
Old-Age, Survivors, Disability, and Health Insurance: 

Changes in the Beneficiary Population 
I 

OVER THE YEARS there have been significant 
changes in the composition of the beneficiary rolls 
of old-age, survivors, disability, and health in- 
surance ( O14SDHI). Many of the changes since 
1955 in the rolls of those receiving monthly cash 
benefits are the direct result of amendmems to 
the Social Security Act, reflecting the evolution 
of social priorities in american life during these 
years : 

-the disabled worker and his clependents had benefits 
l)rorided through amendments in 1956, 1958, and 1960 

-the proportion of women on the rolls was increased 
when the age at which they can become eligible for bene- 
fits was lowered in 1956 

-men were permitted to get retirement benefits before 
age G6 through a 1961 provision 

-following a 1965 change in the law, child beneficiaries, 
if they are attending school, may stay on the rolls until 
they reach age 22. 

The nonwhite, because of their presence to a 
significant, extent among some of the newly eli- 
gible groups, have been making up a relat,ively 
larger segment of the beneficiary population. 

The main purpose of this article is to measure 
these changes since 1955 and to relate them to 
the Social Security Act in conjunction with 
demographic and economic factors. 

During the forties the proportion of nonwhite 
beneficiaries increased from about 5 percent of 
the total to 6 percent. By 1955 t,he percentage 
who were nonwhite was 6.6, and by 1960 it had 
risen to 7.3. The increase to 9.9 percent by the 
end of 1967 showed an accelerated approach 
toward participation in relation to the number 
of nonwhite persons in the total population. Dur- 
ing the entire period from 1940 to 1967 the L 
relative number of the nonwhite in the population 
had risen only from 10 percent of t,he total to 
11 percent. 

Although, in the aggregate, nonwhite bene- 
ficiaries fall below t,he level that might be ex- 
pected simply from their relative number in the 
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population, this situation is by no means true 
for individual t>ypes of beneficiaries. St the end 
of 1967, 19 percent of all children who were 
receiving benefits were nonwhite; the proportion 
nonwhite had been 13 percent at the end of 1955. 
Of all retired-worker beneficiaries, on the other 
hand, only 8 percent were nonwhite as 1967 
ended, and only 6 percent had been nonwhite in the 
earlier year. There are, however, relatively more 
children among the nonwhite than among the 
entire populat,ion and relatively fewer persons 
aged 65 and over. These demographic factors, 
along with the program changes, help explain 
the relative increases in the number of nonwhite 
beneficiaries. 

Trends in nonwhite participation may be fol- 
lowed by examining the data in the yearly table 
in the ANNLJ~L STATISTICAL SUPPLEMENT of the 
SOCIAL SECURITY BULLETIN entitled “Benefits 
awarded and in current-payment status for indi- 
viduals: Number and average monthly amount, 
by t,ype of beneficiary, color, age, and sex” (table 
65 in the 1966 Supplement). Data for 1955 and 
1960 and for 1967, the latest year for which the 
figures are available, are presented and sum- 
marized in this article ; the years selected precede 
the effective date of significant amendments to 
the program. 

Table 1 gives the basic information on the 
number of individuals, total and nonwhite, with 
benefits in current-payment status, as well as the 
average benefit amount at the end of the year, 
by type of beneficiary. Summary tables 2-6 
focus the comparisons on particular groups-on 
men, women, and child beneficiaries ; on those 
receiving benefits under the retirement, disability, 
or survivor parts of the program; and on those 
receiving reduced benefits. The comparisons are 
made in terms of ‘ratios or percentages that 
demonstrate changing relationships among the 
groups of beneficiaries. 

(Under 1966 legislation, first effective in 
October of that year, special monthly payments- 
now $40, or $60 for a couple-are made to certain 
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‘I’I’;G;+-Benefits in current-payment status and average monthly amount, by type of beneficiary and race, at end of 1955,1960, 

Tyw of beneficiary 

1955 IQ&l IQ57 
-- - - 

Total 

I 

Nonwhite Total Nonwhite Total Nonwhite 
- 

I I I 1 I I I 

All bene5ciaries ____._ --__ 7,860,616 ____---___ 526,087 _____.____ 14,844,589 __________ 1,083.863 __________ 22,976,410 __________ 2,281,115 __________ 
-------- 

Retired workers ._.._____. _.__ 43473,971 $61 .W 251,268 $50.46 8,061,469 %G 516,633 $53.91 12,019.175 
Men-..----.--.-.---------- 3.251,670 66.40 194,878 53.31 5.216,683 :w 65.42 7,X0,469 

$883y----- 967,913 $68.48 
581.447 76.16 

Women _________.__________ 1,222,301 49.93 56,390 40.60 2,344,801 59167 , 46.65 4,858,706 71.92 386,466 56.91 

Disabled workers. _ _ _________ __________ _________. ______ _--_ ______---- 455.371 89.31 57,215 79.00 1.193.120 98.43 182.591 35.97 
Men-..-.--------....------ __._____-_ __________ __________ __________ 356,277 47.099 871,864 135.395 91.45 
Women---.-.-----.-..----- ____-_____ _______-__ __________ __________ 99,094 ~~~~ . 10,116 8&g . 321,256 ‘EK 47,196 70.26 

Wives of retired workers--.- 1,181 .Qoo 33.12 41,137 24.70 2,254,353 38.74 95,646 154,259 32.36 
Wives of disabled workers ____ ._._ io-063 _____ ii-n ..____. ios _____.---- 76,338 34.41 7.958 
Husbands of retired workers-- 23.05 
Husbands of di. sbled workers ______ I-- _______ I- _____---__ __-------- 

14,526 
2:; Y 

““%i ~~~ 
211 . 32 24:x( 

Widows ________________..____ 790,294 48.70 24,189 39.79 l&41,790 57.69 65, ;;f 46.77 2.766.736 74.99 159,910 Widowers _______ - _. --___...-- 
22E 

46.51 
2,2% 

38.94 2,053 53.81 42.31 2,882 Ei 
Parents.-..------..-----....- 

29l:SlS 
49.93 44.08 36,114 Ml.31 3,337 53.09 33,494 ;::ii 3.z 67:48 

Widowed mothers _______.-_- 45.91 35.486 34.95 401.353 59.29 54,801 44.49 49%?07 65.86 92.556 48.86 

Children l________._______ -___ 
1,27;,E , 

_-----___. 
1;p; I -“--ij:ii 2,O$$;g 

---------- 
28$74& , 

_____ -___------ _--_--_--- 
Children of retired workers. 20.01 28.25 ii‘oa 3.50;,20& 33.10 68&g , 23.0s 
Children of deceased 

workers--------.------.-- 1.154.198 38.12 153.218 27.29 1,576,@02 51.27 225,165 35.17 2,362,440 62.57 432.125 43.50 
Children of disabled 

workers----.----..------- _________- __________ __________ _____----- 155,481 30.21 22,439 21.14 712,544 31.33 141,808 22.41 
p---__________________p- 

Men ______ ______..__________ 3,266,362 __---- _.-- 195,674 _________. 5.593,112 __________ 385,817 __________ 8,047,552 __________ 718.191 __________ 
Women __________.___________ 3,4X3,014 __ ----__-- 159,143 __________ 7.251,026 _____.____ 415,302 __________ 11,343,649 ____------ 879.728 ------ ---- 

1 Includes persons aged 18 and over with childhood disability, 1860 and IQ???. 
Source: Annuat Statiatid Supp2ment to the Social Sccuritt! Bulletin; 1955, 

persons aged 72 or over not insured under the 
regular or transitional provisions of the Social 
Security Act ; for those who reach age 72 in 
1968 or after, a gradually increasing amount of 
covered work will be required until it reaches 
t,hat needed for regular retirement benefits. Data 
for these special payments are not included in the 
figures discussed here.) 

In 1955, before disability benefits were payable, 
73 percent of all beneficiaries were retired workers 
and their dependents, and 2’7 percent were sur- 
vivors of deceased workers (table 2). More than 
half (59 percent) of the nonwhite beneficiaries 
were retired workers or their family members, 
but the survivor protection of the program was 
relatively more important for this group than 
for the white beneficiary gr0up.l Of the 41 per- 
cent of all nonwhite survivor beneficiaries, most 
were children and their widowed mothers. De- 
spite the relatively high frequency of widowed 

1 Data for the white beneficiaries have not been 
computed, but the percentages would not differ greatly 
from those shown for all beneficiaries. Comparisons of 
percentages for the nonwhite and for all beneficiaries 
understate somewhat the differences that would result 
from direct comparisons with white beneficiaries. 

table 33; 1960, table 50; and similar table in 1867 (in preparation). 

mothers among the nonwhite, the proportion of 
all beneficiaries who were women was much lower 
for nonwhite beneficiaries than for white bene- 
ficiaries. Relatively fewer nonwhite wives and 
aged widows and retired women workers were 
receiving benefits .2 Most striking, however, was 
the difference in the relative importance of chil- 
dren who were receiving benefits: 33 percent of 
nonwhite beneficiaries and 16 percent of all 
beneficiaries. 

DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS ADDED 

By 1960 some 687,000 disabled workers and 
their dependents-nearly 88,000 of them non- 

* Data for parent beneficiaries have not been shown 
by sex in table 1, but such data are available in the An- 
nual Statistical Supplement8 of the Bulletin, and the ap- 
propriate distribution has been made here in the sum- 
maries for men and women. Only 10 percent or fewer 
of the parent beneficiaries are men; they therefore form 
a very small proportion of the total. The categories of 
widowers and of the husbands of retired workers and 
disabled women are also very small, and together with 
male parents comprise less than one-tenth of 1 percent 
of both white and nonwhite beneficiaries. 
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TABLE Z.-Percentage distribution of benefits in current-payment status by type of beneficiary, by race, at end of 195.5, 
1960, and 1967 

Toral 
Type of bem=Eriary -~ 

1955 1960 
- -___ 

Totalnumber..-.-.-...-.-........--.......-........~.......~ .... 7,960,616 14,844,589 
-___ 

Totalpercent..-...-..........~...................-~~.....~ ...... 100.0 100.0 

Retired workers and dependents-.. .................................. 72.7 -71.4 
M~~......~...~....~.~....--...--.........~....~~.........~~....~~ 40.8 35.1 
Women..............~.~........................................~~ 15.4 19.2 
Wives......~.....~.~.~~...............~.~......~~~..........~~~.~ .. 14.8 15.2 
Husbnnds.......~~~~.~...............~~........................~~ .. .2 
Children......~.~.~..~....~-.........~.........~........~~.....~ ... 1.5 1:: 

Disabled workers and dependents .............................. .._ ......... .._____. 
Mcn........~.~.............~......~.~.........~...~............~ .. .._....._____. 2: 
~Vomen......~~.~~~..........~~..~.~.~~....~~....~~~.....~...~..~ .... ..____ ... .._ .7 
~~~ives..........-.-.....--..-.......-----.....---.-.......-~..-..- ....... .._...._ _ .5 
Hu~bands.~...~........~~~~......~~........~..~~.~.......~.~....~~ - .._........._ _ (1) 
Children ___.._ _ ..... .___._ .. ..___..........___. .. ._.._____ .... ..__ _ .____...____ _ 1.0 

Survivorsofdecensed workers-.......-.-.....-..--.--......---.--.- .- 27.3 23.9 
Widows _.._ _ ..... ..__ .................. .._ ._ .... .._ .. .._ _......__. 8.8 10.4 
Widowers............-.....-....--.........-~.....-......-......-- - (9 (1) 
Parents...~........~~..........~-.................~.~..~.~......~~ - 
Widowed mothers..-.....~.~.....................-~~.~..-......-~. 3:; 2:: 
Children.................-.~........-...--...--...-..-...-~--...-- 14.5 10.6 

Men...~.........~~.........--..........~~.~~~......~......~......- .. 41.0 37.7 
Women.~~~...............~.............~~...~..~..~~......~.~..~.~ .. 43.0 48.8 
Children...............-.-..........-.-......-......-......-.-..-.- .. 16.0 13.5 

-- 

- 

Nonwhite 

22.976,410 526.087 

100.0 I 100.0 I loo.0 

66.0 59.0 60.0 
31.2 37.0 31.0 
21.1 10.7 16.5 
11.5 7.8 8.7 

(‘1 
2.2 3:: 3:: 

9.3 __-...____..__ 3.8 ___...____..__ 23” 

1.4 ..___.._.___.- 1.0 ._____-.-___.- :Y 
(1) ___..._.__.-__ (‘1 3.1 _________ _ ..__ 2 , 

24.6 40.8 32.0 
12.0 4.6 6.0 

(‘1 (‘1 (1) 
2::: .4 .3 

10.3 2::: 2:: 
-___ 

35.0 37.2 35.4 
49.4 30.2 38.2 
15.6 32.6 26.4 

1967 

2,2a1.116 

loo.0 

2: 
169 
6.8 

(‘) 4.8 

16.3 

2”*! 
1:6 

(‘1 
6.2 

30.3 
7.0 

(9 

4:: 
18.9 

31.6 

E 

’ Less than 0.05 percent. Source: See table I 

white-were receiving benefits authorized for 
workers aged 50-64 under the 1956 amendments 
(extended in 1958 to their dependents). They ac- 
counted for 5 percent of all the beneficiaries in 
1960 and 8 percent of the nonwhite beneficiaries. 
By 1967 the disability program (by then without 
an age limitation) had grown to the extent that, 
9 percent of all beneficiaries and 16 percent of 
t,hose nonwhite were disabled workers and their 
dependents. It is clear that the disability provi- 
sions of the program have been of special impor- 
tance to the nonwhite, who are more likely to be 
in hazardous occupations and to have a higher 
morbidity rate than white workers. 

The total number of beneficiaries had nearly 
doubled between 1955 and 1960 and increased an 
additional 50 percent between 1960 and 1967. The 
relative importance of the retired and survivor 
groups declined, however, when the disabled were 
added to the program (table 2). By 196’7, 66 
percent, of all beneficiaries were retired workers 
and their dependents and 25 percent were sur- 
vivors; for the nonwhite, the corresponding pro- 
portions were 54 percent and 30 percent. 

both among all beneficiaries and among the non- 
white. The number of women beneficiaries, on 
the other hand, continued to increase, both rela- 
tively and absolutely, during this period, espe- 
cially between 1955 and 1960. There were 2.1 
times as many women beneficiaries in 1960 as 
in 1955, and 2.6 times as many nonwhite women; 
the corresponding 1960 figures for men and for 
children were less than twice the numbers in the 
earlier year. The proportion of those receiving 
benefits who were Tvomen rose from 43 percent, 
in 1955 to 49 percent in 1960; for the nonwhite 
it rose from 30 percent to 38 percent. The pro- 
portion who were women also increased between 
1960 and 1967, though the rise was less than 1 
percentage point. 

lowered Retirement Age 

Among the nonwhite the relative importance 
of children of deceased workers and their 
widowed mothers had shifted from 36 percent in 
1955 to 26 percent in 1960 and to 23 percent in 
1967. The proportion of retired men also declined 

The major program changes that help explain 
the rising number of women beneficiaries were 
the amendments of 1956 and 1958 that permitted 
retired women workers or wives of retired or dis- 
abled workers to receive actuarially reduced bene- 
fits at ages 62-64. The 1956 provision lowered 
to 62 the minimum age for widows without an 
eligible child present and for a dependent female 
parent. In 1965 the retirement age for a widow 
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TABLE S.-Nonwhite beneficiaries with benefits in current- 
payment status and average monthly benefit as percent of 
total, by type of beneficiary, at end of 1955, 1960, and 1967 

Nonwhite beneficiaries 
as percerlt or total 

TYDC of bcneficiaru 

1955 

.- 
1880 

7.3 

1967 

6.6 9.9 

Retired workers and 
dependents. ._ _ _... 

Men.........-.-..--- 
Women..- .._. .__.._ 
WiVCs....~....-.....- 
Husbands--..-....-.. 
Children . . .._...._._. 

5.6 6.4 8.1 
6.0 6.5 8.1 
4.6 6.3 8.0 
3.5 4.2 5.9 
4.0 5.8 8.1 

14.8 14.9 21.4 

Disabled workers and 
dependents . ..___.. . . . ..-.. 

Men.............-~.. -----_- 
womrn .__... --- ._-_ .- . ..- 
Wivps....-.-..---..-- .._.__. 
Husbands . . . . . . . ..__ . . . . -.. 
Children.....-..-.-.. ._.._.. 

Survivors of deceased 
workers-.... .._. __ 9.9 

Widows .._......__.__ 3.5 
Widowers ._...._._.-. 5.2 
PRrents..-~.......--- 9.1 
Widowed mothers.. 12.2 
Children ._._ -.-_- _._. 13.3 

MIX- ___... _ . . . ..---.-- 6.0 
Women _... _...-._- ___. 4.7 
Children . .._._..._._._. 13.4 

Source: See table 1. 

12.8 
13.2 
10.2 
10.4 

4.7 
14.5 

9.8 12.2 
4.2 5.8 
6.4 8.8 
9.2 11.2 

13.7 18.6 
14.3 18.3 

6.9 

145:: 

8.9 _ 
7.8 ._-.__.. _ 

19.1 _ 

- 
Nonwhite average 
monthly benefit as 

percent Of total 

1955 

-I- - 

_ 
80.3 
81.3 
74.6 
84.5 
68.8 

81.7 
83.7 
88.3 
76.1 
71.6 

_ _ - 

1960 1967 

79.9 80.6 
78.2 79.1 
78.5 78.0 
82.1 77.8 
63.9 69.7 

88.8 88.7 
82.1 82.0 
76.9 75.3 
58.1 78.9 
70.0 71.4 

81.1 
78.6 
88.0 
75.0 
68.6 

81.5 
83.9 
87.4 
74.2 
69.5 

__ -- 
_____._ -.___.._ 

_-.-- __.__... 

without, an eligible child was lowered to 60 but 
with the benefits actuarially reduced. Provisions 
for early retirement, of men were not enacted until 
1961 J the analysis of the data for men w&h and 
wit,hout reduced benefits therefore reIate to t.hose 
for 1967.” 

In 1960, some 902,000 women who otherwise 
would not have been eligible were receiving bene- 
fits under these provisions. Most of them (686,- 
000) were retired workers or the wives of retired 
or disabled workers who chose t,o take reduced 
benefits; the rest were widows or parents aged 
@Z-64 who became eligible because of the lower 
age requirements (table 4). The 902,000 women 
represented 6.1 percent of all beneficiaries- 
nearly one-fourth of all women receiving benefits 
in 1960~and they also account for almost one- 
fourth of the increase in the tota number of 
women on the rolls between 1955 and 1960. 

In 1967, almost the same percentages of all 
beneficiaries were women receiving benefits under 
these provisions : 6.0 percent receiving benefits 

3 -4 further provision for reduced benefits, enacted in 
1967, applies to disabled widows (or dependent widowers) 
aged 50 or over. These new groups with reduced benefits 
will not appear in the statistics until 1968. This change 
will probably tend to lift the proportion of the nonwhite 
on the beneficiary rolls. 

because of lower age requirements and 4.6 percent 
receiving reduced benefits (table 4). The total 
number with reduced benefits, including those 
who reached age 65 after choosing early retire- 
ment, continued to increase throughout the 
period, however. In 1960, women receiving re- 
duced benefits comprised 12 percent of all bene- 
ficiaries; in 1967 they were 19 percent of the total. 

Nonwhite women shared in the gains in num- 
ber through these provisions, particularly retired 
workers and aged widows and parents. However, 
t.he nonwhite wives of retired and disabled 
workers who chose reduced benefits formed a 
smaller proportion of all such beneficiaries than 
did those without reductions. Thus in 1967, 
among those without reduced benefits, ‘7 percent 

C’IIAK’~ l.-l’ercentage distribution of beneficiaries with 
benefits in current-l)aSnient status, by race and type 

of benefit, end of 1955, 1960, and 1967 

Percent of all beneficiaries 

‘11: 

’ 55 ‘60 ‘67 ’ 60 ’ 67 ‘) 55 ’ 60 ’ 67 

Retired Disabled 
workers workers 

and and 
dependents dependents 

Survivors 

Percent of all nonwhite beneficiaries 
loo] 

80 1 

* 55 9 60 ’ 67 ‘60 ‘67 ‘55 960 967 

Retired Disabled 
workers workers 

and and 
dependents dependents 

Survivors 
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TABLE 4.-Women beneficiaries with and without reduction in benefits for early retirement and those under age 65 with benefits 
in current-payment status, by selected type of beneficiary and race, at end of 1960 and 1967 

Type of beneficiary 

Total Nonwhite 
Nonwhite 

‘EF ‘EY” 
as percent 

Number Number Of total 
beueflcbxies beneficiaries 

All beneficiaries _______.________..._____ _.______._.. ___.....___c_.....__----..------ 14,844,589 

Retired female workers~~-~~--..~~~~~-~.-~~~...~....~......~~~~~......--.-~....---~~ 2,844,801 
Withoutreduetion--..~~~~-.~.~~~~--~~~~~~~~.~.~~.~~......~~~~~~..~~--.-~.~~~~.-~~ 1,895,597 
WLt,hreduction-- . .._______ -_---_.--_-_- __....__..__.....____ _ ___.__ -.- .______. -__ 949.204 

Underage65 .._._______ -- ____. --- .__.____._______...______ _____._ -- ..____..___. 357,255 

Wlvesofretired workers---- _...._._________..__----.-......- _ . . . . .._ -_- . . ..__ -.__ 
Without 

29254.858 
reduction . ..___ --- ______ ____.____._______...---------.----. ----___---.__ 1,483.878 

Withre:luction .____ -- ________. ____..__________. _ _...._____ _______. -.- _____ __._ 
Underage65 ._____. --- _____._____.________ --.--__ _.______ --___-_--.---_-__-- __._ ;:;:2: 

Wiresofdisabled workers~~..~-~-~~~~...~~.~~~~~~.~~.~...~~~.-~..~.~~-.--~~~~-~-... 
Without re~uction....~~~.-.~~~~~--.--~~~~.~......~.~~.~~~..~~~~~.....~.~......~-. 

76,388 

Wlthreduction~~.--.-~~~...~~~.~....~~~~~~--...--~~~~~~~~.-~~~~.- _.-___--.-___.. 2%? 
Underage 65.--....-----..-.-.---------.~-.....-~----...------....----...------- 111806 

Widows ___..___ ---- ._____._____ --- ____..._...._._____...--.... _..__.._. -.- ..__ --.__ 1,541,790 
Underage65 __._ _____ -.- ____ -- ..____.._ . ..____.__..._...... . . .._._ --_- .___...__ 214,384 

Parents _.._.____. ______ -- ________._____._....-..----...-... --- . . . .._. ---- ..__ --.-__ 32,737 
Underage65.....~~~-.-.~~~..--~~.~~...~-.~.~~.---~....-..--..~~~.~~---.-.~~--~~~. 1,656 

Total with reduction....~~....~-~.....~~~~.---.-..--~~~~-.-.~~-.~~.--..-~-~~---~~~.~ 
Underage65.-.- .____ ---- _____ -- ________...._._____._______ __...__.__ --- . . . . -.-__ 

1.735.573 
686,189 

All beneficiaries _.____....._________.------....--------......----...----- -- __..__ -.__ 

Retired femaleworkers-~.-.--~.~~~~-~..--~.~~~~~~~~-..~..~~-.-.~.-.--..---~~~.--~~~ 
Withoutre3uct~on..~~~----.~~~~~-~--.--~.~~~~.~........~~-...~...-.-..-~~~~--~~~~ 
Withreduction-. ____ --.-- ____ -- ..________. -----._- . ..__ ---.-___-._.-._-___- ______ 

Underage65 .____. -.- .._____ --.__- _.__ --.---.-- .._. -__-_- .____ -._-_- __._ -- ___.__ 

22,D76,410 

;x8fJg 

2:520:621 
553,798 

Disabled female workers..~-~-....~.~---.-....~.~...-......~~~~~~.~~~~~~~~~~~..---~. 321,256 
Without reduction .____._ -_- . . ..____ -- ._....__.._. . . . .._______.______ -_-_._-_.-__ 314,171 
Withreductionundersge652 . ..__ --.-.- . . ..__._.. . . . ..__.____.__.__ --- .___. -.-__ 7,035 

Wivesof retired workers..... _____ --.-.- ..___________.____._. -.-_..--.-.__-_-.- .__._ 
Wtthoutre”uction..-.~..-~-.~.-.-~~~~.~~~-..-.~..~.~~~~.---.....--~..~~~~~~-~~~~~ 

2.635.165 

U’ith re‘urtlon...~...~~~.~~..~~.~~~..........~~..~~......~~..~~......~~~~...~.... 
1.179.395 
1,455,770 

Underage65 ___________ ---- _____ --..-- .._.____ --- _......______....____ _..__..._ 349,629 

Wives of disabled workers.-~.-...~~~~~~--......~~~~~~...~....~.-.......~~~-..~~~-~~ 234,014 
Withoutre~uction....----.--.~~~.~.-..-..~.~~~~.--~........~~~~.......~~~...~.-.. 
Withreduction~--~~~~~.-~~.~~~-.--...--~~~~~.-.-.-~..~~~.~~~~~~..~~~-.-.~~~.~.-.. 

204.735 
29.279 

Under age 65 ____.._.._____ . ..__ . . . . . . . . ..____ ___..... .._.__ ._....____..____ 19,293 

-- 

- 

- 

-- 

- 

Wi~ows~~~-.~~~-.--~~~~~---.-~.~~~~~~-.~~..~~~~~~.~.~....~~~~~.~.....~~--.~~~~~-.~~ 2,766,736 
Witbo~~treductlon.~-.------~~~-----~..~~.~.~~~--.-~...~..~~~~~...~~-..-...-.-.~~. 2.457.380 

A~ed62-64..--~.~~-.--~~.~~----.--~~..-.-.-.-.-..~~~~~.-..-.~.~.~~.-~~~~~-.-~~.. 328,525 
With reduction--.--..-.-----...--..----........----..--......----....----...-.... 308,856 

Underage62 ___.....______ .._..____ -- _.......____.......... _ ___....____....__ -- 122,743 

Parents....~~.~......~~~~~~.......~~....~~~....~~~~~.~.......~..~.......~~...~..~ ... 31,465 
Underage65 _.._________. .... ___. ...... ._..______. _......_ _ .. _..._.___ _ .. ..__. ... 969 

Total with reduction-.--..-----.-.--..----~--....---------....-.----.....-----..--- - 4,321,fill 
Underage 655..-.......----......-----.-.-.....-----........---.....-----....--- 1,052.548 

- 
100.0 1,088,863 100.0 

19.2 179,213 16.5 
12.8 109,621 10.1 

6.4 69,592 6.4 
2.4 24.946 2.3 

15.2 
10.0 

5.2 
2.1 

95,046 

%z 
12:706 

8.7 
5.8 
2.9 
1.2 

:4" 

:: 

10.4 
1.4 

.2 
('1 

7.958 
7,055 

2: 

.7 

:i 
.l 

65,142 6.0 4.2 
11,267 1.0 5.3 

3,026 .3 9.2 
219 (1) 13.2 

11.7 
4.6 

_- 

- 

- 
, 100.0 2,281,115 

21.1 386,466 
10.2 166.433 
11.0 220.028 
2.4 46,718 

1.4 47,196 
1.4 46,217 

(1) 979 

11.5 154,259 
5.1 80,659 
6.3 73,600 
1.5 18,181 

1.0 
.9 

:: 

35,872 
33,514 

2.358 
1,221 

12.0 159,910 
10.7 134,014 
1.4 27,129 
1.3 25,896 

.5 9,719 

.l 3,469 
(1) 189 

18.8 
4.6 

-- 

- 

322,861 
76,818 

- 

1 Less than 0.05 percent. 
2 Benefits actuarially reduced since they were payable to a disabled worker 

already entitled to a reduced retired-worker of widow’s benefit. 

s Includes widows under age f%Z. 
Source: See table 1. 

of both retired-worker beneficiaries and the wives 
of retired workers were nonwhite; among those 
with reduced benefits, 9 percent of the retired- 
worker beneficiaries but only 5 percent of the 
wives of retired workers were nonwhite. In total, 
4.6 percent of all nonwhite beneficiaries in both 
1960 and 1967 were women who had become eligible 
through these provisions. By 1967, 14 percent of 
all nonwhite beneficiaries were women receiving 

102,245 9.4 5.9 
38,265 3.5 5.6 

1967 

- 

- 

_- 

- 

109.0 9.9 

16.9 
7.3 

20" 

2 
8.7 
8.4 

2; 
.l 

14.7 
14.7 
13.8 

2: 
3:2 

.8 

5.9 
6.8 
5.1 
5.2 

1.6 
1.5 

:: 

15.3 
16.4 
5.1 
6.3 

7.0 
5.9 
1.2 
1.1 

.4 

.2 
(1) 

5.8 

::3" 
8.4 
7.9 

11.0 
19.5 

14.2 
3.4 

7.5 
7.3 

- 
7.3 

6.3 

E 
7.0 

::i 

::i 

10.4 
11.6 

5.9 
5.2 

reduced benefits, compared with 19 percent for 
the total. 

The fivefold increase in the number of nonwhite 
women beneficiaries between 1955 and 1967 (seven- 
fold for nonwhite retired women workers) may 
be accounted for in part, but only in small part, 
by the lowering of the age for eligibility for 
benefits. The major factors were undoubtedly the 
increasing employment of women and the inclu- 
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TABLE 5.-Men beneficiaries with and without reduction in benefits for early retirement and those under age 65 with benefits in 
currentpayment status, by selected type of beneficiary and race, at end of 1967 

Total 

Type of beneficiary 
Number 

- 
1 

_- 

Percent of all 
beneficiaries 

Allbene6ciarles...~..~~.~~..~~..~-~.~--~~-~~~.~~~..~~-~~~--~-.~~.--~~..-~~.-~~...~~~ 22,976,410 

Retired male workers.~-~.~.~.--.~--~~.-~~-~~---~~~-~~~.~~~-~~~.-~~~.~~..~~..~~~~.~~ 7,X0,469 
Withoutrerluction...~...-~.~-.~~--~~.~~..~~~...~--~~.-~~-.~~.-~~..~~..~~...~~~..~ 5.214,676 
With redretion.-.~-~~..~-.~~-.~~.-~~.~~~-.~~.-~-..~~.-~~..~....~...~..~~....~~..~ 1,945.793 

Underape _...__ __.__ -.__--__--_-.- _..._ --._-.-_-.-_.- ___..__..._.____._ ____ 486.236 
Disabled male workers....~~~.~..-.~.---..~~..~~..~...~--~~-.-~~..-~.-.~.~-.~.~.~~~~ 871,864 

Withoutrerll:ction~-.....~~.~~-.~~--~~..~~..~.-.~...~...~...~~~--~~..~~~.~~~~.~~~~ 846,292 
Wltbre~luction (underage65)‘..._. -__.- ._..._..___.__ -.__--__.- ._.. -__--___- ____ 25,572 

Husbands of retired workers-..---- .__.. -_-- __... -.-___--_.- __.. __.___..__.._ _ _.__ _ 9,772 
Withoutrerl~ction...~~..~-.~~--~~.-~.--~-..~~..~~.-~~..~...~..-~.~-~..~~~..~~...~ 8,263 
Withreduction __..__._...__.__ .__. -._-- ._..._..__.._____...-... -_-..__-- ___. -___ 1,569 

Husbands of disabled workers-. ___.__.._...__.._...---..--.-..---.. _ _...__..-__.--_ 536 
Without wltoction ..__.._ --._.- ._..._...__.__.___.._ --.__-- .__. _._._..__...__..__ 270 
With reductlon....~..~...~...~-..~-.~~.~~...~~.~~~~~~~.~~-.~~.--~~.-~~~.~~.~~~..~ 

Parents...-.-..l..--..--.-- ._._. __.___ _..___. -_ _____. -___- _.._ _..___..__..__...__ 2,E 
Underage65 ._._ ._..__.._..._ -.__-- _..___.._ ___..__ -.__- .___ __.____.___..___.._ 64 

31.2 
22.7 

i:: 
3.8 
3.7 

.l 

Total with reyuction ..___..__. ______.___..__ _._. _____.. _ _..___.___..._ _ ..__..__._ 1,973,140 8.6 
Under age 65 .___. -_.-__- .._. ___.______._ _-.- __._______.__..._...--...--.----.-... 513,633 2.2 

Nonwhite T 
Number 

2,281,115 

531,447 
376,666 
294,781 
50.196 

135,395 
133,001 

2,392 

z 
161 
32 
16 

2E 
12 

207,352 
52,767 

- 
1 

_- 

i 

Percent of all 
beneficiaries 

100.0 

25.5 
16.5 

Pi 
5.9 
5.8 

.l 

9.1 
2.3 

-- 

.- 

- 

Nonwhite 

perznt 

total 

9.9 

% 
10.5 
10.3 
15.5 
15.7 

t!:: 

1;:: 
6.0 

it”0 
13.6 
18.0 

--- 
10.5 
10.3 

1 Beneflts actuarially reduced since they were payable to a disabled worker 2 Less than 0.05 percent. 
already entitled to a reduced retired-worker benefit. Source: See table 1. 

sion of domestic workers by 1950 and 1954 cent of all children in the population under age 
amendments. 18 are nonwhite. 

The 1961 provisions permitting early retire- 
ment of men with a reduction in benefits have 
clearly been utilized to a greater extent, propor- 
tionately, by the nonwhite. By 1967, 9.1 percent 
of all nonwhite beneficiaries were men with re- 
duced benefits, though men with such reduced 
benefits represented 8.6 percent of all beneficiaries 
(table 5). The proportion of all men retired 
workers with reduced benefits who were nonwhite 
was 10.5 percent, compared with 7.2 percent 
among the retired workers whose benefits were 
not reduced. 

With the additions to the beneficiary population 
arising from the disability and early-retirement 
provisions, the relative numbers of child bene- 
ficiaries were somewhat less in 1960 and 1967 than 
in 1955, but on the whole the proportions have 
been quite stable at about 15 percent for the total 
and 30 percent for the nonwhite. 

The provisions for benefits to the disabled 
and their dependents did of course add to the 
number of child beneficiaries. In 1960, children 
of the disabled were only 1 percent of all beneflci- 
aries and 2 percent of nonwhite beneficiaries, but 
by 196’7 these proportions had increased to 3 per- 
cent and 6 percent (tables 2 and 6). 

Effect of Changes on Child Beneficiaries 

Children under age 18, as dependents of de- 
ceased and retired workers, have formed an 
important segment of the nonwhite beneficiary 
group throughout the period. In 1955, nearly 
a third of all nonwhite beneficiaries were children 
under age 18, most of them children of deceased 
workers. Among all beneficiaries, children were 
only half as important a group (16 percent). 
Major reasons for the notably large proportion 
of all children receiving benefits who are non- 
white are demographic-the higher morbidity 
rate among nonwhite male workers, as well as 
their larger families. In recent years, 13-14 per- 
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In 1956, provision was made for payment of 
benefits to a disabled child after age 18 if his 
disability began before that age. The group 
receiving benefits under this program is small 
in number-less than 1 percent of all beneficiaries. 
Since most of this type of beneficiary are adults 
(about four-fifths of them over age 24)) they are 
children only in the sense of dependency on a 
retired, deceased, or disabled parent. Nonwhite 
beneficiaries made up only 5 percent of this small 
group in 1960 and 8 percent in 1967. 

The 1965 amendment providing benefits for 
children aged 18-21 if they attend school added 
a group that comprised 1.8 percent of all bene- 
ficiaries in 1967 and 2.3 percent of all nonwhite 
beneficia,ries (table 6): 
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TABLE 6.-Child beneficiaries with benefits in current-payment status, by type of child beneficiary, age, and race, at end of 1955, 
1960, and 1967 

- 

_- 

- 

- 

Total 

---- 

Nonwhite Percenta e distribution 
f Y type 

Nonwhite 

Number Percent of all Number Percent of all 
beneficiaries beneficiaries Total 

j 
Type of beneficiary 

All bencficiarics.. _.- . ..__...___ . ..__ _.....__._ ._... 7,960.GlF 100.0 526,087 100.0 ---__..__._-__ _-------_...__ G.6 

1,276,240 16.0 171,265 32.6 100.0 100.0 13.4 
122,042 1.5 18,047 3.4 9.6 10.5 14.8 

1.154,198 14.5 153,218 29.1 90.4 89.5 13.3 

Chfldren underage 18 __~_~ . . .._.... -- _......_ ___._... 
Childrenofretircdworkers- ._.... -._-.-.- ._....._ -.. 
Children of deceased workers _- . ..____........_.._. -. 

26.4 
3.7 
3.4 

.2 
20.7 
20.4 

2:: 
2.0 

(1) 

25.8 
3.4 

20.4 
2.0 

12” 
.3 

(‘1 

1967 

30.0 
4.8 
4.0 

:i 
18.9 
17.0 

.5 

i:; 
5.8 

.l 

.3 

26.8 
4.0 

17.0 
5.8 

:i 
.5 

2:; 

A 
.3 

- 
-. 

- 

- 

_. 

- 

1,088,863 

287.744 
40,090 
37,459 
2,631 

225,165 
222,436 

2,729 
22,489 
22,271 

218 

292,166 
37,459 

222,436 
22,271 
5,578 
2,631 
2,729 

218 

-_^ 
2.281,115 

- 

- 

- 

- 

ET% 
91:477 
7,423 

10,363 
432,125 
387.193 

10,813 
34,119 

141.808 
133,295 

1,346 
7,167 

611,965 
91,47i 

387,193 
133,295 
19,582 
7,423 

1:,;:; 

51:649 
10,363 
34,119 

7,167 

-- 
_. _ _ _ 

100.0 
13.9 
13.0 

.9 
78.3 
77.3 

7:: 
7.7 

.l 

98.1 
13.0 
77.3 
7.7 
1.9 
.Q 
.9 
.l 

100.0 
16.0 
13.4 
1.1 
1.5 

63.3 
56.7 
1.6 
5.0 

20.7 
19.5 

1:; 

89.6 
13.4 
56.7 
19.5 
2.9 
1.1 
1.6 

7:; 

::i 
1.0 

- 

-- 

, 

- 

14,844,5E9 100.0 

2,000.451 13.5 
288,168 1.8 
214,343 1.4 
53,825 .4 

1,576,802 10.6 
1,52Q.535 10.3 

47,267 .3 
155,481 1.0 
152,519 1.0 

2,962 (‘1 

1,X96,397 
214,343 

1.529,535 
152,519 
104,054 
53.825 
47,267 
2,962 

12.7 
1.4 

10.3 
1.0 

:4’ 
.3 

(9 
-- I _- 

- 

- 

- 
, 

- 

- 

_. 

- 

.__- .____ -._. 

100.0 
13.4 

‘Z 
78.8 
76.5 
2.4 
7.8 
7.6 

.I 

94.8 
10.7 
76.4 
7.6 
5.2 
2.7 
2.4 

.l 

7.3 

14.4 
14.9 
17.5 
4.9 

14.3 
14.5 

12 
14:6 
7.4 

14.9 
17.5 
14.5 
14.6 

45:: 
5.8 
7.4 

All beneficiaries ._.. --..-- _.... ._....___.... _.~ . . . . -.. 

All children.............~.~.....~.....~......~.~..~ 
Children of retired workers.. .._....__........_ 

... 

Underage18..........-.......~..--..~..-..~ 
...... 

Disabled, aged 18 and over .._...._ 
...... 

Children of deceased workers..- 
................ 

. ..__ ............... 
Underage18.m.m _ ........... _. . .._ _ 
Disabled, aged 18 and over .__. 

............... 
........... 

Children of disabled workers. _ _.~- ._ 
.._ ...... 

........... . .... 
Underagel8-.........-......~...--..........- 
Disabled, agcd 18 and over ...-- ..__ 

.... 
......... .._ ... 

-- 
I 

22,976,410 100.0 

3,585,209 
510.225 
345,272 

92,866 
72,087 

2,362,440 
1.933.850 

125,252 
303,338 
712,544 
649,162 
11,540 
51,842 

15.6 
2.2 
1.5 

1: 
10.3 
8.4 

.5 
1.3 
3.1 
2.8 

(9 
.2 

2.928,284 
345,272 

1,933,850 
649,162 
229,658 
92,866 

125,252 
11,540 

427,267 
72,087 

303,338 
51,842 

12.7 
1.5 
8.4 
2.8 
1.0 

:Z 
(‘1 

1.8 

1:: 
.2 

14.2 
9.6 
2.6 

290 
53.9 
3.5 
8.5 

19.9 
18.1 

1:: 

81.7 

53:: 
i8.i 
6.4 
2.6 
3.5 

11:; 
2.0 
8.5 
1.4 

All beneficiaries .__. __ .. .~_ ... .._. ........ .._ _ ........ 

All children-..-.-...-.....-.....-....-.......~~~ 
Children of retired 

...... 
workers.. ..... .._ ................ 

Underagel8-.......-.-..........- 
Disabled, aged 18 and over. 

................ 
_ .... _......__ ........ 

Studentsagedl8-Zl..............~......~~.~...~ .. 
Children of deceased workers .... ..__ .... ..__. ....... 

Underagel8~.........~~..~.....~~.......~~ 
Disabled, aged 18 and over 

....... 
.... ..__ ..... .._. 

Students aged 1%Zl._.___ ----._--_.-.-. 
....... 

Children of disabled workers -.. 
.. . ..... . .. 

....... .._. ..... .._ .. 
Undrragel8..~.~...~.~~..~~......~............~~. 
Disabled, aged 18 and over ___....__. ......... .___. 
Students aged 18-21.~.~.~.~~....~~.............~~. 

Underagelx....,,........--....--...-......--.....- .. 
Children of retired workers.. . .._ . .._ .... ..__. ... ._ .. 
Children of deceased workers ............ .._ ..... ._. 
Children of disabled workers.- _.._..__._____._. ._ 

Disabled, aged 18 and over .............. ..___ ..... ._ .. 
Children of retired workers .__. ...... ..__ _ -._ ... .._ .. 
Children of deceased workers ........ .._ ........ .._ .. 
Childrenofdlsabledworkers ..-. ...... .._. .._...._ .. 

Studcntsaged lB-Zl~.......~~~.............~~~~...-~ .. 
Children of retired workers-.. ...... ~_.-. . ..__ ... ._ .. 
Children of deceased workers ............... __...._ .. 
Children of disebled workers-. .... .._.__.._._...._ .. 

9.9 

19.1 
21.4 
26.5 

12: 
l&3 
20.0 

IE 
19:Q 

?7” 
13:8 

20.9 
26.5 
20.0 
20.5 

E 

12 
12:1 
14.4 
11.2 
13.8 

- 
1 Less than 0.05 percent. Source: See table 1. 

DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE MONTHLY BENEFITS consistent change in the relative levels of pay- 
ments over the period considered (table 3) .4 

Almost as striking as the increasing proportion 
of the nonwhite among the beneficiary categories 
is the lack of any discernible trends in the rela- 
tionship of the average monthly benefits paid to 
the nonwhite in each class and the average 
amounts paid to all beneficiaries in the class. 
There are differences among the classes but no 

4 The percentages shown in table 3 would be somewhat 
less if the average monthly benefits of white beneficiaries 
had been compared with those going to nonwhite 
beneficiaries. In 1967, for example, the average benefit 
amount for nonwhite retired men beneficiaries was 79.2 
percent of the average for white beneficiaries and 80.6 
percent of the average for all retired men beneficiaries; 
for women retirees, the difference was less than 0.05 
percent. 
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The average benefit going to nonwhite children 
has been about 70 percent of the average level 
for all children, for retired nonwhite workers 
the average has been around 80 percent of the 
level for all retired workers, and disabled non- 
\vhite men receive slightly less than 90 percent 
of the average for all disabled men. The rela- 
tively low benefits of nonwhite children result 
from the application of the family maximum on 
benefits : nonwhite families are larger than white 
families and are therefore affected by the maxi- 
mum to a greater extent. 

The amount of the benefit is, of course, geared 
to average earnings, and the average earnings 
of the nonwhite are notably below those of 
Jvhite workers. The benefits of the nonwhite, 
however, are larger in relation to their earnings 
than are those of the white beneficiaries because 
the benefit formula is weight,ed in favor of the 
low-income group. The median incomes of non- 
white males aged 14 and over have been about 
50-60 percent of the median for white males.” 
Median income of nonwhite females aged 14 and 
over have been increasing in relation to those 
of white females since 1948 from about 50 per- 
cent to 75 percent), as a result of shifts in the 
North and the West to higher-paid occupations 
and to more fulltime work. If this trend is 
maintained, the average monthly benefits of non- 
white women workers should also increase in 
relation to the level for all women retirees. 

SUMMARY 

One-fifth of the 23 million persons on the 
benefit rolls at the end of 1967 would not, have 
been there had it, not been for amendments to 
the Social Security ,4ct enacted in the past dozen 
years. Nearly half these beneficiaries were dis- 

3 These data have beeu computed from Mary I+‘. 
IIenson, Ttwarlu in tRv Znconw of Pamilics uud Pcru011s 
in the United States, 1947-1964 (Bureau of the Census 
‘rechnical Paper No. li’), 1967. 

OIIAW 2.-Sonmhite beneficiaries with benefits in cur- 
rent-payment status as a percent of all beneficiaries, by 
tyl)e of benefit, end of 1955, 1960, and 1967 

Percent 
By type of beneficiary 

Retired Disabled 
workers workers 

and and 
dependents dependents 

Survivors 
of 

deceased 
workers 

abled workers and their dependents. For the 
nonwhite, a larger proportion-more than one- 
fourth of the 2.3 million nonwhite beneficiaries- 
are on the rolls because of the provisions outlined 
a ove, b and three-fifths of them were disabled 
workers and their dependents. 

The persistent increase in the proportion of 
the nonwhite in every beneficiary category is 
clearly evident, (chart 2). The nonwhite form a 
particularly large proportion of certain types of 
beneficiaries-children, the disabled, widowed 
mot,hers-and a particularly small proportion of 
wires of retired workers and aged widows. 

Explanations of these differences and of the 
trends have been offered in terms of demographic 
factors (t,he large families among nonwhites, the 
greater morbidity rates, the fewer elderly in the 
total population), economic factors (the increas- 
ing employment, of women, for example), and 
program changes (expansion of coverage, the 
addition of the disabled to the program, the 
changing age requirements). 

It is also probable, though it cannot be demon- 
strated, that less tangible factors have been 
affecting the relative numbers of nonwhite bene- 
ficiaries : an increasing understanding and aware- 
ness that account for their greater participation 
in the social security program currently than in 
earlier years. 
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