presented in 

chapter 3· of this study, many older persons in the State of Hawaii age 60 and 

older have incomes placing them within the "official" federal poverty standard. 

Another major finding, and one which comes as no great surprise, is the 

significant fiscal implication of an income supplementation program for needy 

older persons in the State. As shown by data in chapter 5 of this study, the 

cost of initiating an income supplementation program for the approximately 6,400 

State of Hawaii recipients of SS I age 60 and older at an average additional 

payment level of $50 a month beginning in 1980 would require an annual outlay of 

slightly more than $3,000,000. This figure reflects direct assistance costs only 

and excludes administrative costs. The fiscal implications notwithstanding, there 

are a variety of legal factors that would have bearing upon the constitutional and 

operational standing of an income supplementation program in light of prevailing 

federal and state laws relating to retirement and disability income, pension, and 

taxation matters. These legal and closely related issues are discussed in greater 

detail in chapter 5 of this study. 
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SU~lMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I n summary, the basic finding of this study is that income inadequacy 

remains a serious problem affecting a significant number of Hawaii's older 

population. Demographic data reflect that the elderly will progressively 

represent a larger per cent of the total state population in the years and decades 

ahead. This is a finding which generally parallels national demographic 

projections. 

Data and information gathered during the course of this study point to the 

strong consensus that the needy elderly should be given all possible 

governmental assistance. However, there is no clear consensus on what the 

general or specific strategies and approaches should be. The dominant 

approaches advocated fall into three basic categories. One calls for additional 

direct cash supplementation to raise the income levels of the elderly to some 

higher level such as the II10wer level ll budget of the federal Bureau of Labor 

Statistics. A second approach calls for greater cash outlays for the so called in­

kind programs, including expanded resource allocation for health care, social 

services, housing assistance, etc. The third basic approach calls for a nationally 

based cash assistance program with the concomitant elimination of virtually all 

other existing governmentally funded indirect cash assistance programs. 

Examples of these indirect cash assistance programs are the food stamps 

program, nutrition program, and the several housing assistance programs. 

Recent years and months have witnessed a clearly emerging posture of 

fiscal conservatism at all levels of government throughout the Nation. This mood 

is also present in Hawaii as evidenced in part by the approval of Hawaii's voters 

during November 1978 of several amendments to the Hawaii State Constitution 

which mandate spending limits and closely allied belt tightening measures. 

Competition among diverse interests for available public resources can be 

expected to heighten in the months and years immediately ahead. It is a safe 

prediction that the elderly and advocates in their behalf will be among those 

interests who will be presenting aggressive and forceful arguments for a greater 

share of the public resources which are to be committed for social programs by 

the federal government, the State of Hawaii, and the several counties. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The preceding section capsulizes the major findings and conclusions of this 

study and presented two principal caveats. One relates to the significant money 

requirements for implementing an income supplementation program over and above 

existing assistance levels. The other relates to legal questions were a State of 

Hawaii funded income supplementation program to be seriously considered or 

implemented. 

In the face of the growing documentation of the severe economic plight of 

many older persons in Hawaii, <a social policy issue, if not a moral question, of 

the highest order emerges. The ideals and principles forming the foundations of 

much of Hawaii's socio-political structure and policies are deeply steeped in 

concerns about the economically and socially disadvantaged, the physically 

handicapped, and indeed Hawaii's "needy" elderly. The documented record of 

legislative achievements in Hawaii stands as ready testament to the continuing 

commitment of our policy makers at the highest level to lessen the distress of our 

less fortunate citizens. It is in the light of these considerations that the Bureau 

presents the following recommendations. 

Recommendations for Cash Assistance 

I ncome security is seen as the key to eliminating most of the problems 

confronting older Americans including Hawaii's elderly. Dr. Arthur Flemming, 

former U.S. Commissioner of the Administration on Aging, argues that: 10 

... [I]f we can raise the level of income for older persons, more and 
more older persons will be able to make their own decisions regarding 
their own lives rather than having other persons make those decisions. 

Most of the local elderly program administrators surveyed agree that 

provision of cash rather than more indirect services would be the preferred 

method of assisting the needy elderly. The argument that cash spending by the 

individual is uncontrolled, i.e., that using cash benefits for improved health care 
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or better housing cannot be assured, is not in keeping with the American 

traditions of rugged individualism and self determination. Act 145 of the 1975 

regular session of the Legislature of the State of Hawaii was a major piece of 

welfare reform legislation which implemented a IIflat grant ll system for welfare 

recipients in place of the former system of itemizing costs in the various need 

categories. One of the purposes of this change was to II ... promote recipients' 

independence in budget planning and management and respect for his dignity. 1111 

Another reason advanced for cash supplements rather than lIin-kind ll 

assistance is the relative ease of administration. For example, the present 

federal food stamps program although simplified somewhat by the 1977 

amendments to the U. S. Food Stamp Act, still requires the purchase of coupons. 

President Carter has, in the recent past, advocated the replacement of food 

coupons with cash benefits. The Hawaii State Department of Social Services and 

Housing (DSSH) in its IIlncome Maintenance 1965-7411 report voiced support of 

such a plan. 

A problem that could arise again in raising the level of cash assistance to 

the elderly has already surfaced with the incremental increases in social security 

and SSI payments. (Refer to discusison on this topic in chapter 5" of this 

study.) Benefit increases have made recipients of social security and S51 

ineligible for other assistance programs, possibly among the most significant 

being removal of automatic eligibility for food stamps under the 1977 amendments 

to the Food Stamps Act. SSI recipients, however, still retain automatic eligibility 

for Medicaid coverage. 

The recommended avenues of increased cash assistance are through further 

supplementation of 5S1 or through the DSSH money payment program since the 

administrative apparatuses already exist. If the State were to take on the 

responsibility of administering the state supplement (which the Social Security 

Administration (SSA) does for SSI recipients), new eligibility guidelines could 

possibly be set so that more elderly persons could be assisted. 

The Department of Social Services and Housing presently administers a 

rent supplement program to eligible SSI recipients; DSSH could conceivably 
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administer a cash supplement to the "needy" elderly. I n essence, a policy 

decision is needed as to whether only the current SSI population will be assisted 

or whether more elderly persons should qualify. Raising the cash assistance 

level of qualified elderly recipients up to the U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

intermediate budget as proposed by the 1971 White House Conference on Aging 

would require several millions of new dollars annually. Even the lower budget 

level would require substantial cash input. Any increase in cash benefits, 

however, would be of significant benefit to the needy elderly. Were this measure 

implemented, it would constitute only an interim measure until a nationally 

financed guaranteed annual income or negative income tax system is established. 

The cost implication of further state assistance to the elderly might not seem as 

ominous if this possible development were kept in mind. 

If increased cash assistance for the elderly is found to be infeasible, at 

least for the present, the following methods of indirect assistance are 

recommended. 

Recommendations for Indirect Assistance 

Adequate health care has been determined to be of major concern to the 

elderly, second only to adequate income. Persons living on fixed incomes with 

limited liquid assets and related economic resources are usually unable to meet 

the expenses incurred when a serious accident occurs or major illness stri kes. 

Savings, if any, are rapidly depleted. Moreover, a small percentage of today1s 

retirees are neither covered by Medicare nor any other major health insurance 

policy. For these persons, the State could contract with an insurance company 

to provide medical coverage. For those persons covered by Medicare but not by 

a supplementary insurance policy, a "Medi-gap" policy which picks up the costs 

Medicare does not cover is advocated by many senior citizens. For example, the 

first $65 incurred by a hospital visit must be paid for by the patient. Many 

elderly persons tend to refrain from seeking medical assistance because of this, 

and as a result, when they finally do enter the hospital, their illnesses are 

frequently aggravated, with the accompanying consequent longer period of care 

required, and with the corresponding additional cost implications. The IIMedi­

gap" coverage would substantially reduce the economic fears of many of the 
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elderly in seeking medical assistance, without delay, thus potentially resulting in 

a reduction of overall health care costs in both the short and long term. 

The health maintenance organization (HMO) concept is another basic health 

care strategy deserving of serious attention and action, as appropriate, by the 

State's policy makers. The HMO concept and practice appears to be gaining 

growing acceptance throughout the Nation, and the United States Congress 

appears to be giving increasing support to the HMO program and concept. A 

specific objective which Hawaii should seriously consider is that of encouraging 

greater participation by both health care providers, not now functioning as 

HMOs, and older persons not now covered by an HMO plan. The public benefits 

are many. They include strong promise of containment of health care costs 

through the basic "prevention" concept which underlies the working concept of 

an HMO. I ncentives for greater participation in Hawaii may be in the form of tax 

breaks to the providers and the total or partial subsidy of enrollment fees by 

such older persons who are deemed "economically needy". 

Pre-retirement Planning 

Pre-retirement planning is advocated by the Bureau as a means toward 

achieving the desirable objective of enabling future retirees to enjoy maximum 

satisfaction, especially as it relates to income requirements, upon retirement. 

According to at least one local expert consulted on this matter by the Bureau's 

researchers, findings indicate that many persons currently in the active work 

force, including a sizeable number who are not many years away from retirement, 

lack adequate information and understanding of the financial, socio­

psychological, and other real life implications of entering retirement without 

adequate financial planning. The Bureau concurs on the inherent values of a 

pre-retirement planning program and recommends strong legislative support for 

this program. Support could include the provision of tax incentives, including 

tax credits to those employers in the non-public sector who establish such pre­

retirement planning programs for employees, either as a management prerogative 

or as a result of contract agreements. With respect to pre-retirement planning in 

the public sector, the Bureau recommends legislative support through legislative 
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appropriations and other initiatives designed to strengthen existing pre­

retirement planning programs. The Bureau believes that the investment of public 

resources for ongoing programs in this area should pay handsome dividends not 

only for the retirees themselves but for the public as a whole through the 

potential substantial reduction of the number of persons in retirement who may be 

forced to turn to public assistance and related social assistance programs for the 

economically needy. 

Finally, the Bureau recommends that the legislature give full and careful 

consideration to the many benefits which an adequate program evaluation and 

needs assessment program can provide. I ntense competition from various sources 

in both the public and private sectors can be expected for a share of the public 

resources, i.e., State of Hawaii and county government funds, which are to be 

committed to social assistance programs in the foreseeable future. Complex 

decisions await future legislatures on resource allocation decisions concerning the 

economically needy in Hawaii. A "needs assessment program" employing the most 

current research techniques can be expected to not only facilitate and enhance 

resource allocation decisions but perhaps more importantly, insure that whatever 

public resources are available are being expended in manner best serving the 

entire public interest. 
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PART II 

ASSESSING THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF 
OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 



Chapter 3 

HAWAII'S OLDER POPULATION: A PROFILE OF 
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS AND ECONOMIC STATUS 

Elderly Persons and the Aging Process 

The terms "elderly", "aged ll , lIagingll, and more recently II sen ior citizen" 

are among the popular terms used to refer to older persons. And the commonly 

held notion that an elderly person is someone .age 65 or older is reinforced by 

several factors including the following. For one thing, age 65 continues to be 

the most common retirement age for most Americans and is the benchmark age 

for the receiving of full social security cash benefits for males. For another, 

many programs for older Americans use age 65 as the principal eligibility 

criterion. Finally, age 65 or older is frequently used by government agencies 

for statistical and other administrative purposes to denote persons who have 

attained the status of being "old ll . 

Close scrutiny of the various terms used to refer to older persons 

suggests that the terms are, at best, gross generalizations to characterize that 

segment of our population who are thought to be beyond "middle age", another 

ambiguous term, which eludes precise definition. The terms "elderlyll and 

"aged" as defined in most dictionaries are keyed to the notion of oldness as a 

state or condition without specific reference to a chronological age. This is 

illustrated by Webster·s Third New International Dictionary [Unabridged] which 

defines "elderlyll as II [R]ather advanced in years: past middle age .... " 

O . th . I' 1 ne source In e major Iterature notes: 

Physicians, sociologists, and other specialists have yet to reach 
consensus on what constitutes aging and who should be included among 
the elderly.... In the United States, being "old" or "elderly·· is 
usually considered as having reached the age of 65 years. This view 
became "officialized" when the Federal social security program was 
established in 1935. 
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A similar observation is voiced by two noted authorities and authors who 

have written extensively in social welfare policy who assert: 2 

There is as yet no generally accepted theory of aging and only a 
limited coherent body of knowledge about it. Although the process of 
human aging involves physiological and psychological changes that 
are sequential, cumulative, and irreversible, it is generally agreed 
that the changes brought about through aging do not occur 
consistently in anyone individual let alone in all people of the 
same chronological age. However irreversible the process of aging 
may be for all, its onset, its detriments, both felt and perceived, 
and its characteristics vary both within and among individuals. Even 
the onset of symptoms of old age may vary with the biological and 
psychological make-up of the individual and with his life history or 
socioeconomic class. 

There is an extensive body of literature ranging from journal articles to 

comprehensive cloth bound publications on aging and the aging process. 

Review and interpretation of selected material on gerontology suggest two basic 

themes, one characterizing aging as a chronological category and the other 

describing aging as a physiological degenerative process. And at least one 

source in the major literature suggests that there may be practical value in 

using an age criterion for program planning for the elderly. According to this 
3 source: 

Despite the apparent arbitrariness of chronological age, there are a 
number of distinct benefits to using age.... First, age is a 
relatively inexpensive piece of information to collect in comparison 
to information on income, assets, or health status. Second, age is a 
relatively difficult piece of information to manipulate to establish 
one's eligibility for a program. A third advantage of chronological 
age is that it is somewhat impersonal. Rules that treat all persons 
of a given age equally do not reflect directly on the individual's 
mental or physical ability. A fourth possible advantage to using 
chronological age is that it frequently reduces the uncertainty to 
the individual regarding eligibility for certain benefits and 
exclusion from certain activities. 

Yet, as will become evident from other data and information presented in 

this study, the utilization of an age factor for eligibility determination and other 

purposes relating to policy and program development, portends fiscal and social 

implications of major proportions. Consider, for example, the cost implications 
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if the current age levels of 65 for males and 62 for females for receiving full 

Social Security benefits were reduced to lower age levels. The respective 

reduction by one year, e.g., 64 for males and 61 for females, would have money 

implications resulting in vast additional costs, potentially in the millions of 

dollars in the short run and much more over the long term. Conversely, raising 

of the age limits for full Social Security benefits may produce dollar savings, 

again potentially in the millions of dollars or more, but at what expense or 

consequence? 

J n summary, practical observation, if not the consensus of the findings 

and assertions in the major literature would lend strong credence to the notion 

that older persons should not be categorized as a single homogeneous group for 

program development purposes. The popular tendency to include all persons 

over a certain age, commonly age 65 or older, in the category of aged, elderly, 

or senior citizen, may, however, for the present, be the most practical 

alternative, despite the limitations and constraints noted in using an age 

criterion for programs and services designed for the elderly. I n addition to the 

use of specific age thresholds, e.g., 60 and older, under 65, etc., several 

sources in the literature suggest another way to classify the elderly. One 

source in the literature speaks of the "young old" (age 65 to 75), the "middle 

old" (age 75 to 84) and the livery 0Id". 4 Another source suggests a similar 

approach as follows: 5 

First, the aged are not a single, homogeneous group. 
Chronologically, they represent three distinct categories: the 
"young" aged, those 74 and under; the "middle-aged" elderly, those 
between 75 and 85; and the "oldl! aged, those over 85. . .. Second, the 
primary differentiation of needs among the aged is a reflection of 
functional impairment more than anything else. Thus the aged may be 
categorized, or dichotomized between those who are relatively active 
and those who are relatively inactive, a difficult distinction to 
make but one with obvious implications for service provisions .... 

Hawaii's Older Population: Selected Demographic Data 

The 65 years of age and older population of the United States has grown 

consistently since 1900 when slightly more than three million persons were age 
6 65 and over. By 1940, the age 65 and older population had nearly tripled to 

nine million, and by the mid-1970s, the figure stood at slightly more than 21 
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'II' 7 ml Ion. A recent publication of the United States Bureau of the Census 

projects a steady climb in the age 65 and older age group for the balance of this 

century with a projected population for this age group of 31,822,000 by the year 
8 2000. See Figure 3.1 and Table 3.1 which respectively display estimates and 

projections of the population of the United States for various age groups 

including the 65 and older group to the years 2000 and 2040. 

Population data for Hawaii's 65 and older age group generally parallel 

national patterns and projections. Continuing growth both in actual numbers 

and per cent of the total resident Hawaii population age 65 and older is 

forecast. 9 According to one local source, the 65 and older Hawaii population is 

projected to increase from 44,043 (1970 estimate) to 118,400 by the year 2000, 

an increase of 169 per cent.
10 

The 44,043 count of persons age 65 and older as of 1970 represented 5.7 

per cent of the total resident population in Hawaii. The 118,400 count projected 

for the year 2000 represents 8.8 per cent of the total projected resident 

population of the State of Hawaii by the year 2000. 

The Hawaii State Department of Health which conducts its Health 

Surveillance Program Survey between U.S. Census surveys estimated that 

51,835 persons, or 7.2 per cent of the total resident population of Hawaii were 

in the age 65 and older category in the Spring of 1976 (see Table 3.2). A later 

report, one released by the Bureau of the Census during March 1977 shows an 

even larger growth in Hawaii's 65 and older resident population. The Census 

Bureau report notes that Hawaii experienced a 36 per cent increase from 44,000 

to 60,000 between 1970 and 1976. 11 A State of Hawaii publication carrying a 

December 1978 date notes that: 12 

Hawaii's population 65 years of age and older has increased 43.5 per 
cent since the 1970 Census .... This is the fourth-fastest increase 
for this group among the 50 States and District of Columbia. 
Nationally, this group increased by 17.6 per cent. (Emphasis added) 

See Tables 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 for selected population data about Hawaii's 

older population. 
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Figure 3.1 

Estimates and Projections of the Population of the United States by Age: 
1950 to 2000 - Continued 

Population 
in mmiol1$ 

40-

35 -

30 -

25 -

20 -

15 -

10 -

5 -

o _ 
co 
In 

~ 

Population 
in millions 

40 -

In 
In 

~ 

25 TO 34 YEARS 

co In co In co In co 

! '" ... ... CD CD en 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

45 TO 54 YEARS 

In co 
en 8 ~ N 

ESTIMATES PROJECTIONS 
All Series 

55 TO 64 YEARS 

35 TO 44 YEARS 

65 YEARS AND OVER 

Population 
in millions 

_ 45 

- 40 

- 35 

30 

- 25 

- 20 

- 15 

- 10 

- 5 

_ 0 

Population 
in millions 

- 40 

35 - - 35 

~- -~ 

15 - - 15 

10 - 10 

5-

0_ 

5: In co II> co In co In co In 8 5: In co In co In co In co In co 
In '" ! ... ... ! CD ! ! In '" '" ... ... CD CD en m 8 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ N ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - N 

5: In ~ 
.., co In co In co In 

In '" ... ... CD CD en m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -
Source: U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Projections 

of the Population of the United States: 1977 to 2040, Series 
P-25, No. 704 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1977), p. 13. 

21 

- 5 

- 0 
co 
8 
N 



Table 3.1 

Estimates and Projections of the Population 65 Years and Over and of the Median Age:, 

1975 to 2040 

(Populations in thousands. As of July 1. Includes Armed Forces overseas. 
For meaning of symbols, see text) 

Population 65 years and over 
Median age 

Year 
Percent Percent of total population 

Number change in 
preceding Series I Series II Series III Series I Series II 5 years 

ESTIMATES 

1975 ...•.•.........•.. 22,405 ... 10.5 2S.S 
1976 .•.••...•...••.••. 22,934 ... 10.7 29.0 

PROJECTIONS 

19S0 ..•..............• 24,927 +11.3 11.1 11.2 11. 3 29.9 30.2 
1985 .••..•............ 27.305 +9 .5 11.4 11. 7 11.9 30.7 31.5 
1990 .•.•.•...•..•..... 29.S24 +9 .2 11. 7 12.2 12.6 31.4 32.S 
1995 .•...........•...• 31,401 +5.3 11. 7 12.4 13.0 32.1 34.2 
2000 •.••....•••..•..•. 31. S22 +1.3 11. 3 12.2 12.9 32.5 35.5 
2005 .••...•...•....... 32.436 +1.9 10.9 12.1 13.0 31.9 36.3 
2010 .••....•...•.••... 34.837 +7.4 11.1 12.7 13.9 31.1 36.6 
2015 .•................ 39,519 +13.4 11.S 14.0 15.6 31.1 36.6 
2020 ........•....••... 45.102 +14.1 12.7 15.5 17 .S 31.4 37.0 
2025 .......•.....•...• 50.920 +12.9 13.6 17.2 20.2 31.5 37.6 
2030 ..•............... 55,024 +8.1 14.0 lS.3 22.1 31.2 38.0 
2035 .......•...•...... 55,805 +1.4 13.5 lS.3 22.7 30.S 3S.1 
2040 ..•..••........ ~ .. 54,925 -1.6 12.5 17.8 22.S 30.7 37.S 

Source: Table H and tables 6-12. 

Source: U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Projections of 
the Popu:ation of the united states: 19?? to 2040, Series P-25, 

Series 

No. 704 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977), p. 14. 
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Table 3.2 

A. POPULATION AGE 55 AND OLDER BY AGE GROUPINGS, 
BY PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION, AND BY COUNTY 

Spring 1976 

Age Groupings Honolulu Hawaii Kauai Maui State Total 

55-59 28,191 3,940 1,705 2,348 
60-64 20,583 3,425 1,654 2,516 
65-69 14,730 2,974 1,173 2,101 
70-74 10,634 1,549 948 1,525 
75-79 6,913 904 542 679 
80-84 3,271 447 167 541 
85+ 2,038 237 166 296 
Not reported (8,061) (485) (75) (459) 

B. POPULATION AGE 55 AND OLDER BY CONSOLIDATED AGE GROUPINGS, 
BY PER CENT OF POPULATION, AND BY COUNTY 

POE u 1 a t i o n 
County All Ages 55 Yrs. & Older 60 Yrs. & Older 65 Yrs. 

No. % No. % No. 

Honolulu 568,883 86,360 15.2 48,169 10.2 37,586 
Hawaii 66,898 13 ,476 20.1 9,536 14.2 6,111 
Kauai 33,349 6,355 19.0 4,650 13.9 2,996 
Maui 52,927 10,006 18.9 7,658 14.5 5,142 

Total State 722,057 116,197 16.1 80,013 11.1 51,835 

Source: Adapted from Hawaii, Department of Health, "Hawaii Health 
Surveillance Program Survey" (Honolulu: 1976). 
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Table 3.3 

A. Expectation of life in years at ages 0, 30, and 60 by sex, 
and sex differentials: Hawaii, 1920-70 

Expectation of life 1920 1930 1940 .1950 1960 1970 

At age 0 

Male 47.8 53.1 59.5 67.8 69.8 70.5 

Female 47.3 56.3 62.6 71.3 74.0 77.2 

Female minus male -0.5 3.2 3.1 3.5 4.2 6.7 

At age 30 

Male 33.1 35.1 35.9 41.5 43.0 43.5 

Female 33.3 36.8 38.1 44.2 46.5 49.3 

Female minus male 0.2 1.7 2.2 2.7 3.5 5.8 

At age 60 

Male 14.1 13.9 12.5 16.8 17.3 18.2 

Female 15.0 15.1 13.6 18.4 20.0 22.6 

Female minus male 0.9 1.2 1.1 1.6 2.7 4.4 

SOURCES: Tables 28-33. 

B. Life expectancies at birth (eo) for selected low-mortality 
areas: recent data 

eo 
Area Date Male Female 

Hawaii 1969-71 70.5 77.2 

Canada 1965-67 68.9 75.2 

England and Wales 1968-70 68.6 74.9 

Hong Kong 1968 66.7 73.3 

Iceland 1961-65 70.8 76.2 

Japan 1968 69.1 74.3 

Netherlands 1970 70.7 76.5 

Norway 1961-65 71.0 76.0 

Sweden 1967 71.9 76.5 

United States 1969 66.8 74.3 

SOURCE: United Nations, Demographic Yearbook, 7977, table 34. 

Source: Robert W. Gardner and Eleanor C. Nordyke, 
The Demographic Situation in Hawaii, Papers 
of the East-West Population Institute, No. 
31 (Honolulu: 1974), pp. 76-77. 
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Table 3.4 

ILLUSTRATIVE PROJECTIONS OF TOTAL RESIDENT POPULATION: 1970 TO 2020 
(Data include armed forces stationed in Hawaii but exclude visitors present.) 

Series,l age, and county 19702 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2010 

TOTAL POPULATION 
0-23 ....................... 769,913 932,900 1,036,300 1,150,100 1,270,900 1,400,500 1,722,800 
E-2-4 ................... 769.913 930.000 1.027,600 1.131.700 1.238.700 1.349.200 1.606.100 
E-1 5 ................... 769.913 926.900 1.017,400 1.109,200 1.197.800 1.282,600 1,461,500 
F-06 .................... 769,913 845,600 882,900 913,700 935.000 946,900 960,000 

AGE (E-2)4 
Under 5 years ............ 70,951 85,300 96,900 104,400 107.600 111,500 133,000 
5 to 9 years ............. so ,008 76,200 89',000 101,400 109,800 114,000 128,500 

10 to 14 years ........... 79.971 76,000 79,500 92,600 106,000 115,200 126,300 
15 to 19 years ........... 71,993 84,400 78,900 82,900 96,500 110,500 126.100 
20 to 24 years .......... 81,732 108,300 111,900 107.500 112,700 127,500 154,200 
25 to 34 years ........... 107,314 155,800 184,100 200,200 201,600 204,600 259,500 
35 to 44 years ............ 95,727 105,500 128,000 155,700 184,600 201,800 209,200 
15 to 54 years ........... 84,418 90,000 87,300 101,100 123,500 151,100 197,300 
55 to 64 years ........... 53,816 77.700 85,800 83,800 81,700 94.600 141,000 
65 to 74 years .......... 29,543 46,600 56,400 66,300 72,500 70,300 79,000 
75 years and over ........ 14,440 24,300 29,900 36,000 42,300 48.100 52,100 

COUNTIES (E-2)4 
City & Co. of Honolulu .•. 630,528 749,500 818,700 891,000 965,000 1,039,400 1,221,200 
County of Hawaii ....... 63,468 83,800 97,700 113,400 130,000 146,900 185,700 
County of Kauai .......... 29,761 36,700 41,300 46,100 50,700 55,400 64,400 
County of Maui ...•.•.•• 46,156 60,100 69,900 81,200 93,000 107,600 134,700 

2020 

2,151,800 
1.927,400 
1,660,000 

967,300 

159,200 
157.000 
151,600 
144,300 
170,200 
310,800 
267,000 
207,200 
184,100 
117,200 
58,800 

1,436,000 
240,700 
76,500 

174,200 

'These projections were prepared by the "cohort-component" technique. using three assumptions on future fertility. three on net 
migration, and one on mortality. The fertility assumptions are indicated by letters comparable to those used in a recent ~tudy by the 
Bureau of the Census. and are based on a completed cohort fertility rate (Le .• the average number of births per 1.000 women upon 
completion of childbearing) that will move gradually toward the following levels: Series D. 2,500, about the same as the United States 
",vi also the civilian' population of Hawaii in 1970; Series E. 2,100, or approximately the replacement level; Series F. 1.800. The 
tnl<jration assumptions are indicated by numbers: O. zero net migration for the civilian population. exclusive of military dependents; 1, 
a cOi\tmuation of the 1970-1973 annual rate, in which civilian net in-migration averaged 34.3 per million U.S. population; 2, ~ aradual 
dOYbllllg, by 2020. of the 1970-1973 annual rate. All series assume a gradual convergence between the 1968-1972 age-sex-specific 
mona1ity rates observed for Hawaii and those projected by the Bureau of the Census for the nation as a whole after 2000. 

2 Cen~us count. as revised. 
3 Based on high fertility and an increasing net in-migration rate. 
4 Based on intermediate fertility and an increasing net in-migration rate. This series is the one most consistent with recent 

employment projections obtained by the Department of Planning and Economic Development from its input-output model. 
5 Based on intermediate fertility and a constant net in-migration rate. both close to the Hawaii rates of the early 1970's. 
6 Based on low fertility and zero net in-migration, and generally consistent with the recommendations of the Temporary 

Commission on Population Stabilization as submitted to the 1972 State Legislature. 
Source: Hawaii State Department of Planning and Economic Development. The Population of Hawaii; 1958-2025 (Statistical 

Report 114. May 5, 1976). pp. 24-26 and 35. 

Source: Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, State of 
Hawaii, Data Book 1977, A Statistical Abstract (Honolulu: 1977), 
p. 22. 
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Table 3.5 

AGE AND SEX, BY COUNTIES: 1970 
(Revised from 1970 census tabulations to take account of later corrections and apparent overstatement of centenarians.) 

City & County County County County 
State total of Horrblulu of Hawaii of Kauai of Maui 

Both 
Age sexes Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female . 

Under 18 years ............. 275.194 140.910 134.284 114.938 109,462 11.915 11.196 5.569 5.375 8,488 8.251 
62 years and over ......... . 56.955 29,763 27.192 20.134 20.236 4.352 3.166 2.158 1.464 3.119 2.326 
65 years and over .......... 44.043 22.255 21.788 15.063 16.228 3.270 2.551 1.611 1.167 2.311 1.842 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, unpublished computer printout transmitted to Federal-State Cooperative Program 
participants, December 4, 1974. 

Source: Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, 
state of Hawaii~ Data Book 19??~ A Statistical Abstract 
(Honolulu: 1977), p. 24 • 

Table 3.6 

AGE OF THE POPULATION: 1970 TO 1976 

Age 
April July July Percent distribution 

1. 1. 1. 
19701 19752 19763 19701 19752 19763 

All ages ......... . 769.913 868.000 887.000 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Under 5 years ......... 70.951 75.000 74.000 9.2 8.6 8.3 
5 to 17 years .......... 204.243 208.000 209.000 26.5 24.0 23.6 
18 to 44 years ......... 312.502 363.000 373.000 40.6 41.8 42.1 
45 to 64 years ......... 138.234 166.000 171.000 18.0 19.1 19.3 
65 years and over •••• 0 43.983 57.000 60.000 5.7 6.6 6.8 

14 years and over ..... 554,702 655,000 673,000 72.0 75.5 75.9 
18 years and over ..... 494.719 586,000 603,000 64.3 67.5 68.0 
21 years and over ..... 450.251 524.000 541.000 58.5 60.4 61.0 

Percent 
change. 
1970-763 

15.2 

4.3 
2.3 

19.4 
23.7 
36.4 

21.3 
21.9 
20.2 

1 U.S. Census of Population. 1970, as corrected for omissions in original reports and adjusted for overstatement of centenarians. 
2 Revised estimates. 
3 Provisional estimates. 
Source: U:S. Bureau of the Census, "Estimates of the Population of States. by Age: July 1. 1975 and 1976 (Advance report)," 

Current Population Reports, Population Estimates and Projections, Series P-25, No. 646, February 1977. 

Source: Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, 
State of Hawaii~ Data Book 19??~ A Statistical Abstract 
(Honolulu: 1977), p. 24. 
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HAWAII'S OLDER POPULATION 

Contributing to the aging of the population are the decreasing birth rate 

and increase in life expectancy. In 1960, there were 26.8 births per 1,000 

persons in the State of Hawaiii in 1970 and 1973 (estimated), the rate was 21.3 

and 18.3 births per 1,000 persons, respectively.13 An obvious and often cited 

reason for the increasing longevity in the United States and the world generally 

is the continuing advances in medicine and the increasing availability of 

improved health care services to a growing number of people. Another note of 

significance concerning longevity and the elderly is the assertion that Hawaii's 

population is among the longest living in the world. According to one source in 

the literature: 14 

It is interesting to note that in Hawaii life-expectancy at birth is 
among the highest in the world. In 1970, it was 77.2 years for 
females and 70.5 years for males. 

According to another source: 15 

... recent data show Hawaii ranking very high in life expectancy for 
both sexes among all the low-mortality areas of the world. 

Other demographic data reviewed by the Bureau's researchers suggest 

that because more young, strong males than women immigrated to Hawaii in the 

early 1900s to work on the plantations, the State has had a disproportionate 

ratio of males to females in comparison with the rest of the country. By the 

year 2000, however, there is projected to be a quarter fewer males than females 

because of the rising female longevity differential. A good illustration of the 

beginning imbalance between the male and female populations is the fact that 

12.5 per cent of elderly men are widowers while 43.6 per cent of elderly women 
.d 16 are WI ows. 

The ethnic composition of the elderly in Hawaii will begin to change 

dramatically in the relatively near future as the large group of Filipino 

bachelors dwindles and the elderly Caucasian and Japanese ethnic populations 

increase or stabilize. The policy implications in planning for Hawaii's older 

population suggest, therefore, that among other considerations, the 

predominance of females, and of persons of Japanese and Caucasian ancestries, 

27 



ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 

should be important considerations. This consideration seems especially 

significant in the area of older women, whose incomes are generally lower than 

that of males, and who are thus more vulnerable to the consequences of 

inflation. 

Income Levels of Older Persons in Hawaii 

Several relatively recent surveys concerning the income status of Hawaii's 

elderly have been conducted on a statewide or countywide basis. The 

highlights of several such surveys are summarized as follows. One survey 

having a statewide scope was entitled IISurvey of Status and Needs of the 
17 

Aging, State of Hawaii", and released in January 1974. As noted in the 

introduction of the report, the survey was designed and performed in 

compliance with requirements of the Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended: 

... which calls for a 'Icomprehensive study of the status and needs of 
the older population of the State ... II to assess II ••• the following 
areas of concerns: 

1. Housing, 

2. Social Relations and Activities, 

3. Life Satisfaction, 

4. Economics, 

5. Health, 

6. Nutrition, and 

7. Independence. 18 

The survey had two essential purposes within the larger goal of examining the 

status and needs of the aging: 19 

First, it was essential to determine specific needs of the aging 
population: specific aspects of the Title I areas of concern. 
Second, and more important, the 1973 survey was designed as the first 
wave of data collection in a continuing program of social indicators 
monitoring among the aging. It was to be, in this sense, a data 
baseline against which to assess future tre~ds in the status of aglng 
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HAWAII'S OLDER POPULATION 

and, more specifically, to assess the relative successes of action 
programs directed at documented needs. (Emphasis added) 

Principal Findings Relating to Income. The survey found that the 

average income of those aged 60-64 was $4,571; for those aged 65-70, the 

average was $3,481; for those aged 71-75, the average was $3,773; and for 

those aged 75 and older, the average was $2,767. It is clear from these data 

that the younger elderly had greater incomes than those in the older categories, 

a finding which has been repeatedly found in virtually all studies and reports 

focusing on the income status of older Americans. 

Area Agency on Aging Surveys. Subsequent to the release of the 1974 

survey, the several counties, under the general coordinative supervision bf the 

Hawaii State Commission on Aging, undertook separate county by county 

surveys utilizing the structure and format of the 1974 survey for basic data 

gathering purposes. Reportedly, the county Area Agency on Aging surveys 

were aimed at yielding a 100 per cent sample of elderly persons, by county, age 

60 and older. The results of the Maui County survey were unavailable to the 

Bureau's researchers at the time of initial data collection activity. 

Subsequently, however, data relating to older persons below the poverty 

threshold was obtained as shown in Table 3.7. The principal findings 

concerning income and income levels of the Area Agency on Aging surveys are 

as follows. 

Approximately 58 per cent and 38 per cent of the elderly had incomes 

below $4,000 in Kauai and Hawaii counties, respectively. Those persons with 

incomes between $4,000-$5,000 rep~esented 12 per cent and 13 per cent; and 

those having more than $5,000 represented 20 per cent and 28 per cent of the 

elderly survey population of Kauai and Hawaii, respectively. On Oahu (City 

and County of Honolulu), 47.5 per cent of the survey population had incomes 

below $4,000. Persons with incomes between $4,000-$6,999 comprised 23.8 per 

cent, while those with more than $7,000 represented 17 per cent of the elderly 

population. A range of 10 to 17 per cent of the elderly in the three surveyed 

counties refused to answer questions concerning their incomes. With respect to 

Maui county, 17 per cent of the elderly had incomes below the poverty 

threshold. 
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Table 3.7 

PROPORTION OF ELDERLY BELOW POVERTY THRESHOLD BY DISTRICT 

No. Below Poverty % 
District No. 60+ Threshold 

Northeast Maui 1,368 338 

Kihei - Kula 1,299 53 

Kahului 1,521 273 

Wailuku - Waikapu 1,740 222 

Lahaina 1,336 194 

Molokai 680 226 

Lanai 368 103 

COUNTY TOTAL 8,293 1,409 

Sources: OEO 1975 Census Update Survey, Maui 
CountYi Poverty Data from OEO 1975 
Census Update Survey. 
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Threshold 

24.7% 

4.1 

18.0 

12.8 

14.5 

33.2 

28.0 
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HAWAII1S OLDER POPULATION 

Based on the data available from the Area Agency on Aging surveys, 

including acknowledgment of at least one data constraint, the lack of uniformity 

of the income range groupings, certain general conclusions can nevertheless be 

drawn. One is that a significant proportion of the elderly population in the 

State (ranging between 38 and 58 per cent in the counties of Kauai, Oahu, and 

Hawaii) have incomes of less than $4,000 per person. Second, and perhaps, of 

greater significance is that these income levels, place a large proportion of the 

State1s elderly within or near the official poverty standards. Tables 3.8, 3.9, 

and 3.10 respectively, reflect percentage distribution of the elderly by income 

ranges for the City and County of Honolulu, Hawaii County, and Kauai County. 

Office of Economic Opportunity Poverty Data Studies. Four separate 

studies containing poverty data for each of the State1s four counties are 

reviewed in this section. The studies pertaining to the City and County of 

Honolulu, the County of Maui, and the County of Hawaii were developed from 

the Office of Economic Opportunity 1975 Census Update Survey tapes produced 

by Survey and Marketing Services, Inc. 20 The study pertaining to Kauai 

County was developed from data derived from the 111974 Kauai Socioeconomic 

Profile Studyll prepared by the Center for Nonmetropolitan Planning and 

Development of the University of Hawaii. 21 The following data and information 

(Table 3.11 through 3.22 and Figures 3.2 through 3.5) are derived from the 

four aforementioned studies. 

Retirees and Retirement Allowances in the Public 
and Private Sectors in Hawaii: Selected 
Comparative Data and Findings 

In this section selected data and information concerning retirees and 

pensioners are reviewed. The data are restricted to those individuals who are 

receiving retirement allowances based upon prior employment in Hawaijls public 

sector, i. e., state or county government, or the nonpublic sector. The material 

presented in this section was derived from two source documents, II Employeesl 

Retirement System of the State of Hawaii, Report of the Actuary on the Fifty­

Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30, 197711 , submitted by Martin E. 

Segal & Company, Inc., and IISurvey of Employee Benefit Plans in Hawaii ll
, 

Special Publication No. 124, Hawaii Employers Council, December 1975. 
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Per 

Table 3.8 

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS AGE 60 AND OLDER 
BY ANNUAL INCOME RANGES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

Cent of Persons Annual Income 

47.5 $ 1 - $ 3,999 

23.8 4,000 - 6,999 

8.3 7,000 - 9,999 

7.0 10,000 - 19,999 

2.0 20,000+ 

12.0 Unknown 

Source: Adapted from Honolulu Area Agency on 
Aging Surveys (Results as of August 23, 
1977) . 

Note: Figures shown reflect actual survey data 
contained in the report. 
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Per 

Table 3.9 

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS AGE 60 AND OLDER 
BY ANNUAL INCOME RANGES 

COUNTY OF HAWAI I 

Cent Of Persons Annual Income 

0.0 $ 0 - $1,000 

10.0 1,001 -

15.0 2,001 -

13.0 3,001 -

13.0 4,001 -

28.0 5,000+ 

17 .0 Unknown 

Source: Adapted from the Coordinated Services 
Annual Report 1976-1977, County of 
Hawaii. 

Note: Figures shown reflect actual data 
contained in the report. 
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Table 3.10 

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS AGE 60 AND OLDER 
BY ANNUAL INCOME RANGES 

COUNTY OF KAUAI 

Cent of Persons Annual Income 

13.13 Below $1,000 

15.61 $1,000 -

12.71 3,000 -

11. 75 4,000 -

8.13 5,000 -

5.03 6,000 -

3.84 7,000 -

2.84 8,000+ 

9.97 Unknown 

Source: Adapted from the Area Agency on Aging, 
"Social Index Questionnaire,!! County of 
Kauai, 1976. 

$1,900 

3,900 

4,999 

5,999 

6,999 

7,999 

Note: Figures shown reflect actual data contained 
in the report. 
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Table 3.11 

POVERTY CRITERIA 
(County of Kauai) 

Number 
in 

Household 
Maximum 
Income* 

Number of 
Poverty Households 

on Kaua i 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
6+ 

$2,900 
3,930 
4,870 
5,810 
6,750 
7,690 
7,690 + 940 for 

each additional 
person 

228 
334 
104 
97 
82 

103 
97 

(Total) (1,045) 

*1975 Non-Farm Income 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Poverty Data from Kauai Socioeconomic 
Profile, p. 4 

Tab1 e 3.12 

POVERTY LEVEL CLASSIFICATION 
(County of Kauai) 

Poverty Level 
Classification 

More than 25% above 
Poverty 

liNear Poor II 
21-25% above Poverty 
11-20% above Poverty 

0-10% above Poverty 

Below Poverty 

Total 

Number 
of Persons 

24,252 

0 
1,336 

597 

3,407 

29,592 

Percent 

82.0 

0.0 
4.5 
2.0 

ll. 5 

100.0 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Poverty Data from Kauai Socioeconomic 
Profile, p. 4. 
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w 
Q) 

Estimates* 

Population 
Total 
Poverty 
(% Poverty) 

Households 
Total 
Povel~ty 

(% Poverty 

Poverty Households 
Househo 1 ds of 1 
Households greater than 1 

Table 3.13 

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD ESTIMATES BY DISTRICT 
(County of Kauai) 

Kauai 
Total 

(%) 

29,592 
3,407 
(11.5) 

8,683 
1,050 
(12.1) 

229 
821 

Waimea 
(%) 

1,705 
375 

(22.0) 

489 
112 

(22.9) 

20 
92 

Koloa 
(% ) 

7,872 
656 

(8.3) 

2,319 
219 

(9.4) 

63 
156 

Lihue 
(%) 

6,779 
1,009 
(14.9) 

2,106 
317 

(15.1) 

61 
256 

*Totals may not add due to rounding errors. 

Kawaihau 
(%) 

6,248 
500 

(8.0) 

1,816 
136 

(7.5) 

31 
105 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, Poverty Data from Kauai Socioeconomic Profile, 
p. 13. 

Hanalei 
(%) 

6,939 
867 

(12.5) 

1,953 
266 

(13.6) 

54 
212 



Table 3.14 

POVERTY CRITERIA 
(City and County of Honolulu) 

Number 
in 

Fami ly 
~1aximum 
Income* 

Number of 
Poverty Fami 1 i es 

on Oahu 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
6+ 

$2,990 
3,930 
4,870 
5,810 
6,750 
7,690 
7,690 + 940 for 

each additona 1 
person 

16,136 
3,989 
2,978 
2,516 
1,896 
1,441 
1,744 

(Tota 1) (30,700) 

*1975 Non-Farm Income 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Poverty Data from OED 1975 Census Update 
Survey Oahu, p. 4. 

Table 3.15 

POVERTY LEVEL CLASSIFICATION 
(City and County of Honolulu) 

Poverty Level 
Classification 

More than 25% above 
Poverty 

liNear Poor ll 

21-25% above Poverty 
11-20% above Poverty 
0-10% above Poverty 

Below Poverty 

Total 

Number 
of Persons 

574,992 

3,305 
28,220 
1,946 

7q,515 

678,978 

Percent 

84.7 

0.5 
4.1 
0.3 

10.4 

100.0 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Poverty Data from OED 1975 Census Update 
Survey Oahu, p. 6. 
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w 
00 

Estimates* 

Population 
Total 
PovE!rty 
(% Poverty) 

Househoids 
Tota1 
Poverty 
(% Poverty) 

Poverty 
All famil i es 
Families greater 

than 1 

Table 3.16 

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD ESTIMATES BY CAP DISTRICT 
(City and County of Honolulu) 

Oahu 
Total 

(%) 

678,979 
70,515 

(10.4) 

209,676 
21,596 

(10.3) 

30,700 

14,564 

Leahi 
(%) 

239,626 
17,757 

(7.4) 

90,494 
7,679 

(8.5) 

12,109 

3,500 

Kalihi­
Palama 

(%) 

62,746 
15,205 
(24.2) 

18,334 
5,126 
(28.0) 

5,693 

3,290 

Central 
(%) 

237,6G4-
20,335 

(8.6) 

63,657 
4,633 

(7.3) 

6,410 

4,247 

*To~als may not add due to rounding errors. 

Windward 
(%) 

112,117 
10,715 

(9.6) 

30,085 
2,581 

(8.6) 

4,279 

2,092 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, Poverty Data from OEO 1975 Census Update 
Survey Oahu, p. 9. 

Leeward 
(%) 

26,926 
6,503 
{24.2} 

7,106 
1,576 
(22.2) 

2,209 

1,435 



Table 3.17 

NUMBER OF POVERTY FAMILIES 
(County of Maui) 

Number 
in 

Family 
Maximum 
Income* 

Number of 
Poverty Families 

on Hawaii 

1 2990 832 
2 3930 521 
3 4870 266 
4 5810 175 
5 6750 160 
6 7690 120 
6+ 7690 + 940 for 160 

each addition-
al person 

(Total) (2,234) 

*1975 Non-Farm Income 
Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic 

Opportunity, Poverty Data from 
OED 1975 Census update Survey 
County of Maui, p. 4. 

Table 3.18 

POVERTY LEVEL CLASSIFICATION 
(County of Maui) 

Poverty Level Number 
C1 ass; fi cati on of Persons 

More than 25% above 45,839 
Poverty 

liNear Poor ll 

21-25% above Poverty 394 
11-20% above Poverty 2,041 
0-10% above Poverty 378 

Below Poverty 6,348 

Total 55,000 

Percent 

83.4 

O. 7 
3.7 
O. 7 

11.5 

100.0 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Oppor­
tunity, Poverty Data from OED 1975 
Census Update Survey County of Maui, 
p. 6. 
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Table 3.19 

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD ESTIMATES BY CAP DISTRICT 
(County of Maui) 

Estimates 

Population 
Total 
Poverty 
(% Poverty) 

llouseho1ds 
Total 
Poverty 
(% Poverty) 

Poverty Fami 1 i es 
All famil i es 
Families greater than 1 

Maui 
Total 

(%) 

55,000 
6,348 
(11.5) 

17,727 
2,234 
(12.6) 

2,828 
1,402 

Northeast Kihei-
Maui Kul a 
(%) (%) 

9,933 8,616 
1,390 571 
(14.0) (6.6) 

2,864 3,257 
465 269 

(16.2) (8.3) 

629 336 
310 93 

*Total s may not add due to rounding errors. 

Wailuku-
Kahului Waikapu Lahaina Molokai 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

10,311 9,964 8,553 5,361 
632 649 857 1,621 

(6.1) (6.5) (10.0) (30.2) 

3,073 3,371 2,992 1,469 
270 338 313 424 

(8.8) (10.0) (10.5) (28.9) 

321 408 458 490 
170 176 206 324 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, Poverty Data from OEO 1975 Census Update Survey 
County of Maui, p. 11. 

Lanai 
(%) 

2,258 
628 

(27.9) 

701 
155 

(22. 1 ) 

181 
124 



Table 3.20 
NUMBER OF POVERTY FAMILIES 

(County of Hawaii) 

Number 
in 

Fami ly 
Maximum 
Income* 

Number of 
Poverty Fami 1 i es 

on Hawaii 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
6+ 

2990 
3930 
4870 
5810 
6750 
7690 

2,474 
1,044 

556 
402 
388 
268 
301 

(Total) 

7690 + 940 for 
each additional 
person 

(5,433) 

*1975 Non-Farm Income 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Poverty Data from OED 1975 Census Update 
Survey County of Hawaii, p. 4. 

Table 3.21 
POVERTY LEVEL CLASSIFICATION 

(County of Hawaii) 

Poverty Level 
Classification 

More than 25% above 
Poverty 

liNear Poor" 
21-25% above Poverty 
11-20% above Poverty 
0-10% above Poverty 

Below Poverty 

Total 

Number 
of Persons 

55,997 

898 
3,290 

448 

14,067 

74,700 

Percent 

75.0 

1.2 
4.4 
0.6 

18.8 

100.0 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Poverty Data from OED 1975 Census Update 
Survey County of Hawaii, p. 6. 
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Estimates* 

Population 
Total 
Poverty 
(% Poverty) 

Households 
Total 
Poverty 
(% Poverty) 

Poverty Fami 1 i es 
All fam; 1 i es 

Table 3.22 

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD ESTIMATES BY CAP DISTRICT 
(County of Hawaii) 

Hawaii 
Total 

( %) 

74,700 
14,067 
(18.8) 

21,112 
4,106 
(19.4) 

5,433 

Hilo 
( %) 

39,316 
7,073 
(18.0) 

11 ,656 
2,000 
(17.2) 

2,770 

Puna­
Ka I u 
(%) 

10 ,863 
1,861 
(17.1) 

3,178 
563 

(17.7) 

641 
Families greater than 1 2,959 1,347 399 

*Totals may not add due to rounding errors. 

Kona 
(%) 

10,864 
2,220 
(20.4) 

3,299 
684 

(20.7) 

1,048 
523 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, Poverty Data from OEO 1975 Census Update 
Survey County of Hawaii, p. 9. 

N. Hilo­
Kohala 

(%) 

13,657 
2,913 
(21.3) 

3,979 
859 

(21.6) 

974 
690 
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MALE 

0.0 

4.0 
2.8 
2.2 

2.5 
0.6 
1.3 
1.9 

1.3 
1.9 
2.4 

1.5 
2.2 

5.6 
7.8 
8.0 
3.1 

FEMALE 

0.0 

2.4 

5.0 

1.6 

1.8 
1.9 
2.1 
2.4 
2.5 
2.2 
2.7 
2.4 

3.4 
5.4 

5.1 

6.1 
4.0 

Pigure 3.2 

TOTAL POPULATION OF DISTRICTS 
(County of Kauai) 

MALE FEMALE 

15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1112 13 14 15 

PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION 
AGE-SEX DISTRIBUTION 

Source: Hawaii, Office of Economic Opportunity, Poverty Data from Kauai Socioeconomic 
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Table 3.23 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Employee Group and by Type 

Average Pension 
Employee group Number As '7. of 

Amount average 
final 

cOtnDensatiQn 

A11 employees •••••••••••• 10,458 $329.90 41.817. 

Service 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 9,562 $338.77 42.08'7. 

General Employees - men •• 4,235 318.15 39.02 
General Employees - women. 1,844 256.43 37.77 
Teachers - men ••••••••••• 630 443.05 43.34 
Teachers - women ••••••••• 2,206 314.30 43.32 
Police and Firemen ••••••• 647 690.28 59.62 

Ordinary Disability 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 485 $173.79 26.657. 

General Employees - men •• 218 177.76 25.15 
General Employees - women. 111 138.37 25.27 
Teachers - men ••••••••••• 15 344.06 32.27 
Teachers - women ••••••••• 97 160.64 29.66 
Police and Firemen ••••••• 44 214.41 28.65 

Accidental Disability 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 391 $313.50 55.027. 

General Employees - men •• 205 306.62 52.91 
General Employees - women. 58 244.27 53.41 
Teachers - women ••••••••• 3 326.97 52.12 
Police and Firemen ••••••• 125 356.5~ 58.96 

Other 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 20 $193.44 26.357. 

General Employees - men •• 15 111.19 16.12 
General Employees - women. 1 150.18 39.01 
Teachers - men ••••••••••• 1 999.36 42.93 
Teachers - women ••••••••• 3 350.50 64.83 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii 3 Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 303 

1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. 16. 
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Retirants and Allowances in the Public Sector: A Profile. As of 

March 31, 1977, a total of 10,458 persons were receiving a pension based on 

credited service covered by the Employees l Retirement System of the State of 

Hawaii (see Table 3.23). As can be seen from the data appearing in Table 3.23, 

the average pension for the 10,458 retirants was $329.90 per month, the figure 

representing the average amount received per month by retirants/pensioners in 

the five employee groupings and the four retirement/pension categories. Of the 

10,458 persons receiving an allowance, 9,562 or approximately 91 per cent were 

receiving a IIService ll retirement allowance. In the IIService ll category, the 

average pension amounts ranged from a low of $256.43 for the IIGeneral 

Employees - Women ll group to a high of $690.28 for the IIPolice and Firemen ll 

group. 

The remaining Tables 3.24 through 3.43 show selected data and 

information concerning the 10,458 persons receiving a pension as of March 31, 

1977. These tables are shown under Appendix E. 

A Profile of Private Sector Pension Awardees and Awards. The material 

which follows was derived from a recent publication of the Hawaii Employers 

Council. 22 The publication is the most recent document prepared by the 

Council on employee benefit plans and related matters and was developed from 

data gathered in the Council1s 1975 survey of 325 pension plans in Hawaijls 

private sector. The highlights of the CounciPs findings include the following. 

Over 70 per cent of the plans surveyed are noncontributory for employees in 

both the lIoffice ll and IIproductionll plan categories. For plans covering office 

employees, the most prevalent type of formula used for determining the benefit 

amount was a percentage of the employee1s earnings times the years of service. 

The most prevalent formula for determining benefits in the plans covering 

production employees is a dollar amount per month for each year in service. 

For both office and production plans, the most common vesting provisions were 

either full vesting after 10 years service or full vesting at age 45 with 15 years 

of service. The normal retirement age in these plans is 65 years and early 

retirement at age 55 with some type of service requirement. The majority of 

plans for both office and production employees contain disability provisions. 
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HAWAII'S OLDER POPULATION 

Summary 

This chapter has provided an overview of some basic concepts and 

definitions relating to older persons and the aging process. The chapter also 

provided an overview of Hawaii's older population and population projections 

which show a firm trend toward gradual enlargement of the State's population 

represented by older persons. This trend generally parallels national 

population projections concerning older Americans, although it should be noted 

that several recent government reports show that Hawaii's older population has 

grown larger at a faster rate than most of the other states. 

The chapter also presented selected data and information concerning the 

income status of older persons in the State of Hawaii generally including specific 

income characteristics of the older persons by county. The basic conclusion 

concerning income is obvious--a significant number of our older population have 

limited and marginal incomes placing many within the official poverty standards. 

Finally, the chapter provided selected data concerning retirants receiving 

pension allowances from prior employment in the public or private sectors of the 

State. The following chapter 4 will review and evaluate selected concepts, 

definitions, applications, and issues relating to poverty measurement. 
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Chapter 4 

POVERTY MEASUREMENT: SELECTED CONCEPTS, 
DEFINITIONS, APPLICATIONS, AND ISSUES 

Introduction 

The past several decades have witnessed the emergence of an expanding 

and diverse volume of literature addressing concerns about lleconomic povertyll 

in the United States. The substantive published literature includes journal 

articles f government publications including statistical and research reports f and 

scholarly works by distinguished authors representing a wide range of 

professional disciplines. 

A sampling of the literature on economic poverty and closely allied areas 

reveals that the existing body of printed material covers a wide gamut touching 

on virtually every aspect of human poverty in America. At the risk of 

oversimplification, the Bureau concludes that the basic literature on economic 

poverty can be grouped into one of four themes. The themes are as follows: 

one theme addresses the observation that poverty is a widespread national 

phenomenon affecting the lives of millions of Americans; a second characterizes 

poverty as a many faceted value laden concept which eludes precise definition, 

either from a qualitative or quantitative point of view; a third offers strategies 

and program approaches, essentially keyed to a nationally based income transfer 

system; and a fourth addresses fiscal, legal f and other issues inherent in any 

broad-based public program for persons of low income. 

Poverty Measurement: Selected Concepts and Definitions 

Dictionaries typically define "poverty" as a state or condition of having 

little or no money or economic assets. Webster1s Third New International 

Dictionary [Unabridged] f for example, defines poverty as a lack or relative lack 

of material possessions. Review of the literature indicates that poverty, i.e., 

economic poverty I is generally defined either in the abstract or in general 

terms. The reasons may be obvious. Yet, there is a general notion that 
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POVERTY MEASUREMENT 

poverty is a condition or social status characterized by a lack of money or 

material possessions. Generally illustrative of the definitions 

characterizations of poverty found in the literature are the following: 

... [P]overty in the usual sense [may be defined] as existing when the 
resources of families or individuals are inadequate to provide a 
socially acceptable standard of living. Both the specification of 
what standard of living should be regarded as socially acceptable 
(the poverty standard) and the measurement of the resources 
available to people for comparison with that standard, in order to 
evaluate the size and shape of the poverty problem, bristle with 
difficulties ... Defined in this way--as inadequacy of financial 
resources or "income"-poverty inevitably has a multiplicity of 
causes, or, to put the same point another way, the poor have no 
unique common characteristics that distinguish them from the nonpoor 
other than their poverty itself.' 

A family is "poor" if its income is insufficient to buy enough 
food, clothing, shelter, and health services to meet minimum 
requirements. Universally acceptable standards for determining 
these minimum needs are impossible to formulate si~ce the line 
between physical necessities and amenities is imprecise. 

or 

The late President Lyndon B. Johnson in a state of the union message on 

th bl f t · A . 'd 3 e pro em 0 pover y In merlca sal : 

Measurement of poverty is not simple, either conceptually or in 
practice. By the poor we mean those who are not now maintaining a 
decent standard of living - those whose basic needs exceed their 
means to satisfy them. A family's need depend on many factors, 
including the size of the family, the ages of its members, the 
condition of their health, and their place of residence .... 

If indeed poverty is a lack of material possessions, logic would suggest 

that poverty, at least for statistical purposes, should be measured by a 

definition or mechanism based on money income and other measurable economic 

possessions. This rationale was no doubt the thinking inherent in the develop­

ment of the various poverty standards presently used for various programs for 

low-income persons. 
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Federal Poverty Standards: Overview of Origins, 
Applications, and Current Controversies 

Origins of the Poverty Standards. Various sources in the literature 

suggest that the genesis of what has evolved into the so-called "Federal Poverty 

Standard" can be traced back at least to the middle of the nineteenth century. 

According to one source in the literature: 4 

Concern with defining which persons and groups are poor goes back as 
far as the mid-nineteenth century. Congress has, from time to time, 
commissioned reports on the number of low-income families, their 
characteristics and their problems. 

Another source in the literature notes that one of the first attempts to 

define a "poverty line", a term and concept which underlies the structure of the 

current poverty standards, was made by one Robert Hunter nearly 75 years 

ago. According to this source, the "poverty line" devised by Hunter in 1904 

was predicated on the assumption that in 1904, a family of average size (father, 

mother, and three children) would need $460 in annual income to meet essential 

expenses with a lower income requirement of $300 set for the South. 5 

The general literature suggests that between 1904 and 1965, various other 

attempts were made to establish a poverty line. Several sources in the 

literature refer to use in 1949, by the Joint Economic Committee of Congress of a 

IIpoverty boundary line" based on family size and annual income. According to 

one source, III n 1949 ... a report on low-income families by the Joint Committee on 

the Economic Report concentrated on a boundary line of $2,000 for a city family 

of two or more. 11
6 According to another source, the Joint Economic Committee of 

Congress in 1949 used a $2,000 guide to define poverty for a four-person urban 

family.7 By 1964 the proposed income level for this mythical four-person family 
8 was set at $3,000. 

Current Federal Poverty Standards: Definitions and Applications. There 

are several poverty standards or guidelines currently utilized as eligibility 

guides for most programs designed for persons of low income. The poverty 

literature generally concludes that the present federal poverty standards 
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variously known as the 1I0fficiai Statistical Poverty Definition ll
, II Federal 

Poverty Standard ll
, IIPoverty Index ll

, IIPoverty Line ll , IIPoverty Guideline ll , etc. 

have recent origins traceable to the mid-1960s. Mollie Orshansky of the Social 

Security Administration is generally acknowledged as the architect of the schema 

which forms the basis for the current poverty standards. According to one 
9 source in the literature, the Orshansky model: 

... was, with reV1Slons, officially adopted in 1969 by the Office of 
Management and Budget as the Federal Government's official 
statistical measure of poverty. (Emphasis added) 

According to this source, the standard (measure) is keyed to the Department of 

Agriculture's economy food plan of 1961 and the national average ratio of family 

food expenditures to total family after-tax income as measured in the 1955 
10 Household Food Consumption Survey: 

The measure consists of 124 separate poverty cutoffs differentiating 
families by size, number of children, age and sex of head, and farm 
or nonfarm residence. The cutoffs are updated annually by changes in 
the Consumer Price Index.... The Orshansky matrix of poverty 
thresholds is not the only poverty or low-income measure used for 
statistical and administrative purposes. Other measures include 
dollar cutoffs unadjusted for family size; various percentiles of 
the income distribution; and various percentiles of median family 
income. (Emphasis added) 

Table 4.1 shows the entire set of Orshansky poverty indexes for income 

in 1974. Table 4.2 shows a simplified version of Table 4.1. 

Administrative Uses of Poverty Standards: Issues and Problems. Most 

federal programs designed to assist low-income persons and families use a 

poverty measure or income eligibility standard for administrative purposes. The 

Orshansky measure, originally developed as a statistical measure and which has 

been widely applied, is not the only measure of poverty in use, however. In 

addition, the official measure is usually modified to some degree, and frequently 

it is used in conjunction with still other criteria. Often, programs use different 

definitions of income, thereby increasing diversity still further. "Such 

variation in Federal administrative practice occurs because of the broad 
11 spectrum of objectives covered by these programs. II (Emphasis added) 
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Table 4.1 
POVERTY CUTOFFS IN 1974 BY SEX OF HEAD, SIZE OF FAMILY, AND 

NUMBER OF RELATED CHILDREN UNDER 18 YEARS OLD, BY FARM-NONFARM RESIDENCE 

1-___ -r---'N'-'u"'m"'b-=-e-'-r--'0T'f~Related Children Under 18 Years Old 

__ S_i_z_e_o_f_F_a_m_il_Y_U_n_i_t ____ -'-_N_o_n_e_-'-__ 1_J 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 

NONFARM 

Male Head 

Person (Unrelated Individual): 
Under 65 years $2,658 
65 Years and Over 2,387 

2 Persons: 
Head Under 65 Years 
Head 65 Years and Over 
Persons 

4 Persons 
5 Persons 
6 Persons 
7 or More Persons 

Female Head 

Person (Unrelated Individual): 

3,324 
2,985 
3,870 
5,103 
6,158 
7,063 
8,896 

Under 65 Years $2,458 
65 Years and Over 2,357 
Persons! 
Head under 65 Years 
Head 65 Years and Over 

3 P€:r.50nS 

4 Persons 
5 Persons 
6 Persons 
7 or More Persons 

FARM 

Male Head 

1 Person (Unrelated Individual): 

3,072 
2,948 
3,745 
4,900 
5,881 
6,862 
8,619 

Under 65 Years $2,258 
65 Years and Over 2,030 

2 Persons: 
Head Und'er 65 Years 
Head 65 Years and Over 

3 Persons 
4 Persons 
5 Persons 
6 Persons 
7 or More Persons 

Female Head 

Person (Unrelated Individual): 
Under 65 Years 
65 Years and Over 

2 Persons: 
Head Under 65 Years 
Head 65 Years and Over 

3 Persons 
4 Persons 
5 Persons 
6 Persons 
7 or More Persons 

2,825 
2,537 
3,291 
4,338 
5,235 
6,003 
7,562 

$2,089 
2,002 

2,611 
2,506 
3,183 
4,165 
4,998 
5,832 
7,325 

$3,724 
3,724 
3,996 
5,178 
6,232 
7,087 
8,972 

$3,353 
3.353 
3,568 
5,075 
6,058 
6,987 
8,746 

$3,165 
3,165 
3,397 
4,402 
5,298 
6,024 
7,627 

$2,851 
2,851 
3,033 
4,313 
5,149 
5,939 
7,435 

$4,223 
5,000 
6,032 
6,937 
8,796 

$3,9L,6 
5,053 
6,032 
6,937 
8,720 

$3,590 
4,429 
5,127 
5,897 
7,477 

$3,355 
4,294 
5,127 
5,897 
7,412 

$5,252 
5,881 
6,786 
8,645 

$5,000 
5,982 
6,886 
8,645 

$4,465 
4,998 
5,768 
7,179 

$4,249 
5,085 
5,853 
7,348 

$6,006 
6,585 
8,445 

$5,781 
6,660 
8,419 

$5,106 
5,597 
6,179 

$4,914 
5,662 
7,156 

$6,686 
8,142 

$6,457 
8,244 

$5,683 
6,921 

$5,489 
7,007 

6 

$8,068 

$ 7 , 841 

$6,858 

$6,665 

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, "Characteristics of the Population Below the Poverty Level: 
1974," Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, Table A-2. 

Source: U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
The Measure of Poverty (Washington: 1976), p. 10. 
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Table 4.2 

WEIGHTED AVERAGE POVERTY CUTOFFS IN 1974 
BY SIZE OF FAMILY AND SEX OF HEAD, BY FARM-NONFARM RESIDENCE 

Farm 
Size of Family Unit Total Female 

Head Total 

1 Person (Unrelated Individual) $2,487 $2,495 $2,610 $2,413 $2,092 $2,158 

14 to 64 Years 2,557 2,562 2,658 2,458 2,197 2,258 

65 Years and Over 2,352 2,364 2,387 2,357 2,013 2,030 

2 Persons 3,191 3,211 3,220 3,167 2,707 2,711 

Head 14 to 64 Years 3,294 3,312 3,329 3,230 2,819 2,824 

Head 65 Years and Over 2,958 2,982 2,984 2,966 2,535 2,535 

3 Persons 3,910 3,936 3,957 3,822 3,331 3,345 

4 Persons 5,008 5,038 5,040 5,014 4,302 4,303 

5 Persons 5,912 5,950 5,957 5,882 5,057 5,057 

6 Persons 6,651 6,699 6,706 6,642 5,700 5,700 

7 or More Persons a 8,165 8,253 8,278 8,079 7,018 7,017 

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, "Characteristics of the Population Below the Poverty Level: 
1974," Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, Table A-2. 

a 
Represents an average for families with 7 or more persons. 

Source: U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
The Measure of Poverty (Washington: 1976), p. 11. 
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Female 
Head 

$2,029 

2,089 

2,002 

2,632 

2,706 

2,533 

3,133 

4,262 

5,072 

5,702 
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ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 
" 

Federal programs for the poor differ in terms of design to attain specified 

objectives. Some programs are devised to aid geographical areas or regions and 

some are devised to aid families or individuals directly. In the former case, the 

poverty measure serves as an allocative formula \to distribute the appropriation, 

usually a fixed amount, among the subunits of the nation designated by the 

legislation. I n the instance of programs targeted at families or individuals 

directly, a poverty cutoff may be used as an income eligibility criterion for 
. d"d I I' t 12 In IVI ua app Ican s. 

An example of a federal program utilizing a poverty measure as part of an 

allocative formula is Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965, as amended. I n this program, the funds appropriated are distributed 

partly on the basis of the number of "poor" school-age children in each county 

in the nation. I n situations where county boundaries are not coterminous with 

school districts, county amounts are suballocated to the school districts by the 

state departments of education. Children living in school attendance areas 

which have an incidence of poverty as high as or higher than the district-wide 

average are deemed eligible for Title I programs and children are selected for 

participation on the basis of educational deficiencies regardless of family 
. 13 Income. 

An example of the second type of program which uses a poverty cutoff as 

an income eligibi lity criterion for individual applicants are the various programs 

of the Community Services Administration (CSA), successor agency to the Office 

of Economic Opportunity. CSA programming is keyed to the use of uniform 

income eligibility standards for the poverty-related programs administered by 

the agency. The income standards are based directly on the official federal 

poverty measure and eliminate many of the distinctions and " ... smooth some of 

the remaining variations" 14 I n brief, the CSA poverty thresholds allow for 

variations by family size with equal increments for additional family members 

under two basic categories: "Farm" and "Non-Farm" families. Cutoffs for the 

"Farm" families are 15 per cent below those for "Non-Farm ll families. Finally I 

under the CSA standard I two major geographic variations are partly taken into 

account for two states which rank at the very top as high cost of living areas. 

They are Alaska and Hawaii which have CSA thresholds which are respectively 
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25 per cent and 15 per cent above the standard CSA guideline. 15 See Table 4.3 

for a comparison of the CSA poverty cutoffs along with the comparable weighted 

average cutoffs from the Orshansky matrix. It might be noted that in each of 

the weighted Orshansky averages in Table 4.3, the numbers in parentheses 

indicate the range of variation across all other thresholds for the same family 

size. 

Measures of poverty or income eligibility and concepts of need based on 

other than the Orshansky measure are also used in federal programs. A single 

dollar threshold which is unadjusted for family size is currently used for 

eligibility purposes in the College Work-Study program authorized by the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 and is also used in the allocation formula for the 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA).16 

Still another measure of income eligibility is one based on a percentage of 

median income. Illustrative of this technique is the Title xx amendments of the 

Social Security Act. Under Title XX, popularly known as the social services 

amendments, 80 to 115 per cent of median family income in each state serves as' 

the income eligibility standard .17 Similarly, programs under Title II of the 

Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 use 50 and 80 per cent of 

median family income in the target area as the eligibility factor. 18 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Budgets. The United States 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), among its several types of publications, 

releases a series of comparative budgets carrying various titles. The titles of 

the various budgets are shown in the notes found in Table 4.4 and Table 4.5. 

As can be seen, the data displayed in these two tables include three budget 

levels, the II Lower Budget ll , the III ntermediate Budgetll , and the "Higher 

Budgetll. As a general rule, the budget levels appearing on BLS budgets are 

considerably higher than the existing standards and guidelines used for public 

assistance money payment programs and the various other programs for low­

income persons. See Table 4.6 for a comparative listing of the various poverty 

standards and guidelines currently utilized in Hawaii. As noted in footnotes 14 

through 17 appearing on Table 4.6, the Comprehensive Employment and 

Training Act (CETA) programs use the IILower Living Standard Income Level ll 
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Table 4.3 

1974 ORSHANSKY POVERTY THRESHOLDS AND 
COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION INCOME ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES 

Community Services 
Administration Orshansky Poverty Measure 

Family Size Nonfanna I Farma Nonfarm Farm 

1 person $2590 $2200 $2495(2358-2659)b $2092(2004-2260) 

2 persons 3410 2900 3211(2948-3724) 2707 (2506-3165) 

3 persons 4230 3600 3936(3568-4223) 3331 (3033-3590) 

4 persons 5050 4300 5038(4900-5252) 4302 (4165-4465) 

5 persons 5870 5000 5950(5781-6232) 5057(4914-5298) 

6 persons 6690 5700 6699(6457-7087) 5700 (5489-6024) 

SOURCE: Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 132 (July 9, 1975), p. 28794. 
u. S. Bureau of the Census, "Characteristics of the Population 
Below the Poverty Level: 1974," Current Population Reports, 
Series P-60, No. 102, Table A-2. 

a All States except Alaska and Hawaii. The thresholds for Alaska 
are 25 percent higher, and those for Hawaii are 15 percent higher. 

b Figures in parentheses indicate the range of variation across the 
thresholds in the measure. 

Source: U.S., Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, The Mea8ure of Poverty (Washington: 
1976), p. 16. 
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Table 4.4 

COMPARATIVE FAMILY BUDGETS FOR HONOLULU: 1966 TO 1976 

Cost of budget (dollars) Percent of U.S. urban average 

Type of family Lower Inter me- Higher Lower Interme- Higher 
and date budget diate budget budget budget diate budget budget 

URBAN FAMILY OF 
FOUR PERSONS 

1966: Autumn ................... . .. 11,190 .. . .. . 122 ... 
1967: Spring .................... 7,246 10,902 16,076 122 120 123 
1969: Spring .................... 8,135 12.118 18.315 124 120 126 
1970: Spring .................... 8.597 12.776 19.311 124 120 125 
1971: Autumn ................... 8.990 13.108 19.700 125 119 124 
1972: Autumn ................... 9.118 13.617 20.579 123 119 124 
1973: Autumn ................... 9.924 14.937 21.901 121- 118 120 
1974: Autumn •.................. 11.383 17.019 25.572 124 119 123 
1975: Autumn ..........•........ 12.226 18.694 28.302 128 122 127 
1976: Autumn ................... 12,711 19.633 30.086 127 121 127 

RETIRED COUPLE 
1966: Autumn ................... . .. 4,434 .. . . .. 115 . .. 
1967: Spring ••••••• 0 ••••••••••• • 3.110 4,429 7.219 116 115 120 
1969: Spring .................... 3,401 4.884 7.849 116 115 118 
1970: Spring .................... 3.562 5.166 8.312 115 115 117 
1971: Autumn ................... 3.875 5.538 8.621 117 116 116 
1972: Autumn ................... 3.927 5.633 8.717 114 113 113 
1973: Autumn ................... 4.221 6.038 8.844 112 112 110 
1974: Autumn ................... 4.801 6,796 9.918 114 112 111 
1975: Autumn ..•....•..•........ 5.168 7.339 10.726 115 114 112 
1976: Autumn ................... 5.397 7.691 11.318 115 114 113 

Source: u.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, City Workers' Family Budget, Autumn 1966 (Bull. No. 1570-1); Retired Couple's 
Budget. Autumn 1966 (Bull. No. 1570-4); Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four Persons, Spring 1967 (Bull. 
No. 1570-5); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, 1967-68 (Bull. No. 1570-6); Three Budgets for an Urban Family of Four 
Persons, 1969-70 (Supplement to Bull. 1570-5); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple ... 1969-70 (Supplement to Bull. 1570-
6); Autumn 1971 Urban Family Budgets and Geographical Comparative Indexes (release, April 27, 1972); Three Budgets for 
a Retired Couple, Autumn 1971 (release, May 16, 1972); Autumn 1972 Urban Family Budgets and Comparative 
Indexes for Selected Urban Areas (release, June 15, 1973); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, Autumn 1972 (release, 
August 10, 1973); Autumn 1973 Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexes for Selected Urban Areas (release, June 
16, 1974); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, Autumn 1973 (release, August 27, 1974); Autumn 1974 Urban Family 
Budgets and Comparative Indexes for Selected Urban Areas (release, April 9, 1975); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, 
Autumn 1974 (release, August 1, 1975); BLS Revises Estimates for Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexes for 
Selected Urban Areas, Autumn 1975 (release, May 5, 1976); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, Autumn 1975 (release, 
August 19, 1976); Autumn 1976 Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexes for Selected Urban Areas (release, April 
27,1977); Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, Autumn 1976 (release, August 4,1977). 

Source: Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, State of 
Hawaii~ Data Book 1977~ A StatisticaZ Abstract (Honolulu: 1977), 
p. 181. 
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Table 4.5 

ANNUAL BUDGETS FOR THREE LEVELS OF LIVING FOR A RETIRED COUPLE ON OAHU: 
AUTUMN 1976 

(For a retired husband and wife, 65 years old or over. Excludes personal income taxes.) 

Cost of budget (dollars) Percent of urban U.S. average 

Inter- Inter-
Item Lower mediate Higher Lower mediate Higher 

budget budget budget budget budget budget 

Total budgetl .................. 5,397 7,691 11,318 115 114 113 

Total consumption ............. 5,165 7,228 10,462 115 114 113 
Food ....................... 1,799 2,340 3,010 125 122 125 

At home .................. 1,685 2,095 2,520 127 123 124 
Away from home .......... 114 245 490 103 117 132 

Housing2 .................... 1,723 2,570 4,030 107 110 110 
Shelter3 ••••••••••••••••••• 1,232 1,578 2,318 102 106 109 

Renter costs4 ............ 1,651 2,283 3,123 146 154 139 
Homeowner costs5 ••••••• 952 1,199 1,973 76 80 95 

Housefurnishings & 
operations .............. 491 992 1,618 120 118 113 

Transportation6 •••••••••••.•• 479 792 1,233 149 126 106 
Clothing .................... 206 342 496 100 99 93 
Personal care ............... 153 224 328 111 111 111 
Medical care ................ 579 584 590 101 102 102 
Other family consumption 7 •••• 226 376 775 113 113 118 

Other items8 ••••••••••••••••••• 232 463 856 115 114 112 
-

lAmong the 40 metropolitan areas for which separate indexes were reported, Honolulu ranked second at the lower level 
and fourth at the intermediate and higher levels. Anchorage ranked first at all three levels. 

2 Housing includes shelter, housefurnishings and household operations. The higher budget also includes an allowance for 
lodging away from Oahu. 

3The average costs of shelter were weighted by the following proportions: lower budget, 40 percent living in rented 
dwellings; intermediate budget, 35 percent in rented dwellings; higher budget, 30 percent renters. 

41ncludes average contract rent, heating fuel gas, electricity, water, specified equipment, and insurance on household 
contents. 

51ncludes property taxes; insurance on house and contents; water, refuse disposal, heating fuel, gas, electricity, and 
specified equipment; and home repair and maintenance costs. Assumes all mortgage payments have been completed. 

6Based on 45 percent of the lower budget families, 60 percent of the intermediate, and all the higher budget families 
owning automobiles. 

71ncludes reading, recreation, tobacco products, alcoholic beverages, and miscellaneous expenditures. 
81ncludes gifts and contributions, and, at the higher level, life insurance.' 
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Three Budgets for a Retired Couple, Autumn 1976 (Release 

USDL 77-690, August 4, 1977). 

Source: Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, State of 
Hawaii~ Data Book 19??~ A StatisticaZ Abstract (Honolulu: 1977), 
p. 183. 
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TABLE 4,6 

SELECTED POVERTY STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES/MEASURES OF 
ECONOMIC WELL-BEING UTILIZED IN HAWAll a 

CSAb CETAC BLS-RETIRED COUPLE BUDGETSd 
FAMILY SIZEe Non-Farm Farm. . TITLE XXf Poverty Level Lower Living Standardg Marginally Lower Intermediate Higher 
(by persons) Familyh Family2 DSSHJ Schedule Ak Schedule B1 (Non-Farm Family) (70%)m (85%)n Poor Budget Budget Budget 

a. 

b. 

2 

$3,620 

4,790 

$3,130 

4,110 

$3,5640 

4,6800 

$5,325P 

6,964P 

$7,100 

9,284 

$3,620 

4,790 

Data and information presented in this table are selected highlights. 
Definitions of income, what income is disregarded, what liquid assets 
are included or excludea in ascertaining eligibility varies between 
and among the various standards. As an example of the variance in 
definition of income, the CSA defines income as follows: 

Income. Refers to total cash receipts before taxes from 
all sources. These include money wages and salaries 
before any deductions, but not including food or rent 
in lieu of wages. They include receipts from self­
employment or from own farm or business after deductions 
for business or farm expenses. They include regular 
payments from public assistance, social security, 
unemployment and workmen's compensation, strike bene­
fits from union funds, veterans benefits, training 
stipends, alimony, child support and military family 
allotments or other regular support from an absent 
family member or someone not living in the household; 
government employee pensions, private pensions and 
regular insurance or annuity payments; and income from 
dividends, interest, rents, royalties, or income from 
estates and trusts. For eligibility purposes, income 
does not refer to the following money receipts: any 
assets drawn down as withdrawals from a bank, sale of 
property, house or car, tax refunds, gifts, one-time 
insurance payments or compensation for injury; also 
to be disregarded is non-cash income, such as the 
bonus value of food and fuel produced and consumed on 
farms and the imputed value of rent from onwer-occupied 
farm or non-farm housing. 

In contrast, under Title XX programs, it appears that income eli­
gibility is based on annual gross income. 

u.S., Connnunity Services Administration, "Poverty Income Guide­
lines," for Hawaii effective April 5, 1978. The CSA standard is 
the benchmark standard for the majority of federal programs 
requiring the use of a poverty standard. For example, the 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

h. 

1. 

j. 

$3,210 $3,900 

5,270 6,400 

$7,240 

9,580 

$5,397 $7,691 $11 ,318 

Poverty Level Non-Farm Family standard, one of the 3 income stan­
dards used for CETA programs, is identical to the CSA Non-Farm 
Family standard. 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, "Income Level Reference 
Chart," revised August 1978. Complete schedule goes up to an 
II-person family with income limits set at $15,320, $21,270 (70%), 
and $25,810 (80%), and $30,640, respectively. 

u.S., Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Comparative Family Budgets for 
Honolulu," as of Autumn 1976. Dollar figures shown apply to a 
retired couple. 

Family size and allowance income limits vary between and among the 
various standards. For example, under the CSA standard, family 
size ranges up to a 6-person family with income limits set at 
$9,470 and $8,030, respectively, for Non-Farm and Farm Families, 
with the provision to allow $1,170 and $980 for each additional 
family member in Non-Farm and Farm Families, respectively. 

Title XX of the Social Security Act (popularly known as the Social 
Services Amendment). 

Non-Farm standard is generally utilized for CSA programs in Hawaii. 

Farm Family standard is generally inapplicable for CSA programs in 
Hawaii. 

Hawaii State Department of Social Services and Housing. 

k. General schedule for Title XX programs. 

1. 

m. 

n. 

Special schedule applicable only for children requiring develop­
mental disability services. 

70% of LLSIL. 

85% of LLSIL. 
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TABLE 4.6 (CONTINUED) 

o. Annual maximum income allowable for 1- and 2-person families, 
respectively, for DSSH "Money Payment Program," effective July 1, 
1978. Complete schedule/standard goes up to a IS-person family 
with an annual income limit set at $14,760 for a IS-person family 
with provision for an additional $54 monthly allowance for each 
additional person beyond family size of 15. 

p. Annual maximum income allowable for 1- and 2-person families, 
respectively, for Schedule A Title XX programs. Complete schedule 
includes up to a 6-person family with an annual income limit set at 
$13,518, with provision for an additional monthly allowance for 
each additional person beyond family size of 6. 
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(LLSIL) budgets as a benchmark guide for purposes of determining eligibility 

for CETA programs. 

The adoption of the BLS IIlntermediate Budget for Retired Couples ll has 

been advocated as the income goal for older persons. One such recommendation 

appeared in the III ncome Section ll of the 1971 White House Conference on Aging 
19 which reads in part as follows: 

The immediate goal for older people is that they should have total 
cash income in accordance with the "Ameri~an standard of living." We 
therefore recommend the adoption now, as the minimum standard of 
income adequacy, of the intermediate budget for an elderly couple 
prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics .... 

The Nixon administration, however, did not concur. The administration's 

response to the 1971 White House Conference delegates ;s quoted as fOllows: 20 

The Administration does not concur in the recommendations of the 
delegates to the Conference that the "intermediate" budget developed 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics become the national goal in the 
area .... While these [budget] studies are interesting and useful in 
their own right, they provide no basis for knowing whether any 
particular level of income is "adequate" under varying sets of 
circumstances. 

The rationale underlying the Nixon administration response may be based 

in part upon the assertion that the B LS budgets: 21 

... do not show how an "average" retired couple actually spends its 
money, nor does it show how a couple should spend its money .... In 
general, however, the representative list of goods and services 
comprising the standard reflects the collective judgment of families 
as to what is necessary and desirable .... 

It has also been said that the retired couples' II ••• budgets are not intended to 

represent a minimum or subsistence level of living but rather a level described 

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as 'modest but adequate. 11122 

Current Controversies Concerning the Official Poverty Standards. 

Despite their admitted usefulness for statistical and program purposes, the 
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various poverty standards have been under attack for quite sometime. Among 

the criticisms leveled at the poverty standards include the following assertions: 

(1) that the income levels keyed to family size are highly arbitrary and fail to 

recognize the inherent differences in individual or family spending patternsi (2) 

that economic assets other than income are frequently not taken into accounti 

(3) that the standards fail to distinguish among different regions of the 

countrYi and (4) that standards fail to consider benefits with economic utility 

such as food stamps, free rent, etc. 

According to a major source in the current literature: 23 

A perpetual debate within the academic community since the start of 
the War on Poverty has been: What is poverty? How should it be 
defined? .. A potentially explosive discussion is now taking place 
within the Congress and the federal executive branch regarding 
possible changes in the official measure of who shall be counted as 
poor. (Emphasis added) 

The discussion is capsulated in liThe Measure of Poverty"_-an HEW report 

submitted in April, 1976, in response to a congressional mandate requiring a 

thorough study of the manner in which the relative measure of poverty for use 

in the financial assistance program authorized by Title I of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 may be more accurately and currently 

developed. The complexity of defining and measuring poverty is evidenced in 

the HEW report, which in addition to the- basic report consisting of 162 pages, is 

augmented by 18 technical studies on selected aspects of, and problems 

associated with, poverty measurement. See Appendices C. 1 and C. 2 in the 

Appendix section of this study for a listing of the table of contents of the basic 

report and a listing of the subjects covered in the 18 separate technical studies. 

liThe Measure of Poverty": A Synopsis. The aforementioned HEW report 

may well be the most comprehensive single study undertaken to date on the 

issues associated with the definition and measurement of poverty in the United 

States. Many definitions and variants of them are discussed in the report. 

Among the issues explored are the fo"owing: 24 
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Should in- kind benefits be included in income? 

How about taxes paid? 

How about assets? 

How long--one year I five years--should average income be 
below the poverty cutoff before people are called poor? 

Should there be different income levels for different 
demographic groups? 

Male versus female heads? 

Rural versus urban residents? 

Adults versus children? 

How high should the level be? 

The highlights of liThe Measure of Povertyll including several key 

findings excerpted from the report's II Executive Summaryll are shown as follows: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The 1974 Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act included a mandate to the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to study ways of improving the accuracy and currency of the 
present measure of poverty used in the formula that allocates funds 
authorized by Title I of the Act. This is a summary of the report of 
that study. 

Poor persons living in the United States in the 1970s are rich 
in contrast to their counterparts in other times and places. They 
are not poor if by poor is meant the subsistence levels of living 
common in some other countries. Nor are most poor like ther 
counterparts in this country fifty or one hundred years ago. This 
country is concerned about poverty, its causes and correlates. It is 
willing to relieve the poverty of its efforts to do so. None of this 
can be done without some idea of who is to be considered poor and who 
is not. 

The report deals with measuring the current status of the poor 
rather than with the causes or solutions to poverty. A family is 
none the less poor for having arrived at that state of its own 
accord. Similarly, the fact that an individual could with modest and 
reasonable effort escape from poverty has nothing to do with whether 
he is currently poor. 
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The current measure of poverty used in the allocation formula 
was originally developed by Mollie Orshansky of the Social Security 
Administration in 1964 and was, with revisions, officially adopted 
in 1969 by the Office of Management and Budget as the Federal 
Government's official statistical measure of poverty. The measure 
is built around the Department of Agriculture's economy food plan of 
1961 and the national average ratio of family food expenditures to 
total family after-tax income as measured in the 1955 Household Food 
Consumption Survey. It consists of 124 separate poverty cutoffs 
differentiating families by size, number of children, age and sex of 
head, and farm or nonfarm residence. The cutoffs are updated 
annually by changes in the Consumer Price Index. The weighted 
average poverty cutoff for a nonfarm family of four in 1974 was 
$5,038. According to the Census Bureau's report based on the March 
1975 Current Population Survey, in 1974 there were approximately 
24.3 million persons, or 12 percent of the population, poor by this 
definition. 

The Orshansky poverty definition is widely used to measure the 
nation's progress in reduCing the extent of poverty. It is also used 
as a statistical tool to identify the target populations of 
government programs that help the financially needy and to evaluate 
the effectiveness of such programs. In recent years it has been 
adapted for administrative purposes. The Title I program of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides one example of its 
administrative use. A different example is its use in the Head Start 
program where it plays a part in the determination of individual 
eligibility and the amount of government benefits provided to 
beneficiaries. 

The Orshansky matrix of poverty thresholds is not the only 
poverty or low-income measure used for statistical and adminis­
trative purposes. Other measures include dollar cutoffs unadjusted 
for family size; various percentiles of the income distribution; and 
various percentages of median family income. These measures have 
advantages and disadvantages which vary according to the specific 
statistical, analytical, or administrative purposes intended. Each 
has subjective elements and limitations due to unresolved conceptual 
problems or scarcity of data. 

The study examines (1) regional, climatic, metropolitan, urban, 
suburban, and rural differences in the poverty measure, (2) 
differences due to family size and head of household, and (3) the 
availability of state and other subnational data more current than 
the decennial Census, including cost of living, cost of housing, 
labor market and job availability, prevailing wage rates, 
unemployment rates, income distribution, and the eligibility 
criteria for aid to families with dependent children (AFDC) under 
state plans approved for Title IV of the Social Security Act. 
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The report reviews various topics; major discussion areas are: 

1. Measures of poverty used for national policy 
purposes require fundamental social, political, and 
ethical judgments which should reflect the following 
considerations: varying beliefs about the proper 
norms or standards of need which should be adopted; 
a well conceived purpose and reasoned use of the 
measure or measures; the implicit government policy 
to redistribute income to or substantially assist 
those below the poverty line; and the necessity for 
periodically reviewing any poverty measure in light 
of changed perceptions of need, new data, resource 
limitations, changes in the demographic composition, 
and social factors. 

2. The official measure of poverty has a number of 
limitations, some of which stem from the fact that 
there are no commonly accepted standards of need, 
other than for food; even the Department of 
Agriculture's measure of this standard is 
approximate. A multiplier which reflects the 
average ratio of income to food consumption is used 
as only a rough measure of nonfood requirements. In 
addition, it, along with other measures discussed in 
this study, does not account for geographic 
differences in the cost of living or relative 
prices. Nor does it change over time with changes in 
the standard of living, although it is adjusted for 
changing prices to the extent they are captured by 
the Consumer Price Index. 

3. Various proposals have been made to change the 
official poverty measure. The most commonly 
discussed include: revising it by using a more 
current USDA food plan and ratio of food 
expenditures to income from the 1965-66 Household 
Food Consumption Survey; simplifying it by removing 
the distinctions for farm residence, sex of head, or 
presence of children; making year-to-year changes 
through a price index specially weighted for poor 
persons; adjusting the definition of income for 
assets, taxes, and home-produced goods and services; 
and measuring the effect of the subsidy programs 
which are now more available to the poor than they 
were when the measure was derived. 

4. There may be cost-of-living differences between 
regions, and among urban, suburban, and rural areas, 
but the extent and nature of these differences is 
difficult to identify accurately. Existing sources 
of data which are both accurate at the state and 

67 



are: 

ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 

local level and available on a timely basis cannot 
provide a reliable proxy measure of poverty. 
Because cost-of-living differences across areas are 
not satisfactorily measured by existing data and 
because there is no agreement on the methodology for 
making such an adjustment, no geographic adjustment 
in the poverty threshold is made in the report. 
Nevertheless, even in the absence of demonstrated 
cost-of-living or price differences, some believe 
that national programs could contain provisions to 
overcome problems which could arise from the effects 
of local labor and housing markets, local extent of 
poverty, or other special circumstances. 

5. The development of a poverty definition based on a 
fully specified market basket of goods and services 
could provide a basis for varying the thresholds to 
account for differences in need due to variation in 
family size or composition. However, the lack of 
commonly accepted standards of need makes it 
difficult to construct a suitable poverty level 
market basket. Equivalence scales used to adjust 
the current poverty thresholds for family size and 
composition are based primarily on nutritional 
requirements and are not fully satisfactory. 
Alternative equivalence scales are examined in the 
report, but there is disagreement about their 
validity and in some cases they are quite arbitrary 
in their construction. Similarly, there are no 
generally accepted techniques for adjusting poverty 
cutoffs for other demographic characteristics such 
as health status or occupation. Unaddressed is the 
question of standards of poverty for the working 
poor compared with those dependent largely on public 
programs for support. 

Several findings related to changing the definition of poverty 

1. Commonly proposed changes in the definition of 
poverty would raise the poverty cutoffs and increase 
the number of persons who would be counted as poor. 
However, there have also been a number of criticisms 
of the way in which the poor are counted, which, if 
valid, suggest that some persons are counted as poor 
who should not be. Commonly proposed alterations 
vary from a revision of the current definition on 
the basis of more recent family consumption patterns 
to such entirely different approaches as specifying 
poverty in terms of some percentage of median 
income. Changes which lower the poverty count, if 
the present poverty measure were not changed, 
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include counting non-cash subsidies like food stamps 
as income and imputing income value to wealth when 
it does not generate interest, dividends, or rental 
income. 

2. Increasing the poverty income cutoffs results not 
only in more persons and families being counted as 
"poor," but also in a significantly different 
composition of the poor population. Increasing the 
poverty line results in a poverty population with 
proportionately more whites than at present, more 
working poor, an increased proportion of families 
with a male rather than a female head, slightly 
higher concentrations of the elderly, and slightly 
lower consent rations of children. It also causes a 
relative shift in the proportionate share of the 
poor population from the Southern to other states 
and from less populated to more populated states. 

3. Since no accepted standards exist for nonfood items 
(housing, clothing, transportation, etc.), the 
current poverty' threshold is derived by assuming 
that the appropriate ratio of expenditures on 
nonfood items to expenditures on food would be that 
observed on the average in the United States. Based 
on more recent household food consumption data, the 
average proportion of income devoted to nonfood 
items and the corresponding multiplier to be applied 
to food costs are higher than in the current poverty 
measure. Arguments have been made both for 
increasing and decreasing the multiplier. These are 
related to: the assumption that food expenditures 
must not exceed the measured national average 
proportion of total income spent on food; 
differences in the statistical bases for calculating 
the multiplier; and the income definition to be 
used. 

4. Under the official poverty measurement system (when 
backdated by the Consumer Price Index), the number 
of poor families was reduced from 18.5 percent in 
1959 to 9.2 percent during 1974. Revising the 
official poverty line on the basis of current 
nutrition standards, food plans, food prices, and a 
higher multiplier reflecting more recent overall 
consumption data would raise the poverty line in 
real terms and lessen the amount of progress shown 
in reducing the extent of poverty. A poverty line 
based on 50 percent of national median family income 
would consistently show about 19 percent of all 
families as poor over the past fifteen years, 
although at ever higher real income levels. 
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5. In-kind benefits from government and private sources 
have grown sharply during the past decade. 
Empirical evidence for 1974 and several earlier 
years indicates that, if food stamps were included 
as income and if the poverty thresholds were not 
changed, about 5 to 15 percent of the poor 
(depending on the method of valuation used) would no 
longer be counted as poor. The number of poor 
children would be reduced more significantly than 
other groups of poor persons. Inclusion of the 
value of other in-kind subsidies such as housing and 
health insurance would also reduce the number of 
poor counted by the present measure if the poverty 
thresholds were not changed. However, if the logic 
of the existing measures is maintained, the ratio of 
after-tax income to food expenditures which is used 
in computing the poverty thresholds might be 
altered. Although it is difficult to agree on what 
value of in-kind benefits to include as income, 
failure to do so excludes some of the fastest 
growing sources of income in the economy. 

6. Addition of unrealized or imputed income from assets 
(or even addition of stock of assets) to current 
income will also reduce the count of the poor if the 
poverty thresholds are not changed. The most 
dramatic reduction will occur for the self-employed, 
the aged, whites, and other groups in which the 
average net worth is higher than it is for the 
population as a whole. However, many of the poor 
have no sizable assets. Furthermore, if the poverty 
definition were revised maintaining its current 
logic, whether the number of poor would increase or 
decrease would depend on the distribution of such 
imputed income. 

Findings related to programs are: 

7. Except for a few programs, like child nutrition and 
food stamps, raising the poverty line (or lowering 
it) need not in itself increase (or decrease) the 
Federal budget, since in most programs a fixed 
amount of Federal funds is distributed. Federal 
revenues are linked to the poverty line to some 
extent through the minimum standard deduction for 
income taxes. The primary administrative effect of 
changing the poverty line (if administrative 
gUidelines were to be similarly changed) is not 
necessarily a question of how much Federal money 
will be appropriated for the poor as of which low­
income persons or areas will receive the 
appropriated funds. 
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8. Wi th respect to Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, other elements of the 
distribution formula, such as the individual states' 
per-pupil expenditure rates, the size of their AFDC 
populations, the "hold harmless" provision, and the 
failure to update the count of children in poverty 
between the decennial Censuses, also have a 
significant effect on the proportionate share of 
funds which each state receives. If the funds were 
distributed solely on the basis of the number of 
poor children, the distributional effects would be 
much sharper than those produced by any reasonable 
change in the poverty thresholds using the current 
formula of allocation of Title I funds. 

This report does not recommend any particular changes in 
poverty measurement or concept. It shows that there are many 
alternatives possible, each with its own advantages and 
disadvantages. Unfortunately, many of the more conceptually 
desirable changes are among the most difficult to implement. There 
are options that would increase the poverty count; there are equally 
valid changes that would reduce it. It can be concluded that any 
poverty definition may be subject to valid criticism, and that any 
definition is inherently value laden. Nevertheless, there is an 
advantage in the continued publication of an official statistical 
series of a poverty measure as an index of national achievement in 
reducing the extent of poverty. 

Selected Major Poverty Standards Utilized in Hawaii 

As was noted earlier in this chapter, several different poverty standards 

are currently utilized for determining eligibility for various programs designed 

for persons of low income. Table 4.6 presents a summary of four standards, 

the Community Services Administration (CSA) standard, the Department of 

Social Services and Housing (DSSH) standard, the federal Social Services Title 

XX standard, and the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) 

standard. Table 4.6 additionally presents data on the federal Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (BLS) "Retired Couple Budgets". While the BLS Retired Couple 

Budgets are technically not considered as a poverty standard, the budgets have 

been advocated, as noted earlier in this chapter as the income goal for older 

Americans by the -1971 White House Conference on Aging. 

Hawaii State Department of Social Services and Housing (DSSH) Program 

Eligibility Standards. The Hawaii State .Department of Social Services and 
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Housing (DSSH) uses several sets of eligibility standards for its various 

assistance programs. See Table 4.7 which shows the standards in effect as of 

July 1, 1978. The standards for the Money Payment Program shown both in 

Tables 4.6 and 4.7 are developed in accordance with the requirements of section 

346-53, Hawaii Revised Statutes, a law created by Act 145 of the Session Laws 

of Hawaii 1975. A significant provision of Act 145 was the mandate that 

beginning July 1, 1976, the director of social services: 25 

... shall increase the maximum basic needs allowance which the 
department may pay a recipient, by a percentage increase in the 
average weekly wage in covered employment, as computed by the 
director of labor and industrial relations .... 

Section 346-53 was amended by Act 104 of the Session Laws of Hawaii 1978 as 

follows. The basic thrust of Act 104 was the deletion of the requirement that 

adjustments shall be automatic, as provided for in Act 145. Act 104 provides 

instead that beginning January 1, 1978 and on or before January 1 of each odd­

numbered year thereafter, the director of social services shall submit a report 

to the legislature indicating the amount of additional moneys required to 

implement a cost of living increase, rounded to the nearest dollar: 26 

(1) In the average weekly wage in covered employment as computed by 
the director of labor and industrial relations ... , or 

(2) In the consumer price index for Hawaii as computed by the United 
States Department of Labor, whichever is lowest. 

Act 104 contains two other significant provisions as follows. One provision 

requires the director of social services to request that such amount be reflected 

in that portion of the executive budget relating to the department, and that if 

additional funds are appropriated by the legislature for a cost of living adjust­

ment, then the adjusted basic needs allowance shall be adjusted to reflect the 

appropriation. The remaining provision provides that should general fund 

expenditures for money and medical payments increase at a rate greater than 

the rate of increase in general fund tax revenues in any fiscal year, the 

director of social services shall report such increases to the legislature and 

make cost control recommendations to include, but not be limited to: (1) 
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Table 4.7 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES AND HOUSING 
Public Welfare Division 

ACT #145 (H.B. 35 July, 1975) 
Updated - Effective 7/1/78 

HrJ/If:l PAIHElfT PROGRAM - '1lonthty Allowrt ..... Standard 
'uUy Sh. Balie • Sl!eclal ••• Shelter Haxl_ .... Haxl_ Total. Annunl !lad __ 

1 $122 $175 297 3,5M 
2 175 215 390 4,680 
3 228 240 468 5,616 
~ 281 265 546 fi,552 
5 336 290 626 7,512 
6 389 320 709 8,508 
7 4~2 360 802 9,624 • 496 360 856 10,272 , 5.9 360 909 10,900 

10 60J 360 963 11,556 
11 656 360 1,016 12,192 
12 710 360 1,070 12,840 
13 762 360 1,122 lJ,464 
14 816 360 1,176 14,112 
15 870 J60 1,230 14,760 

for additional persona, add ,54 for ba.lc and .peelaI. Shelter •• xlatnn (rent and 
util1tiee) r ... in at $360. 

"!xc Iud ..... dic" care coet. which are eat in (ull by the Dept. throueh ito !!edicaid Prosn •. 
"Exclude. Food Su.., bonu. (addItIonal benefits) which ".ries by (oUy abe and net inco .... 

uAa paid up to aheltor ,,"'auu. 
"'R.Uecu 5% increa .. In "9A errective 7/1/78. 

High Hght .. 
1. Stondnd .ppllcabl. unlfomy to all cat.sories. 
2. taerlenc1 a.,tatance due to natural di •• tlter prOTlded. 
J. ltec:lplentB .hal1 be paid on eMrsency b •• i. for the coat of rerlaclnl or repllirlns house­

hold .ppll.nc •• (r.(rll1erotor and .ton) Haited to certain coat conoldoration. -
not to exc .. d $350. 

4. Effeeth. 711179 Incr ..... b •• ed on lover of CPt or lIallo lncn ... and whether fund. 
.ppropriated b,. Le.1alature. 

Amount of Liquid A.sete Dierel1$'dcd 
(Differa betlJf!8n S5I Q1Id Oel'8r lIecnpi"ntal 

AFDC,AfDC-UF ,eA Old lie., AfDC,MDC-ur ,GA Old 1\"" 
FaailY Siz. ""'unt ""'unt FuUl SIze l\Ioount AIIount 

1 $ 435 nu 4 TBOO $820 
2 575 585 5 915 91,0 

J 685 700 6 1,035 1,065 

SSI ea ••• - MonthlI 
7 1,170 1,205 

8 1,250 1,285 
$1,500 - 1 p.non 9 l,ll5 1,365 
$2,200 - couple 

------
HElJICAr. ASSISTAIfCIl O"U - 1_ r.lm£ ta - p ..... o .... dt """'" 

lIou .. hold 51.. rnthll Annual Ilou.ohold 
--1--- ]00 $1,600 --6-

2 400 4,800 7 
3 475 5,700 8 
• 550 6,600 9 
, 626 7,512 10 

Size 

AFDC,AFDC-UF ,GA 
F ... ll She 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

yonthlY 
709 
802 
856 
909 
963 

Appl,. .,ntl1 p.,..nt "_ .. UN. total." atandard .fter 10 ate1Iber houlleholdll. 
Dlaresard{Exo.,t ion of lleoource. 

I pet'Bon - $1,.500 
2 po .. on. - 2,250 

Old 
Amount 
$1,1,00 

1,475 
1,555 
1,630 
1,705 
1,785 

Annual 
$8.508 
9,624 

10,272 
10,908 
11,556 

lIev 
Amount 
$1,445 
1,525 
1,605 
1,685 
1,765 
l,8U 

Add $250 for each add1tlonol ..... ber 
,.ail,. could nUl be oUglble even if .... nthly inca ... oxceed the .bove U .. ite, if o"c".· incnme 
insufficient to PRY for .edlc:al care coat. Cost sharing dependlnft on cost of medical Cdre. 

FOOD STNIl'S ONtI - In"""" Linrlto (f:Uectlue .Tutu, 19?8) 
Houa"hold Sl." 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
8 , 

10 

Honthly 
$ 301 

1,40 
633 
800 
953 

l,lltO 
1,260 
1,440 
1,620 
1,800 

Annual 
$ 3,612 

5,280 
7,596 
9,600 

11,436 
13,680 
15,120 
17,280 
19,440 
21,600 

Hou •• ho1d Siz. ---n-
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Dlare Bcd-Ex tlon of Resource. - Hanthl 

Honth!t 
$1:,980 

2,160 
2,]40 
2,520 
2,700 
2,880 
3,060 
3,240 
],420 
3,600 

Annual 
$23,760 

25,920 
28,080 
30,240 
32,400 
]4,560 
]6,720 
38,880 
41,0'.0 
43,200 

),000 - household. with two or IIQrl!! when at leallt one Hllber 1. ase 60 or older. 
$1.'00 - 811 other household. includinl one perllon householdll. 

COIIblned Federal/State 
ItIDIVIDOAL CDOPLE 

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78--1-973-79 
Old tieW Old tieW 

££l1inV IndepdndGntly rederal $177.00 $1F.~0 $266.70 $2"ii4:"10 
Stllte 15,20 15.20 24;20 24.20 

$193.00 $204.60 $290.90 $308.30';" 2 
($154.15 _mber 

of couple) 
In noufI"ho/.d of Another Federal $118.54 $126.27 $171.80 $189.~0 

state 4.46 4.46 12.20 12.20 
$123.00 $130.73 $UO.OO $201.60 + 2 

($100.80 "@lIber 
of coupl@) 

Donr£ai.tiary I Federal $177.80 $189.40 
State _90,20 90.20 

$268.00 $2l9.60 

Donr£ciliary II Federal $177.80 $189.40 
State 140.20 1~0.20 

$318.00 $]29.60 

Donr£ai.Uary III Federal $177.80 $189.40 
State 202.20 202.20 

$]80.00 $J91.60 

E£(ecUve July I, 1978, tho federal baolc s9t benefit ••• ,.lOt p.yabla to el1Rlbh Individuale 
ill increased by 6.5% c08t-of-llvlnR lncre.... Pa •• -aions of the coat-of-l1vlng incrense lIep.ta 
tho requlre .. nt o( Fedoral .. nd.tory p ••• -alonB prov1010n. o( P.L. 94-585 (1618 of Social 
S"curity Act) p ••• ed In October, 1976. 

State luprlement amount re .. ln. the aa .. for .11 five living OrrnnRf!IIt'nts. 

Continued Federal ad.lnl.tration of State SSt pspent l'@naain8 in effeC't. 
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changes in eligibili.ty standards, (2) adjustments to the basic needs allowance, 

(3) adjustments to the maximum shelter allowance, (4) alternatives to money 

payments for meeting basic needs, and (5) adjustments to medical payment fees 

and levels of service. 

"The Gap Group" 

Discussion of economic poverty and low-income persons would be 

incomplete without addressing the issue of the persons falling in the so-called 

"gap group". The term has been used with increasing frequency in recent 

years; however, there appears to be no universally accepted definition of the 

term. Other terms which are virtual synonyms of the term IIgap group" include 

linear poor", "marginally poor", and "potentially poor". 

The most common conceptualization of persons in the gap group is that of 

a person or family failing to meet technical income related eligibility 

requirements for various government programs designed for low-income 

persons, but who nonetheless have incomes or economic assets barely sufficient 

to acquire the essentials of daily living such as food, clothing, and shelter. A 

discussion of several local programs designed for persons in the gap group is 

presented in chapter 6 of this study. 

Summary 

This chapter has provided an overview of the concepts and issues related 

to the measurement of economic poverty. It was noted that economic poverty is 

a difficult concept to define and that various so-called official poverty standards 

are utilized for the various governmentally based programs for persons of low 

income. It was also hoted that a recent federal report, entitled "The Measure of 

Poverty II , has generated major controversy at the federal level and that debate 

on the issues related to poverty measurement are Ii kely to remain on the agenda 

of future congresses and administrations. Finally, the chapter discussed the 

gap group. 
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POVERTY MEASUREMENT 

The remaining two chapters of this study will identify and evaluate major 

programs and services designed for older persons and will present approaches 

and recommendations intended to enhance the economic status of Hawaii's needy 

older population. 
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PART II I 

PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII: 
SOME ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES 



Introduction 

As can be inferred from the data and information appearing in the two 

chapters comprising Part III of this study I a sizeable array of programs and 

services are currently available to older residents of the State. The programs 

and services cover a wide gamut ranging from information and referral services 

to major income assistance programs such as the federal Supplemental Security 

Income (551) program and the several money payment programs administered by 

the Hawaii State Department of Social Services and Housing. 

Despite the general consensus as to the rather comprehensive offering of 

programs and services for older persons, there is strong contention I especially 

by older people or advocates in their behalf I that more must be done to alleviate 

the economic hardships facing many older persons in Hawaii. The basic 

rationale underlying the view that more must be done is based on the continuing 

erosion of the buying power of the dollar due to the spiraling inflation and the 

assertion that older retirees on fixed incomes are simply not able to adequately 

provide for the basic necessities of food, clothing, shelter, and medical care. 

I ndeed the issue of inflation is widely viewed as the top domestic issue in 

America today, and few will argue that the hardest hit by inflation are the older 

retirees with fixed incomes and little or no other economic assets such as cash 

savings, stocks and bonds, and property assets. 

Yet, the implementation of a broad-based income supplementation program 

either on a federal, federal-state, or state basis, beyond the existing levels 

provided through the various government income assistance programs presently 

in existence, augurs requirements for significant additional cash outlays. As 

illustrated by the cost data shown in Tables 5.10,5.11, and 5.12 in chapter 5 of 

this study, an income supplementation program limited to Hawaii's recipients of 

551, would cost in the millions of dollars annually. For example, as depicted in 

Table 5.10, the minimal annual cost for an income supplementation program 

which provides a monthly award averaging $50 a month for the projected 1980 

caseload of 5,760 551 recipients aged 65 and older amounts to $3,460,000. This 

is the estimated cost for direct cash assistance payments only and does not 

include administrative costs. 
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As can be seen from the data shown in Table 4.6 in chapter 4 of this 

study, there are several poverty/low income standards currently utilized for 

various programs in the State of Hawaii. The income standards vary 

considerably and the "target groupll, i. e., "wholl should be included in a 

program for income supplementation, appears to be a basic policy decision for 

the legislature, with different cost requirements depending upon which of the 

standards is to be used as the benchmark for any expanded or new program of 

income supplementation for "needy retirees and pensioners" which the 

legislature wishes to seriously consider. 

The national mood appears to be moving toward a posture calfing for 

federal government spending limits and budget cuts for various programs. 

Evidence of the presence of this mood in Hawaii is the approval by Hawaii's 

electorate of Article V II of the Hawaii State Constitution during the November 

1978 general election which contains a number of provisions relating to 

expenditure ceilings and rigid fiscal controls. For example, Section 9 of Article 

VII, entitled IiLegislative Appropriations; Procedures; Expenditure Ceiling", 

reads in part as follows: 

GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURE CEILING 

Notwithstanding any other provlslon to the contrary, the 
legislature shall establish a general fund expenditure ceiling which 
shall limit the rate of growth of general fund appropriations, 
excluding federal funds received by the general fund, to the estimated 
rate of growth of the State's economy as provided by law. No 
appropriations in excess of such ceiling shall be authorized during 
any legislative session unless the legislature shall, by a two-thirds 
vote of the members to which each house of the legislature is 
entitled, set forth the dollar amount and the rate by which the 
ceiling will be exceeded and the reasons therefor. 

Cognizance must also be taken of still another significant amendment to the 

Hawaii State Constitution ratified at the 1978 general election. This amendment is 

Article IX, entitled II Economic Security of the Elderlyll, which at Section 4 reads 

as follows: "The State shall have the power to provide for the security of the 

elderly by establishing and promoting programs to assure their economic and 

social well-being. Ii 
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INTRODUCTION 

Thus, in summary, the voters of Hawaii appear to have given clear 

recognition through their ratification of Article IX of the needs of HawaiPs 

elderly. The issues thus seem to boil down not so much to questions of 

"whether" the well-being of the elderly should be assured but rather II who" are 

the elderly for purposes of the constitutional mandate, "how" is the security to 

be assured and by what standards, "what share" of the public resources made 

available for social programs is to be earmarked for the elderly, and "how" are 

the programs for assisting the elderly to be financed. 

Two chapters comprise Part III of this study. Chapter 5 includes an 

overview of the basic government income assistance progams and some key federal 

legislation including issues relating to a nationally based program of income 

assistance; reviews the income supplementation proposals appearing in the 

"Comprehensive Master Plan for the Elderly", a 1974 publication about Hawaii's 

elderly; and presents some costs associated with an income supplementation 

program for Hawaii's 551 recipients age 60 and older. 

Chapter 6 includes an overview and inventory of selected basic programs 

and services intended for, or otherwise available to older persons in Hawaii, and 

offers some suggestions for strengthening programs and services for the elderly. 
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Chapter 5 

INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION FOR NEEDY OLDER PERSONS: 
SOME ISSUES AND PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES 

Introduction and Background 

The economic plight of many older Americans has been widely publicized 

through the popular media, the general literature, and more recently through 

broad-based activities of various organizations and entities representing the 

interests of older Americans. 

The economic hardship confronting many older persons in Hawaii has 

likewise received growing attention and recognition. Not unlike the situation 

elsewhere in the United States, local media coverage, activities of local senior 

citizen groups, notable among which is the Kokua Council for Senior Citizens of 

Hawaii, Inc., and several study reports and income surveys about Hawaii1s 

elderly have highlighted the serious economic distress being experienced by a 

large number of Hawaijls older population. 

Data and information concerning the economic status of Hawaii1s elderly, 

especially the older retirees, gathered during this study support the contention 

that significant economic hardship is being experienced by a large segment of 

the State1s 60 and older population. While it must be recognized that income 

available for the basic necessities of daily living (food, clothing, and shelter) is 

not the only measure of economic status, few would dispute the notion that 

disposable income is a key indicator of economic capacity. The widely 

recognized fact that Hawaii is among the highest cost of living areas in the 

nation obviates the need to further elaborate on the difficulties of Hawaijls older 

persons living on modest fixed incomes. Data and information appearing in 

chapter 3 of this study reveal that many of Hawaii1s older population have 

incomes placing them within or precariously near the official poverty standards. 
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Yet as was discussed in chapter 4 of this study, the adequacy and 

appropriateness of the official federal poverty standard and the several variant 

standards utilized for programs for persons of low income have recently 

surfaced as a policy issue of sufficient magnitude to receive the serious 

attention and action of the Congress. 

Diverse and forceful arguments have been advanced for raising the income 

thresholds of the various poverty standards. And many persons, including top 

level government policy makers, agree in principle that such an upward 

adjustment is a desirable policy objective. Equally powerful arguments have 

been vOiced, however, that the poverty standards are innerently inadequate 

and deficient in that they do not adequately take into account resources such as 

free rent, the value of food stamps, and the value of various other government 

assistance programs. Income definitions and the nature and amounts of 

economic assets which are to constitute the basic criteria for the official federal 

poverty standard indeed, in themselves, constitute a stirring object of debate. 

But questions about income and assets are not the only issues. Other 

complex policy questions of an essentially qualitative nature are also at issue. 

For example, assuming consensus is attained on how economic poverty should be 

defined, inextricably related policy decisions need to be simultaneously 

rendered as to what share of the program dollars is to be appropriated to the 

needy elderly versus the non-elderly poor and the working poor. Still other 

unresolved major policy matters touch upon sources of funding for poverty 

programs and the administrative mechanisms for administering the various 

poverty programs. 

I n summary, the Bureau concludes that income-related problems of older 

persons as a major domestic policy issue will intensify in the years ahead and 

questions concerning income adequacy will continue to occupy a prominent 

position on the agendas of policy-making bodies at all levels of government. 

The Bureau's conclusion stems from the following observations: 

--The elderly as a population group are expected to represent a 
progressively larger proportion of the total population. 
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--Assuming there are even marginal increases in the total 
population, there will be more older people, many of whom 
will rely upon a fixed income as their basic, if not sole, 
source of economic resource. 

--The growing recognition that persons with fixed incomes and 
little or no additional economic assets will be unable to 
maintain an adequate standard of living in the face of the 
continuing rise in the cost of living and inflation. I nflation is 
a serious problem for all Americans, but for those relying 
exclusively or primarily on fixed incomes, a not uncommon 
situation among older retirees, the problem is even worse. 
The Consumer Price Index (CP I), a statistical measure of 
changes in the purchasing power of the consumer1s dollar, is 
often used as a yardstick to measure inflation. An indication 
of the significant rise in the CPI during the past decade is 
illustrated by the following passage appearing in a recent 
federal publication. liThe consumer price index (CPI) rose 
27 percent in the period 1970-74, compared with 5 percent 
for 1960-64 and 16 percent for 1965-69. It increased an 
additional 13 percent from 1975 to 1977 and is continuing its 
steep upward climb in 1978."1 

--The growing political influence of the elderly. 

--The firmly established trend toward early retirement. Note 
should be taken, however, of P. L. 95-256 signed into law on 
Apri I 6, 1978 which prohibits mandatory retirement before 
age 70 for most American workers. In brief, the Public Law 
includes the following key provisions: 

--Raises the upper age limit for coverage for non­
federal employees to 70 from 65, thus extending 
legal protection against mandatory retirement and 
other age-based employment discrimination such 
as in hiring or promotion f effective January 1, 
1979; 

--Eliminates the upper age limit for coverage for 
most federal civilian employees; 

--Makes clear that a provision of the' Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 (P. L. 
90-202) was not intended to permit pension or 
seniority plans to require retirement before the 
upper age limit; 

--Permits until January 1, 1980, mandatory retire­
ment requirements under collective bargaining 
agreements signed before September 1, 1977; 
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--Allows forced retirement for employees over 
age 65 who had been high-level executives for 
more than two years, if their pensions were at 
least $27,000 a year; 

--Allows, until July 1, 1982, forced retirement of 
tenured college or university faculty between age 
65 and 70; 

--Provides for jury trials of issues of fact in suits 
brought under the Act; 

--Retains the statutory age limits for certain 
federal employees, including Foreign Service and 
Central Intelligence Agency officers, air traffic 
controllers, law enforcement personnel, and 
firefighters; and 

--Requires the United States Secretary of Labor to 
report by January 1, 1982, on the effects of 
raising the age ceiling, and the feasibility of 
eliminating the upper age limit entirely. 

This new federal law has prompted speculation from various sources as to 

its effect on the national trend toward early retirement. The consensus seems 

to be that the raising of the mandatory retirement age will have no appreciable 

effect in reversing the trend, at least into the immediately foreseeable future. 

At least one source in the literature asserts, however, that inflationary factors 

will reverse the trend. According to this source, because of inflation II ... which 

is a deterrent to early retirement. .. [T]he rate of early retirements will start to 

retard. 1\2 I n summary, while the best guess appears to be a II noll , the more 

prudent approach would suggest a wait and see attitude. Clues as to the effect 

of this new law may emerge from a major federal survey which plans to study 

the effects of the law and attitudes of Americans about early, regular, and late 
3 retirement and which survey results are due for completion by 1981. 

National Welfare Reform: An Overview 

The past two decades have produced an avalanche of printed material over 

issues concerning a national program of income support for needy Americans. 

The phrase IIwelfare reform ll which has origins traceable at least to the 1960s 

has remained a popular slogan for the various approaches and proposals for a 

85 



ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 

national system of income support. According to a source in the literature, 

IIReform of the nationls welfare system - Icleaning up the welfare mess l - has 
4 been a major theme in virtually every Presidential campaign in recent years. II 

One other source in the I iterature describes the welfare system as: 

II ... [AJ collection of overlapping and ill-coordinated programs designed to aid 

the poor. 

through Aid 

It provides cash assistance to low-income families with children 

to 

Assistance (EA) , 

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Emergency 

to needy aged, blind, and disabled persons through 

Supplemental Security Income (SS I), and to needy veterans through pensions. 

I n- kind benefits, also based on need, are provided through the food stamp, 

medicaid, child nutrition, and housing assistance programs. These and the 

other welfare programs, which provided $44.7 billion in benefits in fiscal year 

1976, are part of a larger government income-transfer system that includes 

social insurance programs such as social security, government retirement, and 

unemployment insurance; social insurance programs provided $141.0 billion 

benefits in 1976."5 

Recent Major National Welfare Reform Proposals. The 95th Congress 

which adjourned in 1978 saw the introduction of several measures relating to 

"Welfare Reform". The measures included President Carterls II Better Jobs and 

Income Act" (H.R. 9030 and S. 2084); H.R. 10950, the Carter plan as amended 

by a special Ways and Means subcommittee headed by James C. Corman; 

H. R. 10711 sponsored by AI Ullman, Chairman of the Ways and Means 

Committee; and S. 2777 sponsored by a bipartisan group of senators led by 

Senate Minority Leader Howard H. Baker and former HEW Secretary Senator 

Abraham Ribicoff. 6 A brief overview of these four major proposals appearing in 

a 1978 issue of the Congressional Quarterly is digested as follows: 7 

Programs. The Carter and Corman bills would extend welfare 
benefits to all needy persons including single persons and childless 
couples. The Baker-Bellmon and Ullman proposals would retain the 
existing separate programs. The Carter and Corman proposals 
would transfer administration of all programs except emergency 
assistance to the federal government. The Ullman and Baker­
Bellmon proposals would retain state control. 
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Coverage. The Carter and Corman proposals would extend 
welfare benefits to all needy individuals, including single 
individuals and childless couples. The Baker-Bellmon and Ullman 
proposals would retain the prohibition against AFDC payments for 
single individuals and couples without children. All four bills make 
mandatory, AFDC benefits to families with unemployed fathers 
except for the Ullman bill which limits the aid to 17 weeks in a 
year. 

Benefits. All four proposals would establish national minimum 
benefits, with the Carter, Corman, and Ullman proposals all 
establishing a minimum benefit slightly higher than the Baker­
Bellmon proposal. The Carter, Corman, and Ullman proposals set a 
national minimum benefit of $4,200 for a single-parent family of four 
with the benefit to be met entirely by cash under the Carter and 
Corman proposals while the Ullman proposal calls for a combination 
of cash ($2,500) and food stamps ($1,650). The Baker-Bellmon 
proposal would let the states continue to set benefit levels subject 
to the following levels: 55 per cent of the poverty level in fiscal 
year 1981,60 per cent in 1982, and 65 per cent in 1985. 

Tax Incentives. All four proposals are designed to expand 
the earned income tax credit, a tax break intended to increase the 
financial incentive for heads of low-income households to engage in 
gainful employment. In addition, all four proposals include a 
IIreverse withholding II provision through which credits would be 
payable to a family on a monthly or other basis during the year 
through the employer tax withholding system. Finally, all four 
proposals would prohibit tax credits on income earned from public 
jobs. 

Work Requirements. All four measures include work 
requirements for able-bodied welfare recipients with certain 
exceptions, the most notable of which is the exclusion of mothers 
with young children. The four bills differ, however, on many 
details, including the cutoff age for single-parent families with 
children. 

Fiscal Relief to States. Under present law, the federal 
government pays the entire cost of the food stamps and the 
Supplemental Security Income (551) programs, with the federal 
share of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) ranging 
from 50 to 78 per cent. The Carter and Corman proposals establish 
a 90 per cent federal contribution for single cash payments. The 
Baker-Bellmon and Ullman proposals would retain a 100 per cent 
federal payment for food stamps and 55 I . I n addition, the Ullman 
proposal sets the state share of AFDC at 85 per cent of the 1977 
cost of benefits with a further provision calling for the federal 
government to pay 100 per cent of all benefit costs beyond the fixed 
state share. The Baker-Bellmon proposal would increase the AFDC 
matching requirement to the 80-90 per cent range by fiscal 1982. 
Estimates of the actual dollar amount of fiscal aid to the states 
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under each of the plans is as follows: Carter - $3.4 billion; 
Corman - $2.2 billion; Ullman - $1.2 billion; and Baker-Bellmon -
$3 billion. 

Costs. All four proposals would increase the federal outlay 
for II welfare programs ll

• An estimate of the Carter proposal points 
to the need for an additional $8.77 billion in 1982. Another 
estimate, one by the Congressional Budget Office, priced the 
Carter proposal at $17.36 billion. The estimated additional cost of 
the Corman proposal is approximately $20 billion and the Baker­
Bellmon proposal approximately $9 billion, according to preliminary 
esimates of the Congressional Budget Office. 

The foregoing digest of the four major welfare reform proposals of the 

95th Congress, none of which was enacted as of the adjournment of the 95th 

Congress, should serve to underscore the basic elements of the current 

controversies and complexities associated with welfare reform. The non­

enactment of major welfare legislation notwithstanding, the consensus of the 

major literature is that welfare reform will continue to be on the agendas of 

future congresses. The outlook for welfare reform legislation with a focus upon 

cost implications is shared in a recent committee report prepared by the 

Congressional Budget Office as follows: 8 

The future cost of Federal income assistance programs depends 
upon two important factors; first, the course of future legislative 
action and, second, future economic and demographic conditions. The 
projection that extrapolates past trends is dependent primarily upon 
assumed future legislative action at a rate at least as rapid as that 
of the last 20 years. On the other hand, the projection of the 
future cost of current programs is influenced primarily by economic 
and demographic conditions. No one can project with certainty the 
future course of spending on Federal income assistance programs. The 
projections that have been presented indicate that there is a wide 
range of estimates of what the future costs could be of this most 
dynamic of all sectors of Government spending. If past trends 
continue, an amount equivalent to about a third of GNP will be 
devoted to such programs. On the other hand, if current programs are 
maintained and their benefits adjusted to compensate for rises in the 
cost of living, the cost of these programs will amount to about 
10 percent of the GNP. These projections are not conclusive as to 
what actual spending for the programs will be by the year 2000. 
However, they do highlight the importance of future legislative and 
budgetary decisions. They also show the need for careful analysis of 
the economic, population, and program assumptions on which projec­
tions are based. Most importantly, these contrasting projections 
indicate that rapid growth of income assistance spending is not 
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inevitable, but rather a matter of choice for the Congress and the 
executive branch. (Emphasis added) 

Existing Major Cash Benefit Programs for Older Persons 

Several major programs at the federal and state levels currently provide 

cash benefits to Hawaii's older persons. Social Security benefits continue to 

form the cornerstone upon which public and private pension systems build to 

provide the largest part of retirement income. Popular belief to the contrary, 

private savings and investments provide additional income for only a small 

segment of the population. A large proportion of older persons reach old age 

with little or no liquid assets; most savings of persons in lower and middle­

income groups are in the form of home equity. 9 

Older persons who meet eligibility requirements may avail themselves of 

income assistance programs administered for the most part by the federal 

government or through the State of Hawaii. The most important federal income 

support program for persons over age 65 with limited incomes and economic 

assets is the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program established under the 

1972 amendments to the Social Security Act. The SSI program which became 

operational in January 1974 and which is administered by the Social Security 

Administration replaces the former federal grants to states for aid to the aged, 

the blind, and the permanently disabled in the 50 states and the District of 

Columbia. 

State of Hawaii programs which provide cash assistance subject to a means 

test (income and economic assets), include the federally mandated state 

supplement to SSI recipients, the "Money Payment Program", the "Food Stamps" 

program, and the rent subsidy programs, all of which are administered by the 

State Department of Social Services and Housing. Other programs which 

provide limited cash benefits are described in chapter 6 of this study. 

Despite the availability of the various cash benefit programs currently in 

existence, there is a continuing assertion that a large number of older persons 

still remain impoverished. Yet the question is raised as to whether more can be 
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done for the elderly in the light of the observation that the poverty existing in 

the general population is a more pressing concern. 

The balance of this chapter will review selected major existing programs 

of cash assistance and proposals for relieving the financial distress of "needy" 

older persons in the State of Hawaii. 

Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance (OASDI) 

Milton Friedman, a well-known American economist has said: 10 

Social Security combines a highly regressive tax with largely 
indiscriminate benefits, and in overall effect, probably 
redistributes income from lower to higher income persons. I believe 
that it serves no essential social function. Existing commitments 
make it impossible to eliminate it overnight, but it should be 
unwound and terminated as soon as possible. 

Few people would completely agree with Friedman although the social 

security system has been the subject of continuing political and popular debate 
11 literally since its inception in 1935 and has come under attack in recent years. 

There are many thousands of publications authored by persons from all wal ks of 

life providing descriptions, interpretations, and recommendations for improving 

the social security system. Recent years have witnessed increasing interest and 

discussion about the social security system, one observation being: 12 

If social security were a private pension program, it would 
require current assets of more than $4 trillion to be financially 
solvent, i.e., to guarantee its ability to meet its future 
obligations. Since the social-security program has a trust fund of 
only $44 billion, or some one per cent of its obligations, social 
security is bankrupt by the conventional standards used to determine 
the actuarial soundness of private pension programs. 

Currently, the social security program covers more than 90 per cent of 

the working population and as of the federal fiscal year 1976, paid more than 

$83 billion annually in benefits to the retired, the disabled, their dependents, 

and survivors .13 See Table 5.1 for a breakdown of the distribution of OASDH I 

benefits by program and type of beneficiary and Table 5.2 which provides a 
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Table 5.1 

Table 1·1. Distribution of OASDID Benefits, by Program and Type of Beneficiary, 
Fisca.l Year 1976 

Program and type of beneficiary 

Old age and survivors insurance 
Retired workers 
Dependents and survivors 
Special, 72 and over 

Disability insurance 
Health insurance 

Total 

Benefits 
(billions of dollars) 

61.8 
40.5 
21.1 
0.2 
9.2 

12.3 
83.3 

Source: Social Security Administration. Office of Research and Statistics. 

Perce1l1 of benefits 

74.2 
48.7 
25.3 
0.2 

11.1 
14.7 

100.0 

Source: Alicia H. Munnell, The Future ~ Social Security, Studies in 
Social Economics, The Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 
1977, p. 3. 
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Table 5.2 

Current Operating Statistics 
Table M-J.-Public income-maintenance programs: Cash benefit payments. 1940-78 

[In millions: includes paymenls outside lhe Uniled States and bcncfih 10 dependents ""here applicable] 

Unemploymenl 
Temporary 

Reliremcnr. di~bility. and ,urvi~or bener.1S di",billlY 
benefillo benefils 

Work· Su~ 
Monthly lwnp-... m' men's Public pic· 

mental 

Perioo Total' Public employee 
Vet· 

!'nn' Rail· re(lremena 4 
pe",,;on 

OASDHI: road and OASDHI 
retire· 

"~ral c0m-
ment' civil Other' pe-

~nict" lian' 

19-40 ~.I90 7 S23 ~ SII56 S62.0 S1I3.1 ~23.5 511.1 
1945 ... 3.59~ 0 2478 138.9 13.9 253.7 952.1 26.1 
1950 .. 1.6760 9284 2981 114.2 600 4 2.223.1 32.7 
1955 .. 14.1>83 4 4.8~S 3 S60.8 370.4 1.0430 2.7459 112.9 
1960 25.87~ 9 11.080 ~ 9424 IOU 1.793.3 3.436.9 164.3 
1965 ... 36.567 4 18.09> 7 1.133.2 1.3660 3.229 I 4.196.0 2169 
1966 39.317.5 19.81U 1.194 9 1.694.5 3.6488 4.373.5 237.1 
1967 .. 42,659 3 21.154 ~ l.296.5 1.887.3 4.1394 4.456.4 252.2 
191>8 ... "8.1614 ~H1673 1.474.0 2.006.4 4.7080 4.6160 269.2 
1969 ... 53.104 I> 26,4596 1.5255 2.323.7 5.437.0 5.154.2 291.2 
1970 ." 6-4.~70 ~ 31.'69.8 1.756 2 2.796.6 6.369.4 '.480.1 2936 
1971 ... 76."07 36.865 I 2.0026 3.306 0 7.441.3 '.934.5 lO'.6 
1972 ... 83.9814 41.2752 2.175 I 3.927.2 1.636.1 6.340.1 319.1 
1973 ... 96,1084 , 1.130.5 2.565 I 4.788 2 9.920 4 6.446.7 3211 
1974 .. 112.767.2 58.194 I 2.807.7 6.060.2 11.132.5 7.077.0 327.3 
1975 ... 13M598 66.S857 3.2827 7.511.2 13.752.6 7.661.2 337.0 
1976 ... 153.252.5 75.3321 3.570.4 '.563.2 15.8911.1 1.409.2 332.5 
1977 ... (It) 14.2638 3.823.1 9.605.1 (I') 9.071.7 312.0 

1977 
July. ...... 7.1916 319.1 100.5 . ....... 735.7 21.6 
Aug. .. . .. 7.2195 325 ~ II!J! 7 . ...... , 755.7 256 
Sepl . , ... " 7.2920 3286 110.9 ........ 720.5 26.1 
Oc! ... .... ' .. 7.265 I> 3255 1499 ......... 716 4 201 
Nov . ...... , 7.~28 4 3267 154 2 . ........ 712.0 22.11 
Dec ... ....... 7.360 4 32H 8557 ......... 141.1 26.6 

1978 
Jan. ... ....... 7.4102 3209 1551 ........ 120.' 32.9 
Feb ... ....... 7.399 ' 3264 860 ~ ......... 776.6 217 
M1II' ... ' . . . . . . 7.S026 321 I 171.6 ....... ' 710.7 35.1 
Apr .. ...... 7.433 0 328 0 1954 . ...... 716.7 29.7 
May .... ....... 7.423.1 321.4 197.9 ......... 715.2 %7.4 
AIDe ... , ....... 7.413.7 339.2 901.0 ......... 711.7 30.4 
Ally .... ....... 7.188.0 341.0 904.5 ......... 775.4 %7.5 

I Emergenc) rehef fun,d, of S 1,6303 million in 19-40 tOlal. 1101 included 
els.c", here Include, training allo,," ance. to unemployed workers under Area R~· 
velopmenl A'I and Manpower Development and Tr.oining Act for 1961-75. IlOl 
shown s.cpuarel) 

, Reliremenl and ;urvivor benefir; beginning 19-40; disabilil) benern; begiMing 
1957 Belinnin& Ocl 1966. include, ;peeial benefil! .Ulhorizrd by 1966 le,i;lation 
for perwl)S a,ed 72 and over not insured under the regular or ~nsitional proviworu 
of the Social Securil) Act 

) Includes aMuilie; to widows under joint·and·survivor elections bef~ 19047. 
Be"nnin& Feb 1967. include, ;upplemc.nl annuities for care«" rajlroad nnploy· 
ees 

• Eldudel refundl of contributIon, to employees who leave 1OCfVia:. 
S Includes survivor aMunie. under joinl.and·;urvivor elections bef~ 19041. 
• Repres.cnt. Federal con!ribulor) systems OIher IlIan civil service, Federal non­

contributOf) s)'\leml for CIvilian employees and career mililM) ~nel. and 'YS­
!eml fOT State and local lovemmelll employee. Monthly data IlOl a .. ailable. 

, Payment. to ~e!eranl and SU('\'IVon of decea.'oed ~eteraJU. includin, special al· 
Iowance; for survi~on of veteran, .... ho did not qualify under OASDHI (Sen· 
icemen'; and Veterans' Survi~or Bener" Act CJI 1956) and. tlwou,h J_ 1973. 
subsistence payment; to dISAbled vel crans under,oin, training. 

, Death paymcnll. 
• Includes annual .nd monlhl) data for rajlroad retirement. vetc:nns propams. 

and Federal civil 5ef';icc retiremenl For "OIher" public employee 'yslems. annual 
cIIt. only. 

I. Annual and monthly tOlals include rqular Stile unemploymenl inSlll'lIlC't pro­
,ram and p.yment; made by States as a,ents of the Federal Go~emmcnt under IhI: 
Federal employees' unemploymenl compensation pro&ram and under tile El· 
Servicemen's CompcnSl!ion Act of 1958 Annual data only for payments under 
Servicemen', RudJustncnt Act 01 1944. Velenut5' Readjusrmenl AI:! fII 1952. 

com· a"ist· 
pen .. · alICe security 
lion pay. income 

SI.M£ Rail- Stile Rail· bene· rnc.nlS ,. pay. 
Other" laon" road laws 11 road 12 

fiu" mc,.,1J 

S249 5S117 SI60 ........ ........ SI61.0 SI.020.1 ...... 
39.2 572.5 2.4 S47 ........ 213.0 987.3 ...... 
540 1.407.1 S91 19.3 S28.1 415.0 2.354.5 . ..... 
12.1 1.466.9 93.3 1927 51.9 591.0 2.516.6 ...... 

135.2 2.867.1 157.7 311.3 569 8600 3.262.8 ...... 
203.6 2.283.4 605 4259 408 1.2140 3.9959 ...... 
219.5 1.852.2 39.3 4421 38.8 U20.0 4.30S.S ...... 
2317 2.1134 406 4725 34.6 1.439.0 4.931.7 ...... 
242.' 2.ISI.3 404 S3C 9 41.0 1.546.0 S.672.1 ...... 
254.0 2.261.6 37.0 son 0 57.4 1.714.0 6.867.0 ...... 
218.11 4.1137 31.7 6646 56.2 1.9&1.0 1.161.0 ...... 
291.' 6.143.7 75.7 680.0 44.7 2.433.0 10.863.6 ...... 
325.9 6.043.2 51.S 707.' 357 2.799.0 11.199.9 ...... 
376.9 4.534.7 30.6 775.3 27.9 3.622.0 11.438.2 . ..... 
451.1 6.928.7 22.2 1423 30.2 4.015.0 1.106.0 55.245.7 
417.0 17.933.' 19.5 197.4 47.6 4.520.0 10.427.1 5.171.2 
531.7 16.169.' 134.7 916.7 14.4 5.133.0 11.424.9 6.068.1 
(Il) "12.994.5 99.1 "915.0 74.2 "5.190.0 11.906.1 6.204.1 

13.2 6296 5.4 . ..... 1.8 71.4 994.3 525 I 
14.' 7171 7.9 ...... 106 76.9 1.004.6 5299 
9.6 6096 1.2 ....... 9.9 71.1 993.3 531.2 

146 560.7 7.7 ....... , 97 76.5 991.6 5268 
14.6 637.3 90 ........ 9.7 11.6 988.9 529.5 
15.1 743.0 9.1 . ....... 1.5 11.0 996.0 527.7 

12.4 950.1 15.4 . ...... 9.2 11.1 1,006.1 52U 
15.0 955.2 17.0 ...... 9.1 109 1,008.6 5265 
17.2 1.039.6 10.3 ...... 11.1 10.5' 1.021.4 531.3 
IB 7360 1.6 . ..... 10.0 10.1 1.01U 528.6 
16.2 645.7 6.1 . ...... 9.0 79.9 992.' 52U 
.7.9 606.7 4.6 ....... '.3 79.7 992.2 5%7.7 
13.0 517.2 4.2 . ..... 1.9 79.6 (If) 559.9 

Trade Elpall>ion Act 01 1962. DiSister Relief Act of 1970. and the temporary and 
pennanent tlte~ unemployment insur.IICe programs. Be,innin, 1961. include, 
prol1am in Pueno IUco 

II Benefits in Rhode Island (from 1943). in California (from 1947). in New Jer· 
5C')' (from 1949). in Ne .... York (from 19SO). in Pueno Rico (from 1970). including 
JII)mcnts under private plans where applicable. Monthly data not .~ailable. 

If BenerlU began 1947. 
IJ UndeT ~ral worlmen', compcnsalion Ia ..... and under State la""s paid by 

pri~aJe insurance carrien. Stale funds. and self·insurers Beginning 1959. include; 
data for Alaska and H .... aii. MOnlhl) dati refer only to Federal "bl.ck lun," bene· 
fits adminiilered b) Social Security Administration ( .. anin& 1970). 

" Include~ ,eneral auistance: also include; p.aymenlS 10 intermediate·care 
fadlities (July I968-Dec. 19711. and paymelll5 ror emer,ency assistance. be,iMing 
July 1969 IncNdes ~y paymrnts under medical assistance rOf the aled (.1960-
69). EacNdes medical ~ndor paymellU. Stnn, 1974. annual bll IlOl monthly 
lOIafs incNde _) PI)'meIll5IG the qed. blind. and disabled persons in Guam. 
Pueno Rial. and !hi: VirJin Islands under federally aided public aui .. ance pro­
JF&IIa. 

IS Supc:rsedn the public auistance programs CJI old'lIe assistance. aid 10 the 
blind. and aid 10 lhe penn.nenUy and 100ally disabled in the 50 Stltel and the 
Distric:l fII Columbia. be,innin& Jan I. 1974. Annual. bll not monthly. !OIa1s in­
C'1u.ie payment; under Stlle·adminiwered supplcmrnrary prolfllms. 

.6Data IlOl ... ailable. 
"loc:cmpIelc . 
II E5timatcd. 
~: ~ 011 reports 0( administrative agencies on a checks·issued basis (in­

C'lodin, retroac1lV1: payments) .,here .vailable Data for public assist.IICe and State 
IIIItmploymear insurallC'C proerams adjusted _hly. other dati adjusted annually. 

Source: U. S., Social Security Bulletin, November 1978/Vol. 41, No. 11, p. 27. 
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statistical overview of public income-maintenance programs including OASDH I 

payments made during the period 1940-1978. 

Since its establishment in 1935, the social security system has undergone 

many changes in role and scope. In addition, since that time, there have been 

other significant developments for retirement income in both the public and 

private sectors. Essentially, the nation currently has a three-tiered system of 

retirement income maintenance: (1) welfare programs, which provide a minimum 

guaranteed income for the needy elderly; (2) compulsory public contributory 

programs; and (3) private provisions for retirement comprised of private 
. d . d"d I . 14 pensions an In IVI ua savings. 

Among recent published materials about the social security system 

attention has focused upon two key issues, one relating to the financing 

structure and the other concerning the adequacy of Social Security as an income 

maintenance program. According to one source in the current literature: 15 

The arguments for and against payroll tax financing depend 
primarily on whether the social security system is viewed as a 
unified program of taxes and benefits or as two separate programs in 
which benefits are simply one component of a larger transfer of funds 
and payroll taxes are one component of federal revenues. While the 
appropriateness of the payroll tax is an old and much debated 
problem, the adequacy of the existing financing, in the face of the 
increasing ratio of aged to working population and an overindexed 
benefit structure which produces rapidly rlslng benefits in 
inflationary periods, is a new and vitally important issue. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSI) 

Introduction and Overview 

The federal Supplemental Security Income (551) program was established 

by Public Law 92-603, popularly referred to as the 1972 amendments to the 

Social Security Act. The 551 program provides basic assistance payments to 

needy aged, blind, and disabled persons. The 55 I program which became 

operational in January 1974 and which is administered by the Social Security 
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Administration replaced the former federal grants to states for aid to the aged, 

the blind, and the permanently and totally disabled in the fifty states and the 

District of Columbia, hereinafter collectively referred to as "states". The SSI 

program provides for basic minimum assistance payments to persons meeting 

uniform nationwide eligibility standards and a national base payment level. 16 

With some limited exceptions due to excess income or institutional residence, 

recipients who were being aided under the provisions of Titles I, X r X I V, and 

XV I of the Social Security Act, repealed by the SS I legislation, were 

automatically converted to the federal rolls. 17 The SSI law also provides for 

supplementation of the basic federal payment by the states. These state 

payments are required by the SSI law to maintain the income levels of former 

assistance recipients who were automatically converted to the federal rolls 

effective January 1, 1974. These state payments are known as the "mandatory 

minimum state supplementation". The SSI law also provides that states may, at 

thei r option, raise the payment levels of former recipients or the newly eligible 

under the "optional state supplementation" provision and may also provide for 

special needs under the "optional state supplementation for special needs". 18 

Whether providing mandatory or optional supplementation or both, states may 

either administer the payments themselves or have the Social Security 

Administration make payments on their behalf. 19 In the latter case, the federal 

government bears the administrative costs and is reimbursed by the state for 

the amount of payments up to certain expenditure levels after which the federal 
20 government assumes the costs of state supplementary payments. Recent 

information contained in a publication of the U. S. Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare indicates that thirty-two of the states had opted for 

federal administration of the "mandatory minimum state supplementation" 

payment. 21 Of the thirty-eight states providing assistance under the "optional 

state supplementation" provision, twenty-one states had opted for state 

d .. t . 22 a miniS ration. 

While all states, except for Texas which has a state constitutional 

prohibition, provide mandatory minimum state supplementation, provisions for 

optional state supplementation vary considerably among the states. Certain 

states provide optional supplementation for all persons qualifying for the basic 

SS I payment while other states either do not provide such payments or limit 

94 



INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION FOR NEEDY OLDER PERSONS 

payments to certain groups such as the blind or persons in domiciliary care 

f '1" 23 aCI Itles. 

Basic Eligibility Requirements 

To qualify for the SS I program, a person must satisfy three types of 

eligibility requirements: categorical, general, and income/resource. 24 Under 

the categorical requirement, an applicant must be "aged" (aged 65 or older), or 

"blind" (vision in the better eye is 20/200 or less with the use of a correcting 

lens, or if suffering from tunnel vision, the field of vision is no greater than 20 

degrees, or the applicant satisfied the definition of blindness under a state plan 

approved under provisions of the Social Security law in effect fOI~ October 1972 

and received aid under such plan on the basis of blindness for December 1973), 

or "disabled" (an individual unable to engage in any substantial gainful activity 

by reason of any medically determinable physical or mental impairment which can 

be expected to result in death or which has lasted or can be expected to last for 

a continuous period of not less than twelve months, or, in the case of a child 

under the age of eighteen, if the child suffers from any medically determinable 

physical or mental impairment of comparable severity). 25 The SSI law defines a 

child as an individual who is neither married nor the head of a household and 

who is either under the age of eighteen, or under age twenty-two and a student 

regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a course of vocational or 

technical training designed to train the child for gainful employment. Such 

person may be eligible if disabled or blind as defined by the SS I law. 26 

In addition to the foregoing eligibility requirements there are other 

eligibility factors relating to residence and citizenship, income and resources, 

and mandatory participation in certain vocational rehabilitation and treatment 

programs for a blind or disabled person under age sixty-five. 

The residence and citizenship provisions require an individual to be a 

resident of the United States (the 50 states and the District of Columbia) or an 

alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence, or otherwise legally residing in 

the United States for thirty consecutive days. Recipients who are outside of 

the United States for thirty consecutive days lose their eligibility for that 
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month, and must again reside in the United States for thirty consecutive days to 

reestablish eligibility. 27 

An aged, blind, or disabled individual must satisfy income and resource 

limitation requirements in addition to the other eligibility requirements discussed 

above. With respect to income, an individual need not be totally without 

income. Standard SS I payments are made, assuming the other eligibility 

conditions are met, if the individual or couple has no countable income in a 

given calendar quarter. If the individual, or couple, has countable income, a 
28 

dollar for dollar reduction is made against the standard payment. Not all 

income, however, is counted for SSI purposes, and there are specific income 

definitions for SS I purposes. The key income definitions are as follows. IITotal 

incomell is defined as any property received by an individual in cash or in kind 

during a calendar quarter that can be applied directly or through sale or 

conversion to meet basic needs for food, clothing, and shelter. IICountable 

income" is defined as total income plus IIdeemed income ll minus any excluded 

income. IITotal income ll is further divided into three types: lIearned income ll
, 

defined as gross wages and/or net earnings from self employment; lIunearned 

income ll
, defined as all income that is not earned; and IIdeemed incomell

, defined 

as that income deemed available to the eligible person, regardless of whether 

such income is actually utilized for the benefit of the latter, if the eligible 

person, lives with an ineligible spouse, or an eligible child lives with his or her 

ineligible parent(s). 

II Excluded incomell which is broken down into approximately twelve 

different categories is excluded for purposes of determining a person's grant 

level. Among the categories of excluded income are irregularly or infrequently 

received income, the value of home-grown products used or traded for other 

produce by an individual or family, and work expenses of the blind. 29 

SSI Program Cost Sharing 

Although the SSI program is a federal income maintenance program, it is 

not totally financed by the federal government. The cost is shared by the 

states according to a complex financial formula. 30 I n brief, the total state and 
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local expenditures for assistance in 1972 form the basis of a so called IIhold 

harmless pooill. Once the determined amount has been expended by a state or 

other local government entity for supplemental assistance as provided by the 

SSI law, the federal government will assume the cost of additional 

supplementation, although only up to a specified standard amount per recipient 

in each state or local government entity. This specified standard amount is 

called the adjusted payment level. liThe adjusted payment level (APl) is 

approximately equal to the average level of a state1s payment to an adult 

recipient for basic needs in January 1972 or, at the state1s option, to that 

amount plus the bonus value of food stamps available per recipient in January 

1972. Once the APl is reached by the federal government, the state must once 

again assume responsibility for further required supplementation. 11
31 

To correct an apparent inequity in the SSI law regarding state costs, 

section 401(a)(2) of the Social Security Amendments of 1972 was amended by a 

provision of Public law 94-566 (Unemployment Compensation Amendments of 

1976). United States Senate Report No. 94-1265 on P.L. 94-566 explains the 
32 reason for the amendment to Section 401 (a)(2) in part, as follows: 

Three States, ... do incur a State cost if they elect to pass 
through the Federal increase because part of the Federal increase 
automatically results in a reduction in payments to these States 
under a 1972 savings clause provision. The States affected by the 
operation of the savings clause are Hawaii, Massachusetts and 
Wisconsin. The committee believes that these States should also be 
able to pass through the Federal increases to the aged, blind and 
disabled without adding to their costs. The committee bill provides 
that payments under the savings clause to the States affected by it 
will no longer be reduced when there is a cost-of-living increase in 
Federal SSI benefits. The provision would be effective with respect 
to increases taking place after June 1977. (Emphasis added) 

Hawaii's SSI Caseload: Selected Data and Fiscal Implications 

The SSI caseload for the State of Hawaii totalled 10,088 persons receiving 

assistance under one of the three basic categories of aged, blind, or disabled as 
33 of December 31, 1978. Persons over the age of 60 assisted under the three 

SSI categories are as follows: aged - 5,177 persons; blind - 38 persons; and 

disabled - 1,200 persons. Thus, a total of 6,415 persons over the age of 60 
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were being assisted under the SSI program as of December 31, 1978. See tables 

5.3 to 5.8 for detailed data and information concerning the Hawaii SSI caseload. 

INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS: 
SELECTED APPROACHES, ISSUES, AND FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Introduction 

I n this section, several income supplementation proposals for enhancing 

the income status of needy older retirees and pensioners in Hawaii are 

examined. The examination consists of (1) an overview of the several 

alternative income supplementation proposals appearing in the "Comprehensive 

Master Plan for the Elderly", a report mandated by Act 225 of the Session Laws 

of Hawaii 1974; 34 and (2) cost implications associated with the provision of cash 

assistance to Hawaii's SSI recipients over the age of 60. 

"Comprehensive Master Plan for the Elderly": 
Overview of Income Supplementation Proposals for the Elderly 

The "Comprehensive Master Plan for the Elderly", hereinafter referred to 

as the Gordon report, presented a number of different strategies and programs 

amounting to a master plan for enhancing the well-being of Hawaii's older 

population. This comprehensive 278-page study report addressed a wide range 

of issues and needs pertaining to Hawaii's elderly. Among the areas given 

special attention in the study was that of income-related problems and needs of 

older persons and the consequent development of alternative income assistance 

proposals. Following is the Bureau's interpretation of the five alternative 

income supplementation approaches. I ncluded among the five approaches is the 

proposed Hawaii I ncome Assurance System (H lAS), the approach which the 

Gordon report found to be the most promising alternative. 

The four other alternatives considered were (1) establishment of a State 

of Hawaii program of pension benefits for private employees, (2) establishment 

of a state version of the federal OASDI program, (3) expanded state 

supplementation of the federal SSI program, and (4) provision of increased 
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Table 5.3 

PROJECTED STATE OF HAWAII SSI CASELOAD 
BY AGE CATEGORY AND BY SELECTED FUTURE YEARS* 

Projected Caseload by Year 

Age Category 1980 1985 1990 

60 and Older 6,420 7,840 8,720 

65 and Older 5,760 7,320 8,720 

*Caseload projections developed from State of Hawaii SSI caseload data 
furnished by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Region IX. 
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Table 5.4 

STATE OF HAWAII SSI CASELOAD BY AGE GROUP, 
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY, BY TYPE OF LIVING ARRANGEMENT, 

AND BY MARITAL STATUS AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Age Blind Disabled Total 

Age Group 1-17 
by Age 

Age Group 1-17 0 20 296 316 
18-21 0 8 290 298 
22-29 0 27 766 793 
30-39 0 l3 599 612 
40-49 0 16 603 619 
50-54 0 8 470 478 
55-59 0 12 545 557 
60-64 0 20 639 659 
65-69 952 12 501 1,465 
70-74 1,320 3 57 1,380 
75-79 1,257 2 3 1,262 
80+ 1,648 1 0 1,649 

Unknown 0 0 0 0 

All Recipients 
by Living Arrangement 

Own Household 4,001 106 3,681 7,788 
Another's Household 1,043 l3 562 1,618 
Parent's Household 0 16 142 158 
Public Inst.-Title XIX 133 7 379 519 
Unknown/Other 0 0 5 5 

All Recipients 
by Marital Status 

Harried, Living with 799 20 407 1,226 
Holding Out, Marriage 0 0 0 0 
Single, Widowed, Divorced 4,378 122 4,362 8,862 
Married, Separated 0 0 0 0 
Unknown/Other 0 0 0 0 

Source: Computer printout sheet, United States Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Region IX, San Francisco, dated 
February 14, 1979. 
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Table 5.5 

STATE OF HAWAII SSI PROGRAM: ALL RECIPIENTS BY PAYMENTS, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY, 
AND BY PAYMENT SOURCE FOR QUARTER ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Individual Individual 
with with with Child 

Individual Ineligible Eligible Eligible Essential Under 
Total Only SEouse SEouse SEouse Persons Age 18 Student 

All Payments 
Number of Recipients 10,081 8,462 397 414 409 21 358 20 
Total Payment 1,435,288 1,245,316 54,917 40,868 39,458 4,188 46,729 3,812 
Avg. Monthly Payment 142 147 138 99 96 199 131 191 

Federal Payments 
Number of Recipients 9,401 7,867 367 388 383 21 355 20 
Total Payment 1,084,807 917,974 48,028 34,979 33,713 4,418 42,466 3,459 
Avg. Monthly Payment 115 117 131 90 88 199 120 173 
Advance Payment 

Number 65 57 3 1 1 2 1 0 
Total Amount 5,905 5,135 270 100 100 200 100 0 

....... 
a State Payments ....... 

Number of Recipients 9,570 8,088 397 416 406 0 243 20 
Total Payment 351,121 327,664 7,011 6,085 5,745 0 4,263 353 
Avg. Monthly Amount 37 41 18 15 14 0 18 18 

Federal/State Payments 
Number of Recipients 8,879 7,486 366 387 380 0 240 20 
Total Payment 1,375,938 1,193,714 54,596 40,383 38,795 0 43,638 3,812 

Avg. Monthly Amount 155 160 149 104 102 0 182 191 
Federal Payment Amount 1,067,759 908,381 48,022 34,954 33,516 0 39,427 3,459 

Federal Pa~ments Onl~ 
Number of Recipients 522 381 1 1 3 21 115 0 
Total Payment 17 ,048 9,593 6 25 197 4,188 3,039 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 33 25 6 25 66 199 26 0 

State Pa~ments Onl~ 
Number of Recipients 680 595 30 26 26 0 3 0 
Total Payment 42,302 41,009 315 460 466 0 52 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 62 69 10 18 18 0 17 0 

Source: Computer printout sheet, United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Region IX, San Francisco, dated February 8, 1979. 



Table 5.6 

STATE OF HAWAII SSI PROGRAM: PAYMENT DATA FOR ALL RECIPIENTS UNDER 
"AGED" CATEGORY BY SUB-CATEGORY OF ASSISTANCE FOR QUARTER ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Individual Individual Aged 
with with with 

Individual Ineligible Eligible Eligible Essential 
Total Only Spouse ~ouse Spouse Persons 

All Payments 
Number of Recipients 5,176 4,367 190 330 279 10 
Total Payment 623,157 543,111 20,580 31,022 26,604 1,840 
Avg. Monthly Payment 120 124 180 94 95 184 

Federal Payments 
Number of Recipients 4,732 3,984 171 308 259 10 
Total Payment 461,855 303,186 17,852 26,382 22,595 1,840 
Avg. Monthly Payment 98 99 104 86 87 184 
Advance Payment 

Number 30 27 2 0 0 1 
Total Amount 2,740 2,440 200 0 0 100 

I-' State Payments 0 
N Number of Recipients 5,056 4,257 190 331 278 0 

Total Payment 161,485 150,001 2,728 4,747 4,009 0 
Avg. Monthly Amount 32 35 14 14 14 0 

Federal/State Payments 
Number of Recipients 4,609 3,872 171 308 258 0 
Total Payment 592,065 514,713 20,402 30,725 26,225 0 

Avg. Monthly Amount 128 133 119 100 102 0 
Federal Payment Amount 457,152 390,470 17 ,852 26,382 22,448 0 

Federal Payments Only 
Number of Recipients 123 112 0 0 1 10 
Total Payment 4,703 2,716 0 0 147 1,840 
Avg. Monthly Payment 38 24 0 0 147 184 

State Payments Only 
Number of Recipients 444 383 19 22 20 0 
Total Payment 26,389 25,682 178 297 232 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 59 67 9 13 12 0 

Source: Computer printout sheet, United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Region IX, 
San Francisco, dated February 8, 1979. 



Table .5.7 

STATE OF HAWAII SSI PROGRAM: PAYMENT DATA FOR ALL RECIPIENTS UNDER 
"BLIND" CATEGORY BY SUB-CATEGORY OF ASSISTANCE FOR QUARTER ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Individual Individual Blind 
with with with Child 

Individual Ineligible Eligible Eligible Essential Under 
Total Only ~ouse Spouse Spouse Persons Age 18 Student 

All Payments 
Number of Recipients 141 98 11 2 6 1 21 2 
Total Payment 23,399 16,773 1,228 218 834 186 3,789 371 
Avg. Monthly Payment 166 171 112 109 139 186 180 185 

Federal Payments 
Number of Recipients 136 94 11 1 6 1 20 2 
Total Payment 19,224 13,236 1,065 194 756 186 3,446 341 
Avg. Monthly Payment 141 141 97 97 126 186 172 170 
Advance Payment 

Number 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Amount 170 100 70 0 0 0 0 0 

...... State Payments 0 
w Number of Recipients 134 94 11 2 6 0 19 2 

Total Payment 4,209 3,571 163 24 78 0 343 30 
Avg. Monthly Amount 31 38 15 12 13 0 18 15 

Federal/State Payments 
Number of Recipients 128 89 11 2 6 0 18 2 
Total Payment 22,813 16,365 1,228 218 834 0 3,697 371 

Avg. Monthly Amt. 178 185 112 109 139 0 205 185 
Federal Payment Amt. 18,863 13,111 1,065 194 756 0 3,396 341 

Federal Payments Only 
Number of Recipients 8 5 0 0 0 1 2 0 

Total Payment 361 125 0 0 0 186 50 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 45 25 0 0 0 186 25 0 

State Payments Only 
Number of Recipients 5 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Total Payment 225 183 0 0 0 0 42 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 45 46 0 0 0 0 42 0 

Source: Computer printout sheet, United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Region IX, 
San Francisco, dated February 8, 1979. 



Table 5.8 

STATE OF HAWAII SSI PROGRAM: PAYMENT DATA FOR ALL RECIPIENTS UNDER 
"DISABLED" CATEGORY BY SUB-CATEGORY OF ASSISTANCE FOR QUARTER ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Individual Individual Disabled 
with with with Child 

Individual Ineligible Eligible Eligible Essential Under 
Total Only Spous~ ~ouse_ ~11~ Persons Age 18 Student 

All Payments 
Number of Recipients 4,764 3,997 196 82 124 10 337 18 
Total Payment 788,732 685,432 33,109 9,628 12,020 2,162 42,940 3,441 
Avg. Monthly Payment 166 171 169 117 97 216 127 191 

Federal Payments 
Number of Recipients 4,533 3,789 185 78 118 10 335 18 
Total Payment 603,728 511,552 29, III 8,403 10,362 2,162 39,020 3,118 
Avg. Monthly Payment l33 135 157 108 88 216 116 173 
Advance Payment 

Number 33 29 0 1 1 1 1 0 

I-' 
Total 2,995 2,595 0 100 100 100 100 0 

0 
,./:::> State Payments 

Number of Recipients 4,380 3,737 196 83 122 0 224 18 
Total Payment 185,427 174,092 4,120 1,314 1,658 0 3,920 323 
Avg. Monthly Amount 42 47 21 16 14 0 17 18 

Federal/State Payments 
Number of Recipients 4,142 3,525 184 77 116 0 222 18 
Total Payment 761,060 663,536 32,966 9,440 11,736 0 39,941 3,441 

Avg. Monthly Amount 184 188 179 123 101 0 180 191 
Federal Payment Amount 591,744 504,800 29,105 8,378 10,312 0 36,031 3,118 

Federal Payments Onl~ 
Number of Recipients 391 264 1 1 2 10 113 0 
Total Payment 11,984 6,752 6 25 SO 2,162 2,989 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 31 26 6 25 25 216 26 0 

State Payments Onl~ 
Number of Recipients 231 208 11 4 6 0 2 0 
Total Payment 15,688 15,144 137 163 234 0 10 0 
Avg. Monthly Payment 68 73 12 41 39 0 5 0 

Source: Computer printout sheet, United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Region IX, San Francisco, dated February 8, 1979. 
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benefits to elderly persons eligible under the State1s General Assistance 
35 program. 

Only the HIAS proposal was considered feasible for further study by the 

Gordon study team. The four other alternatives were rejected by the study 

team for the following reasons. The State of Hawaii program of pension benefits 

for private employees was rejected because under federal law, II ••• states are 

preempted from regulating, setting standards or proscribing private plans 

under Section 514(a) of the Employment Retirement Income Security Act of 

1974. 1136 A state version of the OASDI program was rejected because of 

II ••• confiscatory taxation, discriminatory treatment of married working women, 

and future funding difficulties with a declining labor force base. 11 37 Utilization 

of the 551 and General Assistance programs as the respective core mechanisms 

for the two remaining alternative strategies were analyzed and rejected by the 

Gordon study team. 

Increasing State Supplementation in the SSI Program 

The state supplementation to the 551 program approach was found to have 

the following pitfalls regardless of the income benchmark used as follows: 38 

First, once the state elects to establish a certain income 
standard as a basis for benefit payment in part of its welfare 
program, it must make the benefit change across the board. It 
cannot elect to restrict the increase to elderly alone. 

Second, there is no guarantee that Congress will eliminate the 
II pass· throughll features of the 551 program that now can reduce 
the size or eligibility for other benefits such as Medicaid. 
Moreover, if there are increases, the state is faced with the 
additional fiscal policy burden of electing to pass through increases 
or using the increases to offset state supplemental grants. 

Third, in either case, there is considerable pressure to 
reduce the real income position of the elderly who can least afford 
it, because of the motivation to control state general fund 
commitments to open-ended welfare programs. 

For these reasons, increasing incomes through the 551 program was 

rejected. 
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Increasing the General Assistance Payment Levels 

The Gordon report concluded that increasing general assistance payment 

levels for eligible elderly persons as an alternate solution to the income problem 

would not overcome any of the objections raised regarding supplementation 

through the SSI program. Specifically { the Gordon report found that first, 

there is no assurance that the State could increase benefits for elderly GA 

recipients/eligibles despite existing statutory authorization. The belief was 

expressed that there would be sufficient ground for legal actions by other 

beneficiaries under the equal protection provisions of the 14th amendment of the 

U. S. Constitution and that the implementation of the program might cost the 

State of Hawaii an additional $10 to $15 million annually if benefits were granted 

to all GA recipients including the elderly. Secondly { the Gordon report 

concluded that as in the case of the SS I supplemental benefit option ( increasing 

GA benefits in this manner would further reduce fiscal control by the state 

legislature and the executive over basic welfare program costs and would 

establish a greater claim on general fund appropriations. Because of these two 

concerns, the General Assistance based approach was deemed infeasible. 39 

The Proposed Hawaii Income Assurance System (HIAS): 
An Overview in Brief 

One of the four principal recommendations of the Gordon report was the 

suggestion that ll 
••• [T] he ultimate development of a supplemental income 

assurance program be undertaken to provide a minimum of retirement and 

related disability income protection of all qualified persons. 11
40 As proposed by 

the Gordon study team this income assurance program would be known as the 

Hawaii Income Assurance System (HIAS) and its development would be modeled 

in part after the federal Old Age Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) 

program to provide supplemental benefits to eligible persons who have either (1) 

worked a minimum of ten years in Hawaii { (2) are chronically disabled { or 

(3) are the dependents and survivors of the program1s beneficiaries. 41 The 

study team suggested a two-year period be allotted for the development of the 

H I AS to determine its feasibility prior to legislative enactment and subsequent 
. It' 42 Imp emen atlon. 
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Chapter 9 of the Gordon report describes the extensive range of issues 

and considerations germane to the H lAS concept. Coverage in chapter 9 

includes discussions of alternative approaches to providing income assurance, 

effects of the H I AS upon employers and employees, scope of the H I AS benefits, 

and financial arrangements including establishment of the Hawaii Income 

Assurance Fund (HIAF). 

Subsequent to release of the Gordon report, there have been various 

amendments to each of the key federal laws, i.e., Social Security, SSI, and the 

Employees Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) of 1974. These three laws 

are inextricably woven into the core features of the proposed H I AS; thus, 

review .of the feasibility or efficacy of the concept as developed in the 1974 

study report would be unproductive without a careful simultaneous study of 

each amendment or new federal law, as the case may be, which directly or 

indirectly impacts upon the HIAS proposal in its original form. 

HIAS: Summary and Concluding Remarks 

During the course of the Bureau's data gathering activities for this 

study 1 it became evident that there exists at least one serious misconception 

about H lAS which deserves to be dispelled. This misconception is that the H lAS 

proposal is a firm action plan which was intended for implementation without 

need for further evaluation. Quite to the contrary 1 much of the body of 

chapter 9 of the Gordon report was tantamount to alternative specifications for 

an intensive feasibility study prior to implementation. The Bureau believes the 

following excerpt taken from the concluding section of chapter 9 of the Gordon 

report makes this latter point quite explicit. The section is entitled "Feasibility 

Considerations for Evaluation of Proposed Hawaii Income Assurance System" and 

reads as follows: 

The development of the proposed Hawaii Income Assurance System 
(HIAS) is premised on the conduct of an intensive feasibility 
investigation into the legal, actuarial and system costs, revenue 
factors, alternative systems and administrative considerations. 
This effort would be undertaken prior to the formulation of enabling 
legislation and the pursuit of detailed implementation tasks 
outlined in the following section. The discussion in the preceding 
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sections has presented a general outline of possible specifications 
for the development of a proposed HIAS. This has raised a number of 
technical questions bearing on the anticipated conduct of any 
feasibility study. Let us review these questions in terms of 
providing guidance to executive and legislative decision-makers in 
formulating issues to be resolved through the completion of such an 
investigative effort. 

1. Legal Factors 

There are a variety of legal factors that bear on the 
constitutional and operational standing of HIAS in terms of 
prevailing federal and state laws dealing with retirement and 
disability income, pension and taxation matters. 

a. Primary Income Rule Under SSI 

Under existing federal program regulations, income 
services such as the federal OASDI and proposed HIAS 
would be considered as "primary" while SSI payments 
are considered to be "secondary." That means that 
HIAS payments would be made before any supplements 
could be provided to eligible persons under SSI. 
This would have the undesirable effect of increasing 
the State of Hawaii's portion of benefit costs to 
eligible persons under both SSI and HIAS while 
correspondingly reducing federal payments. There 
are several possible ways of rectifying this. One 
means would be to amend the Social Security 
Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-603) that created SSI to 
eliminate the "pass-through" feature for both the 
federal OASDI and state benefit programs like the 
proposed HIAS. This would make SSI a "primary" 
supplemental income sources while OASDI and HI AS 
would become "secondary." Without this critical 
change in federal legislation, the desirable 
elimination of the supplemental payments for SSI and 
GA cannot be achieved under HIAS. (sic) 

b. Utilization of Pension Portability and Pension Re­
insurance Provisions of the ERISA 

The very hybrid nature of the proposed HIAS presents 
an opportunity to utilize the important pension 
portability and re-insurance features of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974. As 
indicated earlier, Section 412(a) of ERISA prevents 
the state from establishing regulatory standards for 
private pension programs. The section specifically 
exempts disability income and other like programs 
mandated by state statute. As HIAS is a novel scheme 
providing disability and retirement income on a 
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supplementary and redistributive basis, there is the 
possibility of applying for approval with the U.S. 
Department of Labor to qualify as a multi-employer 
program, thereby obtaining access to portability and 
re-insurance benefits under the Act. This can be 
achieved by obtaining a legal ruling or opinion from 
the Solicitor of the U.S. Department of Labor. 

c. Constitutional Issues 

The hybrid features of the proposed Supplementary 
Income Assurance System raises legal questions with 
regard to the constitutionality of basic 
eligibility, benefits and methods of taxation under 
the "equal protection" prOV1Slons of the 14th 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. All of the 
areas deal with the problem of whether 
discriminatory treatment of beneficiaries is 
permissible. Use of the cumulative work history 
eligibility requirement of 40 quarters of employment 
in Hawaii for receipt of maximum supplementary 
benefits may be considered as a veiled form of 
discriminatory residency practice. One could argue 
that the provision to allocate supplementary income 
benefits on a pro-rata basis in accordance with the 
length of employment in Hawaii could forestall any 
such objections. Moreover, one could look to such 
employment-linked programs as Workmen's 
Compensation and temporary uisability insurance as 
precedents for the use of such eligibility standards 
that do not discriminate among beneficiaries within 
the state. 

Another possible constitutional matter is whether or 
not a taxation device such as the payroll with­
holding system under HIAS is legal in its proposed 
form. In effect, all employees with earnings above 
the annual equivalent of the state minimum wage 
would have HIAS contributions withheld on a 
progressive basis up to a limit of ten percent of the 
Social Security employment contributions for the 
highest income bracket. Thus, those whose annual 
incomes fall below the minimum wage standard' would 
contribute nothing, while those above it would 
contribute in accordance with their earnings up to 
the limit established. As this assessment system 
would apply to the first $5-6,000 of earnings, all 
covered workers would be treated equally, thus all 
would have the same tax break or credits, and would 
meet the test of not discriminating unfairly or 
inequitably. 
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One very possible constitutional problem may be the 
supplementation aspect of the system. Normally, under programs 
like Social Security or private pension systems, everyone, 
regardless of resources, receives the same benefit if he has met 
basic eligibility or vesting standards. HIAS, on the other 
hand, takes a different track. Everyone who contributes to the 
system receives a benefit. Those who fall above the BLS income 
standard receive the minimum supplementary award of twelve 
percent of the standard. Those beneficiaries whose combined 
federal, state and private pension or disability income sources 
place them below the benchmark get the difference, which is 
usually greater than the minimum benefit. This may be viewed by 
some as discriminatory on the grounds that persons making equal 
contributions should receive equal benefits. On the other 
hand, HI AS is directed at providing equal protection to all 
persons covered against the likelihood of not having sufficient 
resources to meet a minimum income standard. Clearly, this 
welfare feature of HIAS will have to be researched to establish 
the constitutionality underlying principle of benefit 
entitlement. (sic) 

Finally, note should be made here of the apparent rejection by the federal 

administration of a request for funding to enable performance of the 

recommended study on the feasibility of the H I AS. A formal application 

requesting $117,000 in federal funds to augment a $15,000 appropriation made 

by the Hawaii State Legislature in 1975 was submitted in 1975 by the Hawaii 

State Commission on Aging. The total cost of the study was estimated at 

$132,000. In testimony presented by the director of the Executive Office on 

Aging t Office of the Governor of Hawaii before the Hawaii State Senate 

Committee on Human Resources in 1978, it was pointed out that no feedback was 

received from the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 

response to the funding request submitted, and " ... [I] n view of the 

Administration on Aging's rejection of our previous application which occurred 

within the past year or so, the outlook for the Administration on Aging's 

funding remains dim. 11
43 

Income Supplementation: An Illustration of the Direct Program Costs 

Legal and statutory provisions notwithstanding, two other considerations 

are germane to the design of a governmentally funded income supplementation 

program. One such criterion is the target group, i. e., "who" is to be assisted. 
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The other criterion is the amount of assistance to be awarded. These two 

criteria plus the administrative costs are the basic determinants of the cost of 

such a program. 

The purpose of this section is to illustrate through three annotated tables 

estimated direct assistance costs, i.e., the total dollar amount per year in grant 

assistance, if an income supplementation program were to be implemented. The 

costs are depicted through three tables which utilize two sub-groups of Hawaijls 

551 caseload, one consisting of persons age 60 and older and the other 

consisting of persons age 65 and older as the beneficiaries. Other variables 

appearing in the tables include different amounts of assistance, ranging from 

$50 a month to $200 a month for eligible persons; and adjusted assistance levels 

to accommodate inflation at a "Iow" rate of inflation (six per cent a year) and a 

"high" rate of inflation (ten per cent a year). 

The selection of 60 and older 551 recipients to represent the target group 

is based on two simple rationales. For one thing, many, if not the majority of 

programs designed for older persons, including most programs under the 

federal Older Americans Act use age 60 as the minimum qualifying age. For 

another, 55 I recipients are among the neediest persons in the community. 

The Bureau is mindful of and concurs with the assertion of the authors of 

the "Comprehensive Master Plan for the Elderly" that there are significant legal 

and non-legal complexities inherent in the development and implementation of 

any new major cash assistance program over and beyond such programs as may 

exist pursuant to provisions of federal or state law. There have, however, 

been amendments to the federal 551 law since release of the "Comprehensive 

Master Plan for the Elderly", and it is possible that some of the constraints 

identified as of 1974, may no longer apply. It is more likely, however, that the 

basic problems and concerns flagged out in the 1974 study report are still at 

issue. 

Whether any of the previously identified constraints must still be 

addressed in considering the implementation of an income supplementation 

program which is either new or which substantively modifies an existing 
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program can probably only be answered by actual implementation. I n the 

alternative, the development of a fully fleshed out program proposal which is 

submitted to the appropriate federal agency for approval or comment, may bring 

forth the answers desired. 

The methodology employed in developing the three tables which follows is 

shown in Appendix D. 

Table 5.9 - Fixed Cash Amounts Unadjusted for Inflation 

A simple method of estimating the cost of an income supplementation 

program involves two factors. One is the number of persons eligible for the 

program. The other factor involves the level of assistance provided. 

Estimating the cost of the program for a given year then becomes a matter of 

multiplying the number of eligible persons by the average level of income 

supplementation per recipient. 

When estimated in this manner, it can be seen that in terms of constant 

1980 dollars, an income supplementation program for the older SS I recipients, 

i . e., 60 and older or 65 and older f may have costs ranging from a low of 

$3,460,000 to a high of $15,400,000 in 1980, the first year of operation. As of 

1990, the cost could rise to $21,600,000 (see Table 5.9 below). 
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Table 5.9 

AN INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM INITIALLY 
WILL COST APPROXIMATELY 3.5 MILLION DOLLARS 

(IN 1980 DOLLARS) 

Income Supplementation 
Program Description 

$50/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

$100/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

$150/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

$200/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

1980 

$ 3.85 
3.46 

7.70 
6.91 

11.60 
10.40 

15.40 
13.80 

Estimated Annual Cost 
(in Millions) 

1985 

$ 4.70 
4.39 

9.41 
8.78 

14.10 
13.20 

18.80 
17.60 

Table 5.10 - Providing for a 6 Per Cent Annual Inflation Adjustment 

1990 

$ 5.41 
5.23 

10.80 
10.50 

16.20 
15.70 

21. 60 
20.90 

If the level of income supplementation assistance were to be adjusted to 

keep up with inflation, program costs would rise dramatically. The extent of 

that increase would obviously depend upon the rate of inflation. Table 5.10 

below illustrates the estimated costs based on an inflation rate factor of six per 

cent a year. 

113 



Table 5.10 

AT A LOW RATE OF INFLATION, PROGRAM COSTS 
WILL RISE TO 9.6 TO 38.6 MILLION DOLLARS 

IN THE YEAR 1990 

(6% annual inflation adjustment to program costs) 

Estimated Annual Cost 
Income Supplementation (in Millions) 
Program Descri2tion 1980 1985 

$50/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over $ 3.85 $ 6.29 
65 and over 3.46 5.87 

$100/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 7.70 12.59 
65 and over 6.91 11. 75 

$150/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 11.60 18.87 
65 and over 10.40 17.66 

$200/month avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 15.40 25.16 
65 and over 13.80 23.55 

Table 5.11 - Providing for a 10 Per Cent Annual Inflation Adjustment 

1990 

$ 9.69 
9.37 

19.34 
18.80 

29.01 
28.12 

38.68 
37.49 

If an inflation rate factor higher than six per cent were used, the 

program costs would jump even more noticeably. Table 5.11 below illustrates 

the costs based on an inflation rate factor of ten per cent a year. 
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Table 5.11 

A HIGH RATE OF INFLATION COULD MEAN 
THE PROGRAM MAY COST A MINIMUM OF 

$13.5 MILLION IN THE YEAR 1990 

(10% annual inflation adjustment to program costs) 

Income Supplementation 
Program Description 

$50jmonth avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

$100jmonth avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

$150jmonth avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

$200jmonth avg. grant 
for eligible who are: 

60 and over 
65 and over 

1980 

$ 3.85 
3.46 

7.70 
6.91 

11.60 
10.40 

15.40 
13.80 

Estimated Annual Cost 
(in Millions) 

1985 

$ 7.57 
7.70 

15.14 
14.14 

22.71 
21.26 

30.28 
28.34 

Income Supplementation: Summary and Conclusions 

1990 

$14.03 
13.57 

28.01 
27.23 

42.02 
40.72 

56.02 
54.21 

As the three foregoing tables show, the direct assistance cost of an 

income supplementation program for the approximately 6,000 Hawaii 551 

recipients (estimated 1980 caseload of 60 and older recipients) could cost 

approximc;ltely. 3.5 million dollars if these 6,000 recipients were awarded an 

additional income supplementation grant of $50.00 a month. Higher grant 

amounts would, of course, increase the total cost. It might be noted that if 

present 551 recipients were granted an additional $50.00 a month or a total of 

$600.00 annually, their total income would still be below the income thresholds of 

the lIofficial li federal poverty standard. 
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ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 

The program or direct assistance costs would represent the major cost 

element in an income supplementation program. The other cost item is the 

administrative cost. The administrative cost would depend primarily on the 

question of who, i. e., the State of Hawaii or the federal government, were to 

administer the program. Since the Hawaii SSI program is currently being 

administered by the federal government at no cost to the State it is conceivable 

that the federal government might administer the additional cash assistance 

without cost to the State, although the direct assistance cost would have to be 

financed through State of Hawaii funds. 

Master Summary and Conclusions 

This chapter has provided an overview of (1) the basic government 

income assistance programs for oider Americans, (2) some current issues which 

are receiving the serious attention of the congress and the administration, and 

(3) a digest of several major "welfare reform" bills considered by the 95th 

Congress which adjourned in 1978. 

This chapter has also examined several income supplementation proposals 

for Hawaii's older retirees. The proposals include several alternative strategies 

appearing In the "Comprehensive Master Plan for the Elderly" f a 1974 special 

study mandated by Act 225 of the Session Laws of Hawaii 1974. The study 

considered five alternative strategies as follows: (1) establishment of a State of 

Hawaii program of pension benefits for private employees, (2) establishment of a 

state version of the federal OASDI program, (3) expanded state supplementation 

of the federal SSI program, (4) provision of increased benefits to elderly 

persons eligible under the State's General Assistance program, and (5) the 

Hawaii I ncome Assurance System (H I AS). The study report concluded that only 

the H lAS proposal was feasible for further study and rejected the four other 

proposals for various reasons. 

While asserting that HIAS demonstrated considerable promise of providing 

greater income security for Hawaii1s elderly, the authors of the study report 

offered an important caveat as follows: 
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INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION FOR NEEDY OLDER PERSONS 

Both the HIAS and several other possibilities should be subjected to 
a definitive feasibility study prior to eventual legislative review 
and enactment to determine the most beneficial and efficient means of 
providing income security for the elderly. . .. The development of the 
proposed Hawaii Income Assurance System (HIAS) is premised on the 
conduct of an intensive feasibility investigation into the legal, 
actuarial and system costs, revenue factors, alternative systems and 
administrative considerations. . .. There are a variety of legal 
factors that bear on the constitutional and operational standing of 
HIAS in terms of prevailing federal and state laws dealing with 
retirement and disability income, pension and taxation matters. 

The chapter also examined some of the principal costs of an income 

supplementation program. To illustrate the cost implications, three annotated 

tables were constructed under varying criteria and assumptions. For purposes 

of these tables, the beneficiaries were limited to those Hawaii 551 recipients age 

60 and older and costs for three target years, 1980, 1985, and 1990 were 

estimated. The minimal annual cost for initiating the program in 1980 at a cash 

supplementation level of $50 per month for the projected caseload of 5,760 551 

recipients age 65 and older would amount to $3,460,000. The provision of a 

higher monthly award and the inclusion of an adjustment factor for inflation 

would add significant additional costs to the program. 

In chapter 6, the concluding chapter of this study, selected strategies 

which may serve to alleviate the basic needs of the elderly other than through a 

direct cash assistance approach are reviewed. 
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Chapter 6 

PROGRAMS AND PROGRAM PLANNING FOR HAWAII'S ELDERLY: 
SOME ISSUES, PROBLEMS, AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Introduction 

I n chapter 5 of this study, the Bureau examined some approaches, issues, 

and costs associated with the provision of income (cash) supplementation 

programs for older persons. I n this, the concluding chapter of this study, the 

Bureau examines major programs and services presently available for older 

persons in the State. The examination includes (1) an inventory of the various 

programs, services, and activities, hereinafter collectively referred to as 

IIprogramsll to which Hawaii's older people have access; (2) an overview of the 

key federal funding sources for elderly programs; (3) selected issues relating 

to program planning for the elderly; and (4) conclusions and recommendations. 

The data and information contained in Table 6.1 (the Inventory) were 

developed from material appearing in a recent publication of the State of Hawaii 

Executive Office on Aging. 1 Table 6.2 shows the major federal prog rams for 

older persons by program category and by administering agency. 

As can be seen, the programs appearing in Table 6.1 cover a wide gamut 

including information and referral services, direct services, and major income 

assistance programs, several of which were discussed in chapter 5. The basic 

publicly funded income assistance programs include the federal Supplemental 

Security Income (SS I) program and the several money payment programs 

administered by the Hawaii State Department of Social Services and Housing. 

For the most part, the major governmental programs have a statewide scope. 

Other governmental programs, especially those sponsored by or otherwise 

delivered through the county Area Agencies on Aging are often limited to a 

given county. Programs delivered by agencies in the non-public sector tend to 

be limited to a given county, although the "Iarger" and more established private 

agencies tend to have programs which are statewide in scope. 
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TABLE 6,la 

PROGRAMS FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII: A SELECTED INVENTORyb 
(For Fiscal Year 1976-1977) 

Program Structure/ObjectivesC 

I. PERSONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND 
PHYSICAL WELL-BEING 

Objective: Reduce the incidence, 
severity, and duration of physical and 
mental incapacitation so as to promote 
the optimum functioning of older people 
in their pursuance of independent 
living. Where permanent disabilities 
are encountered through illness, injury, 
or advanced age, maximize the restora­
tion of self-care and social skills and 
provide supportive care as necessary. 

Program Name: d 

American Cancer Society 

Community Food and Nutrition 

Service Area 
i by County 

o .­
c: ::l 
o ItJ 

:x:: :>: 

:= Age 
~ Ranges 
~ Served 

x x x x All 

x ? 

Elderly Stimulation Program x ? 

Help Line, Emergency Services x All 

Kauai Goodlife Congregate Dining 
project x 60-85 

Maui County Meals program - Committee x 60+ & 
on Aging spouses 

Nutrition Program, Hawaii County 

Nutrition Program, Honolulu City 
and County 

Maui County Nutrition Program - Title 
VII Maui County Committee on Aging 

Nutrition Services - Department of 
Health 

Public Health Nursing Branch 

statewide Consultation and Educa­
tional Services Chronic Disease 
Branch, Department of Health 

Arthritis Center of Hawaii 

x 60+ & 
spouses 

x 

x 

x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

60+ & 

spouses 

60+ & 
spouses 

All 

? 

? 

All 

119 

Total # 
Persons 
Served 

? 

2,000 

Total # Older Persons 
Eligible/Needing Service 

? 

? 

1,200 ? 

? ? 

615 4,500 

1,800 7,000 (est. # eligible) 
2,000 (est. # needing 

service) 

692 

3,844 

? 

8,858 

57,434 (est. # eligible) 
19,000 (est. # needing 

service) 

1,000 

? 

43,761 Honolulu - 6,000 (est.) 
Hawaii - 6,000 (est.) 
Kauai - 2,500 (est.) 
Maui - 1,802 (est.) 

? ? 

197 Statewide - 57,000 (est. 
# eligible) 

Statewide - 20,000-30,000 
(est. # need­
ing service) 

Total # 
Older 

Persons 
Served 

? 

1,000 

1,200 

? 

1,200 

1,800 

692 

3,844 

748 

? 

? 

? 

? 

$ 

Total 
Program 
Cost 

? 

121,000 

? 

33,500 

136,431* 

190,000* 

207,000* 

754,978* 

160,654* 

770 

2,116,249 
(8%) 

5,200 

240,000 
(19%) 



Program Structure!ObjectivesC 

Breast Cancer Demonstration & 
Detection Project 

Community Health Screening Tests 

Health Screening 

Health Screening 

Health Screening for Senior Citizens 

Pacific Health Research Institute 
Health Appraisal 

Alternatives for I'lomen Program 

Hale 'Oluea 

Health Maintenance for Pensioners & 
Spouses 

Hilo Counseling Center 

Hilo Vocational Rehabilitation 
Center 

Intermediate Care Facilities (ICF) 

Intermediate Care Facility 

Kalihi-Palama Community Mental 
health Center 

Kauai Veterans Ambulance Service 

Licensing of Nursing and Care Homes 
and Certification of Medicare 
Facilities 

Maui Community Mental Health Center 

Mental Health Services for the 
Elderly 

The Rehabilitation Hospital of the 
Pacific 

Brantley Rehabilitation Service 

Rehabilitation Services for Older 
Blind Adults 

Service Area 
by County 

.= 

.= 
o .- rtf 
C ::l :;: 
o <1l <1l 
:I: :>: :I: 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x x x x 

Rehabilitation Unlimited, Kauai, Inc. x 

Serenity House x 

Services for the Blind Branch, DSSH, 
Voc. Rehab. & Svcs. for the Blind 
Div. 

x x x x 

Age 
Ranges 
Served 

35-75 

All 

? 

60+ 

55+ 

63-88 

18+ 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

65+ 

All 

All 

All 

All 

All 

All 

55+ 

? 

? 

All 

120 

Total # 
Persons 
Served 

? 

38,300 

Total # Older Persons 
El igible!Needing Service 

? 

? 

2,000 8,858 

643 4,000 (est. # eligible) 
1,500 (est. # needing 

service) 

784 ? 

? 30-70 (est. # eligible) 

20 ? 

? ? 

1,196 600 (Ewa community only) 
(est.) 

700 ? 

6 ? 

1,129 

? 

? 

90 

? 

? 

? 

5 

21 
(Maui) 

14 

30 

252 

Statewide - 925+ (est. 
# eligible) 

? 

2,000 

? 

6,535 

? 

? 

1,159 

Honolulu - 450 (est.) 
50 (est.) 
30 (est.) 
50 (est.) 

Hawaii 
Kauai 
Maui 

Total # 
Older 

Persons 
Served 

2,000 

643 

784 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

90 

? 

1,289 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

Tota I 
Program 
Cost 

355,000 
(15% est.) 

212,000 
(40%) 

1,000* 

15,745* 

35,630* 

? 

17,000 

2,696 

? 

? 

246,607 
(3%) 

5,757,143 

? 

? 

30,000 
(33%) 

275,000 

564,572 

? 

3,042,850 
(80%) 

? 

18,311 

15,600 

45,169 

155,811 
(25%) 



Service Area 
by County 

::l I - Total # .= .-.- .- Age Total # Older Total '" 0 .- '" ::l C ::l 3: Ranges Persons Total # Older Persons Persons Program 
Program Structure/Objectivesc '" 0 '" '" Served Served Eligible/Needing Service Served Cost :.:: :I: :>: :I: 

Adult Family Boarding Homes x x x x ? 205 ? ? 67,738 
(personnel 
cost only) 

Chore Services - Hawaii County x 60+ 330 ? 330 30,786* 
Economic Oppcrtunity Council (est.) (est.) 

Chore Services x 60+ 201 2,848 201 54,828* 

Comprehensive Care Program for the x ? ? 35,000 (est. # eligible) 
In-Home Patient 3,500 (est. # needing 50 ? 

service) 

Coordinated Services for the 
Elderly - Chore Services x ? 1,.000 2,500 1,000 10,000* 

Coordinated Services for the 
Elderly - Transportation and Escort x ? 1,600 3,000 1,600 14,984* 

Day Care and Rehabilitation Services x ? 20 ? ? 28,800 
(40% est.) 

Day Care for Elderly x 53-90 20 ? 20 25,000* 

Day Care for Elderly and Disabled 
Adults - DSSH x x x x ? 235 ? ? 193,288 

Escort Service x 60+ 700 2,000 (est. # eligible~ 
1,000 (est. # needing 700 11,245* 

service) 

Escort Services - Catholic Social 
Services x 60+ 553 1,006 553 45,770* 

Escort/Transportation Service x 60+ 495 ? 495 64,059* 

Friendly Visiting Service x 60+ 775 2,500 (est. # eligible) 
1,000 (est. # needing 775 11,245* 

service) 

Handicap'Transpcrtation x ? 500 ? 300 80,000 

Hile Hospital Home Health Service x ? 1,500 10,000 (est. # eligible) 1,500 116,899 
(75%) 

Home Aide - Catholic Social Services x 60+ 124 ? 124 5,140* 

Home Health Agency x x x x ? ? ? ? ? 

Home Health Services x ? 261 ? ? ? 

Home Helpers of Hawaii x x x P< All ? ? ? ? 

Homemaker - Chore Services x All 240 3,000 ? 120,000 
(low-
income 
people) 

Homemaker Services - DSSH x x x Ix ? 167 ? ? 77,40l. 68 

Homemakers Upjohn ? x ? Po ? ? ? ? ? 

Honolulu Home Care Service x x 66+ 592 ? 
! 

592 ? 

In-Home Chore Service x ? 221 1,000 (est. # eligible) 
250 (est. # needing 221 11,245* 

service) 
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Service Area 
by County 

Program Structure/Objectivesc 

Kapo's Services, Inc. 

Kaumana Day Care 

Kuakini Day Care Center 

.= 

.= 
o .­
c: ::J 

o '" :r: 4 

x 

x 

x 

Malarna Hakua Day Care Center ? x ? ? 

Haui Day Care Center for Senior 
Citizens & Disabled - Evangelical 
Church 

Haui Rehabilitation Center 

x 

x 

Skilled Nursing Facilities x x x x 

Skilled Nursing Facility x x x x 

Transportation - Catholic Social 
Services 

Transportation - H.C.A.P. 

x 

x 

Transportation Escort Component x 

Transportation for the Elderly, Kauai x 
Economic opportunity 

Transportation Services - Maui x 
Economic Opportunity 

Transportation Services, Title XX - x 
Hawaii 

wilcox Adult Day Care Center x 

II. ECONOMIC SATISFACTION 

Objective: Assure that each aging 
person is afforded adequate economic 
means by which to maintain health and 
a minimum acceptable standard of 
living. Promote economic self­
sufficiency among the aging and, as 
necessary, assist those who are unable 
to provide for their own economic 
needs. 

:: Age 
~ Ranges 

,;g Served 

59-70 

55+ 

? 

? 

55+ & 

disabled 

All 

? 

60+ 

All low­
income 
persons 
on Oahu 

60+ 

60+ 

60+ 

3+ 

58-92 

122 

Tota I # 
Persons 
Served 

? 

30 

40 

400 

28 

82 

8,877 

? 

628 

500 

Total # Older Persons 
El igible/Needing Service 

? 

100 (est. * needing 
service) 

? 

400 (est. # eligible) 

? 

? 

Honolulu - 5,369 (est. # 
eligible) 

Hawaii - 1,128 (est. # 
eligible) 

Kauai - 625 (est. # 
eligible) 

Haui - 883 (est. # 
eligible) 

? 

? 

625 1,600 (est. * eligible) 
625 (est. # needing 

service) 

480+ 4,500 (est. # eligible) 
1,200 (est. # needing 

service) 

700 2,848 (est. # eligible) 
2,848 (est. # needing 

service) 

500 ? 

53 3,000 (est. # eligible) 
120 (est. # needing 

service) 

Tota I # 
Older 

Persons 
Served 

? 

30 

40 

221 

? 

82 

? 

628 

625 

480+ 

700 

? 

53 

Total 
Program 

Cost 

? 

? 

? 

40,000* 
(est.) 

89,766* 

473,484 
(9%) 

19,018,603 

? 

79,200* 

330,000 

75,816* 

101,221* 

123,586 
(69%) 

111,000 

86,156* 



Service Area 
by County 

Total # 
Age Total # Older Total 

Ranges Persons Total # Older Persons Persons Program 
Program Structure/ObjectivesC Served Served Eligible/Needing Service Served Cost 

Proflpam Name: d 

Added Income Project x ? 200 200 120 $ 4,482* 

City and County Pension Board x ? 152 ? 152 620,293* 

Forty Plus ? x ? ? 40+ 38 ? ? 7,200 
(est. ) 

Generation Gap x x x x 55+ 278 All persons 55+ ? 4,000 

Labor-Management Services x x x x 55-80 40 Honolulu - 35% of 55-80 
Administration group 

Hawaii - 40% of 55-80 
group 

Kauai - 40% of 55-80 
group 

(Includes other U.S. ? 30,000 
jurisdictions in 
Pacific Area) 

Senior Community services Employment x x x x 55+ III 12,406 ? 185,565 
Program (87.5%) 

Social Security x x x x All ? Honolulu - 61,000 (est.) 
Hawaii - 11,000 (est.) 
Kauai - 5,000 (est. ) 
Maui - 8,200 (est.) ? 117,384,000 

Veterans Benefits x x x x ? ? ? ? ? 

Community Food and Nutrition x All 2,848 2,848 88 68,484 
(13.7%) 

Consumer Affairs Program - FDA x x x x ? ? ? ? 3,000 

Consumer Education x ? 700 4,500 (est. # eligible) 
(est.) 700+ (est. # needing 700 (est.) 85,173 

service) (50%) 

Consumer Education - Maui Economic 
opportunity x 60+ 3,829 11,693 3,829 89,079* 

Consumer Education and Reassurance x ? 1,624 6,970 1,624 72,925 

Food Stamp Program x x x x All ? ? ? 63,574,540 

Funeral and Memorial Society of x x x x All 206 ? ? 4,538. 
Hawaii (90%) 

41 

General Community/Consumer Education 
Program, Kauai Economic Opportunity, 
Inc. x 18+ ? ? ? 89,344 

Maui Economic Opportunity Emergency x 60+ 100 2,848 26,000 
Energy Conservation (54%) 

Senior Citizen's Discounts x 50+ ? ? ? N/A 

Freshwater Fishing and Hunting 
Licenses x x x x 65+ ? ? ? ? 

. Senior Opportunities & Services x 55+ 2,000 ? 2,000 25,000* 
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Program Structure/Objectivesc 

Special Benefits for Senior 
citizens - Hawaii County 

Certification of Blind, Deaf, & 
Totally Disabled, Department of 
Health 

Funeral Expense - Veterans 
Administration 

Funeral Expense Reimbursement 

Funeral Payments Program 

HMSA's Plan 65-C 

Hedicaid 

Medical Payments for Pensioners 

Medicare Claims Administration 

Section 8 Housing Assistance 
Payments Program 

Section 8 Housing Assistance 
Payments 

Section 8 Housing Assistance 
Payments Program - Elderly Rental 
Assistance - Department of Housing 
& Community Development 

Supplemental Security Income - Social 

Serv i ce Area 
by County 

x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x 

x 

x 

Security Administration x x x x 

U.S. UMTA sec. 16(b) (2) Program x x x x 

III. INTELLECTUAL AND SOCIAL SATISFACTION 

Obj ecrtive: Increase the availability, 
variety of and accessibility to oppor­
tunities by which older persons may 
develop and improve their self-image, 
maintain positive social relationships, 
and continue to participate in the 
life of the community. 

Program Name: d 

Assistance to Individual Adults -
DSSH 

Coordinated Services for the 
Elderly - Housing Assistance 

Counseling, Catholic Social Services 

x x x x 

x 

x 

Age 
Ranges 
Served 

60+ 

? 

? 

? 

? 

65+ 

65+ 

39+ 

62+ 

? 

? 

18+ 

? 

? 

124 

Total # 
Persons 
Served 

923 

? 

20,771 

? 

? 

25 

60 

99 

? 

3,324 

150 

3,072 

Total # Older Persons 
Eligible/Needing Service 

? 

1,400 (est. # eligible) 
1,000 (est. # needing 

service) 

? 

? 

925 (est. # eligible) 

All persons 65+ enrolled 
in Medicare 

? 

? 

50,000 

12,000 (est. # eligible) 

40 (est. # eligible) 
100 (est. # needing 

service) 

? 

? 

? 

? 

500 (est. # eligible) 
150 (est. # needing 

service) 

? 

Total # 
Older 

Persons 
Served 

? 

? 

? 

? 

20,771 

? 

? 

? 

? 

60 

? 

? 

? 

? 

150 
(est~) 

? 

Total 
Program 
Cost 

N/A 

? 

? 

3,800 
(75%) 

143,941 

? 

? 

? 

421,323 

1,500,000 
(20%) 

? 

182,000 

? 

164,495 

$ 1,078,904 
(65% est.) 

5,000 

107,650 



Program Structure/Objectivesc 

Help Line, Information and Referral 

Information and Referral - Coordi­
nated Services for the Elderly 

Information and Referral Services 

Information and Referral Services -
Maui County Cornrni ttee on Aging 

Information and Referral/Outreach -
Areawide Opportunities for Senior 
Citizens 

Information and Referral/Outreach 
Services - Honolulu Area Agency on 
Aging 

Information and Referral/Outreach 
Services - Kauai County Office of 
Elderly Affairs 

Office of Information and Complaint 

outreach - Coordinated Services for 
the Elderly 

Outreach - Maui County Committee 
on Aging 

Outreach Component, Areawide 
Horizons for Senior Citizens Program 

Pre-Retirement Advisory Assistance 

Serv ice Area 
by County 

x 

x 

o .­
c " o III 

:J: :0: 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Pre-Retirement Education and Planning x x x x 
Project 

Pre-Retirement Planning Program x x x x 

Pre-Retirement Session x x x x 

Adult Education 

Gerontology Courses 

Library Services for the Handicapped 

Library Services for the 
Institutionalized 

Paraprofessional Training in 
Elderly Services 

Senior Citizen Tuition Exemption 
Program - Meal Sites 

Senior CitizenS TUition Exemption 
Program - U.H. 

Community Gardening 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x 

x 

x x x x 

x 

Age 
Ranges 
Served 

? 

60+ 

All low­
income 
persons 
on Oahu 

60+ 

? 

60+ 

60+ 

? 

? 

? 

60+ 

47-66 

55-64 

35-69 

55-65 

60+ 

? 

All 

All 

18+ 

60+ 

60+ 

? 

125 

Total # 
Persons 
Served 

? 

4,500 

2,000 

5,370 

Total # Older Persons 
Eligible/Needing Service 

? 

6,000 

10,000 

7,000 

1,345 8,800 

22,000 58,000 (est. # eligible) 
12,000 (est. # needing 

service) 

4,435 All elderly on Kauai 

? 4,494 

3,000 6,000 

5,370 

625 

36 

301 

321 

17 

7,750 

? 

? 

? 

60 

5,500 

1,600 (est. # eligible) 
625 (est. # needing 

service) 

? 

60,000 

? 

13 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

400 ~10 (est. # eligible) 
~OO (est. # needing 

service) 

5,912 ? 

800 ? 

Total # 
Older 

Persons 
Served 

? 

4,500 

? 

? 

1,345 

22,000 

4,435 

100 

3,000 

5,370 

625 

? 

? 

? 

17 

67,488 

? 

? 

? 

? 

400 

5,912 

? 

Total 
Program 

Cost 

33,500 

30,000* 

200,000 

30,847* 

51,409 

155,006* 

? 

? 

? 

26,301* 

36,133* 

18,114* 

75,816* 

o 

37,914 
(60%) 

225 

73,814* 

129,659 

67,275 

8,000 

3,875* 

80,176* 

? 



Program Structure/Objectives C 

Hawaii state Senior Center 

Hospital Audiences, Inc. (HAI) 

Service Area 
by County 

!'C 0 .­
:J c: :J 

'" ::.: ~ ~ 

x 

'" 3: 

'" ::t: 

? x ? ? 

Kauai Senior Centers, Inc. x 

Leisure Time Activities - Areawide x 
Horizons for Senior Citizens Programs 

Leisure Time Activities - Catholic 
Social Services 

Leisure Time Activities - Maui County 

Moiliili Senior Center 

Senior Citizens Centers 

Senior Citizens Clubs - Hawaii 
County 

Senior Citizens Clubs - Maui County 

Senior Citizens Clubs - Oahu 

ACTION 

Advocacy - Political Education, 
V.O.I.C.E. 

American Association of Retired 
Persons 

Easter Seal Society for Crippled 
Children & Adults of Oahu, Inc. 

Foster Grandparents 

Kokua Council for Senior Citizens 
of Hawaii 

Program for Pensioners 

Retired Senior Volunteer Program, 
Hawaii County 

Retired Senior Volunteer Program, 
Maui County 

Retired Senior Volunteer Program, 
Kauai County 

Retired Senior Volunteer Program 
(RSVP), VIRS 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x x x x 

x 

x x x x 

x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Age 
Ranges 
Served 

55+ 

All 

60+ 

? 

55+ 

50+ 

55+ 

? 

? 

? 

60+ 

? 

20-70 

60+ 

? 

? 

60+ 

60+ 

60+ 

60+ 
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Total # 
Persons 
Served 

2,200 

700 

1,908 

Total # Older Persons 
El igible/Needing Service 

15,000 

? 

3,500 

1,600 (est. # eligible) 
625 (est. # needing 

service) 

4,000 7,151 

1,500 7,000 (est. # eligible) 
2,500 (est. # needing 

service) 

2,500 16,322 

2,500 12,000 (est. # eligible) 
4,000 (est. # needing 

service) 

? ? 

? ? 

12,500+ 10,000+ 

2,578 

150 

8,000 

100 

112 

? 

? 

895 

220 

1,400 

? 

4,500 

? 

673 

? 

? 

4,000 

7,800 

2,900 (est. # eligible) 
300 (est. # needing 

service) 

All on Oahu 

Total # 
Older 

Persons 
Served 

2,200 

? 

1,908 

? 

? 

55 

2,500 

2,500 

? 

12,500+ 

2,578 

150 

? 

? 

112 

? 

4,000 

895 

220 

? 

Total 
P rog ram 
Cost 

121,000* 

78,957* 

75,816* 

56,251 

46,450* 

149,262* 

? 

? 

110,000 

398,663 
(Oahu only) 

o 

40,000 
(20%) 

230,295 
(77%) 

? 

35,565 

24,705 

34,048* 

63,306 
(27%) 



Service Area 
by County 
, 

2 Total # 
2 .- Age Total # Older Total .- .-

rtJ 0 .- m Ranges Persons Total # 0 I der Persons Persons Program ::l c ::l 3: 
Program Structure/Objectivesc rtJ 0 rtJ rtJ Served Served Eligible/Needing Service Served Cost ,,: :I: ~ :J: 

Volunteers in Parks (VIP's) x ? ? ? ? 4,400 

The Bus x 65+ 7,350,000 ? 7,350,000 1,800,000 
(trips (trips 
provided) provided) 

IV. SATISFACTORY HOME AND COMt'iUNITY 
ENVIRONMENT 

Ob,jeative: Promote satisfactory living 
conditions for older persons, including 
decent, safe and s~nitary dwellings, 
of a choice and at prices they can 
afford, in pleasant surroundings. 

Progpam Name: d 

Arcadia Retirement Residence x ? 315 ? 315 ? 

Hale Maha01u x 62+ 130 ? 130 $ 142,300 
(over 100 on waiting list 

Hawaii Council for Housing Action ? x ? ? 62+ 325 ? 325 ? 

Housing Subsidy - HUD x x x x ? 500 ? ? ? 

Laniolu Good Samaritan Center ? x ? ? 47-99 ? ? ? 650,000* 

Pohai Nani x 59-102 200 41,000 200 918,153* 

Public Housing Rental units for x x x x 62+ 1,605 1,312 (est. # needing 1,602 ? 
Elderly service) 

V. PROTECTION OF CIVIL RIGHTS AND PROPERTY 

ObJ.eative: Protect the civil rights 
and personal welfare of older persons 
from neglect and/or exploitation by 
friends, relatives, the aging himself, 
and the community at large; protect 
their belongings from undue loss or 
dimunition. 

(Note: "Protective care" is distin-
guished from supportive care in that 
protective care is undertaken on 
behalf of persons with limited 
mental functioning due to mental 
deterioxation, emotional disturbances 
or extreme infirmity, and which has the 
objective of placing such persons under 
some form of legal custody, such as 
guardianship or commitments, for their 
own protection and the protection of 
others.) 

Proflram Name: d 

Legal Services x x x x ? ? 1,000 200 $ 6,500 

Protective Services - Coordinated 
Services for the Elderly x 60+ 500 2,000 500 28,000* 
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VI. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Service Area 
by County 

..:'. 
:::l .- -ro 0 .-

:::l c :::l 
ro 0 ro Program Structure/Objectivesc 
'" :I: ~ 

GENERAL SUPPORT 

ObJective: Provide effective support 
in an efficient manner to accomplish 
the objectives of programs provided the 
aging. 

(Note: The support categories listed 
hereafter are essentially those which 
cannot be reasonably associated with 
any of the preceding programs. It 
generally includes statewide and 
countywide administration and related 
support programs.) 

Program Name: d 

Gerontology Center Development 
Project x x x 

Executive Office on Aging x x x 

Hawaii County Office on Aging 

Honolulu Area Agency on Aging x 

Maui Community Committee on Aging x 

Office of Elderly Affairs x 

"Bellats Information for Senior 
Citizen l1 x x x 

Pau Hana Years x x x 

Table 5.1 was constructed from data appearing in 
Report of Achievements of Programs for the Aging, 
Fiscal Year 1976-1977, State of Hawaii, Executive 
Office on Aging, Office of the Governor, 
February, 1978. 

.-.-
ro 
:;: 
ro 

::c 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Table includes each program appearing in source report, 
i.e., Report of Achievements of Programs for the Aging, 
except for three programs, one pertaining to geron­
tology training at the University of Hawaii, another 
pertaining to an independent "private" club for senior 
citizens, and the third pertaining to a program which 
waS discontinued in 1977. 

"program Structure/Objectives" shown umier Roman 
numerals are acknowledged in the foreword of source 
report as having been taken from the Statewide 
Developmental Plan for the Aging, State of Hawaii, pre­
pared for the State of Hawaii Commission on Aging by 
Tom Way Wong and Associates, April 20, 1971, Honolulu, 
Hawaii. 

d. Program name, as shown, in Table 5.1 is exactly as 
shown in source report. 

Age 
Ranges 
Served 

7 

? 

60+ 

60+ 

60+ 

60+ 

? 

? 

e. 
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Total # 
Total # Older Total 
Persons Tota 1 # Older Persons Persons Program 
Served El igible/Needing Service Served Cost 

? ? ? $ 104,000 

?e Honolulu - 63,000 (est. ) 64,441 
Hawaii - 11,100 (est. ) 25,320 
Kauai - 5,400 (est. ) 10,269 
Maui - 8,200 (est. ) 14,763 2,825,852* 

5,000 8,858 (est. # eligible) 5,000 63,000* 

39,633 57,434 (est. # eligible) 39,633 1,142,446* 

5,500 8,435 (est. # eligible) 
6,000 (est. # needing 5,500 609,046* 

service) 

4,494 4,500 (est. ) 4,494 16,008* 

? ? ? ? 

10,000+ ? 10,000+ 98,786 

A note appears on p. 236 of source report as follows: 
"Number of persons served are unavoidablY duplicated 
and large due to the variety of services older persons 
may participate in, the addition of all service partici­
pants and the expanded information and referral out­
reach effort." 

*An asterisk appearing under "TOTAL PROGRAM COST", rightmost 
column of Table 5.1, denotes that entire funds shown were 
expended for the "elderly". 

Note: Per cent figure appearing immediately under dollar 
amount in "TOTAL PROGRAM COST" column denotes 
estimated per cent of total expenditure for 
"elderly persons" for a given program, as applic­
able. 



MAJOR FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS BENEFITING 
THE ELDERLY 
By Category and by Agency 

EMPLOYMENT 
AGE DISCRIMINATION IN UfPLOYMENT 

Communi ty-liised ~ Manpower Services & PrbQ~, .. n' -- -.--- - . 
Foster Grandparent-Senior Companion 

-~DU .IMUlf'H! EOMMUHITY .. AVICE 
~lOYML~GR"'M __ 

I~ 

flUI"lO !tHIDA VOLUNTEER 'ROGAA'" j"~ 

SERVICE CORl'S Of R(TIIUD EIC(CUTlYES(SCDAEI 

VOlU.nUlS IN nAYltE TO AMERICA fVtSTA) 

HEALTH CARE 

VUE" ... NS DOMICILIARY CARE 'ROGRAM 

vnnANS NUR~JlfIi HOME CARl 'AtlO" .. M 

HOUSING 
HDustNO FO" THE HOEIU Y __ lIt1 

-----~--

lOW AND MODERATE 'NtOME HDUS.;fC (., It 
-"Q'IImsr Mull,1m Oii li!lifAllilllfslHC 

foRINt ELDERLY ~~Il. _h. 

fttJAAL flENTAl HOUSING LO"'NS 

COMMUNITY nEvt LCWME'H 

~m9AW,~Wr. ~ ... "NWs~IW. 
lOW1UNT 'UlliC HOUSING 

KOME MAINTENANCE 

Table 6.2 

, 
I 

.j -._, 
1·-1--r t 

~ i 

CIVIL RRVIC1RlTiilElOfn------- +-1-+ +-+-+-.j....-:~-I 
~~,UliVIVOI\$INSU~H::_c"'n,...".m---Ali-·-~--_f-f__l-+~ +-+~-l_+-+--f.--lf_+-+~_=_I_-+__+__f 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT -+-+---'!-~+ 

SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS 

_f.!.D~~AW __ "_DG_"" __ ---------f......-+=:..J.-f--+_ +--+--+---'-.4 _-I __ ~_+ 
~_'._l_U_.V_'t_ll_~_._O_M_n_~C_ _______ ~-~-L-~ 

MODEl HlOJECTS 

"LTIPUIVOSlIEIUOR CElTERS 

IUTRITJDN 'RO;",... fOR THE ElQE"l Y 

OLOIA READER RRVlas 

TRAINING AND RESEARCH PROGRAMS 
IIUL TI-DIStlfLiNARY CUITEItS OF QUO_TOLOIY 

PllUOiliNEl TRAINING 
. ------~--- .......... --I-

RUE"RCM AID DEMOItSTAATlOJil PflOG""M 

IU.SU.RCH ON AG.I' PROtUS.YO HULTH 'RO'LUIS 

JIIESURCH ON '''OILEWS Df THE ELDERl Y 

TRANSPDRTA TION 

***Emplo~nt Standards Administration 

Source: Hearings Before the SeZect Committee on Aging~ House of 
Representatives, 94th Congre~s, Second Session, June 2, 
8, and 9, 1976, pp. 3-4. 
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ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR OLDER PERSONS IN HAWAII 

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

The United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

popularly known by its acronyms "DHEW" or "HEW II hast for the past twenty­

five years! been the cabinet level agency of the federal executive branch most 

concerned with personal and human need concerns. The department has been 

referred to as II ••• a department of people serving people, from newborn infants 

to our most elderly citizens ll
• 2 Among the basic nation-wide programs affecting 

the elderly which the HEW has administered are the Medicare and Medicaid 

programs, the social security cash payment program, the 551 program, the Food 

Stamps program, the various cash assistance programs for low-income persons, 

and the various programs authorized by the Older Americans Act of 1965, as 

amended. 

As the informed reader may be aware, the United States Congress passed 

a new law during the first session of the 96th Congress (1979) to restructure 

the HEW. In essence, the legislative measure 115 21011
, establishes a new cabinet 

level department of the federal executive branch to be known as the Department 

of Education. 3 This measure was signed into law as P. L. 96-88 on October 17, 

1979 by President Carter. 4 The new law also concurrently renames the former 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as the Department of Health and 

Human Services. 5 Review of' the material available to the Bureau's researchers 

as of this writing indicates that the Administration on Aging (AOA) remains 

structurally and functionally unaffected by P. L. 96-88 and will continue to exist 

within the Department of Health and Human Services. 

The Administration on Aging 

The Administration on Aging is the primary federal agency concerned with 

the needs, concerns, and interests of older persons and for carrying out the 

programs of the Older Americans Act. The AOA is also the principal agency for 

promoting the coordination of federal resources available to meet the needs of 

older persons. The AOA administers a program of formula grants to state 

agencies for the elderly and aging. Among the other basic functions of the AOA 

are the awarding of grants for research! demonstration, and manpower 
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PROGRAMS AND PROGRAM PLANNING FOR HAWAII'S ELDERLY 

development projects, and the operation of the National Information and 

Resource Clearing House for the Aging. 6 

The Comprehensive Older Americans Act Amendments of 1978 

Among the significant pieces of federal social legislation enacted in 1978 

by the 95th Congress is the Comprehensive Older Americans Act Amendments of 

1978.
7 

The legislative vehicle, HR 12255, a bill of the House of 

Representatives, was signed into law as P.L. 95-478 on October 18, 1978. 8 

The Act extends through federal fiscal year 1981, the Older Americans 

Act, orginally enacted in 1965, and authorizes slightly more than $4 billion for 

fiscal 1979-1981 for programs for older Americans. 9 See Table 6.3 for an 

overview of the authorizations by program category and by fiscal year. While 

the Act does not explicitly define an older American based on an age criterion, 

the Older Americans Act is designed to assist persons age 60 and older. 

Selected passages appearing under IITitle I I I - Grants for State and Community 

Programs on Aging, Part A - General Provisions" of the 1978 Act, at Section 
10 304, read in part as follows: 

... [E]ach State shall be alloted an amount which bears the same ratio 
to such sums as the population aged 60 or older in such State bears to 
the population aged 60 or older in all States .... [T]he number of 
individuals aged 60 or older in any State and in all States shall be 
determined by the Commissioner on the basis of the most recent 
satisfactory data available to him ... in accordance with guidelines 
issued by the Commissioner, for the distribution within the State of 
funds received under this title, taking into account, to the maximum 
extent feasible, the best available statistics on the geographical 
distribution of individuals aged 60 and older in the State, and 
publish such formula for review and comment. (Emphasis added) 

The Older Americans Act is an important source of federal funding for 

programs for older persons in Hawaii. According to an official of the Executive 

Office on Aging, Office of the Governor of Hawaii, the State, through the 

Executive Office on Aging, was to receive a total of $2,454,850 in grant funds 

from the Administration on Aging for the fiscal year (1978-1979).11 In addition, 

an additional $400,000 has been committed by the United States Department of 
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Table 6.3 

Authorizations: Comprehensive Older Americans Act Amendments 
of 1978 by program category and by federal fiscal year. 

Authorizations 
As cleared by Congress, HR 12255 authorized a 

total of $4.042 billion for fiscal 1979-81 for programs for 
older Americans, as follows (in millions of dollars): 

Social services 
Congregate meals 
Home-delivered meals 

Subtotal, Older Americans 
Act programs 

Community service employment 
for the elderly 

Volunteer programs for the 
elderly 

Total 

1979 1980 1981 

$ 300 $ 360 $ 480 
350 375 400 
~ ~ --11Q 

$ 730 

350 

~ 
$1,160 

$ 835 $1,000 

400 450 

92.5 ~ 
$ 1,327.5 $1,555 

Source: "Congress Authorizes $4 Billion in Programs for Older 
Americans", Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 
October 14, 1978, Vol. XXXVI, No. 41, p. 2958. 
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Agriculture to augment the nutrition programs for Hawaii's elderly. The federal 

funding by agency, program, and amount is broken down as follows: 

united states Administration on Aging 

General Administration .................... $ 200,000 

Areas Planning and Social services........ 937,350 

Nutrition Programs ........................ 1,237,500 

Special Training Grant ................... . 

Special Advocacy Assistance Grant ........ . 

50,000 

30,000 

Total .............................. $2,454,850 

united state Department of Agriculture 

Nutrition Programs ........................ $ 400,000 

The federal funds received from the federal government are allocated by 

the Executive Office on Aging to the four counties through three basic allocation 

formulas. One formula provides a flat across the board equal amount for each of 

the four counties. This formula is generally used for the smaller federal grants. 

A second formula provides allocations to the four counties on the basis of the 

percentage of the State's population age 60 and older residing in the respective 

counties. The third formula is a mix of the two others, i.e., a flat across the 

board amount and the percentage of elderly. The allocations by the Executive 

Office on Aging are made to the County Area Agencies on Aging for aging 

programs in the various counties. 

The Older Americans Act also provides federal grant funds for manpower 

training programs for persons aged 55 and older. The Office of Manpower 

Planning, State Department of Labor and Industrial Relations, had a federal 

commitment for $813,000 in funding support for fiscal year 1978-1979. The 

program is designed to provide services for persons aged 55 and older and who 

meet eligibility guidelines promulgated pursuant to the provisions of the federal 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). See Table 4.6 in chapter 

4 of this study for a description of the CETA income guidelines. 
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The "Gap Group" - Programs and Issues 

The term IIgap groupll is becoming increasingly popular in usage although 

there is no universally postulated or accepted definition of the term. The term 

has gained growing popularity among practitioners in the various social 

programs, and reportedly, at least one study on the IIgap groupll is underway at 

the federal level i however, efforts by the Bureau's researchers to obtain 

definitive information as to the status of such a study were unfruitful. The most 

common conceptualization of the IIgap groupll centers on the notion that there are 

certain individuals or families who fail to meet technical eligibility requirements 

for the various governmentally administered programs for persons of low income 

but who, nonetheless, possess incomes and material resources barely sufficient 

for their essential needs. As was noted in chapter 4 of this study, various other 

terms which have been used as synonyms of the term IIgap group" include linear 

poorll, "marginally poor" f and "potentially poor". 

Governmental Programs for the Gap Group 

While comprehensive data concerning governmental services for the gap 

group are not readily available, data and information gathered during the study 

period suggest that at least three agencies of the executive branch of the State 

of Hawaii government have furnished services to this group or formally 

recognized its existence. One agency is the Dental Health Division of the 

Department of Health which furnishes dental services to the gap group. Another 

agency is the Hawaii Housing Authority which has formally recognized the gap 

group for housing purposes as evidenced in part by the following statement 

appearing in a report prepared for the Authority: 12 

... [I]n terms of income, these people fall into a gap between the 
upper income limits of federally-assisted housing programs and the 
minimum income needed to purchase a home with conventional financing. 

Further discussion of the gap group excerpted from the same report reads 

in part as follows: 13 
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... [T]he "gap group" has been identified as possibly requlrlng some 
form of government assistance in order to achieve its housing 
expectations. Unlike the low income group, these people have 
sufficient income to pay for adequate shelter and essential non­
shelter expenses. However, their income levels, relative to household 
size, are not high enough to enable them to realize their 
homeownership aspirations. Moreover, in many cases, their incomes 
have not been keeping pace with the rapid increase in homeownership 
costs during recent years. 

See Table 6.4 for a charted display of upper income limits by household 

size and by county, concerning minimum purchase requirements. The upper 

income limits shown in Table 6.4 for the gap group were calculated by combining 

separate estimates of shelter and non-shelter costs for households of different 

sizes. "For gap group households, shelter costs equal the annual mortgage and 

related payments needed for a household to purchase an adequate dwelling unit. 

Non-shelter costs were set equal to B LS standards for intermediate budget 

families in Honolulu. As was the case with low-income group limits, modifications 

to gap group income limits were made for Neighbor Island counties to reflect local 

conditions." 14 

Other findings reported in the study revealed that two-thirds of the 

housing gap group population had annual incomes of less than $15,000 and that 

the largest gap group was found on Kauai where 16.9 per cent fell into that 

category. Finally, it was found that heads of the gap group households were 

most often in clerical, sales, or services occupations (42.7 per cent), and 51.1 

per cent of such heads of gap group households were in the 25-34 age group. 

The second agency of the State's executive branch which provides gap 

group services is the Department of Social Services and Housing. The key 

services includes the "Medical Assistance Only" program, the "Title XX Social­

Services" program, and the "Food Stamps Only" program. 

Under the "Medical Assistance Only" program, a person who is ineligible 

for a money payment program administered by the department may qualify for the 

"Medical Assistance Only" program even if the person's income and resources 

exceed the standard Medicaid limits, depending upon the type of medical care 

involved. 
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Count~ 

Oahu $ 
Hawaii 
Maui 
Kauai 

Table 6.4 

Table IV-2: Upper Income Limits for the Gap Group 
in Hawaii, by County (1975) 

Household Size and Income 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8,099 $12,875 $17,987 $20,418 $24,775 $28,516 
6,566 11,075 16,187 18,618 22,951 26,692 
7,355 11,771 16,883 19,314 23,707 27,448 

_1 11,723 16,835 19,266 23,479 27,220 

7+ 

$32,647 
30,499 
31,447 
31,051 

1The Kauai survey sample did not include any single-person gap group 
households. 

IV-4 

Chart IV-1 is a graphic illustration of the gap between upper 
income limits for the low income need group and the gap 
group. The chart also shows the income limits for a major 
Federal housing assistance program, the Section 8 rental housing 
program for lower income households. 

CHART IV-1 

INCOME $000 

OAHU INCOME LIMITS FOR GAP 
AND LOW INCOME NEED GROUPS 
AND FOR HUD SECTION 8 

3 ~------+-----~------~------+-----~--~---+-

2 3 5 6 
HOUSEHOLD 

74-
SIZE 

Source: Daly and Associates, Housing for Hawaii's PeopZe, (Honolulu: 
January 1977), p. IV-4. 
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Under the "Title xx Social Services" program, various social services are 

provided to those persons including the elderly, who meet eligibility guidelines. 

As can be seen from the data appearing in Table 4.6 of this study, income limits 

allowed under Title XX in comparison, for example, with the income standards for 

the Community Services Administration (CSA) I are considerably higher. 

The IIFood Stamps Onlyll program[ which is similar to the IIMedical 

Assistance Onlyll program, provides for a higher income threshold than the basic 

money payment standard of the department and like the IIFood Stamps Onlyll 

program, provides an income disregard provision. See Table 4.7 in chapter 4 of 

this study for a charted display of the basic financial assistance programs of the 

Department of Social Services and Housing. 

Nonpublic Sector Programs for the Gap Group 

I nformation concerning services and programs for persons in the gap group 

rendered by agencies in the nonpublic sector is not readily accessible. It has 

been determined, however, that a health care program for persons in the gap 

group is available under a federally funded Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc. 

program. The ptan is officially known as the IIGroup Plan Z5 11 and provides 

comprehensive outpatient and inpatient services to eligible persons. Some 

highlights of the program which follow were obtained from review of a grant 

application document submitted by Kaiser Foundation to the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare dated January 3, 1977. 15 

The plan has been in effect since 1972. Coverage is available to qualified 

persons residing on the islands of Oahu and Maui. As of November 1976[ 4[500 

persons were enrolled and with the exception of Medicare, the 4,500 enrollees had 

no other medical resource at the time of enrollment. Eligibility for continued 

participation is reviewed annually. Eligibility may be established by one of two 

ways. First[ any family member [ who is not covered by an employer-sponsored 

heaJth care plan provided the entire familyls income falls within poverty income 

guidelines established for the Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA) 

program, is eligible; and secondly, persons in the gap group, who are defined as 

those persons who are ineligible for public assistance, have no source of medical 
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care or health insurance with the exception of Medicare, and have annual family 

incomes which are either below or less than 199 per cent of the CETA poverty 

income levels, are eligible. 

Those enrollees whose incomes fall below the poverty level receive care 

without charge. Persons whose income are above the poverty level but less than 

199 per cent of the level pay part of the cost of care. The amount paid for 

medical care by those above the poverty level is determined by their income in 

relation to the poverty level. As an example, persons whose incomes are between 

101 and 120 per cent of the poverty level pay 10 per cent of the monthly health 

plan dues. 

The "Gap Group" - Conclusions 

The preceding section has provided an overview of the several so-called 

IIgap groupll programs currently being administered by the State of Hawaii and at 

least one private health care organization. As can be readily seen, there is a 

significant range of income-related criteria used for the gap group programs. 

One of the several federal poverty guidelines discussed in chapter 4 of this study 

is generally the base upon which the IIgap group" definition is built for the given 

program. The "gap group" concept which is based on an income and economic 

assets definition can include persons whose incomes range up to 199 per cent of 

the income guidelines governing programs of the federal Community Services 

Administration (CSA). The CSA is the successor agency to the former federal 

Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), and guidelines of the CSA are generally 

the most restrictive of the several lI official poverty guidelines". See Table 6.5 

which serves to highlight in chart form, the various "gaps" in the several basic 

assistance programs for persons aged 65 and older under several hypothetical 

models. 

Program Planning for Older Persons 

As noted elsewhere in this study, the planning, including policy making 

and the delivery of human services and social welfare programs has been a lively 

topic of discussion at the highest levels of government at the federal, state, and 
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TABLE 6.5 
HYPOTHETICAL FIXED INCor~E MODELS: 

RELATI01ISHIP OF INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY FOR SELECTED PROGRAMS 
(Persons Retiring at Age 65 in 1977) 

Benef i ts: 
Criteria 

Model Description: 
Ret i rement 

Income 

Supplemental Security Income (55!) 

Income less than $193; assets 
(not including a car and home) 
under $1,500 for individual or 
$3,000 for a couple. 

Food Stamp Bonus 

MODEL I 

Individual Receiving 
No Social Security (SS) 

or Other Retirement 
Benefits 

EI igible for full SSI 
payment of $193. 

MODEL II 
I nd iv i dua 1 Rece iv i n9 
Minimum 5S Retirement 

Benefits of 
$114.30 Monthly or 
$1.371.60 Annuallya 

Eligible for $78.70 
SSI benefits to 
adjust total monthly 
income to $193. 

Varies according to income and Eligible - amt. varies Eligible - amt. varies 
family size; maximum allowable 
income is $286 for single 
person after certain deduc-
tions; assets under $1,500 for 
individual or $3,000 for a 
couple. 

Housing Assistance 

I. State Rent Supplement: 
if rent exceeds 20 per cent 
of income; maximum of $90; 

or 

2. DSSH Rent Supplement: if rent 
exceeds the $75 a I lowed from 
the SSI payment up to a rental 
maximum of $175; 

or 

3. The Federal "Section 8" Low­
Rent Subsidy: limits rent to 
25 per cent of income; 

or 

4. The Federal "Section 23" 
Leased Hous i n Supp I ement 

be i ng phased ou t : income 
eligibility limits are $6,200 
and $6,400 for individual or 
couple, respectively; 

or 

Payment of difference 
(i .e. excess) of rent 
over 20 per cent of 
gross income up to 
$90 maximum. 

May be eligible up to 
$100. 

May be eligible -
amt. varies 

May be eli g i b I e -
amt. variesd 

5. The Federal Low-Income Project: May be eligible -
limits income to $5.150 for amt. varies 
individual and $5,350 for a 
couple; recipient's rent lim-
ited to 25 per cent of income. 

6. Act 105 State Housing Units: N.E. 
rent or purchase Act 105 state 
housing units; income limit is 
$20,000 with participants 
having income below $IO,OOO.e 

t4edi cai d Hospi ta 1 Insurance 
Coverage 

Automatically provided to SSI Automatic coverage 
recipients; may provide assis-
tance to medical indigents. 
Limits income to $300 and 
assets to $1,500 for a single 
person. 

~ledicare Hospital Insurance 

65 years or over. EI igible 

Bus Transportation 

65 years or over. Eligible 

Same as Mode I I 

Same as Model I 

Same as Mode I I 

Same as Model Id 

May be eligible -
amt. var i es 

N.E. 

Same as Mode I I 

EI igible 

EI igible 
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MODEL III 
Individual Receiving 
Maximum SS Retirement 

Benefits of 
$442.25 Monthly or 

$5,307 Annually 

Not Eligible (N.E.) 

N.E. 

Same as Mode I I 

N. E. 

Same as Mode I I 

Same as Model Id 

N .E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

EI ig ible 

Eligible 

NaDEL IV 

Individual Receiving 
Ret i rement Benef i ts of 

$752.82 Monthly or 
$9,033.84 Annuallyb 

Not Eligible (N.E.) 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

May be el igible to 
purchase or rent with 
option to purchase 
Act 105 housing units, 

N.E. 

EI igible 

EI ig ible 

HODEL V 

Individual Receiving 
Retirement Benefits 
of $1,743 Monthly or 

$20,916 Annuallye 

Not EI igible (N.E.) 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E·. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

N.E. 

Eligible 

EI iglble 



a. Social Security Administration, Honolulu Office. 

b. Model IV assumes Social Security payments of $386 and average state retirement system retirement benefic of $366.82; the $366.82 
estimate based on Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii, Report of the Aotuary of the Fifty-first Annual Aotuarial 
Valuation as of June 30, 1976. 

c. Model V assumes a judge retiring after 10 years of service with the highest three-year average earnings of $40,000. Employee 
retirement service benefit is 3.5 per cent x 10 years of service x $40,000 = $14,000 annual or $1,166 monthly benefit; this 
individual will also receive a reduced Social Security retirement benefit of $577 if benefits are drawn at age 65. Source: 
As of June 1976, .Alexander Grant and Company, State of Hawaii Study on Continued Partioipation in Sooial Seourity by Members 
of the Employees' Retirement System (Honolulu: 1976), p. VIII-6. 

d. Average monthly subsidy provided during 1975-1976 was $115.76. Daly and Associates, Housing foY' Hawaii's People (Honolulu: 
1977), p. XII-6. 

e. Daly and Associates, p. VIII-7. 
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local levels. The phrase "welfare reformII , a popular catchall phrase to address 

the major cash assistance and other social welfare programs designed for persons 

of low income, has received significant attention by the Congress. Several key 

bills designed to bring about welfare reform were discussed in chapter 5 of this 

study. 

Despite the clear consensus that our existing welfare programs are in need 

of change, i.e., II reform II , there is no consensus as to the meaning or objective 

of reform. A major finding of a massive nationwide study performed by the 

United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare during 1977 and 

which study received written and oral comments from more than 10, 000 
16 individuals and organizations regarding welfare reform is excerpted as follows: . 

There is a strong and clear national consensus that something be done 
about welfare, but not on what should be done. (Emphasis added) 

A similar observation is echoed in a passage appearing in a 1979 publication of 

the "Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report" which reads as follows: 17 

Underlying the problems facing a welfare bill are the fundamental 
differences on the meaning of reform. The consensus among many 
welfare experts has not dispelled the basic philosophical difference 
on what should be done. As M. Kenneth Bowler of the House Public 
Assistance Subcommittee observed, liTo improve welfare means two very 
different things." To some, welfare reform has to involve increased 
benefits going to more people. To others, it means limiting 
assistance to those with the greatest need and concentrating on 
reduction of wasteful spending. (Emphasis added) 

The policy thrusts of the Hawaii State Legislature in recent years in 

strengthening the provision of welfare and human services have been essentially 

two-pronged. One thrust calls for a more efficient, effective, economical, and 

accountable system to administer the various human need programs. The other 

thrust recognizes two target groups, one consisting of children and youth and 

the other comprising the aged and the handicapped. With respect to the aged, 

the policy direction of the Hawaii State Legislature appears to be consistent with 

one of the key findings of the aforementioned 1977 U.S. HEW study on welfare 

reform which reads as follows: 18 
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The aged and handicapped are especially vulnerable and have special 
needs. We found strong support for retaining the categorical identity 
of these groups on which to base the income assistance supplementation 
they need. (Emphasis added) 

"Needs Assessment": Problems and Opportunities 

A concept or process which has enjoyed growing acceptance and popularity 

in recent years is IIneeds assessment ll
• The term has appeared in the general 

literature and can refer to almost any subject or topic. The term implicitly 

carries a self-evident definition, i. e., assessing the needs of a person or 

persons, a place or places, a thing or things, or a variable mix of these factors. 

When used in the context of human services or social services, II needs 

assessment ll has meant different things. According to one source in the major 

human services literature which enjoys wide national circulation: 19 

The literature on needs assessment in human servies is voluminous, 
offering a wide variety of approaches, from very soft, subjective 
assesments to highly sophisticated, and presumably objective, data 
collection and analysis activities. In addition, this literature 
abounds with reports of underuse and misuse of needs assessment 
findings, leaving one in a quandary over whether or not needs, can in 
fact, be assessed at all. ... (Emphasis added) 

Some Recent Findings Concerning Social Needs Assessment in Hawaii 

Two recent publications, one prepared by the State of Hawaii and the other 

by a private consultant firm, point to certain deficiencies regarding needs 

assessment and the costs associated with the performance of a methodologically 
20 acceptable needs assessment study. The State of Hawaii publication entitled 

"Social I ssue Paper, State Plan I ssue Paper No. 3 11 and released in 1978 noted, 

among other findings I that the effective management and delivery of public 

support services (including the development of new service programs) require 

information about the intended recipients and the environment in which services 

are to be provided I and that to insure the continuing responsiveness of the 

services provided to actual needs and to maximize use of available support 

service resources, it is necessary that service agencies periodically establish 
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specific client needs, inventory 

identify service gaps and surpluses. 

the available services and resources, 

The publication also notes:
21 

~eeds/resource assessment studies are expensive and time consuming. 
Based on a sample size of 3000 clients, a state-wide study could cost 
as much as $175,000-$200,000. Rather than conducting separate needs 
assessment studies for each service agency, the State should explore 
the possibility of consolidating studies for several agencies or even 
developing an omnibus public support service needs assessment study. 
Consolidation is feasible and desirable inasmuch as the client 
populations for various service programs are overlapping. (Emphasis 
added) 

and 

The other publication carries a May 1979 date and was prepared by SMS 

R h H I I b d I · f· 22 Tho SMS R h d esearc ,a ono u u ase consu tlng Irm. IS esearc stu y was 

devoted to the performance of a needs assessment report for the City and County 

of Honolulu. The major findings and conclusions of SMS Research are excerpted 

as follows: 23 

A. No comprehensive survey of Oahu I s population taking a global 
approach to needs assessment has ever been conducted. 

B. Although many good surveys of public opinion on problems and 
issues exist, only one major survey, the Needs/Resources Study, 
1978, has been done in the area of needs assessment. 

c. Several surveys of specific needs areas 
areas are among those reviewed here. 
examination of rankings across larger 
different catchment areas. 

or of specific geographic 
They do not permit the 

lists of needs or across 

D. Even among the group of studies with acceptable reliability and 
validity, research questions are formulated in vastly different 
manners, and results are reported in different formats. 

"Needs Assessment": Conclusions and Recommendations 

The aforementioned discussion about some problems related to needs 

assessment in human services planning might lead one to conclude that little 

benefit can be gained from the investment of human and material resources in 

needs assessment activities. To be sure, the state of the art in evaluating social 

programs is admittedly in need of extensive refinement as of this writing. Yet, 
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the failure to recognize the vital importance of needs assessment as a critical tool 

for top policy makers, and for administrators and other professionals in the 

human services field generally would be, in the Bureau's judment, a serious 

mistake. There is an old adage which says "the longest mile begins with the first 

step". In the instance of needs assessment in the social programs field, key 

initial steps have been taken and success stories about selected approaches and 

techniques in needs assessment are documented in the current literature. 

I n summary, the shortcomings in the state of the art in needs assessment 

notwithstanding, the vital role that needs assessment can play in strengthening 

the provision of programs for the needy elderly and other needy groups must 

continue to be given the priority attention it deserves. The rationale is obvious 

but perhaps more importantly, the spending limits of public moneys contained in 

several amendments to the Hawaii State Constitution in 1978, underscore the 

tremendous importance of an adequate needs assessment process to aid policy 

makers such as the state legislature and executive in resource allocation 

decisions. The benefits which can flow from an adequate needs assessment 

system are many. These benefits include the provision of needed program 

services by the needy elderly and others in need in the most efficient, effective, 

economical, and accountable manner possible, within the limits of the existing 

state of the art in human services program evaluation generally and needs 

assessment techniques in particular. 

At the state level, the Executive Office on Aging, Office of the Governor, 

is mandated under provisions of Chapter 349, Hawaii Revised Statutes, to " ... be 

the single state agency responsible for programs affecting senior citizens .... II 

Sections 349-5 and 349-6, of Chapter 349 list specific duties and responsibilities 

of the office including the preparation of an annual evaluation report on elderly 

programs and the continuous updating of a comprehensive master plan for the 

elderly. Contact with key staff officials within the Executive Office on Aging and 

present and past members of the Policy Advisory Board of the Executive Office 

on Aging reveals clear consensus recognition of the importance of a continuous 

program evaluation and needs assessment program by the Office. Most of the 

resource persons consulted by the Bureau's researchers felt that the lack of staff 

resources and funding for the activities directly related to program evaluation 
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and needs assessment were a major constraint to the continuing development and 

refinement of capability in these two areas. 

Accordingly, the Bureau recommends that the legislature and the executive 

give full and careful consideration to the apparent need for additional budgetary 

resources to be appropriated and allocated to the Executive Office on Aging for 

program evaluation and needs assessment activities. 

The Bureau further recommends that until such time as a format thought to 

be superior to that for categorizing the various programs for the elderly as 

displayed in Table 6.1, is in evidence, the Executive Office on Aging continue to 

utilize the structure in the source document used in preparing Table 6.1. 

Chapter Summary and Conclusions 

I n this chapter an overview of the various programs for older persons has 

been presented. The overview was essentially provided through Table 6.1 which 

displayed in tabular format, programs of a statewide or countywide basis to which. 

Hawaii's elderly have access. Additionally, the chapter provided data and 

information concerning key federal funding sources for programs for older 

Americans, and highlighted some issues and problems relating to program 

planning for older persons. The Bureau concludes that with the general 

exception of the basic direct income assistance programs, health care, and 

housing programs, the balance of the existing care programs for older persons 

will continue, at least into the immediately foreseeable future, to be authorized 

and funded by the Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended. The Bureau 

further concludes that the State of Hawaii government and the several counties 

will continue to appropriate or allot, as the case may be, approximately the same 

level or per cent of funding support authorized for programs for older persons, 

over the period of the next several years. Assuming the total state population of 

older persons continues to increase as a per cent of the total state population as 

projected by recent demographic studies, it is a distinct possibility given the 

growing influence of the elderly, that a larger share of the financial resources of 

the State and the several counties will be channelled towards programs for the 

State's elderly. However, the 1978 amendments to the Hawaii State Constitution 
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ratified by Hawaii's electorate in November 1978 relating to a general fund 

appropriation limitation and another concerning the State's legal debt limit 

portend profound implications concerning the relative share of the tax dollars and 

other revenues which are to be allotted for social programs. Surely, there will 

be strong competition from the diverse interests seeking a share of the State1s 

fi sca I resou rces . 

I n the area of funding of social programs for the State1s older population, 

complex decisions must be rendered by future legislatures of the State and the 

executive and their counterparts at the county level. These decisions can 

hopefully be made less difficult through the continuing development and 

refinement of a "needs assessment program", which employs the most current 

research techniques and which program will produce, among other results, a 

prioritized program for older persons and which program also has monitoring and 

evaluation activities as part of the overall needs assessment function. 
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PART IV 

APPENDICES 



nonorable John T. Ushijima 
- esident of the Senate 
Ninth S~ate Legislature 
~~Gu1ar Session of 1977 
o.J·.:.;~~e of Hawaii 

Sir: 

Appendix A 

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT NO. ___ ~~~~ __ 

Honolulu, Hawaii 
_M~~ ,1977 

RE: S.C.R. 75 

Your Committee on Human Resources to which was ref~rred 
S.C.~. No. 75 entitled: 

"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REQUESTING A FEASIBILITY 
STUDY RELATING TO AN INCOME SUPPLE~tENTATION PROGRAM FOR 
FINANCIALLY NEEDY RETIREES AND PENSIONERS.", 

begs leave to report as follows: 

The purpose of this resolution is to request the 
Office of the Legislative Reference Bureau to sponsor a 
study to explore the possibility of establishing an income 
supplementation prograln for needy retirees and pensioners 
who are permanent residents of the State of Hawaii. 

Your Committee finds that there has been a growing 
nurnbe~' of retirees in this State who are having an increasingly 
difficult time in meeting their daily needs because of 
inadequate incomes due to inflationary trends and other 
econor:tic factors. It has become a major concern that these 
retirees are unable to increase their incomes to cope with 
this problem of inadequacy because of ineligibility due 
to age and other reasons to receive benefits under publicly 
administered programs of income support. 

The intent of this resolution is to study the feasi­
bility of establishing a special program of income supple­
mentation for those retireees and pensioners with limited 
incomes and financial means. 

Your Committee on Human Resources concurs with the 
intent and purpose of S.C.R. No. 75 and recommends its 
adoption. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HR 046-900 153 



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT NO. ___ j1+-~d'~_j7~ __ __ 
Page 2 

@. 
-- . ~~-=--=---.... 
~;SON CHONG, Member 

FRANCIS A. WONG, 

...(-'~ktJ~ 
ember 

e' 
RICHARD Member 
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'(111-. 'i~.,\.\ I ~. 

"N.INTH ......... I.H;ISI.A lUlU., lq 7..7 .. 

S'( A IF 0 .. HAWAII 

REQUESTING A FEASIBILITY STUDY RELATING TO AN INCOME SUPPLE­
MENTATION PROGRAM FOR FINANCIALLY NEEDY RETIREES AND 
PENSIONERS. 

WHEREAS, a clearly visible development over the past 
several decades is the increasing number of persons leaving 
the active labor force through retirement at progressively 
younger ages; and 

WHEREAS, for a not insignificant number of retirees, 
modest pensions coupled with spiraling inflationary trends 
have resulted in severe financial hardship in meeting the 
necessities of daily living; and 

WHEREAS, for many retirees and pensioners with limited 
financial means, return to the active labor force in search of 
reemployment is the only practical income producing alternative; 
and 

WHEREAS, given the uncertain state of the present economy, 
job opportunities are severely limited, and this limitation of 
employment opportunities hits hardest at the many older 
retirants possessing specialized or other work skills not 
currently in demand; and 

WHEREAS, many retirees have looked to the unemployment 
insurance (UI) program for financial relief but have been 
unable to secure the much needed benefits since the UI program 
is designed for those persons who have become unemployed 
through layoffs or other involuntary reasons; and 

WHEREAS, the rapidly expanding ranks of retirees and 
pensioners who are experiencing great financial hardship due 
to limited illcomes and ineligibility because of age and other 
reasons, to receive benefits under publicly administered pro­
grams of income support such as the State's general assistance 
program, the federally administered supplementary security 
income program, food stamps program, etc. is developing into 
a public concern of Major proportions; and 
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WHEREAS, the establishment of a special program of income 
supplementation for those retirees and pensioners with limited 
incomes and financial means appears to be clearly in the 
public interest and a consideration worthy of serious study; 
now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the Ninth Legislature of 
the State of Hawaii, Regular Session of 1977, the House of 
Representatives concurring, that the Office of the Legislative 
Reference Bureau is requested to sponsor a study to explore 
the feasibility of establishing an income supplementation 
program for needy retirees and pensioners who are permanent 
residents of the State of Hawaii; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Office of the Legislative 
Reference Bureau may contract with a qualified contractor or 
firm or consortium thereof, for conducting the study, including 
the preparation of the study specifications and research design; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Office of the Legislative 
Reference Bureau may seek the release of funds for conducting 
the study pursuant to the provisions of Act 1 of the Regular 
Session of 1977; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Office of the Legislative 
Reference Bureau shall submit a study report containing findings 
and recommendations prior to the convening of the Regular Session 
of 1978; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a certified copy of this 
Concurrent Resolution be transmitted to the Director of the 
Office of the Legislative Reference Bureau. 



The Honorable James Wakatsuki 
Speaker, House of Representatives 
Ninth Legislature 
Regular Session, 1977 
State of Hawaii 

Sir: 

STAND. COM. REP. NO. /0' I 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
April IS, 1977 

RE: S.C.R. No. 75 

Your Committee on Public Employment and Government 
Operations and your Committee on Employment Opportunities and 
Labor Relations to which was referred S.C.R. No. 75 entitled: 
"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REQUESTING A FEASIBILITY STUDY 
RELATING TO AN INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM FOR FINANCIALLY 
NEEDY RETIREES AND PENSIONERS", beg leave to report as follows: 

The purpose of this Concurrent Resolution is to request 
the Office of the Legislative Reference Bureau to conduct a 
study on the feasibility of establishing an income supple­
mentation program for needy retirees and pensioners who are 
permanent residents of the State of Hawaii. 

The problem of older persons living on a fixed income 
has been identified as one of the most critical issues 
affecting the elderly. According to the Comprehensive 
Master Plan for the Elderly, many of Hawaii's senior citizens 
live on incomes which fall below the poverty level. A 
system which assures income security would be the key to 
eliminating many of the major problems confronting these 
people. This resolution would be a step towards resolving 
the problem. 

Your Committees would iike to recommend that the Office 
of the Legislative Reference Bureau use all available resources 
in conducting its study, including data, and resources from 
past and current studies on the issue. We further recommend 
that the Legislative Reference Bureau conduct the study as a 
Bureau project and that contracting for the study be considered 
only after in-house resources have been fully explored. 

Your Committee on Public Employment and Government 
Operations and your Committee on Employment Opportunities 
and Labor Relations concur with the intent and purpose of 
S.C.R. No. 75 and recommend it be referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 
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C)/ 

STEVE COBB, Member 

ROBERT D. DODS, Member 

~~rd 
KEN KIYABU, Memb~ .. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT 
AND GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

CLIFFORD T. DWAINE, 
Vice Chairman 

~~~~~--B~ ~. CAYE 0, Me er 



CALVIN K.Y. SAY, 

~k K. SUWA, Member 

CkJL0.~ 
CARL T. TAKAMURA, Member 
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~~~J 
GERALD K. MACHIDA, Member 

1~ 
TED MINA, Member 

(~ACK K. SUWA, Member 



CLIP ORD T. UWAINE, Member 

~~ Member/H~--

~.r 
~I5EIROs, Member 
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\kQ~.~ 
CARL T. TAKAMURA, Member 

J!k,.~R.A4..# 
DONNA R. IKEDA, Member 



STANDING COMMITTEt: REPORT NO. 117' 
Honolulu, Hawaii ~ _ft Nf'nJI IS-, 1977 

RE: S.C.R. No. 75 

The Honorable James Wakatsuki 
Speaker, House of Representatives 
Ninth Legislature 
Regular Session, 1977 
State of Hawaii 

Sir: 

Your Committee on Finance to which was referred 
S.C.R. No. 75 entitled: "SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REQUEST­
ING A FEASIBILITY STUDY RELATING TO AN INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION 
PROGRAM FOR FINANCIALLY NEEDY RETIREES AND PENSIONERS", begs 
leave to report as follows: 

The purpose of this Concurrent Resolution is to request 
the Office of the Legislative Reference Bureau to conduct a 
study on the feasibility of establishing an income supple­
mentation program for needy retirees and pensioners who are 
permanent residents of the State of Hawaii. 

The problem of older persons living on a fixed income 
has been identified as one of the most critical issues affect­
ing the elderly. According to the Comprehensive Master Plan 
for the Elderly, many of Hawaii's senior citizens live on 
incomes which fall below the poverty level. A system which 
assures income security would be the key to eliminating many of 
the major problems confronting these people. This resolution 
would be a step towards resolving the problem. 

Your Commit~ee recommends that the Office of the Legislative 
Reference Bureau use all available resources in conducting its 
study, including data, and resources from past and current 
studies on the issue. The Legislative Reference Bureau is 
requested to conduct the study as a Bureau project and contracting 
for the study shall be considered only after in-house resources 
have been fully explored. 

Your Committee on Finance concurs with the intent and 
purpose of S.C.R. No. 75 and recommends its adoption. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

~~:f(~ 
~~ 

ROBERT D. DODS, Member TED t-lINA, 

~-,~ 
MINORUiNABA;Member 

ber 

Ge,Q~,~~ 
CARL T. TAKAMURA, Member 
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Appendix B 

LIST OF RESOURCE PERSONS INTERVIEWED* 

Buddy Ako 
Coordinator of the 

Windward District 
Honolulu Community Action 

Program, Inc. 

Eileen R. Anderson, Director 
Department of Budget and Finance 
State of Hawaii 

Andrew I. T. Chang, Director 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Koon Hin Choy, President 
K. H. Choy Associates, Inc. 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Walter W. S. Choy, Director 
Hawaii Office of 

Economic Opportunity 
Office of the Governor 
State of Hawa i i 

Ri chard Ellwell 
Administrative Assistant 
United States Department of 

Health Education, and Welfare 
Honolulu Area Office 

Ellen Eshima, Planner 
Honolulu Area Agency on Aging 
City and County of Honolulu 

G. Paul Gordon, Ph.D. 
Chief 
Research and Statistics Office 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Renji Goto, Director 
Executive Office on Aging 
Office of the Governor 
State of Hawaii 

Merl Hawthorne, Member 
Policy Advisory Board 
Executive Office on Aging 
Office of the Governor 
State of Hawaii 

Richard Imahiro 
Planning Coordinator 
Community Social Planning Service 
Public Welfare Division 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Donald Kaliinoe, Vice President 
Research and Statistics 
Hawaii Medical Services Association 

Lawrence K. Koseki, D.S.W. 
Deputy Director 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Kim Tet Lee 
Former Administrator 
Employee's Retirement System 
State of Hawaii 

Thelma Lim 
Branch Manager for Elderly Projects 
Hawaii Housing Authority 
State of Hawaii 

Barbara Lippold, Member 
Maui Committee on Aging 
County of Maui 

Eleanor Lloyd, Director 
Kauai Office on Aging 
County of Kauai 

Horace Maclaren, Director 
Honolulu Area Agency on Aging 
City and County of Honolulu 

*Titles as shown were being assumed as of the tlate of contact/interview. 
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Michael M. M. McElroy 
Housing Program Coordinator 
Hawaii Housing Authority 
State of Hawaii 

Cl ifford Miyoi 
Deputy Director of Insurance 
Department of Regulatory Agencies 
State of Hawaii 

Ea rl Motooka 
Assistant Administrator 
Income Maintenance Services 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Grant Murakami~ Director 
Life-long Education and Planning 
College of Continuing Education 

and Community Service 
University of Hawaii 

Bob Nickel~ Manager 
Community Health Services 
Hawaii Medical Services Association 

Herb Nortcutt 
Branch Chief for Special Projects 
City and County Bus Systems 
City and County of Honolulu 

Ed Okubo~ Housing Coordinator 
Department of Human Services 
State of Hawai i 

Helen Onoye~ Administator 
Income Maintenance Services 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Max Roffman 
Vice President and Chairman of 

the Legislative Committee of 
Kokua Council for Senior Citizens 

Honolulu~ Hawaii 

Charles Roylo~ Program Specialist 
Executive Office on Aging 
Office of the Governor 
State of Hawaii 

Carl Sekimura~ Program Specialist 
Executive Office on Aging 
Office of the Governor 
State of Hawaii 

Charles Bunji Shimomura 
Manager of Kauai District 
Hawaii Housing Authority 
State of Hawaii 

Lucille H. Simmons 
Retired Public School Teacher 
Honolulu Public School Teacher 
Honolulu~ Hawaii 

Albert K. Sing~ Chairman 
Policy Advisory Council 
Office of Children and Youth 
Office of the Governor 
State of Hawaii 

Stanley Siu~ Administrator 
Employee's Retirement System 
State of Hawaii 

Raymond H. Suefuji~ Executive Director 
Hawaii Community Development Authority 
State of Hawaii 

Edwin B. L. Tam~ Administrator 
Public Welfare Division 
Dpeartment of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Katsuko Tashima 
Retired Public School Teacher 
Honolulu~ Hawaii 

Ana Toda~ Tax Researcher 
State Tax Office 
State of Hawaii 

Maureen Yano 
Research Statistician 
Office of Research and Statistics 
Department of Social Services 

and Housing 
State of Hawaii 

Robert Yokoyama~ Director 
Maui County Office on Aging 
State of Hawaii 
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Appendix D 

Estimating Program Costs: 
Methodology and Assumptions 

The cost of an income supplementation program for the IIneedyll elderly 

can be estimated by the use of a relatively simple and straightforward method. 

Although not taking into consideration administrative costs, an estimate can be 

obtained by multiplying the number of persons eligible for program assistance 

by the average leve> (dollar amount) of income supplementation awarded. The 

product resulting provides an estimate of the annual program cost. It should be 

noted, however, that the assumed average level of assistance does not 

necessarily mean that each eligible person receives a fixed amount. Using the 

average assistance concept allows for the possibility that the income assistance 

schedule could be designed to grant greater levels of aid to those with greater 

needs. 

The discussion that follows describes (1) how the numbers of elderly 

qualifying for assistance were determined, and (2) the method used for 

adjusting anticipated program costs for inflation. 

Eligible Older Persons. There are two steps required for projecting the 

number of older persons eligible for income supplementation grants. 

The first step involves determining the size of their population in the 

years ahead. To coincide with existing public programming guidelines and for 

purposes of simplicity, the populations aged 60 and over and 65 and over were 

selected for analysis. Available forecasts of Hawaii's residents population for 

the projected size of these two population groupings are displayed in the table 

below: 
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Table D.1 

STATE OF HAWAII POPULATION PROJECTIONS, 
BY SELECTED AGE GROUPINGS: 1980, 1985, AND 1990 

Population Group 1980 1985 1990 

60 and over 110,700 135,200 155,500 

65 and over 73,700 93,700 111,700 

Total Residents 942,300 1,020,900 1,091,500 

Source: Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, 
The State of Hawaii Data Book, 1978, A statistical 
AbStract (Honolulu: 1978), p. 24. 

The second step involves an assumption regarding who the program would 

serve. It was assumed that not all persons in the two target age groups would 

be eligible for income supplementation grants. It therefore was necessary to 

establish' a standard for determining who among the pools of elderly would be 

eligible for program assistance. Current 551 eligibility guidelines were used. 

It is important to note that the 551 standard creates relatively conservative 

estimates of program cost because 551 recipients must meet rigid income and 

asset requirements established by law and program recipients are generally 

considered as among the most economically deprived persons in the community. 

Having established an eligibility standard, it is then necessary to 

determine the proportion of older persons fitting those guidelines in the future. 

This was done by comparing· the number of elderly presently eligible for 551 

against the total elderly population. The table below identifies the data used to 

estimate the per cent of elderly qualifying for 55 I benefits. 
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Table D.2 

ESTIMATED RATIO OF ELDERLY PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR SSI: 
SELECTED YEARS 

Estimated No. Projected SSI 
Elderly 19?9,SSI 1 1980 2 Eligibility 
Category Reclplents Population Ratio 

60 and over 6,415 110,700 .057949 

65 and over 5,756 73,700 .078100 

Implicit in the use of the approach employed in constructing Table D.3 is the 

assumption that the proportion of needy older persons within the total projected 

elderly population of the State would remain relatively stable through 1990. 

When these proportions are applied to the size of the elderly population in the 

decade of the 1980s, the number of elderly anticipated to have income 

supplementation needs are shown in the table below. 

Table D.3 

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF ELDERLY PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR 
INCOME SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM: 1980, 1985, AND 1990 

Elderly 
Category 

60 and over 

65 and over 

1980 

6,420 

5,760 

1985 

7,840 

7,320 

1990 

9,010 

8,720 

1Computer printout data, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Region IX, caseload data for State of Hawaii as of December 31, 1978. 

2Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic Development, The State of 
Hawaii Data Book, 1978, ~ Statistical Abstract (Honolulu: 1978), p. 24.--
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I nflation Effects. After determining the amount of income support to be 

provided under the program, it is important to relate that level with the year in 

which it is to be given. For example, if an elderly person received $100 per 

month from the program in 1980, it is important to ask whether the same 

amount, $100, would be the benefit level in 1990. If an elderly recipient were 

granted $100 in 1990, given the expected continuing rise in inflation, the 

recipient would be worse off in 1990 than in 1980. It is therefore conceivable 

that instead of $100 a month, it is desirable for the recipient to receive an 

amount equal to the 1980 purchasing power of $100 in 1990. By adjusting income 

assistance grants for inflation, the real base level of assistance provided by the 

program does not diminish over time. Making such adjustments, through 

whatever mechanisms, e. g., period changes or indexing, however, means that 

the amounts paid out and total program costs increase from time to time. 

To estimate the effects of inflation, the following formula was used: 

FC = PC (1 + On 

Where: FC = Future Cost 

PC = Present Cost (1980) 

i = Annual inflation or interest rate 

n = Number of years from 1980 

By using this formula, it is possible to arrive at a reasonable estimate of 

the future cost of the program. 
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Appendix E 

Table 3.24 
Pensions Awarded During Year Ended March 31. 1977 

and Still in Force at End of Year 
by Employee Group and by Type 

Average Pension 
Emp 10yee group Number 

As '1. of 

Amount average 
final 

compensation 

All employees •••••••••••• 819 $501.38 43.141-

Service 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 733 $511.65 44.051-

General Employees - men •• 355 442.50 40.08 
General Employees - women. 186 399.50 42.24 
Teachers - men ••••••••••• 24 585.93 37.21 
Teachers - women ••••••••• 86 620.64 44.71 
Police and Firemen ••••••• 82 929.32 60.31 

Ordinary Disability 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 66 $371.59 29.421-

General Employees - men •• 36 338.09 26.03 
General Employees - women. 14 357.51 36.77 
Teachers - men ••••••••••• 5 488.09 31.04 
Teachers - women ••••••••• 8 398.31 28.70 
Police and Firemen ••••••• 3 573.77 42.70 

Accidental Disability 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 19 $558.05 64.62'1. 

General Employees - men •• 15 499.15 63.92 
Police and Firemen ••••••• 4 788.94 66.36 

Other 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• 1 $459.08 58.86'1. 

General Employees - men •• 1 459.08 58.86 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the FiftY-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. 15. 
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Monthly amount 

Total .••••••••••• 

Less than $100 • •• 
$ 100 - 199 • •• 

200 - 299 • •• 
300 - 399 • •• 

400 - 499 • •• 
500 - 599 • •• 
600 - 699 • •• 
700 - 799 · .. 
800 - 899 • •• 
900 - 999 • •• 

1,000 - 1.099 • •• 
1.100 - 1,199 • •• 
1.200 - 1,299 · .. 
1,300 - 1,399 · .. 
1,400 - 1,499 • •• 
1,500 - 1,599 • •• 
1.600 - 1,699 • •• 
1,700 - 1,799 • •• 
2.200 - 2,299 • •• 
2.300 - 2,399 • •• 

Average Benefit •• 

Table 3.25 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Monthly Amount and by Type of Pension 

General Employees - Men 

Type of pension 
Total 

Service Ordinary Accidental 
disability disability 

4,673 4,235 218 205 

1,004 893 88 13 

942 808 81 52 

790 722 15 51 

617 574 10 32 

477 437 12 27 

280 261 2 17 

185 171 3 11 

117 115 1 1 

92 88 3 1 

68 66 2 -
32 32 - -
25 24 1 -
14 14 - -
10 10 - -
7 7 - -
5 5 - -
4 4 - -
2 2 - -
1 1 - -
1 1 - -

$310.43 $318.15 $177.76 $306.61 

Other 

15 

10 

1 

2 

1 

1 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

$111.19 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the Actuary 
on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 19?? 
(Honolulu: 1977), p. B-2S. 
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Monthly amount 

Table 3.26 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 19~7 
by Monthly Amount and by Type of Pension 

General Employees - Women 

Type of pension 
Total 

Service Ordinary Accidental Other disability disability 

Total •••••••••••• 2,014 1,844 111 58 1 

Less than $100 • •• 504 445 55 4 -
$ 100 - 199 • •• 534 473 38 22 1 

200 - 299 ••• 362 338 8 16 -
300 - 399 ••• 230 218 S 7 -
400 - 499 • •• 157 147 2 8 -
500 - 599 ••• 86 85 - 1 -
600 - 699 ••• 55 54 1 - -
700 - 799 • •• 34 33 1 - -
800 - 899 • •• 26 26 - - -
900 - 999 ••• 10 9 1 - -

1,000 - 1,099 • •• 10 10 - - -
1,100 - 1,199 ••• 2 2 - - -
1,200 - 1,299 • •• 1 1 - - -
1,300 - 1,399 ••• 2 2 - - -
1,700 - 1,799 ••• 1 1 - - -

Average Benefit •• $249.51 $256.42 $138.37 $244.27 $150.18 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-26. 
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Monthly amount 

Total ••••••••••• 

Less than $100 •• 

$ 100 - 199 • • 

200 - 299 •• 

300 - 399 •• 

400 - 499 •• 

500 - 599 • • 

600 - 699 •• 

700 - 799 •• 

800 - 899 •• 

900 - 999 •• 

1,000 - 1,099 •• 

1,100 - 1,199 •• 

1,200 - 1,299 • • 

1,300 - 1,399 • • 

1,400 - 1,499 • • 

1,500 - 1,599 • • 

Average Benefit • 

Table 3.27 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Monthly Amount and by Type of Pension 

Teachers - Men 

Type of pension 
Total 

Service Ordinary 
disability 

646 630 15 

92 91 1 

73 70 3 

68 64 4 

66 65 1 

94 90 4 

76 76 -
51 51 -
50 49 1 

31 30 1 

15 14 -
9 9 -
9 9 -
7 7 -
3 3 -
1 1 -
1 1 -

$441.61 $443.05 $344.06 

Other 

1 

-
-
.. 
-
-
-
-
-
-
1 

-
-
-
-
-
-

$999.36 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
19?? (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-27. 
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Monthly amount 

Table 3.28 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Monthly Amount and by Type of Pension 

Teachers - Women 

Type of pension 
Total 

Service Ordinary Accidental Other disability disability 

Total ••••••••••• 2,309 2,206 97 3 3 

Less than $100 •• 433 395 37 - 1 

$ 100 - 199 •• 478 434 43 1 -
200 - 299 •• 314 309 5 - -
300 - 399 •• 368 362 5 1 -
400 - 499 •• 273 271 - 1 1 

500 - 599 •• 197 193 3 - 1 

600 - 699 •• 121 119 2 - -
700 - 799 •• 69 68 1 - -
800 - 899 •• 29 28 1 - -
900 - 999 •• 17 17 - - -

1,000 - 1,099 •• 3 3 - - -
1,100 - 1,199 •• 4 4 - - -
1,200 - 1,299 •• 1 1 - - -
1,300 - 1,399 •• 1 1 - - -
1,400 - 1,499 •• 1 1 - - -

Average Benefit • $307.91 $314.30 $160.64 $326.97 $350.50 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-28. 
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Monthly amount 

Total ••••••••••• 

Less than $100 • • 
$ 100 - 199 •• 

200 - 299 • • 
300 - 399 • • 
400 - 499 •• 
500 - 599 • • . 
600 - 699 .'. 
700 - 799 •• 
800 - 899 • • 
900 - 999 • • 

1,000 - 1,099 •• 
1,100 - 1.,199 • • 
1,200 - 1,299 • • 
1,500 - 1,599 •• 
1,600 - 1,699 •• 
1,700 - 1,799 •• 

Average Benefit • 

Table 3.29 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Monthly Amount and by Type of Pension 

Policemen and Firemen 

Type of pension 
Total 

Service Ordinary 
disability 

816 647 44 

25 15 6 

61 24 25 

97 37 9 

64 37 -
58 49 -
75 69. -
68 64 -

118 108 3 

90 86 -
81 79 1 

43 43 -
23 23 -
8 8 -
3 3 -
1 1 -
1 1 -

$613.50 $690.28 $214.41 

Accidental 
disability 

125 

4 

12 

'1 
2.7 

9 

6 

4 

7 

4 

1 

-
-
-
-
-
-

$356.58 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-29. 
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Age 

Total ........... 

Total ........... 
30 - 34 · ..... 
35 - 39 ...... 
40 - 44 · ..... 
45 - 49 · ..... 
50 - 54 · ..... 
55 - 59 · ..... 
60 - 64 · ..... 
65 - 69 · ..... 
70 - 74 ...... 
75 - 79 · ..... 
80 - 84 · ..... 
85 - 89 · ..... 
90 - 94 · ..... 
95 - 99 ...... 

100 - 104 · ..... 
105 - 109 ...... 
110 - 114 · ..... 

Total ••••••••••• 

30 - 34 ...... 
35 - 39 ...... 
40 - 44 ...... 
45 - 49 · ..... 
50 - 54 ...... 
55 - 59 · ..... 
60 - 64 ....•. 
65 - 69 ...... 
70 - 74 ...... 
75 - 79 ..•.•. 
80 - 84 · ..... 
85 - 89 ...... 
90 - 94 · ..... 
95 - 99 · ..... 

100 - 104 ...... 
105 - 109 · ..... 
110 - 114 ...••. 

Table 3.30 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Age and Type of Pension 

General Employees 

Total Type of pension 
Ordinary Accidental Service 

rli ""bilitv disabilitv 

6,687 6,079 329 263 

Men 

4,673 4,235 218 205 

4 1 - 3 
9 - 1 8 

13 1 5 7 
42 8 14 20 

105 38 29 38 
565 476 55 33 

973 881 52 39 
1,338 1,278 26 31 

875 835 22 15 
453 436 9 7 

195 184 4 3 
71 68 - 1 

20 20 - -
3 3 - -
2 1 1 -
3 3 - -
2 2 - -

Women 

2,014 1,844 111 58 

2 - - 2 
4 - 1 3 

2 - 2 -
20 3 13 4 

52 29 17 6 
281 244 24 13 

592 553 22 16 
526 503 14 9 

283 266 12 5 
126 125 1 -
84 80 4 -
21 21 - -
11 11 - -
5 5 - -
1 1 - -
3 3 - -
1 - 1 -

Other 

16 

15 

-
-
--
-
1 

1 
3 

3 
1 

4 
2 

--
-
-
-
1 

--
--
--
1 
-
--
--
--
--
-

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the. State of Hawaii, Report of- the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30, 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-33. 
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Age 

Total ••••••••••• 

Total ••••••••••• 

45 - 49 • ••••• 
50 - 54 • ••••• 
55 - 59 • ••••• 

60 - 64 • ••••• 
65 - 69 •••••• 

70 - 74 • ••••• 
75 - 79 •••••• 
80 - 84 • ••••• 
85 - 89 • ••••• 
90 - 94 • ••••• 

105 - 109 • ••••• 

Total ••••••••••• 

40 - 44 •••••• 
45 - 49 • ••••• 
50 - 54 •••••• 
55 - 59 •••••• 
60 - 64 •••••• 
65 - 69 •••••• 

70 - 74 •••••• 
75 - 79 •••••• 

80 - 84 •••••• 
85 - 89 •••••• 
90 - 94 •••••• 
95 - 99 • ••••• 

100 - 104 •••••• 
105 - 109 •••••• 

110 - 114 •••••• 

Table 3.31 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Age and Type of Pension 

Teachers 

Total Type of oension 
Ordinary Accidental Service dhabilitv disabilitv 

2,955 2,836 112 3 

Men 

646 630 15 -
3 - 3 -
1 - 1 -

37 34 3 -
84 82 2 -

173 171 1 -
203 200 3 -
92 90 2 -
30 30 - -
15 15 - -
4 4 - -
4 4 - -

Women 

2,309 2,206 97 3 

1 - 1 -
4 - 3 1 

12 8 4 -
91 80 11 -

254 250 4 -
492 481 10 -
707 674 30 1 
382 359 22 1 

238 227 11 -
81 80 1 -
35 35 - -
7 7 - -
2 2 - -
1 1 - -
2 2 - -

Other 

4 

1 

-
-
-
-
1 

--
-
-
-
-

3 

--
--
-
1 

2 

-
--
--
--
-

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii, Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30, 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-34. 
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Age 

Table 3.32 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Age and Type of Pension 

Policemen and Firemen 

Type 0 f pens ion 
Total 

Service Ordinary Accidental 
disability disability 

Total ••••••••••• 816 647 44 125 

30 - 34 •••••• 4 - - 4 

35 - 39 •••••• 5 - 1 4 

40 - 44 •••••• 9 - - 9 

45 - 49 •••••• 18 4 - 14 

50 - 54 •••••• 131 106 4 21 

55 - 59 •••••• 219 173 13 33 

60 - 64 •••••• 192 165 9 18 

65 - 69 •••••• 126 108 8 10 

70 - 74 •••••• 75 59 7 9 

75 - 79 •••••• 23 19 2 2 

80 - 84 •••••• 7 7 - -
85 - 89 •••••• 4 3 - 1 

90 - 94 •••••• 2 2 - -
100 - 104 •••••• 1 1 - -

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report 
of the Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation 
as of June 30~ 1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-3S. 
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Table 3.33 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Type and by Post-Retirement Benefit Amount 

General Employees - Men 

Post-Retirement Type of pension 

Benefit Amount Total 

Service Ordinary Accidental Other disability disability 

Total ••••• 4,673 4,235 218 205 15 

Less than $20 •• 2,203 1,977 155 59 12 

$ 20 - 39 • •••• 1,129 1,021 51 56 1 

40 - 59 • •••• 600 543 7 50 -
60 - 79 ••••• 316 285 2 28 1 

80 - 99 ••••• 195 187 2 5 1 

100 - 119 • •••• 93 89 1 3 -
120 - 139 • •••• 64 62 - 2 -
140 - 159 • •••• 39 38 - 1 -
160 - 179 ••••• 9 9 - - -
180 - 199 ••••• 7 6 - 1 -
200 - 219 • •••• 6 6 - - -
220 - 239 ••••• 6 6 - - -
240 - 259 • •••• 3 3 - - -
260 - 279 • •••• 1 1 - - -
300 - 319 • •••• 1 1 - - -
320 - 339 • •••• 1 1 - - -

Average Post-Re-
tirement Benefit $32.37 $33.03 $15.33 $37.99 $16.96 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-4l. 
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Table 3.34 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1~77 
by Type and by Post-Retirement Benefit Amount 

General Employees - Women 

Post-Retirement Type of pension 

Benefit Amount Total 

Service Ordinary Accidental Other disability disability 

Total ••••• 2,014 1,844 111 58 1 

Less than $20 •• 1,085 977 92 16 -
$ 20 - 39 ••••• 562 520 17 24 1 

40 - 59 ••••• 211 194 2 15 -
60 - 79 ••••• 96 94 - 2 -
80 - 99 ••••• 34 34 - - -

100 - 119 ••••• 18 18 - - -
120 - 139 ••••• 5 4 - 1 -
160 - 179 ••••• 2 2 - - -
360 - 379 ••••• 1 1 - - -

Average Post-Re-
tirement Benefit $23.92 $24.27 $13.19 $33.22 $26.28 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Ha/.Uaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
19?? (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-42. 
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Table 3.35 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Type and by Post-Retirement Benefit Amount 

Teachers - Men 

Post-Retirement Type of pension 
Total Benefit Amount Ordinary Service disability Other 

Total • •••• 646 630 15 1 

Less than $20 •• 151 143 8 -
$ 20 - 39 • •••• 104 100 3 1 

40 - 59 • •••• 82 80 2 -
60 - 79 • •••• 110 109 1 -
80 - 99 • •••• 91 91 - -

100 - 119 • •••• 44 44 - -
120 - 139 ••••• 36 35 1 -
140 - 159 ••••• 13 13 - -
160 - 179 • •••• 10 10 - -
200 - 219 ••••• 3 3 - -
220 - 239 ••••• 1 1 - -
240 - 259 ••••• 1 1 - -

Average Post-Re-
tirement Benefit $59.21 $60.05 $26.30 $24.98 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-43. 
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Table 3.36 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Type and by Post-Retirement Benefit Amount 

Teachers - Women 

Post-Retirement Type of pension 
Total Benefit Amount Ordinary Accidental Service disability disability Other 

Total ••••• 2,309 2,206 97 3 3 

Less than $20 •• 485 464 20 - 1 

$ 20 - 39 ••••• 448 394 53 1 -
40 - 59 ••••• 516 493 22 1 -
60 - 79 ••••• 509 506 2 - 1 

80 - 99 ••••• 268 268 - - -
100 - 119 ••••• 58 57 - - 1 

120 - 139 ••••• 18 18 - - -
140 - 159 ••••• 5 5 - - -
160 - 179 ••••• 2 1 - 1 -

Average Post-Re-
tirement Benefit $48.85 $49.58 $30.75 $82.93 $64.85 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-44. 
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Table 3.37 

Pensions in Force on March 31, 1977 
by Type and by Post-Retirement Benefit Amount 

Policemen and Firemen 

Post-Retirement 
Type of pension 

Benefit Amount Total 

Service Ordinary 
disability 

Total ••••• 816 647 44 

Less than $20 •• 153 136 5 

$ 20 - 39 ••••• 158 130 18 

40 - 59 ••••• 128 98 14 

60 - 79 ••••• 150 128 7 

80 - 99 ••••• 122 75 -
100 - 119 ••••• 60 44 -
120 - 139 ••••• 25 19 -
140 - 159 ••••• 14 12 -
160 - 179 ••••• 5 5 -
180 - 199 ••••• 1 - -

Average Post-Re-
tirement Benefit $56.44 $53.78 $40.19 

Accidental 
disability 

125 

12 

10 

16 

15 

47 

16 

6 

2 

-
1 

$75.92 

Source: Employees' Retirement System of the State of Hawaii~ Report of the 
Actuary on the Fifty-Second Annual Actuarial Valuation as of June 30~ 
1977 (Honolulu: 1977), p. B-45. 
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Table 3.38 

$5,000 Average Annual Earnings 

Monthly pension exclusive of Social Security benefits for employees retiring now at 
age 65 after 25 or 30 years' future service having $5,000 average annual earnings. 

Number of Contributory Plans Number of Non-Contributory Plans 

Monthly Benefit After 25 years After 30 years After 25 years After 30 

Amount Office Prod. Office Prod. Office Prod. Office 

Less than $75 0 0 0 0 5 4 4 

$ 75 - 100 6 5 4 3 9 2 8 

101 - 125 (j) 0) 3 (0 @ 6 6 

126 - 150 2 1 CD 4 6 CD @ 
151 - 175 1 0 0 0 19 10 8 

176 - 200 2 0 3 1 2 2 11 

201 - 225 0 0 1 0 0 1 8 

226 - 250 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

251 - 300 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Not applicable 1 0 1 0 4 1 4 

Total 19 11 19 11 61 31 61 

Source: Hawaii Employers Council, Survey of Employee Benefit Plans in 
Hawaii, Special Publication No. 124 (Honolulu: 1975), p. 29. 
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years 

Prod. 
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'2 
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5 

CD 
5 

6 

0 

1 

1 
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Table 3.39 

$7,500 Average Annual Earnings 

Monthly pension exclusive of Social Security benefits for employees retiring now at 
age 65 after 25 or 30 years' future service-having $7,500 average annual earnings. 

Number of Contributory Plans Number of Non-Contributory Plans 

Monthly Benefit After 25 years After 30 years After 25 years After 30 

Amount Office Prod. Office Prod. Office Prod. Office 

Less than $75 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

$ 75 - 100 0 0 0 0 3 4 2 

101 - 125 2 2 0 0 3 1 3 

126 - 150 3 2 1 1 6 2 1 

151 - 175 3 CD 4 3 11 4 7 

176 - 200 0) 3 0) 0) @ 0 8 

201 - 225 4 1 1 0 1 1 6 

226 - 250 1 0 2 1 12 5 CD 
251 - 300 0 0 5 1 10 7 13 

301 - 350 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Not applicable 1 0 1 0 3 0 3 

Total 19 11 19 11 61 31 61 

Source: Hawaii Employers Council, Survey of Employee Benefit Plans in 
Hawaii, Special Publication No. 124 (Honolulu: 1975), p. 30. 
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years 

Prod. 

0 

3 

2 

0 

2 

3 

3 

CD 
7 

5 

0 

31 



Table 3.40 

$10,000 Average Annual Earnings 

Monthly pension exclusive of Social Security benefits for employees retiring now at 
age 65 after 25 or 30 years' future service having $10,000 average annual earnings. 

Number of Contributory Plans Number of Non-Contributory Plans 

Monthly Benefit After 25 years After 30 years After 25 years After 30 

Amount Office Prod. Office Prod. Office Prod. Office 

Less than $150 0 0 0 0 4 4 3 

$150 - 200 3 2 0 0 5 2 3 

201 - 250 CD CD 5 3 15 6 11 

251 - 300 3 2 CD CD @ CD 7 

301 - 350 5 1 1 0 23 12 @ 
351 - 400 0 0 6 2 1 0 12 

401 - 450 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 

Not applicable 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Total 19 11 19 11 61 31 61 

Source: Hawaii Employers Council, Survey of Employee Benefit Plans in 
Hawaii, Special Publication No. 124 (Honolulu: 1975), p. 31. 
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years 
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3 

2 

3 
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Table 3.41 

$15,000 Average Annual Earnings 

Monthly pension exclusive of Social Security benefits for employees retiring now at 
age 65 after 25 or 30 years' future service having $15,000 average annual earnings. 

Number of Contributory Plans Number of Non-Contributory Plans 

Monthly Benefit After 25 years After 30 years After 25 years After 30 

Amount Office Prod. Office Prod. Office Prod. Office 

Less than $150 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

$150 - 200 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 

201 - 250 1 1 0 0 4 1 3 

251 - 300 1 0 0 0 4 2 2 

301 - 350 3 2 2 I, 8 4 2 

351 - 400 CD CD 3 2 10 4 7 

401 - 450 2 2 CD CD 0 CD 8 

451 - 500 2 0 1 2 12 5 0 
501 - 550 5 2 1 1 13 7 6 

551 - 600 0 0 2 0 1 0 8 

601 - 650 0 0 5 2 0 0 10 

651 - 700 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Not applicable 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Total 19 11 19 11 61 31 61 

Source: Hawaii Employers Council, Survey of Employee Benefit Plans in 
Hawaii, Special Publication No. 124 (Honolulu: 1975), p. 32. 
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Table 3.42 

$20,000 Average Annual Earnings 

Monthly pension exclusive of Social Security benefits for employees retiring now at 
age 65 after 25 or 30 years' future service having $20,000 average annual earnings. 

Number of Contributory Plans Number of Non-Contributory Plans 

Monthly Benefit After 25 years After 30 years After 25 years After 30 

Amount Office Prod. Office Prod. Office Prod. Office 

Less than $400 2 1 0 0 6 4 5 

$400 - 450 3 2 2 1 6 3 1 

451 - 500 0 0 2 1 3 2 4 

501 - 550 4 2 1 1 9 6 2 

551 - 600 CD CD 1 1 CD 0) 3 

601 - 650 1 0 CD 0 6 3 9 

651 - 700 1 0 2 3 10 7 0 
701 - 750 5 2 1 0 7 2 10 

751 - 800 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 

801 - 850 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 

851 - 900 0 0 4 1 0 0 5 

901 - 950 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Not applicable 0 0 0 0 4 1 4 

Total 19 11 19 11 61 31 61 

Source: Hawaii Employers Council3 Survey of Employee Benefit Plans in 
Hawaii, Special Publication No. 124 (Honolulu: 1975), p. 33. 
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Table 3.43 

$30,000 Average Annual Earnings 

Monthly pension exclusive of Social Security benefits for employees retiring now at 
age 65 after 25 or 30 years' future service having $30,000 average annual earnings. 

Number of Contributory Plans Number of Non-Contributory Plans 

Monthly Benefit After 25 years After 30 years After 25 years After 30 

Amount Office Prod. Office Prod. Office Prod. Office 

Less than $450 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 

$450 - 500 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 

501 - 600 2 1 0 0 2 0 2 

601 - 700 3 2 2 1 7 4 1 

701 - 800 1 1 3 2 8 7 6 

801 - 900 CD CD 1 1 7 CD 2 

901 - 1000 1 0 0 0 @ 6 11 

1001 - 1100 1 1 CD CD 8 5 @ 
1101 - 1200 5 2 1 0 8 2 6 

1201 - 1300 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 

1301 - 1400 0 0 5 2 0 0 4 

Over 1400 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Not applicable 0 0 1 0 3 1 3 

Total 19 11 19 11 61 31 61 

Source: Hawaii Employers Council, Survey of EmpZoyee Benefit Plans in 
Hawaii, Special Publication No. 124 (Honolulu: 1975), p. 34. 
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